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The Text of a Cd'inplaiiii |

A,gd‘il'lsi' Actions of the Presbytery of thlude_lplﬁa
In the Matter of the Licensure and Ordination

he following is the full text of a
complaint signed by a minorit}i"in
the Presbytery of Philadelphia of The
.Orthodox Presbyterian Church against

. the action of that presbytery in the
matter of the licensure and ordination

of the Rev. Gordon -H. Clark, Ph.D.
‘The complaint was presented and read

on the floor of presbytery at its meet:

. ing on November 20, 1944.

To John P. Galbraith, Stated Clerk of

", The Presbytery of Philadelphia: -

© And now, this sixth day of ‘QOc-
tober,. AD. 1944, come thé under
. sitgned and complain against the action
of the Presbytery of Philadelphia in
holding a special meeting” of the
severa] actions and decisions takén at
that-meeting, to wit: . ©nsp 07w
>+ 1. The degision to. find; the: ¢al}; fo;

in order; -~ . s

: Presbytery on July 7, 1944 and against -

- 2, ‘The decision. to sustain the ex-

‘H,.Clark;. -~ s
"3 The decision to waive the Te-

! azmre_megt,of, two years of study in a

eological seminary;

. "'g. The decision to. proceed .to 1i-
" “cense Candidaté Gordon. H, Clark to .. d - b
S < venience of Dr, Gordon H, Clark and’

* preach the gospel;

.. - 5. The action .of-'licensipg D,r:ﬁi_o;-

. :.don" H. Clark; o

6. The decision to deem the ex-

ordination; and : .
" 7. The decision to ordain Dr. Gor-

of the Presbytery called

. pose.-.”

In support of the complaint agafnét

the; decision to find the call* for the -

- don H, Clark at a subsequent meeting -
for. that pur-

-meeting in order the following con-

siderations are set forth: -

The special meetin
at
the. Mediator Orthodox' Presi}y_teriain'

- Church -in Philadelphia on. July 7,

1944 was an illegal meeting. In ‘sup-
port of this conclusion- the
evidence is cited:

"1, 4. The Form of-GUi.re'm‘-n:Ient of .

| the- Orthodox , Presbyterian- Church

-

~. -amination in. theology of Dr. Gordon ~

- amination for licensure sufficient for ..

of the Pres-
bytery of Philadelphia held

following -

« meeting, o
-natare of-
- vided the occasion for the special
- megting. offered no -evidence of the
., existence .of an emergency, , extraor- -
- dinary .or . otherwise, ~ Rather; the -
-moderator stated that the meeting was

. complainants,

of Dr, Gordon H. Clark

reads, “The. presbytery shall meet on
its own adjournment; and when any
emergency ‘shall require a meeting
sooner than the time to which it
stands adjourned, the moderator, or,
in-case of his absence, death, or in-
ability to act, the stated clerk, .shall,

“with the concurrence or at the re-

gll.lest of two ministers and two elders,
e elders being of different congre-

gations, call a special mecting” (Chap- .

ter X, section g). . _
b. The Form of Goverriment of

the ‘Orthodox Presbyterian Church

reads, “And' in the case of the

moderator of the presbytery, he shall
- likewise .be empowered, - on any
extraordinary emergency, to convene:
the judicatory by a circular letter be- ~
" fore’ the -ordinary time of mecting”
)

{Chapter XIX, section. 2),
s g The:modasatol jafithe
of Philadclfphia when requested. at the

e emergency which pio-

justified - because it -suited ‘the con-

declated that other special meetings
constituted a precedent for this meet-
ing. Nor has any other -evidence of

- the ‘existence of an emergency been
presbytery or the

presented. to the.

d. ‘Thus the meeting of the Presby-

‘tery of Philadelphia on July », 1941 -
o

was called, and held, in violation.
the Form-of Govemment of the Or-

‘thodox Presbyterian Chuich, ‘
' -2..a; The provisions of the Form

of Government of the Orthodox Pres-
byterian Church quoted above ‘are

. taken verbatim from the Form of Gov- .

emment of the Presbyterian Church

in the U.S.A,, except that in the sec-
- ond quotation the word “a” is a-sub-
titute for the word “his”, These pro-

visions have stood in the Form of

Government since its adoption by the -
- Synod. of Neiw York ap_d_l?hi’ladelphia

Pr éiﬁjftz&ar}:r i

ﬂ{'ﬂy 7, 1044 to state the

in 1788, preparatory to the convening
of the first General Assembly in the
following year, : o

Prior to 1788, the Synod of New
York and Philadelphia, the-parent of

‘the General Assembly, and the highest

judicatory then' existing, had been
overned by the action in 1729 of the

‘Synod of Philadelphia in declaring

“that they judge: the. directory -for
worship, discipline, 'and government
of the church, commonly. annexed to
the Westminster Confession, to” be
agreeable in substance to the word of

- God, and founded ‘thereupon, and

therefore do earnestly recommend the

- same to all ‘their members,sto be by

them observed as near as circumstances
will allow, and Christian prudence di-
rect” .(Records - of the. Presbyterian

| Shusch in the United States Jf Amer-
et Pivladelphin il gos, i pegg) e Since .
‘that directory ;made. no specifi¢- pro-

-vision-concerning special meetings, the g
- question arose, in-the course of time,..

as ‘to the calli’ntﬁ-:-of, special meetings,
and a query on the subject was'brought

‘in to the. Synod of: N ew_-rlgﬁrk and
‘Fhiladelphia “in- 1760, -which ‘query
- read as follows: .~~~ - 7 .

“How many: ministers .gre'ﬁecesqaqr '
to request the moderator of the: com-
mission of the Synad, or of any of our
Presbfrteries, to-oblige the moderator
to:call any of -ﬂ;ese.judicatqr&'s to- do
occasional business?!! . .. Ao
. 'The Synod replied to the qtiery:

HThe gynod judge, that meetings of
judicatures; pro re nata, can’only be
neeessary. on ‘account of important oc-
currences unknown at their ld§t meet-
ing, and -which cannot be safely de-
ferred till their stated meeting, such

-as scandal raised on a-minister’s char

acter, tending to destroy his useful-
ness, and bring reproach on religion;
or feuds in a congregation threatening
its. dissolution; -er some ddngerous
error, "or heresy broached; butinot for
matters judicially * deferred by the .
judicature, - except some unforeseen
circumstance -occurs,-which makes it
appear that some . principal things .on
which the judgment-deperids may
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" then be had, and cannot be obtained

if it is deferred till their stated ‘meet- -

ing; nor, for any matters that ordinatily
come in at their stated meetings”
(op. cit,, p: 305). - o _
This action constituted a precedent
for the Form of Government when it
" was adopted in 1788 and iHuminates
its .meaning, Furlzl
was printed in Samuel J. Baird: A
- 'Collection of the Acts, Deliverances,
and Testimonies of The Supreme
‘Judicatory of the Presbytérian Church,
from its Origin in America to the
. Present Time, the ancestor of' -the
Eresent Presbyterian Digest, when it
rst appeared in 1856, It was reprinted

in the second edition.. It was carred.
over into The Presbyterian Digest by

William E. Mooré and stil a
in the latést edition of the

Qars

broken tradition. . . | .
. -b. The special meetinfg of the Pres-
. bytery of Philadelphia of July 7, 194

" falls under the direct condemnation o

this precedent, since it did not- deal

. with an occurrence unknown at the
. last meeting, nor with a judicial mat-
© ter, but did deel with a matter that
" ordinarily “comes in” at a s_tate{i meet- -
. i LERRTIN

ing.

~..used in connection ‘with- special meet-

ings by'the Synod of 17760, It has been .
" an historical ma e of zhe Presbyterian-

Church in the U.S.A, since that time,
p:rhaﬁss before it, in application to
specia meetingswj'. Aspinwall Hodge
uses it in his What Is Preshyterian
Law as defined by The Church
Courts? (Philadelphia, 1882)..

~ The definition: of “pro re nata” in
the Oxford English Dictionary reads,
““for the affair born, i.e. arisen’;. for-
some contingency arising unexpectedly

or .without being provided for; for an -
ocgeasion as it arises” {vol. 'VIII, p. -

‘1398). 7 .
K E. pinwall Hodge, in the work just
mentioned, says: ,
' “When may ‘pro re nata’ meetings
be called? e
"~ “They may be called ‘on account
of important occurrences unknown at
their last meeting, and which cannot
be sa,fel( deferred Hll their stated meet-

ing’” (p. 228), L
i. Tl?e met)zting of July.7, 194
thus violates not only the Form o
‘Government ¢f the Orthodox Presby-
terian Church and-the historical prec-
édent dnd fradition -of the Presby-
terian church but tlie very definition

7

ermore the action

1gest, .
© that of 1938, It constitutes an un- -

- L3 i[i
3..2. The term “pro re naia” was-

) A COMPLAINT L

of a pro re nata meeting, - -~ .

4. a, It has been argued that the
Presbytery of Philadelphia® has oc-
casionally met in special sessions when
no emergency was present and that
precedent was thus established for
such procedure, But that is only to
say that Presbytery has at times erred
in this respect. [t goes without say-
il"li that one error does not justify an-
other. However, the complainants hold

that there is no. evidence that, as a

matter of fact, the Presbytery of Phila-
delphia has in other instances trans-

gressed the provisions of the . .comsti-:

tution concerned. The minutes of the
Presbytery of Philadelphia contained
in the record books of the Presbytery

in .August, 1944 record twenty-one

special meetings, as distinct from regu-
lar or adjourned meetings, whose min-
ute¢s have been approved to date. |

. Of that number, nineteen were con-

cemned entirely with the approval of
" the sending of ealls, the reception of
_churches, the installation of pastors, -
the dismissal of members, the erasure .-

of the names of members, the dis-

-solution of pastoral relationships, the

notifying sessions of dissolutions, the

declaring of pulpits vacant, the ac-

ceptance of resignations from'. offices
in this conpection, the granting of
.permission to reside without the

ounds of presbytery and the ordina-
tion of candidates without further ex-
amination, In short, they dealt cither

with changes of pastoral or ecclesiasti- -

~ cal status. which had arisen in the in-

teival between stated meelings or

'Of the two remaining  meetings,

. one was .called in answer to a.special

request from the Redeemer Church
and appointed a committee to confer
with

an answer to the request of the Pres-

bytery of Chio. and was called in ac-
cordance with the direction of the

¢ congregation of that church; -
and the other was called to deal with. -
the report of a committee to prepare”

" were for the purpose of ordaining . .
- candidates without further examina-
- tom. S

previous regular meeting ordering the

committee to present its recommenda-

tons at the “earliest possible mo-
- ment”, :

b. The minutes of the Prcsbyt"ery
therefore indicate that in the past the

Preshytery has held special meetings -

only when matters concerning pas-
toral relationships or the ordination
of men already examined were con-
cemed, where a new matter had sud-

denly arisen, or where the presbytery
itself had directed action at the “earli-
est possible moment”. No special

"meeting comparable to. ‘the meeting

-of July 7, 1044 has ever been held by

-the Presbytery-of Philadelphia,

We conclude therefore that the
meeting of July 7th was unconstitu-
tional, It was clearly illegal in the light
of the specific requirements of the
Form of Government that the calling
of special meetings is justified only
‘when an emergency exists. It also
stands condemned in the light of his-

~ “toric precedent.

In the light of the fofegoing con-

 siderations the complainants request

that the meeting of the Presbytery of
Philadelphia held onJuly 7, 1944 be

- found to have been iliegally convened

and that its acts.and decisions and the
acts and .decisions issuing therefrom
be declared null and void. '

- In support of the complaint against
the actions and decisions numbered
2 to 7 the following considerations are
set forth:

I. ;T'h_e Christian . doctrine of the.

knowledge of God is distinguished as

well by its affirmation of the incom- -

Yorehensibility of God as by its asser-

ion of his knowability, The point does
not need to be Iabored that the know-

" ability of God-lies at the yery founda-

tiont of Christianity. That God can be
known, -and that he has given a
knowledge of himself ‘through his
works and words, is pervasively taught

in the Scriptures. The possibility and’

actuality of true religion depend upon
the light and truth which God com-

. municates to men. Skepticism and

agnosticism are; thoroughly anti-Chris-
Han. : T

In avoiding skepticism and agnost-
cistan, however, Christianity has been
insistent that the knowledge of God
which is fpossible for men, possible
becanse of the fact of divine revela-

tion, is not and can never become *

comprehension of God, The doctrine
of the incomprehensibility of God is
as ultimate and foundational as the
doctrine of his knowability. The doc-
trine of the incomprehensibility of
God is not a mere qualification of his

v

knowability; it is not the doctrine that

God can be known only if he makes
himself known and in so far as he
makes-himself known. It is rather the
doctring that God because of his very

nature must remain. incomprehensible

to man, The questionr of the power of




- course entitled, “On God’s Being a

God to reveal -himself to man -does
not enter into the elements of this
doctrine. Because of his very,.nature
as infinite and’ absolute the knowledge -
which God possesses of himself and
- of all things must remain a mystery
which the %snite mind of man -cannot
penetrate, The divine knowledge as
-divine transcends human knowledge as -
human, even when that human know!-
edge is a knowledge communicated by
God. Man may possess true knowledge
as he thinks Cod's thoughts after him.
:But because God: is God, the creator,
and man is man, the creature, the dif-
ference between the divine knowledge
and the knowledge possible to man
may never be conceived of merely in
-quantitative terms, as 4 difference in
‘degree mather than a difference in
kind. Otherwise the' Creator-creafure -

. " relationship'is broken down at a most

. chucial point, and. there is an assault -
upon the majesty of God. Co
- The doctrine of the divine incom-
?rehensibility_is not a specifically Re-
-formed doctrine; In view, however, of
. the ?'ccu_liar emphasis of the Reformed ~
theology upon the divine ‘sovereignty
dnd transcendence, it is not surprising
“that it has been most careful to state
and expound it. As indicative .of thé
place oceupied by this doctrine in Re-
formed thought mention may be made
" of the fact that in' the monumental -
'work of Bavinck, the first subject -
* .treated under the doetrine of God. is
his incomprehensibility; and that, only
- after .devoting 28 pages to this sub-
{'g:t, does he.procéed to.desl with the -
nowability of God. o
A femuptaﬁons from Reformed
writers will serve to set forth more
adequately the classic. doctrine of in-
comprehensibility. Calvin’s teaching,.
because of the unique place which his-
* thought occiipies in. the history of
. Reformed thought, is of special inter-
est. Calvin says that the divine essence
is incomprehensible, that his majesty
- is not to be perceived by the hiiman .
- senses, that what God-is in himself we'
cannot know, that from the nature of
the case we may learn from his divine
activities only what he is to us, that-
it_would be presumptuous curiosity
", to attempt to examine into his essence,
that rather we must be content to-
* adore, to fear and to reverence him
(Institutes, v, 1, o i, 23 x. 3¢ of.
. Wa&ﬁ;ld, Calvin and Calvinism, PP
© orsolf}, ‘ p
- Chamock sets forth the incompre-
hensibility of God both in his dis-

.
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Spirit” and in that entitled, “On
God's Knowledge™: -

“God is therefore a Spirit incapable of

being -seen, and infinitely incapable of
being understood, . ., . There is such a

disproportion between an . infinite object
" and a finite sense and understanding, that
‘it is nttesly.impossible eithier to behold or
. comprehend him" {Discoursés on the Ex-

istence and Attributes of God, New ‘I_'ork,

-1886, pp. 184f.).

“We cannot have an adequate or suit-
able coneeption of God: He dwells in in-
accessible light; inaccessible to the acute-
ness of our faney, as well as the weakness
of our sense. If we counld have thonghts of
him-as high and excellent as liis-nature,
our conceptions must be as infinite as his
nature, Alfour imaginations of him cannot
represent him, because every created spe-
cles is finite; it cannot therefore represent
to us a full and substantial notion of an

infinite Being, . , . Yet God in his word -
.- is pleased to step below his own excellency,
and point us to those excellencies in his.

works, whereby we may ascend to ‘the

knowledge of those excellencies which are
-in his nature, But the creatures, whence .

we draw our lessons, being finite, and our

- understanding being finite, it is utterly

impossible to have a notion of God com-
mensurate to the immensity and spirtu-

ality of; his being” (idem, p. 196. See.also
“PP- 183, 451, 358). o

J- H.. Thomwell in his lecture on
“The Nature and Limits of our Knowl-
edge of God” (Collected Writings,
Vol. I; Richmond, 1 871) also clearly
draws a qualitative distinction between
the divine knowledge and the knowl-

‘edge that is possible to man. While

the whole discussion on pp. 104-142
is pertinent, a few quotations must

_suffice here:"

“His infinite perfections are veiled under
finite symbols. It is only the shadow of
them that falls upon the human under-

standing” (&, 118), - Divfﬁe- .

“Again the difference betwix

- and.human knowledge is not only gimply

of degree. It is a difference in kind, God’s

- knowledge #s not like ours, and therefore
: we ate utterly unable to think it as it is
', in Him, We can’ only think it under the

analogy of ours in the sensé of a similarity

' oflrelations" {pp. 121f.}, ‘

“This protest is onl{la series of negations
—it-affirms simply what God is not, but

by no means enables us to conceive what .

He replly and positively is, It is the infinite
and- absolute applied to the - attributes

which we are striving to tepresent, Stll -

these negative notions are.of Immense im:

- portance, They are clear and pregnant con-

essions that there is a transcendent reality
beyond all that we are able to conceive or
think, in comparison.with which our feeble

thoughts are but darkening counsel by
words without knowledge” - (p. 122).
“Most heresies have risen gom believing
the serpent’s lie, that our faculties were a
competent measure of universal truth. We
reason- about Gad as if we possessed an
absolute knowledge. The consequence is,
we are lost in confusion and error. , . , It
is 50 easy to slide into the habit of regard-

* ing the infinite and finite as only différent
~degrees’ of the same thing, and to reason

from oné¢ to the other with the same con-
fidence with which, in other cases, we rea-
son from the less to the greater, that the

. taution ¢annot be too much insisted upon

that God’s thoughts are not our thoughts,
nor ‘God's ways our ways” (pp. 140f.}.
“Our ignorance of the Infinite is the
true solution of the most perplexing prob-
lems which encounter us at every step in-
the study of Divine truth. We have gained

.8 great point. when we hdve found that
‘they are truly insoluble—that they contain

one element which we -cannot understand,
and without which the whale must remain
an inexplicable. mystery. The doctrines of
the Trnity, of the Incarnation, of the
Prescience of God and the Liberty of Man,
the Permission of the Fall; the Pro agation
of Original Sin, the Workings of Effica.
cious Grace, all these are facts which are
clearly’taught; as facts they can be readily
aceepted, but they defy all efforts to-reduce
them to science, . , . Our wisdom is to
believe and'adore” (pp. 141f.), '

Although Charles Hodge's particu-

‘lar, treatmient of the'doctrine of incom.-

prehensibility is brief, it is -to- the
point, and' likewise bases the ddétrine

-upon the distinction in nature be-
* tween the Almighty and the creature:

“When it is said that God can be

- known, it is not mesnt that He can ‘be

comprehended. To comprehend is to have
a complete and exhaustive knowledge of an

object. It is to understand its nature and

its relations, . . . God is past finding out.

We cannot understand the Almighty to

perfection: . . . Such knowledge is clearly
Impossible in a creature, either of itself or

of anything outside of itself” (Systematic

Theology, I, p. 337).

“It is included in what has been ‘said,
that our knowledge of God is partial and
inadequate, There is infinitely ‘more in -
God than:we cant have any idea of; and

what we do know; we know imperfectly”

(ibid.). |
Shedd is also worth hearing, He
says: T .
“Man knows the nature of finite spirit

+ through his own self-consciousness, but he

knows that of the Infinite spirit only ana.
logically, Hence some of the characteristics
of the Divine nature cannot be known by
a finite intelligence, For example, how God

- can be independent of the limitations of

time, and have an eternal -mode. of con.
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sciousness that is without succession, in-
cluding all events simultaneously in one

‘omniscient intuition, is inscrutable.to man,

- becanse he himself has no such conscious-

ness” (Dogmatic Theology, I, p.-152}..
“Although God is an inscrutable mystery,
e is ;vet an object of thooght” (idem,

p- 156).
Finally, a few sentemces from
Bavinck, -

“This doctrine of the incomprehensibility
of God and of the unknowability of ‘his

- essence becomes also the point of departure -

and the foundational thonght of Ghristian
theology: God is not exhausted in his rev-

elation, whether in creation or fe-creation.

He cannot fully communicate himself to
his creatures because they would then
themstlves have to be God. There is there-
fore no adeguate knowledge of God"”
‘(Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, II, p, 10),
* “Thete is no knowledge of God -as he
is in himself, We are men and he is the
Lord our God, . , . He is infinitely far
exzlted above our conception, our thought,
our language. He is not to be compared
with- any creatire. ."... He can be. appre-
hended, not'enm;erehended.—-Thus ieaks
. the whole of Seripture and the whole of

Chuistian -theology. And when a superficial;

-tationalism has thought an adequate knawl:
+ edge of God possible, Christian theolo

: -.Ies'ts aI\;.rays fought it most strentloqél !
“'I'_Eé knowledge that we possess of God -

" is altogether distinctive. It can be called a
poiitive knowledge in so far as through it
we recognize a being who is infinitely dif-

. ferent from 4l finite creatures. It is, on -

the other hand, negative because we ‘can-

not ‘ascribe a .single predicate to God as

we conceive of such a predicate in his

creatures, And it is therefore analogical

because it is the knowledge of a being who-
in himself is unknowable but nevertheless

canr make something of himself-known to .

- hig creatures”
“Cliristian

{p. 24). o
tﬁeoﬁ;gy beholds here an

“adorable mystery, It is completely incom. .

- prehensible for us that and how God can
reveal himself and to an extent make him-
-self known_in the creature, the ‘eternal in
time, the immeasurable in. space, the in-

. finite in the finite, the unchangeable in.

change, being in becoming, that which is

“ already as if it existed in that which does
-not exist, This mystéry is not to be com.
Erehended, it can 2lone be gratefully ac-

nowledged” (pp. 24f.). .
“Mystery is the element in which theol-
ogy bves” (p. 1), - '

. 'Fhat this doctriné of the incompre- |
of God as expounded by -

heénsibili
Reformed theology is the doctrine of
- the Confession of Faith, II,.1, and of
-, the Larger Catechism, 7, cannot: be

the doctrinal standards do not ex-

fession . does not.mean merel
“God is unknown uhless he reveals him-

~pound the meaning -of the word “in-
_comprehensible” where it is em-
ployed. Nevertheless, its meaning does .

not remain uncertain because of its
uniform significance in the history of
Christian thought which constitutes
the background of the formulation of
these standards. The context provided
by the standards themselves, more-
over, serves to confirm this conclusion.
In describing God as “infinite in be-

* ing and perfection” and as “most
- dbsolute” (II, 1) and as having “all

life, glory, goodness, blessedness, in
and of himself” and as being “alone
in and unto himself all-sufficient”
(1I, 2) the Confession clearly - con-

- ceives of the nature and attributes of
- God as being infinitely exalted above

the nature and qualities of the creature
whether .in this life or in the life to
come. -More specifically, when it
speaks of the knowledge of God a5 in-
finite ({H, 2) that knowledge of God
is evi

creature in a qualitative sepse, and not
merely in degree. And nothing is more
obvious than that in characterizing
'God.as “incomprehensible”, the Cﬁn-
that

ently thought of as differing
~ from the knowledge possible to-the

-

self. God does not become less incom-

prehénsible through the - historical

- process of revelation, Rather his in-

comprehensibility is viewed ‘as an at:
tiibute of God as he is in himself,

-without which he would not be God,
-as ‘absolute and unalterable as his

immutdbility, his. omnipotence and °

the other attributes referred to in the

. same sentence (11, 1), Now since God
s incomprehensible, his revelation of

himself cannot have the purpese of
providing an adequate or exhaustive

-knowledge of himself; the- revelation
- is directed to the needs of men (Con-
‘fession .I{i ¥)."Nor-does the doctrine

of the plainness of Secripture (I, 7)
medn that the revelation which God
has been pleased to give of himself

is meant to be exhaustively under-
‘stood, It is ‘indeed inherently per-
.- spicuous, and it is plain to man in the

sense that man “may attain unto a

sufficient understanding” of " “those
things which are necessary to be

known, belicved, and observed, for
salvation”, but this is far from imply-
ing that there are not mysteries set
forth in the divine revelation that are
‘quite beyond the powers of the finite
mind .to comprehend, .

That this doctrine of the divine.in-

comprehensibil'ig-_is‘ the ‘teaching of
the’ Scriptires does not require any
elaborate proof. The doctrine is taught

-in many passages and is implicit in
- the doctrine of the divine transcend-

ence which is everywhere taught or
presupposed in Scripture, A few of
the most explicit passages may be
passed in review. The proof-text sup-
plied with the reference in the Con-
fession is Ps, 1_415:3: “His greatness is
unsearchable”. Isa.” 40:28 also. states

- that “there is no searching of his un-
. derstanding’’ while Job 11:7f, asks,

“Canst thou by searching find out
God? Canst thou find out the Al
mighty to perfection? It is high as
heaven: what canst thou do? Deeper
than Sheol; what canst thou know?”
In these passages far more is taught
than that man is dependenit upon the
divine revelation for knowledge of

‘God; there is a reverent acknowledg-

ment” of the exceeding greatness of
God and of his knowledge which man

‘as a creature cannot krow in any ade-

uate way. Even more clearly perhaps.

e gulf which separates the divine
knowledge from human knowledge is
set forth in-Isa. 55:8, 9 “For my
thoughts are not your thoughts,
nieither-are your ways my ways, saith
{lehovah. For' as the heavens are

igher than the earth, so are my ways
higher than your ways, and -my
thoughts  than your thoughts”. In I
Timothy 6:16 the Lord of Lords is
described: as “dwelling in light unap-
proachable, whom no man hath seen

ror can see”, thus indicating not
merely that God is invisible because

of .his spirituality but 4lso that the
light in which God dwells is so glori-
ous'that man the creature may never
trespass or even draw near to contem-
plate God as he-is in himself. Only
the divine Son has- that adequate

" knowledge of God -which makes a

revelation of God possible ({‘ohn 1118
6:46). Only the Son has a knowledge
of the Father that is on a level with °
the Father's knowledge of the Son;
only the Son's knowledge of the
Father is accordingly ~exhaustive
knowledge; the knowledge which men
may’ come 1o possess of the Father
and of the Son is knowledge on a
lowér level, apprchension but not
comprehension, for otherwise mere
men would have to be accorded a
lace alongside of Christ who alone
“knows the Father” (Mt. 11:27; Lk,
r0:22, Cf. also Romans 11:33; Deut.

29:29). .




Now the judgment to which with

deep sorrow we have been compelled -

to- come is that the doctrine of the
. knowledge of God ‘which was set forth

before”the Presbytery of Philadelphia
by Dr, Clark is very far from being -

. in sgreement with the high view of
Seripture and of the Confession and
Catechisms as that has been ex-
Boundéd above. It is true indeed that

r. Clark accepts the term ‘“incom-
prehensible” as a quality of God. But

the issue of “course is net settled by
the bare acceptance of the language -

of the standards, The modemists in

our day have frequently indicated a.

teadiness to aceept the language of
- the ‘historie creed_lsJ, but -have reinter-
preted that language to mean some-
* thing sharply at variance with their
‘historic meaning, It is cur contention
that Dy, Clark’s view of the incom-
prehensibility of God is definitely at
variance with the meaning that this
doctrine has had in Christian theology.

- In expounding Dr, Clark’s views we
. appeal to the. stenographic record of

"his examination before the presbytery.
" The record is far ffom accurate in de- -
tessions: on this. doc-. .
" ine aresocomprehensive. and re-.

tail but the

- peated that no doubt. remains as o
- .its essential elements. The’ references

.are to page and line in. the record. '

* . Dr, Clark's definition of the incom-
" prehensibility of God seives as an ap-

propriate starting point, By this doe-

- rine he means “that God knows ev

- proposition and- that ; those propost~

tions are infinite in number and that
we -shall not éxhaust them when he
teveals them to us one at a time”
-{27:19ff. C£. 37:198. ). The Scriptura]
.statement that the ways of God are
past finding out Dr. Clark would ex-
plain by sdying “that no endeavor on
our part can discover certain truths

about God but those truths ¢an be.
obtained ‘only by revelations and we -

. cannot solve them on, our own inita-
tive . . " (20:

ff.). - C
When this geﬁniﬁon is analyzed

‘with the helH of the rest of his testi-

- dmony, 1&1 wi th.slppcé.m' that Dr.l. Clark
enies that--there 'is. any_qualitative
distinction between the contents of
the knowledge of God and the con-
- tenis"of the knowledge possible to

'm_gg,'.But rathér in so far as here is
any distinction between these two the
. distinction is merely quantitative, The
demonstration of this conclusion may
most conveniently proceed by taking
note of three stages in Dr, Clark's de-
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velopment of his views. L
1. The fundamental assumption

“made by Dr. Clark is that truth,

whether in the divine mind or ip
the human mind, is always proposi-

* tional. Truth, it is said, cannot be con-

- ceived. of except in terms of proposi-
tions SCf. 2:0ff; 11:2, 14f; and

especially. 22:19f.) . It will be observed

that Dr, Clark does not clajm to de-
rive this judgment from Scripture; it

. is rather regarded as an axiom of -

" reason (Cf. 36:13-17; 19:10fF.).,
- It is not necessary or appropriate to
consider here all of the implications -

of this fundamental assumption. A

- few observations are, however, of im-
_ mediate importance, This view of
“trath; it will be noted, conceives: of .

truth as fundamentally quantitative, as

consisting of a series of distinct items..

Now -even if it could be assumed that

¥ human knowlédge has this proposi-

tional character, it would still involve

.+ & tremendous assumption to conclude .
* that the divine knowledge miust pos-

.sess the same character. Since our
.thinking is pervasively conditioned by

© our ¢reaturchood, we may nof 'safelfr -

infer frory the character of our know
~edge what must be true of the knowl-

. edge of the Creatgr, Even if we conld
,/ be sure that human knowledge might

be resolved into distinet propositions,
it would -not necessarily follow . that
the knowledge of God, who pene-
-trates -into the depths of -his own
“tnind and of all things at a glance,
would be subject to the same gualifica-

tion, And it may not be overlooked in-

this conneetion that Dr. Clerk does

= not claim Scriptural- proof for his
- - fundamental assumption as to the

character of knowledge. . .
2. 'The farreaching significance of

..Dr, Clark's starting point, as observed: -

under 1 above, is evident when . we
note that Dr. Clark holds that man’s
knowledge of any proposition, if it is
really. knowledge, is identical with

- God's knowledge of the same proposi-

‘tion. If knowledge is a2 matter of

at 15, of self-contaned

_Ing _subjeck,
inéeEenh'ent statements, a_proposition
ave av

wou € th¢ same meaning,

propositions divorced from_the knOWfl
¥ .

-God’s mind which may not be shared
-by the human mind. L
- That the above statement is a fair

-3-7. ‘These inclu

. Scripture is. capable of being com%'e-

" ment-this is done.at too

for man_as for (ad. And sinee Dr.]
. Clatk holds that no limitation may’
* be placed upon God’s power to reveal.

_propositions .one at a time to men,
"¢/ there is no single item of knowledge in -

representation of Dr. Clark’s reason-
ing is ‘abundantly bome out by the
record. See z:22ff; 18:23F; 20:22ff;
2814178, _3z:zd§-3i,;‘:4; 50:11-21; 51:

e the following state-
ments: “God can reveal any particular
proposition to man, and. if God can
make sons.of Abraham out of stones
on the roadway, he can make even a
stupid person understand a proposi-
tion™ -(2:22ff.). “. . . if we don't know

“the ébject that God knows; then we
-are in absolute. ignorance” )(,28: 16f.{.
+ In answer to the question, “You wou

d
say-then, that zll that is revealed in the
hended by the mind of man?”, Dr.
Clark answered, “Oh yes, that is what
it is given to us for, to understand it"
(zo—:zzﬂi%. o ) _
It would seem here that Dr. Clark
is-secking to work out a theory of
knowledge which, over against agriosti-
cism and skepticism, will assure man
of -actual and certain knowledge. By

appealing to the power of God to re-.

veal knowledge; and by resolving
knowledge into detached items, he

- argues that man may be assured of
true knowledge since his knowledge

corresponds wholly with the divine
knowledge ‘of the same propositions.
While we appreciate the effort to

NN N

amive at certainty with reference to

man’s knowledge of God, in our judg-

It is .done at. the. sacrifice of - the
transcendence of God's knowlédge,
His thoughts are not our’ thoughts.
His ways are past finding out. The
sccret things belong uato the Lord
our God. If we are nét to bring the

divine knowledge of his thoughts and

ways down to human knowledge, or

. our human knowledge up to his divine
knowledge, we dare not maintain that

his knowled r_knowledge co-

incide at any single point, Eur know}-
€dge of any proposition. must always

remain the knowledge of the creature.
As tiue knowledge, that knowledge

must be analogical to the knowledge

which God possesses, but it can never

be identified with the knowledge

which the infinite and absolute Crea-
tor possesses of the same proposition.
" 3. Finally, however, 133:. - Clark

© seems to reckon with the'infinity of

God and thus alse to hold to a certain
conception of incomprehensibility,
The divine knowledge consists of an
infinite number of propositions, and

since man is a' temporal creature, it

will not be possible even in eternity

eat a cost, -
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to reveal this infinite series of proposi-
tions to man (Cf. 385; cgzu;ﬁ.).
-It is flluminating that Dr. Clark does
not base his doctrine of incompre-
“hensibility upon the distinction be-
- | tween God as infinite and man as
Afinite (Cf. 45:24£.), nor on the con-

sideration that, if God were fully to-

reveal himself to his creatures, the
creatures would themselves have to be
God, (Cf. 46:16fL.). It is based solely
upon the judgment that man as a
- temporal being carnot be.conceived

of -a5 receiving an- infinite number of -

. ‘revelations, It is clegr again that the
approach of Dr, Clark is quantitative
rough and through. It is the number
of the propositions, rather than their
content as such, not to speak of the in-
serutable mystery of the-mind of God,
which is viewed as excluding an éx-
haustive revelation of the divine mind.
-D'r..'Clilérk here, in a v?ry rgstn'cted
- way, takes. cognizance of infinity-in
v .cor{’necﬁon'ﬁrig i
but he seems to interpret infinity in
terms -of - mathematical definition
rather-than as a theological distinction.
He constantly appeals to arithmetical

series to illustrate the infinite (11:

248, 15:20fF; 21:12fF.) and even at
one point denies that one may, prop-
erly speak of “all” of the propositions
in ‘God’s knowledge, since then they
would not be “infinite”, appealing (in
a remark unfortunately not included in
the record) to the help which mathe-
ma‘Eﬁgs affords in this connection (38:
1g9f.). '

‘9Now this view of infinity is “alto-

.Eether inadequate as applied to the: '

nowledge of God, It is at best-a
quantitative category. And if one may

not speak of “all”. of the progositions
conshtuting the divine knowledge, it

‘ would suggest that infinity means that
,  which"i unfisiishable. Tf so, the sclf-
sufficiency, the perfection of Ged, is

not maintained, (At other points, in- -

deed, Dr. Clark seems to be employing
a different conception of infinity, as
when he states that the attributes are
infinite as being “limited by nothing
outside of himself” (11:6)}.
.1t may .be objected to
tion of Dr. Clark's” views presented
above that it-leaves out of account the
important consideration that Dr, Clark
 allows that beyond the knowledge of a
proposition there is'the knowledge of
the implications of a proposition, and
.that the knowledge which man may

enjoy of a proposition does not neces-.

sarily carry wath it a knowledge of

the divine knowledge,

!
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its irhplications. This qualification,

however, does not affect Dr. Clark’s -

basic position in any substantial way.

" The implications of propositions are |

after all, on his view, also proposi-
tions. Consequently, the inclusion of
such propositions among the number
of propositions that are thought of as
constituting the divine knowledge does
not require any modifieation of. the
judgment that the distinction between
the divine knowledge and the knowl-
edge possible to man is merely quanti-
tative, ST
“Another possible objection to the
foregoing exposition of Dr, Clark’s
views -might take the form that he
does draw a qualitative distinction be-
tween the knowledge of God and the

- knowledge possible for men since he
freely recognizes a fundamental dif-
-ference between the mode of -God’s
. knowledge and that of man’s knowl-
_edge. ‘God's knowledge is_intuitive

while man's is_discursive. {Cf, 18:5f., -

18], Man is depe

< uypon God
‘for his knowledge.;
th

ledge.

tents of the divine
Cha istinguishies

- We may also point out that, even
. to the extent that Dr. Clark- affirms
- the incomprehensibility of God, he

7. does not do so in a manner that pro:-

* vides solid assurance that it is .a

God. At the March, 1944, meeting

_ of presbytery, Dr. Clark was not even
ready- to say categorically that the
‘number of propositions in the divine
knowledge was infinite. And in the
examination, he seems at Hmes

Iulf;
to have been far from sure of his posi: .

“tion, He. says, for example, that “it
seems to me entirely likely, though the

4
b

w - ‘the formulation of this doctrine and

cerned only with the con-

¢ exposi- L stablé clement in his thought about”

exegesis is. a little weak; but it seems.
to me entirely likely that there will
always be certain particular truths that
we do not know” (2:10ff.). Finally,
if “in all probability there will be no
- end’ to the increase of our knowledge
.of God in heaven (2:4f.), and if it is
. only the infinite number of proposi-
tions in. the: divine knowledge which
distinguishes it from the knowledge
which man may receive, this distine-

- Hon approaches a vanishing point,

" . We judge then that Dr. Clark's
view of the. incomprehensibility of
God, as presented to the Presbytery
of Philadelphis, is not a proper one.
And that he is in erfor seems to be

. due to the fact that he does not ap-
proach the doctrine by way of an
exegesis' of Secripture. His. approach, '
in the contrary, while admittedly tak-
ing into account certain- teachings of

v Scripture, is to a large extent rational-

istic, His argument is built up from
gertain principles derived from reason.
One cannot expect a sound theofogy
to proceed from a faulty method. In
short, ‘therefore, we hold that both

the method by which it is reached are.
out of harmony with orthodox Pres-
. “byterianism, ‘ .

L. If the first error concems Dr,
Clark’s view of the relation of man's
knowledge to God’s knowledge, there
is a second error closely related to this
one: namely, his view of the relation
of the faculty of knowledge, the in.
tellectual faculty, to other faculties of
the soul, Again here, Dr, Clark's state-
‘ments are-a highly unsatisfactory rep-

" resentation of the teaching of Scrip-
ture and of our subordinate standards,
as well as of the great writings of Re-

- formed theology, : ‘

It may be objected immediately that
this is not a problem in theology as
such, but a secondary problem of
human psychology, of which the Bible

.and our standards have but little to
say, and which cannot be considered
essential to. orthodoxy or a Reformed

osition. At least, however, the prob-
em is one of applied psychology, and
particularly one of psychology as ap-
plied to man's reli%ious activity, Of
that subject, the Bible has a great deal

"~ to say, and the whole locus of Soteriol-

ogy- is deeply concerned with man's

+ -reaction to God’s saving work. As can
be seen in detail from the followin
discussion, the supposed psychologica

- problem touches most pointedly on
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any. number of highly essential theo-
logical questions. ,

Any statement of the relation- be:
tween the intellectual and the other
spiritual faculties must needs be con-
cerned. with God as well as with man.
Although comparatively little was said
in the course of Dr. Clark’s examina-
tion-about what might be called divine
‘psychology, there is enough evidence

in the transcript of the examination to -

‘outline his position. Dr. Clark should

“certainly not be accused of dividing.
the nature of God, .or even of man, -

into discrete parts which might be
labeled “intellect”; “emotion”, and
“volition”, or by other terms. How-

ever, since he is willing, at least for -

"the sake of argument, to use such
words as indicating different faculties

- there is certainly ‘meaning in what

has been said on the subject.

Fist of all, Dr. Clark sPeciﬁcaHy-
states V{Ip 16) that the statement of
Wes

the tminster -Confession that
“God is without . . . passions” means
that God is lacking in feeling and

“emotion, Although he objects to a’
definition of feeling or.emotion which -

would make ‘those words mean any-

- thing. different from “passions”, he
does not make provision for any other

- faculty in God's nature which would
be non-intellectual and non-volitional,

Secondly, to round out the picture,
Dr. Clark apparently does assume that

~ God has both intellectual and’ voli- -
- tional faculties, for he talks about the

- decretive and preceptive will of God,
as.well as about God’s knowledge.
" As for Dr, Clark’s views on human
psychology and religious activity, the
~evidence is much more complete,

Agzin, Dr, Clark must not be accused -
oigaslgli ' '

tting up man’s soul into sec-

tions, with one of which he thinks,

with another of which he wills, and;
so on. It would even appear that Dr.
Clark is reluctant to speak of distinct
faculties (pp. 39-40), but he is willing

., to do so at least for the sake of argu-

ment. Presumably his reluctance is in
the interests of. protecting the ur‘:ic?lr
and integrity of ﬂf

" is -indeed a commendable motive.
However, quite a bit is said.about the
relation between the various faculties
or activities of the undivided human
soul, which merits close study. :
* While Dr, Clark is “willing to ad-
mit [that] the intellect and volition

and ‘emotion are equally essential to

a human being”, he maintains that
“they have different functions” .and

e human soul, which -

“fhat the intellect is a supreme func-

- Hon”. (p, 133. The intellectual appre-

hension of God is man's “method of
enjoying God forever and . . . the

: greatesl: religious activity™ (p. 13),and

e equates the contemplation of God
with glorifying and enjoying God (p.
14). Volitional activity on man’s part
is considered a medns to the end of

intellectual contemplation . {29:3-6;.

115-24; “40:19-41:1; 42:6-10), Of
gl? e g’_ctiiitic? ‘t}hat,art colloquially
called “emotions”, love was the only

one prominently mentioned in the ex-

amination; Dr. Clatk considers love,

~in the theological sense, as voliHonal

(29:11-12). By exclusion, however,
Dr, Clark, denies any important place
in man's religious activity to any-

‘thing which is colloquially referred to
as an “emotion”; at best, that would
“also be a means to the end of con-

templating God.

This statement of the "p-rimacy-" of

the intellect camies with it certain
ideas about volition as such. The ac-
tivity ‘of the will which Dr. Clark
subordinates to intellecHon seems to

be little more than “a voluntary act
of paying attention”, which results in
- an intellectual apprehension (29:3-4).

_If it may be assamed that outward acts

are also the results. of volitional activ-

.., ity, then the volitions that give mise -
. to our obeying God’s commands also-

seemn to be of a low level, for glorifica-

‘tion of God is said to include “the
-ordinary- act[s] of obedience .on a

purely common plane such as ‘Thou
shalt not steal'” (32:1-4; italics
added). In any case, such volitions are

‘held to be on a much lower level than

intellectual contemplation of God.
Above all, however, Dr. Clark’s
statemeénts about the primacy of -the
infellect in man's religious actvity
‘must be connected with what he says
about “knowing” in other connections.
To sum up in the clearest available
gluotation what has been clearly stated
ready, Dr. Clark says, *“The only kind
of knowledge [with{'.whi'ch.l am fa-

- ‘miliar is the knowledge of the proposi-

tion; knowledge is the possession of

truth, and the only truth I know any-

thing about is a proposition” {22:18-
21). The clear meaning of Dr. Clark
is, then, that man's highest religions

. activity is to have-an intellectual ap-

prehension of propositions contained
in God's knowledge, such as “two plus
two equals four”, or “God is love”.
Dr, Clark frankly says that he does not

know what is meant by knowing the

7

love of God (22:10-21); man's re-

" ligious activity must be confined to

knowing such things ‘as the fact that
Geod is love. This knowledge, to be
sure, is supposed to include volition
and perhaps even emotion, but aside

- from merely paying attention in order

to leamn, nothin% is said about any but
the purely intellectual activity of ap-
prehending propositions, In fact, it is
perfectly clear,- from the statements
that man's highest yeligious activity is
intellectual and that intellection means
knowing propasitions, that Dr, Clark
conceives ‘of man’s religion as nothing
greater than knowing propositions as
such. This knowing "of propositions
cannot, in the nature of the case, re-
flect or inspire any recognition by man
of his relation to God, for the simple
reason that the propositions have the

- same content, mean the same, to God

and man,
It would seem clear without going
any farther that Dr. Clark has done

one of two -things: either he has

emasculated the words “emotion” and

- “volition” so that they imply almost

none of the ideas that are customarily
assigned to them in colloquial usage,
or he-has ruled theth out of the in-
tellect, in spite. of “his statements to
the contrérig.- S L

. -Dr. Clark deserves the highest com-
mendation for his faithful opposition
to'any form of humanistic emotional-
ism_in theology. However, when his
position is con;gared with the teach-
ings of the Bible, the Westminster
Standards, and also with the writings
of Reformied™thigologians, it unfortu-

nately-begins™tG aPpear -thatrhe=is. in
' grave-danger of fallinginto the eq;g??’r‘“‘
Serous-error-of HuiHEnisHe Tatelec iyl

ism No Calvinist would for 8 moment '
deny the tremendous importance of
knowledge and of the intellect; a
Calvinist might even say that knowl-
edge is the first requirement of such a
religious activity .as faith. However,

. neither the Bible 'nor the-standards

nor the theologians of the Reformed
tradition support such a view of the

-‘ﬁrim_ac of the. intellect as that out-

ned above, . L
. What, in the first place, is the Re-

_ formed teaching about the aspects of

God's nature, o, if you will, the facul-
ties which reside in God? That God.
has krowledge and will is agreed by
all. The questions that must concern

- us are two: does God have what may .

properly be called “emotions”? and,
what is the relation between God’s




8

faculties? .
If we assign to the word “emotion”
an a priori definition which in the

nature of the case identifies emotion

with “passions”, it would obviously be
denying our standards to say that God
~ has emotions (Westminster Confes-

sien, II, 1), God does not change, -

there is no shadow of turning in him,
he is not a man that he should repent,

he is immutable, Certainly, also, God’

.~ does not share certain of the quali-
- ties which we call “emotions™, such

" as fear, longing, and surprise. If we .
are to speak of feelings or emotions in -
God at sll, we must confine ourselves
to his dttributes which are sometimes

summed up under the word “benevo-
lence”: love, goodness, mercy, and
. grace. Even here, we must be careful
to defend the immutable self-deter
minzation of God. But the guestion
still remains, can these be identified

-with, or associated with, the idea of .

“emotion” ‘or “feeling”? Obviously,

.. we.define those words in their narrow
*" bat perfectly good colloquial sense as
something which arouses the will and

thus determines action. In fine, is -

. there any quality or faculty in God
which is neither intellectual nor voli-

_panies volitional activity? Thdt ques-
" . tion, in similar words, Dr, Clark studi-
ously avoided answering (p. 16).
. On precisely the same. subject,
Charles -Hodge makes a very clear
“statement (Systematic Theology, vol.
L pp. 4289): '
“Love of necessity involves feeling, and if
there be o feeling in God, there can be

no love, That he preduces happiness is no
proof of love, The earth does that uncon- |

sciously and without design, Men often
render others happy from vanity, from fear,

ot from caprice, Unless the production-.of

happiness can be referred, not only to a
conscious intention, but to a purpose dic-
tated by kind feeling, it is no proof of
benevolence. And unless the children of
-God are the objects of his complacency
and dclisht,'_they are not the objects of
- his Jove.’ oo :

o
B
Sohave, ur:
i3 Atis'necessary to deny external

determination in God’s pity, com-
passion, jealousy, hatred, "ldve, and

- repentance”™; but it is difficult to see
how internally determined feelings can

tional, and which underlies or accom- ..
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be eliminated, .

As to the relative prominence or
funetional level of the various facul-
ties which Ced possesses, nothing in
the Bible or in Reformed theology in-
dicates that any one is to be set above
the others. The Bible states with pre-
cisely the same absolute force that

" God knows the end from the begin-
ning, that God is a ‘jealous God, and
that God imparts gifts as ‘he wills,
The Westminster Shorter Catechism
makes no distinction when it says that
God is infinite, eternal, and unchange-
-gble .in his being and in all of his

lowing quotation he subordinates
intellection to volition:

“God knaws himself by the necessity of
"his nature; but as everything out of him-
self depends for its existence or . occur-

thing as an -actual occurrence is suspended
on his will” (Systematic Theology, vol. I,

P-397)-

ing no reference at all to a difference
of funictional level, but only to a logi-
cal order of economic succession. Re-

formed theology seems to be barren of .
rimacy of the’

any references to a _
* intellect in God. In fact, every indi-
cation is that whatever distinguishable
faculties exist in God are equally fun-
damental, equally -‘Prominent, equally
significant, and- of equal. functional
level. God is “a personal Spirt, in-
finite, eternal, and illimitable alike in
His Being and in ‘the intelligence,
sensibility, and-will which belong to
Him as a personal Spirit” (B, B. War-
field: “God”, Studies in Theology,
p. 111},
As for human psychology and man’s
religious activity Dr, Clark’s position

again seems to be af serious variance

with Biblical, confessional, and tradi-

- tional statements. From the view
of abstract psychology, it is perfectly
true that Reformed theologians have
not been in complete agreement as to
the number and names of the facul-
ties of the human soul. In speaking
specifically Eflthe faculties of the hu-
SalyinstiontionsebiEnam
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attributes. It may seem that Hodge, in-
the above quotation, suberdinates vo-.
lition to emotion, and that in the fol- .

rence upon his will, his knowledge of each.

However, in each case Hodge is mak-

roint -

- ¢it,; Abraham

tion of intellect, emotion, and will
(Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology,
vol. III, p. 35; A. A. Hodge, Outlines
of Theology, % 217; Warfield, loc.
Kuyper, Dictaten Dog-
"matiek, Vol. II, Locus de Homine, pp.

' 68-88), There would also seem-to be

considerable disagreement on the re-
lations. between the faculties: Calvin

- bluntly says that “the intellect rules

the will'’ (loc. cit)), while Bavinck
(Gereformeerde Dogmatick, Vol, I,
pp. 227ff.) seems now and then to
think in terms of a primacy of the
will. However, in both of these cases
it soon becomes clear that the refer-
ence is not to functional levels; both
Calvin-and. Bavinck insist on -the total

- activity of the human being in re-

ligion, with no’subordination of one
faculty to another. ,

It is specifically in the sphere of re-
ligious activity, then, that the question
ofg] the relation of man’s spiritual facul-
ties to each other must be settled.. The
Christian, regenerated and effectually

called by God’s Spirt, is active in

faith, in repentance, and in sanctifica-
rtien—though, of course, not exclu-
sively -nor initially active. In each of
these three activities, the clear state- |
ments of the Reformed Faith are at
variance with Dr, Clark’s views of in-

- tellection, as knowledge of proposi-

‘tions, being man’s highest religious
aptivi?r. , _

As tor faith: The Westminster Con-
fession, Chap. XIV, Sect. II, says,
. “But the principal acts of saving faith
are, accepting, receiving, and resting
upon Christ alone . . .” This is in
accord: with Biblical language which
speaks. of knowing Christ, receiving

--him, and hoping or trusting in_hi
T g 15t
- e
ing Hrvoli ACHVity:
is: iversal=witiiess=of“Reformed”
thi ¥A, A, Hodge combines all. -

‘three in the following quotation (Out-
Iines of ‘Theology, pp. 353+4):

“The one indivisible soul knows and loves,
desires and deocides, and these several acts
of the soul meet on the same object, The
soul can neither love, desire nor -choose
that which it does nmot know, nor can it
know an object as true or good without
-some affection of the will towards it
Assent:.to-a~purely-speeulative-truth-iay
be--simply-an-act-ot~understanding, but
belief 'in a moral truth, in testimony, in
promises, must be & complex act, embrac.
ing both the understanding and the will,
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The undesstanding apprehends the truth
to be believed, and decides upon the valid-
ity of the evidence, but the disposition to:
believe testimony, or moral evidence, has
its foundation in the will, Actual trast in
a -promise is anact of the will, and not a -
simple judgment as to its trustworthingss”,

,Compare this with Dr, ‘Clark’s state-

ments that intellection is the highest
act of man, and that intellection don-
sists in knowing propositions such as
“Two plus two equals four”, :

" An even clearer statement of the

equal function of man’s various facul-
tieg in faith is given by Warfield (“On
Faith-in its Psychological Aspects”,

Studies in Theology, pp.-337, 3389,

340-341):" - :
“The mode of the divine giving of faith
. . proceeds by the divine illumination
of the understanding, softening of the
heart, and quickening of the will {cf. West-
mingter Shorter Catechism, Q. 321, . . .
Man . . .-is conscious ‘of his.dependence
on God. . . ..In unfallen man, the con-
sciousness of dependence on God is far °
from a bare recognition of a fact; it has a
rich emotional result in thé heart. This

. emotional product of course-includes fear,
" in the sense of awe and reverence, But its

peculiar quality is just sctive and loving
on God and trusts ‘Him Wholly. &, . In™
this spontaneous trust of sinless man we .
have faith at its porest . . . R
“In accordance with the mature of this
faith the Protestent theologians have gen-
emlly explained that faith includes in itself
the three clements of motitia, assensus, .
fiducia, Their primary object has been, no
doubt, to protest against the Romish con- -
ception which limits faith to the assent of
the understanding.{l] The stress of the
Protestant definition lies therefore upon

" trust. Sinless-mam delights to be dgpeqdent'a

the fiducial element. This stress has not." .
" led Protestant theologians generally, how-
~ ever, to éliminate from the con .
faith the elements of understanding and .
movement of faith,

Hon of

assént. . . . In ew
therefore, from the lowest to the highest,.
there is an intellectual, an emotonal, and
a voluntary element, though naturally these
clements vary in their relative prominence
in the several movements of faith. . . .
The central movement in all faith is no
doubt the element of agsent, . .
mgyvemerit:-of. assent must. depend;-ast it
always: does: d t_ﬁe_nd; ona:movemerit;»not
:{ cifically, of .the will,.but.of .

m

vementof - th

_As- for repentance: The Shorter
Catechism could not be more clear in

.. obedience”,

. But-the L ﬂlree of

- regard to .the three aspects of man's

soul being active in repentance (Q.
87): '

MRepentance unto life is a saving grace,

-whereby a sinner, out of a true sense of

his sin, and apprehension of the mercy of

God in Christ, doth, with grief and hatred .

of his sin, tun from it unto God, with
full purpose of, and endeavor after, new

If a sense of sin and apprehension of

God’s mercy are not intellectual, if

grief and hatred are not emotional,

Aand if turning with purpose and en-

deavor is not volitional, then - words

.do-not mean anything; and these are.
all ‘equally “high” aspects of this par-
- Henlarly religious activity of men, II

Cor. 7:811 includes. precisely - the
same elements: the knowledge of sin
instilled by Paul's first epistle, godly
sorrow for sin (accompanted by indig-

nation, fear, longing, and zeal) and an
- earnest care which manifested itself in
clearing themselves and avenging the .

wrong done. ‘Again, thefesare~three

and-volitional:—-- .
As  for sanctification: “we are re-
newed. in the whole man after the
image rof God” (Shorter Catechism;
Q. 35). Sanctification is, in a sense,
continual or repeated repentance, so
far as man's activi
Accordingly, all

in it is concerned.
at has been -said -

about repentance applies here with

equal force, There is an important ad- .

ditional point, however, and that has
to do with the specifi¢c words that we

~are “renewed in the whole man aftér -
‘the image of God”. That v

work
was begun and, in‘its essentd
accomplished in regeneration, In re-
generation the original moral image
of God,. consisting of knowledge,

righteousness, and' holiness, was re-
Stored to us, Sanctification-is a con-

tinual progress toward that image in
our outward lives. But if that process
includes intellect, emotion, and will,
then surc:g we would expect to find all

ose aspects in the image of
God in man, The conclusion is justi-
fied: we find precisely that in Biblical
language and in Reformed theology.

Just as God has those three faculties, -
* s0 man, created in God's image, has’

them. Man is intellectually created in

~ God's image, emotionally created in

God’s image, volitionally created in
God'’s image. - i
-A recollection of Dr, Clark’s forth-

ﬁght denial of anything that might be |

form,.

in- repentance:=intellectual;-emotional,.- and that du

fag:iie) ¢

- goo

called “emotion” in God, cited above,
will thus impress us that e not only’
does-violence to the Scriptural and Re-
forined - doctrine of man’s religious
life, but also to the tremendously im-
‘portant doctrine of God’s creation of
man in his own image, To defend the
doctrine of God, to defend the doc-
trine of creation, to defend the doc: -
trine of man, and to defend the
doctrines of salvation, we must protest
a%ainst any sympathy. towsrd this idea
of the “primacy’ of the intellect.

. As for man’s religious activity in a
more general way, Reformed.-theology.
is"eciually vigorous in' upholding the
equal importance of all.of man's facul-
ties, The Westminster Shorter Cate-
chism tells us that “man’s chief end
is to glorify God and to enjoy him for-
ever'”; we are to learn how to do this
from thie Bible alone, and the Bible
teaches. “what man is to believe con-
cerning God and what duty God re-
quires of ‘man” (Qs. 1-3). Obviously
duty, which .is vo,htioné? if anything,

. equally“important-and-lofty=-functions= is placed side by side with knowledge,

is “obedience to his re-
vealed will” {Q, 39); again a matter of
volition, Th&"sum of that-obedisnce:is-
love={{o-42);-which-just-might-be=an.
o] “anid eVern if It 1§ ot an ¢tiro=-

emotion: g Eve

tion,..we-are”to God-with--our
heart; " Whi est"Scriptural in- -
dieationoF efmoton, =

- Calvifi, Who'so-clearly-gives-intellect
a control-over-will;-thougli-not-by-vir-
-that-a’primacy-ovet Will;“speaks
g-thesame liss (Institutes, BK, I,
Ch. II): ' e

“Properly ‘speaking, we cannot say that
God is known where there is no religion.
or piety, . . . By Tiety'l mean that union
of reverence and love to God which the
knowledge of his benefits inspires, ' For

" until men feel that they owe everything to

God, that they are cherished by his pa-
ternal care, and that he is the author of
all their blessings, so that nought is to be
leoked for away from him, they will never
submit to him in voluntary obedience; nay,
unless they place their entire happiness in
him, they will never yield up their whole
selves to him in’ truth and sincerity.

“The effect of our knowledge rather
ought to be, first, to teach us reverence
and fear; and secondly, to induce us, under
its guidance.and teaching, to ask ever
thing from him, and, when it is
received, ascribe it to him, For how can
the idea of God enter your mind without
instantly giving rise to the thought, that
since you are his workmanship, you. are
bound, by the very law of creation, to-sub.
mit to his authority?—that your life is due
‘to himp——that whatever you do ought to
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have reference to him? If so, it undoubt-
~&dly follows that "your life is sadly cor-
qupted, if it -is not framed in -obedience .
* to. Mini, since his will ought to be the law
of our lives. On the other hand, your idea
of his nature is not clear uvnlejs you ac-
knowledge him to be the origin and fount.
of all goodness, Hence would amise both
confidence in him, and a desire of cleaving
to him,-did not the depravity of the human
mind lead it away from the proper course
of investigation. . . . He by whom God i
thus known, perceiving how he governs all
. * -things, co'nﬁdgs_in him as his goardian and
Emtector, and’ casts himself entirely upon .

is faiﬂ:fulness,—gerceiving him to be the .

source of every b essing, if he ¥ in any
*'strait or feels any want, he instantly recurs’
to his protection and trists to his aid,—,

pefsuaded that he is good and merciful, he -

reclines upon him with sure confidence . . .

—acknowledging him as his Father and '

-his Lord, he considers himself bound to
have respect to his authority in all things,

vancement of his glory, and obey-his com-
. mands,—regarding him as a. just judge

.+ .+ he keepy the judgment seat always
e ‘(&  Bis view.. . oy, N i .

.Y T Aigcli-Meipure and genwine religion,
' ‘namely, confidence in God coupled with
serious fear” ' . o

Pure and génuine. religion is not,
then, merely the intellectual appre-
hension of- propositional truths.”

So also “Bavinck (Gereformeerde.
Dogmatick, Vol. 1, pp. 276-277):.
“The result is, therefore, that religion is
not limited to but one of man’s faculties,
but pervades the whole man, The zelation-.

——

ship to God Is a- total and central relation- -

ship, We must love God with all our
mind and with all cur’sout and with all
.onr strenﬁh. Precisely ‘becanse God is
God, he claims us completely, in body-and
soul, with all our faculties and in.all our-
relations. To be sure, there is also order
in this relationship of man to God. Here
also_each faculty exists and works in man -
according to its own nature; Knowledge
is frsty .there is no true service of God
without troe knowledge: ignoti nulla cu-,
pido. Unknown is unloved, He who goes.
to God must believe that he is the re-
.warder of them that seek .him: Hebr.
_11:6, Belief cometh from hearing: Rom.
16;13, 14, The heathen came to ungedli-
ness and unrighteousness, because they did
not retain God in their knowledge: Rom.
1:18f. But the knowledge of God works
itself out in the heart and awakens there
all sorts of emotions of fear and hope,
despait and joy, guilt and- forgiveness,
_misery and release, as the*whele Scripture -
» witnesses, particularly in the Psalms, And
through the heart it works in turn on the
- will; taith reveals itself in love, in works: -
- James 1:’217, I Jn a:ge; Rom. z:10-13;
Cal. 5:6,

- entire]

to revérence his majesty, aim at the ad- .

-eminentl -
. hature of the Christian’s religious- ac-

man::(

Cor; 13, etc. Head, heart and '

. hand work together, each in its own way,

-taken captive by religion; religion takes the

whole mzn, body and soul, into her serv-

ice.” .

Cf. also Dt. 29:29: “the things that
are revealed belong unto us and to our

children, that we may do all the works -

'of this law”. -

“The knowledge of God, which is set
before us in. the Seriptures, is-designed for

- the same purpose as that which shines in

creation, viz., that we may thercby learn
to’ worship' him with perfect integrity and

unfeigned 'obedience, -and also. to depend |
‘ g[ on his goodness” {Calvin, Insti--
‘tutes, Bk. I, Ch, X, Sect. 2). -
* It may be said, indeed, that the
whole glorious climax of the coverant

rélationship which is so essential a part

.of the Reformed Faith s, as witnessed.
‘by Scripture, our standards, and Re-

formed .-wiiters, -obedience to God.

. This is still no “‘primacy”- of the will

or of any other faculty; it is simply an
Reformed statement of the

tivity. It certainly goes far beyond an

_exaltation of the apprehension of prop-

ositions. -

It may be noted that the discussion
so far has assumed throughout . that
the -religious man in question is a

Christian, regencrated by God. The as-
sumption has constantly been that the

unregenerate man is polluted in . every
thought, every emotion, ‘and every act

“of his will. Precisely.-here=must:be
Taised a.
iew of the primacy: of:theintellect

Dr..Clark’s

final-ebjection. 4

t. deny: the-niecessity
regencration:but-he:makes
qualitative:distinction;be-

: th
d-:r;theﬁ::regg:né‘r‘ﬁf Tian.can

mid: ‘propositions:revealed...to
20§ 28183416311 317y

34:133543). : Co
" The result is simply this, that all

men have a certain amount of religious

activity, -some more and some less,

some with more falsehopd mixed in

- and some with less, but all with some; . -
. lazy man’s argument” does not hold.
In other words, the fact that God
foreordaimed from all that comes to

there is not one shred of evidence that
man’s religious activity undergoes any
qualitative change through regenera-

tion. That bears all the earmarks of -

tionalism, humanistic intellectualism.
It seems to share the very same vicious
independence from God that obtains
in the voluntaristh and emotionalism

e e

to which Dr. Clark is so unalterably
opposed. .. -

*To sum up briefly a few of the con-
clusions of this section, Dr. Clark’s
view of the primacy of the intellect is

" at serious variance with Scripture, with

our standards, and with recogmized
Reformed writings, not only in the
general concept of human psychology
or of man’s religious activity, but spe-
cifically in the doctrine of God’s spirit- -
ual nature, in the doctrine of the
image of God in man, in the doctrine
of man’s spiritual nature, in the doc-
trines of faith; repentance, and sanc-
tification, " in the 'doctrine of . the
covenant, in the doctrine of sin, par-

- ticularly as regards its noetic effects,

and in all the ethical implications of

these doctrines, The varance is no
minor ‘matter; it is .the product of a
.rationalistic dialectic, The approval or
“overlooking .of ‘such & variance is a

matter of the utmost gravity. -

IIL. Dr, Clark asserts that the rela-
tionship of divine sovereignty and hu-
man responsibility to. each other pre-
seats no difficulty for his thinking and
that the two are easily reconcilable be-

~ fore the. bar of human-reason, He-
+ expresses surprise thatso many theclo-

gians find an.insuperable difficulty.
here. In his second examination little’

- was said on this matter (3:11-4:7;

47:13-16), but in the first examination

it received considerable attention. Ref-
- grence was then made to Dr, Clark’s.

article “Determinism and Responsi-

 bility",; which appeared in the January
15, 1932, issue of The Evangelical

Quarterly, In that article he said’ that

* it"had been stated by his denomina-

tion—at that time The Presbyterian
Church’ in the U, S. A—"that the
reconciliation of man’s free agency and
God’s sovereignty is an inscrutable
mjstery”, but he added: “Rather the

“mystery is—recognizing that God is

the ultimate cause of man’s natore—

‘how. the Calvinistic solution could

have been so long overldoked™ (p. 16).

‘In the first examination he made the

remark that the Stoics had already
solved this problem, -
It needs hardly to be said that “the

pass in time, and in.his providence
brings it to pass without fail, does not
deprive man of freedom and thus ab-
solve him from all responsibility. Tc
say that it does is to destroy the prob-
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lem, An obvious truth, on which all

‘Reformed theologians are agreed, is

that the exercise of human freedom is

itself included in the divine decree .

of foreordination; in a word, that this
decree embraces means as well as ends.
There is also perfect agreement among

Reformed theologians on the proposi-.

tion that human responsibility is a

corollary of divine sovereignty; that is,’
that man is responsible to God be- -

canse Cod js sovercign. Again, not one
Reformed theologian teaches that di-

vine sovercignty and human responsi-
bility. are actually contradictory. How>

evér contradictory they mdy seem to

the fnite and sin-darkened minds: of . .

men, both are taught unmistakably in
Holy Writ, and this must mean that
for the-mind of God they are perfectly
harmonious.. o

‘Nevertheless Reformed theologians

readily grant that there are difficulties
here which they are unable to solve.

L. Berkhof-has, stated succinctly one

aspect of the problem. Speaking of
the fact that God not only planned all
events- from etemity but also brings

them to pass by his providence, he

, 5ays;

' “Pelagians, Semi-Pelagians, and Arminians -

‘Taise 3 serious objection to this dactrine of
providence, They maintain that a previous

concurrence, which is not merely general -

-but predetermines man to specific actions,
- makes God the responsible author of sin.

Reformed theologians are well aware of the -

. difficulty that presents itself here, but do
nof feel fee to circumvent it by denying
God's absolute control over the free actions
of His moral creatures, since this is clearly

taught in Scripture” (Systematic Theology, .

Second Revised and Enlarged “Edition,
1941, P. 174}
- Berkhof admits the difficulty, but, in-

stead of seeking to solve it, Is contént
to dbide by tite plain teaching of Scrip--

ture, The greatest Reformed theo-

- logians have always done likewise;
After setting f}cl)ﬂ'h the doctrine of
reprobation Paul says in Romans 9:1g,

“Thou wilt say then unto me, why,

doth He yet find fault? For who hath
resisted -his wit?” The point of this
‘objection.to the apostolic teaching is
that divine sovereignty as manifested

in reprobation leaves no room for hu- -

man. responsibility. Paul's answer he-
. gins: “Nay but, O man, who art thou

that repliest against God?” (v. 20).

Calvin comments:

“In this first answer i€ docs nothing else
" but beat down impious blasphemy by an
argument tzken from the condition of

man: he will presently subjoin another;

by which he will clear the righteousness.

of God f:ox}? all blame’. ]
He proceeds: -

“But they who say that Paul,- wanting
reason, had recourse to- reproof, cast a

* grievous calumny on the Holy Spirit: for

the things calcolated to vindicate God's

justice; and ready at hand, he was at first.

unwilling to adduce, for they conld not

have been comprehended; yes, he so modi-
-fies hi¢ second reason, that he does not

vndertake & full defense, but in such a
manner as to give a sufficient demonstra-
tion of God’s justice, if it be considered
by us with devout humility and reverence”,

And then Cajvin says;

“He reminds man of what is especially
meet for him to remember, that is, of his

“-own condition; as though he had said,—
‘Since thou art man, thou ownest thyself

to be dust and ashes; why then dost thou

contend with the Lord about that which.

thou art not able to understand?’ In a
word, the Apostle did not bring forward
what might Il)'xa

of God, -alleges no cause; as though the

- Spirit of God were silent for ‘want of °
- reason, and not rather, that by his silence

he reminds’ us, that a'mystery which our

minds cannot comprehend ought to be
reverently adored, and that he thus checks -
the wantonness of human curiosity.” Let-
s then know, that God does for ne other

reason refrain from speaking, but that he
sees that we cannot contain his immense
wisdom in our small measure; and thus

-regarding our weakness, he Ieads us to

moderation and sobriety”.

It is evident that Paul, instesd of °

seeking ‘to recongile divine sovereignty
and human responsibility by teans of
human logic, silences those who regard

‘them as contradictory by a strong as-

sertion of diyine sovereignty. It is

_-equally clear that Calvin follows faith- .
“fully in-the apostle’s footsteps, _
In peifect harmony with his com-

ment on Romans g:19, zo is Calvin's
comment on the rhetorical question of

Romans 11:34, “Who has knowni the

mind of the Lord?" Says Calvin:

“If any .one will seck to know more than

what God has revealed, he shall be_over-
whelmed with the immeasurable brightness

.of inaccéssible Hght, But we mast bear in
mind the distinction, which I have before

mentioned, between the secret counsel of
God, and his will made known in Scrip-
ture; for though the whole doctrine of
Scripture surpasses in its height the mind

.of man, yet an access to it is not closed

against the faithful, who reverently and

- with

ve been said, but what is -
- suitable- to oor ignorance. - Proud. ‘men
¢lamour, because Paul, admitting that men -
. are rejected or chosen by the secret counsel

soberly follow the Spirit as their guide; . -
but'the case is different with regard to his
hidden counsel, the depth and height of
which cannot by any investigation be
reached”,

In his Cercfonneerde‘ Dogmatiek,

‘part I, p. 115; Geerhardus Vos com-

pares the teaching of Romans g:1-29

‘with that of Romans 9:30-10:21, He

says:

“For the apostle both are .cerfain: the
free, sovereign counsel of God, which does
not derive its motives from the works of
man, and the full responsibility of man to

* ‘his Creator, He discusses both in .order.

Anattesiipt” 16 reéoneile the two:Togically:
ostle:-hasznot:ma

ore:rep:
to:fi

In his Outlines of Theology, pp.
221f,, A. A, Hodge considers the con-
tention that the Reformed-doctiine of
predestination 'is inconsistent with
the liberty and accountability of man,

He saygy

“Paul . answers this objection by con-
descending to no appeal to human reasen,
but simply (1) by asserting God's sover-
cignty as Creator, and man's dependence
as creature, and (z) by asserting the just

- exposure of all men- alike to wrath. as

sinners”, :

The reference is to Romans g:20-24,
Elsewhere he says: - :

- *'We have the fact distinctly revealed that

God has decreed the free acts of men,

and yet that the actors were none the less

responsible, and consequently none . the

less free in .their acts.—Acts 2:23; 3118;

4:27, 28; Gen. 5o:20, ete. ' We never can .
understand how the infinite. God acts upon.

the finite spitit of man, but it is none

the less our duty to believe” (p. 210).

__ Abraham Kuyper comments in his
Dictaten Dogmatiek, Locus de Deo,
part 3, p. 108, on Matthew 26:24,
“The Son of man goeth as it i written
of him: but woe unto that man by
whom the Son of man is betrayed! it
‘had been’ good for that man if he had
not ‘been born”.:Says this outspoken
supralapsarian: ' '

“Jesus says three tf\ings here: (1) this
crime with reference to me must be com-

" mitted, {2} he who is to commit this

crime will suffer eternal condemnation,




- the’ mystery by saying:
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. no_doubt the cormrect,” explanation .is
- that Dr. -Clark has come -under. the:
-spell of rationalism. It is difficult in-
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. (3) &o prevent that he should not have
-been boin, and he was born according io
‘the decres. However men may ik, the

fact that this culminating sin was included
in the decree is not only taught.definitely
in Holy Seripture by apostles and prophets,
but by the Lord Jesus himself, while he

‘who commits this sin, far from being in-

nocent, is punished with everlasting
damnation. After these two have been

-placed alongside each other, the Lord Jesus

ventures no attempt at solution; on’ the

_ contrary, he confronts his disciples still

mare pointedly with the imgaen_etrability of
' ‘Tt had been good
for that man if he- had not been borm’ ",

€¢d to escape the conclusion that by.
his refusal to, permit the scriptural -
teaching of divine sovereignty and the

. scriptural teaching of human!responsi- -

bility to stand -alongside each other
and by his claim that he has fully

 reconciled them with each other be-

foré the bar of human reason Dr.

Clark has fallen into the error of ra- -

tionalism. To be sure, he is not a
rationalist in the sense that he sub-
stitutes human reason for divine rev-
elation as such. But, to say nothing -
of his finding the solution of the prob-

‘lem of the relation to each other of

divine sovereignty and human respon-
sibility in the teaching of pagan phi-
losophers .who were totally igrorant
of the teaching of Holy Wt on ejther’

. of these subjects, it-is-clear-that-Pr.
- Clark-regards:Scripture-from-the-view--

point.of - system ™ which to the hiind ™
-of. man.must be-harmenious in-all-its
parts:-The-inevitable: ontcome is -
‘Honalism:. in  the interpretation of .

‘Scripture. And that.too. is rationalism. -

Although Dr. Clark does not claim

- getually to possess at the present mo-

ment the solution of every -seriptural

jection of human reason to the divine.
Word,
The history of doctrjne tells us that

. the view under discussion is far from

innocent, The tenek that divine sover-

eaves’ .

cignty and human responsibilit{r;iare'
e

logically reconcilable has been held b

two schools of thought, both of whic

claimed to be Reformed but neither of
which was recognized as Reformed by
the Reformed churches. One of these
schools is Arminianism. It meant to
uphold both divine sovereignty and
human responsibility, especially the
latter, but'in its rationalistic attempt

"to harmonize the two it did great vio-
"lence to the former. The other school

is Antinomianism. It also meant to
uphold both divine sovercignty and
human responsibility, especially the
former, but in its rationalistic attempt
‘to-harmonize the two it did great vio-

' lence. to the latter, Dr, Abraham

Ku‘yper has described Antinomianism

as “a.dreadful sin which occurs almost -
exclusively in the Reformed churches”.
- He says thdt what accounts for this

phenomenon is 3, one-sided emphasis
1 much--Reformed &;'eaching on
God’s decretive will at

between the sphere of divine sover
eignty and the sphere of human re-
sponsibility and “that this distinction

- 13 so absolute that one can never pass

from-the one into-the other™ ~(Dic-

- taten Dogmatiek, Locus de Deo, part

'3, pp. 113L). In the light of histo

" we cannot but hold that his rational- -

ism exposes Dr. Clark to the peril of
Antinomianism, - ‘ '

Here attention must be called to his

treatment of human responsibility in
the article “Determinism and Respon-
-sibility”. Reformed theologians gen-

erally are exceedingly circumspect .
when they discuss the relation of the ~

divine decree and divine providence to
the sin of man. There is excellent rea-
son for their carefulness, ‘They are
zezlous to maintain God's holiness as
well as his sovereignty, and they are
just as zealous, while upholding divine
sovercignty, not to detract, after the

manzuer, of the- Antinomians, from hu- -

man responsibility. But Dr. Clark says
boldly: “Does the view here proposed
make God the Author of sin? Why the
learned divines who fonnulated the

. various creeds so uniformly permitted

such a metaphorical expression to be-
cloud the issue is a puzzle. This view
most certainly makes God. the First
and Ultimate Cause of everything.
But very slight reflection on the defini-
tion of responsibility and its implica-
tion of a superior authority shows that
God is not responsible g,or sin” (p.

‘ e expensé-of .
. his preceptive will. He deems it essen-
. Hal to hold that Scripture distinguishes

-2z}, It is meaningful that Dr. Clark

is not carefol to say, as so many Re-
formed theologians-.are, that God is
niot the efficient cause of sin (eg.,
Berl;hpf, Systematic Theology, p.
108). - oL "

. Dr, Clark adds significantly: “It fol-
lows. from this that determinism is
consistent. with responsibility and that

- the contept of freedom which was

introduced only to guarantee responsi-
‘bility-is useless. Of course man 15 still
a ‘free agent’ for that merely means,
as Hodge says, that man has the power
to make a decision. It is difficult to
understand then, why so much effort
should be wasted in the attempt to
make the power of deciding consistent
with the certainty of deciding, If there

. bé any mystery about it, as the Brief

Statement says, it is one of the theo-
logian’s own choosing. For God both
gives the power and determines how
it shall be used. God is Sovereign”
p-.22). To sever human responsibility

om human freedom; 4s is here done,
is-a serious departure from generally
accepted Reformed theology. Charles
Hodge says that a truth “of which
every man is convinced from the very
constifution of his nature” is “that

- none but free agents can be account-

able for their character or conduet”

- (Systematic. Theology, vol. 11, p. 29%).
ible

He contends further that the B
teaches “that a man' is a free and re-
sponsible agent, because he is the

- author . of his own acts, and because

he is determined to act by nothing ont
of himself” (p. 307). But Dr. Clark
contends without qualification that

. God both gives the power of deciding

“and determines how it shall be used”.
The Westminster Confession of Faith
also links together human liberty and
human responsibility when -it says:
*God from_eternity did by the most
wise and holy counsel of his own will,
freely and unchangeably ordain what-
soever comes to pass: yet so as thereby.
neither is- God the author of sin, nor
is violence offered to the will of the
creatures, nor is the liberty or con-

- Hngency of second causes taken away,

but rather established” (III, I). To
be sure, the term “responsibility” is
not employed here, as is the term
“liberty”, but in the statement that
God is not the author of sin it is
plainly implied that man is the author
of sin and hence responsible for it.
We conclude, in spite of Dr.
Clark’s professed adherence to chap-
ter III, section T, of the Confession
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(3:11-19), that his rationalism has Ie- -
sulted in his departing from the his-
‘toric Reformed doctrine of human

responsibility. In his attempt to rec- .
oncile by human reason divine sover- -

eignty and human responsibility he
has gmc decided violence to the latter.

IV. In the course of Dr. Clark’s .
* examination by Presbytery it became
“abundantly clear that his rationalism
keeps him from doing justice to the
precious teaching of Scripture that in
the gospel God sincerely offers salva-
tiox in Christ to 21l who hear, repro- .
bate as well as elect, and that he has
‘1o pleasure in any one’s rejecting this
« 'offer but, contraniwise,. would have allt
who hear accept it and be saved.

Dr. Clark constantly speaks of the

gospel as a command. That it- I a
command permits of no doubt. But
does he admit that
. the gospel is.also -an offer:and an 'in-
vitation (8:9, 10; 23:5-24; 48:21-25).
This is strange, to say the.least. The
Woestminster Confession of Faith
(VII, 1J) says that in the covenant
of gract God “freely offereth- unto
sinners lifé and salvation by Jesus -
Christ”, And the Shorter Catechism
"(Q. 86) defines faith in Jesus Christ®

~. as *‘a saving grace, whereby we receive

and rest upon- him alone for salvation,
as he is offered to us in the gospel”, -
Dr, Glark stedfastly refuses to -de-
scribe as sincere the -offer which God
makes tp sinners in the gospel (eg,
" 7:845; 10110-18; 24:3f.). This is sur-
. passing strange. To be sure, the West-
minster standards do not employ the

" . word sincere in this connection; bat is

it not a foregone:- conclusion that the -
offer' is sincere? Would it not be.
- blasphemy to deny this? For that very
" reason there was nio need of the West- .
- minster divines’ describing the gospel
offer as sincere. Its sincerity goes with-
out saying, But obviously that is not-
Dr, Clark’s reason for refusing to char-
acterize it as sincere, Co
When the Arminian controversy
was at iis height the Reformed
<churches faced a different situation. It
" was contended emphatically by the
. Arminians that the Reformed doctrine .
~ of reprobation rules out the sincerity
- . of God’s offer of salvation to the rep-
 robate and that, consequently, the Re-
-formed faith has a gospel only for the
-elect. Precisely the sincerity of the
gospel offer was now at issue, And so
we find the Synod of Dort, which was
summoned to deal with the Arminian

‘heresy and which consisted of r re-
. sentatives of the Reformed churches

of almost all of Europe, declaring nn-

-mistakably and emphaticaily: ~

“As many as are called by the gospel, are

"unfeignedly called. For Ged hath most
“eamestly and tmly declared.in his Word

what - will be acceptable to him; namely,
that all who are called should comply with

the invitation™ (Third and Fourth Heads .

.of Doctrine, art, 8).
In the course of his examination

Dr. Clatk did indeed express agree-

ment with this teaching of Dort (24:5-
20), buthe made it clear that in doing

* s0 he conceived of the gospel as a
. command ,
8:0f.). He said that it is the preceptive

(48:24°49:9. See also

will of Ged that those who hear shall

believe .the gospel, and: it is “accept- .

able” to God that they do so because
he insists on being obeyed, But the
Syned of Dort obviously meant much
more than that when it employed the
word “acceptable”. That appears from
its description of the gosp'efas an. in-

svitation, from its insistence that all

who are called are .called  “on-

. feignedly”, as well as from. the fact
that it was refuting the Arminian con- , |
tention that the Reformed faith leaves

no room for a sincere offer of salvation -
made by God to the reprobate. What
the authors of the Canons had in
mind was that God has “no pleasure
in the death of .the wicked, but that

© the wicked tum from his way and

live” (Ezekiel 33:11).- :

In this connection reference must
again be made to Dr. Clark’s view that
God has no emotions. I this definition

of emotions be granted, God certainly

has none. Bat at this point in the-ex-.
afiination it appeared that Dr. Clark
regards God as being without feelings
of any kind, He denied emphatically
that Ezekiel 33:11 and the statement

~in the Canons of Dort which was just
discussed can have any reference to -

emotions in God, for God has no
emotions - (49:15-50:1. See also
29:11£,). Clearly Dr, Clark is consist-
ent here in his ratonalism.

The reason for Dr. Clark’s failure to
"do justice to the aspect of the gospel
. under discussion is apparent, He be-
‘lieves—as do ‘we all—the doctrine of -
‘reprobation, But he canuot allow of

any conception of the gospel which to’

~ his thinking might do the slightest

violence to this doctrine.- Thus+he-is
cotfipelled t6"bring~ his" View of “the

-gospel” inte  harmony with- this- doc-

trine;-Having done that; he can say; as.

shedoes;. ths
h

othiér-Rather than do that he would

‘reprobation. .

es:not: permit-him: to: el \
stind:-unyeconciled -alongside.--each
modify the gospel in the interest of
reprobation, Otherwise expressed, he
makes the same .emor as does the
Arminian, although he moves in the

‘opposite direction. The Arminian can-
-not harmonize divine reprobation with

the sincere divine offer of salvation to

-all who hear; hence he rejects the for-

mer, Neither can -Dr..Clark harmonize
the two, and so he detracts from the

" latter. Rationalism accounts for both

errors, , _ :
It is not difficult to show that both

Calvin and the outstanding Reformed

theologians of recent. times stressed,

'~ on the basis of Holy Scripture, which

is the primary standard of The Ortho-

_dox-Presbyterian’ Church, the sincerity
. of the divine offer of salvation in the
case of all to whom it comes, the rep-

robate as ' well as the elect, even though .
these theologians confessed to- their
inability to harmonize this view of the
gospel with the. seriptural teaching of -

- Kzekiel. 18:23 .reads: “Have I any
pleasure. at all-that the wicked should -
die? saith the Lord God; and not that
he should return from his ways, and
live?” Calvin comments:

- *“God. desires nothing more carnestly than

that those who were perishing and rushing -
to destructiont should return into the way
of safety. And for this reason not only is
the Gospel -spread abroad in the world,
but God wished to bear witness -through

- all ages how inclined he is to pity, . . .

‘What the prophet now says is very true,
that God wills not the death of & sinner,
because he meets him of his own accord,
and is not only- prepared to receive ali
who fly to his pity, but- he calls them -
towards him with a loud voice, when he
sees how they are alienated. from all hope
of safety, . . . If one again objects—this
is making God =zct with dup{icity, the

. answer i3 ready, that Ged always wishes

the same thing, though by different ways,
and in a manner inscrutable to us. Al
though, therefore, God’s will is simple,

> yet .great variety is involved in it, so far

as our-senscs are concerned. Besides, it is
not surprising that our eyes should be
blinded by intense light, so that we can-
not certainly judge how Cod wishes all
to be saved, and yet has devoted all the
reprobate  to- eternal destruction, and
wishes them to perish”, :

- In I Peter 3:9 it is said that the
Lord is.“riot willing that any should
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' perish, but that all should-come to re-
" pentance”, Says Calvin: Lo

“So wonderful is his Jove towards man- e

kind, that he would. have them all to be

-saved, and is of his. own self prepared to .
bestow salvation -on the lost. . . . But it

may be asked, If God wishes none to per-
ish, why is it that so many do perish? To
is my answer is, that no mention is here

- made of the hidden purpose of God, c-

cording to. which the reprobate are
doomed to their own ruin, but only of his
will as made known to us in the gospel,
For God there. stretches forth his hand,
without a difference to all, but Iays hold

only of those, to lead them to himself,
whom'he has chosen before the. foundz. -

tien of the warld”, R .
.In Matthew 23:37 Christ, address-

“ing Jerusalem, says: “How often would

- “We now perceive the reason why Chn‘éf, -
speaking in the person of -God, compares .
himself to a hen,

1 have gathered thy children together,
even as'a hen gathereth Ler chickens,

" - under her wings, and ye-would not!”

Calvin remarks:

.+ «» By this he means
that, whenever the Worg' of Gpd is ex-

hibited to. us, he opens his boson to us

* with material kindness, and, ‘not satisfied

]

. with this, condescends to the-humble affec-
tion of g hen watching over her chickens”, -

* \In his volume Calvin on Common

long list of passages in John's ‘gospel,.
to take but a single book, in which

Calvin finds “the idea that God in: .

.vites both elect and - reprobate men

to salvation and offers salvation to all*
men promiscuously”. The list follows: -

John 1:6; 1317 1329} 1:36, 37 1143

3:14, 153 3116; 3017, 18; 3:36; 4119,
'éf;;; 5:40; 6:31, 32; 6:36?

6:49; 50;

3 01213 12047, 48; 13:22; 17:3;

20:23 (p. 148). The same writer puts
¢ question; : TS

“How can it be-said that God is selicitous
"for the salvation of and .wills the Te- -
“pentance of those whom He has predesti-

nated to everlasting perdition i His

eternal counsel?” *

Speﬁking of Calvin’s .teac'}-ling of 'rcp-_'-

robation on the one hand and on the .
other of his teaching. of the sincere -
* offer of salvation to.all to whom the -
- gospel comes, he asserts:

to-budge a mountain

“We 'méy as well
granite with our finger as en-

of salid

deavor to harmonize these declarations”.,

»

He reasons on:

“Must we then conclude that Calvin
tanght that God has a double will and is

- “God our
‘men to be saved, and to come unto -
- the knowledge of the truth”, together.
.with Ezckiel 33:11, he says: - ;

- at variance with Himself?- tilOur}_fn.tth-:n'
" [Calvin ressly declares that he em- -
[hatiml]lyefgpudigtes the view that God .
gas: more than one will. He explicitly
teaches ‘that we must not think that God -
‘has a double will. God does not in Him-
self 'will opposites. But it is; impossible-
- for-us to comprehend and fathom the'

Most High. To our apprehension the will

“of God is manifold. As far as we can see, .
God does will what seems 'to be opposed .

to His will”.
Kuiper concludes:

“In short, Calvin makes it plein that in

his view the paradoxes which we have
just teviewed are paradoxes involved in

- the teaching of Holy Scripture itself” {pp.

223f.),

~ In his Systematic Theology, vol. I,

p. 644, Charles Hodge says:

“It’is further said to be indonsistent with
the sincerity of God, to offer salvation to
those whom he has predetermined to
leave to the just recompense of their sins,
It is enough to say in answer to.this ob-

Jjection, so strepuously. urged: by Lutherans
- and - Arminians, that' it bears with - equal

force against the doctrine of God's fore.
knowledge, which they admit to be an
essential attribute of his nature, , . ; There
is.no real difficulty in either case except

_what is purely subjective. It is {n vs, in our

limited and partial apprehensions; and in

= 4 . our inability to comprehend the ways of
" Grace Herman- Kuiper enumerates a - Y d

God, which are past finding out”.

And after uoting I Timothy 2:3, 4,
gaviour, who will have :31

“God forbid that any man should. teach
anything inconsistent with these precious

declarations of the Word of God, They
- clearly teach that' God is a benevolent

Being; that He delights.not in the suffer-
ings of his creatures, . . . God pities even

the wicked whom He condemns, as a°
father pities the disobedient child whom'

he chastises. And as the father can truth-

fully and with-a full heart say that he.

delights not in the sufferings of his child,
so our Father in heaven -can say, that He
delights not in the death of the wicked”

(p. .651).

Says Herman Bavinck in his Gere-
formeerde Dogmatiek, vol. 1V, p. 7

© “Although through calling salvation be-

comes the portion of but few, . ... it
[calling] névertheless has great value and

significance for those also who reject it. *

It s for all without exception proof of
God’s infinite love and it seals the state.
ment that He has no pleasure in, the death
of the sinner, but therein that he turn
and live”,

-what that

_and sincere offer o

In' The Christian View of Man, pp,
74f., J. Gresham Machen says:
“The doctrine of predestination does not
mean that God rejoices int the death of a

" sinner, The Bible distnctly says the con.

trary, Hear that gredt verse in the thirty-

‘third chapter of Ezekiel: ‘As I live, saith

the Lord God, 1 have no' pleasure in the
death of the wicked; but that the wicked
turn from his-way and live’ ",

" .He goes on to say that in his opinion

I Timothy 2:4 “meéans very much
great ‘Ezekiel passage
means”, - k

Berkhof in his Systematic Theology,
Pp. 40off., upholds both the univer-
sality and the sinceiity of the gospel
invitation, He says: “It is not confined

‘to any age or nation or class of men,
It comes to both the just and the un-
just, the elect and the reprobate”, He

offers as-irréfutable proof Isaiah 45:22,
“Look unto me, and be ye saved, all
the ends of the-earth; for I am God,
and there is none else”. He proceeds:

“The external calling is a calling in good
faith, a calling that is seriously meant. It
is not an invitation coupled wit
it will not be accepted, .
Ch

(s p s depen
This follows from the very nature, from

- the veracity, of God. It-is-blasphemous to

think. that: God. would. be-guilty.of.equivo-
cation: and: deceéption;-that-He: “would-=say
& E

of:the.word™

And when faced with ‘the objection
that according to this doctrine God
offers the forgiveness of sins and
eternal life to those for whom he has
not intended these gifts, Berkhof ad-
mits frankly that there is “a real diffi-

-culty” at this point, but insists that it

may not be assuined that there is a
contradiction, .
- Incidentally it may be-remarked
here that when, in 1924, one of the

- very few churches in this country

which takes. the Reformed- faith seri-
ously deposed certain ministers of the

"gospel, one ground, amiong others, for

this action. was the denial by these .
ministers of the sincerity of the divine

- offer of salvation to'all men,

The supreme: importance for evan-
gelism of maintaining the Reformed
doctrine of the gospel as a universal
salvation is self-
evident,. ST




. Again we are confronted by a situa-
4 tion which “is inadequately described
as amazing. Once more there is a
problem which has left the greatest
theologians of history baffled, The
very Word of God does not present
- a solution, But Dr. Clark asserts un-

blushingly that for his thinking the
difficulty is non-existent (35:20-36:2;
47:1f.}. Here is something phenome-
nal. What accounts for it? The most

]
i
e
B

fallen under the spell of rationalism.

divine Word he insists on logically
harmonizing with each other two. évi-
dént - but seemingly contradictory
teachings of that Word, although in

these teachings, o .
The conclusion is inescapable that
. Dr, Clark’s rationalism has resulted

"in his obscuring—to say the very least -

-3 significant teaching of Scripture—
a truth which constitutes one of the
most glorious aspects of the gospel
of the grace of God.

SR k-

It will -':';ppear from the abové' ex-
.~~~ amination of the views of Dr. Clark.

- as they were propounded to-the Pres-
" bytery of Philadelphia that these errors
‘are far from being peripheral, The very

doctrine of God is undermined by a

* failure to maintain 2 qualitative dis-

tinction between the knowledge of

God and the knowledge possible to

man, thus denying the doctrine of the

incomprehensibility of God and im-

pinging in a most serious fashion upon .

the tmnscendence of the Creator over
the creature. The interpretation of
Christiani

is flagrantly in violation of the teach-
ing of Scripture and of the Reformed
theology. Similarly emotion as an' ele-

ment in the mind of God and in the .

"~ mind of the Christian is disallowed.
And the views concerning human re-

15

charifable, and no doubt the correct,
explanation is that Dr. Clask has

Rather than subject his reason to the

the. process hé detracts from one of-

as being fundamentally
‘intellectualism subordinates: the voli-
tion to the intellect in a manner that’
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sponsibility and of the free offer of the

- gospel likewise clearly affect decisively

one’s conception of matters that are

. of the greatest possible moment to
'evi-ry Christian. :
No

r do these errors concern only
isolated .details, In all of these matters

“there is ianifest a rationalistic ap-

proach to Christian . theology. The

* highest activity in man is the: intel-

lectual activity; his highest goal is the -

intellectual contemplation of God. In.
connection with his answer to the -

question as to the extent to which
man may comprehend God, Clatk ad-
nits the dependence of man upon the
revelation of God but, on the basis of

_a ratjonalistic dialectic, mdintdins that

any knowledge that man_possesses of
any item must coincide with God's

knowledge of the same item in order
-to be trie knowledge, thus failing to

distinguish with respect to content be-
tween the Creator's knowledge of any
thing and creaturely knowledge of the
same thing. And, even though he

speaks. of the infinity of God’s knowl-

edge, he does not rise above a quanti-
tative distinction between the content.

" - of the knowledge of God and the con-

tent of the knowledge which man ma

. -possess, And:in-pifsiiancesof his effort

to penetrate into the mind of God he
Scts. aside, .or-attempts-to-set- 45idé; By
fesort to.reasony-the i paradoxes-whicly
Reformed - theology “has’
existing for. the:Huinian min
the divine foreordination'‘and- huimgn-
ty. and-between’ predesting=
the.divine-offer- ofsalvation=
n, with.the. consequences’ that
ines. of humati fespbnsibility™

fail, to. be. set-forthin-any-adequate
way.- These innovations are then not

curiosities of an innocent sort, but

- concern some of the most central doc-

trines of- the Christian -faith, includ-
ing even the all-decisive subject of the
doctrine of God. And the result of this
rationalistic approach totheology is a

. failure to maintain the balanced, com-

l acknowledge that t

~ (Sigued)

e-free-offer-of:salvation:to -l

prehensively Biblical, character of his-
torie, classic . Calvinism which is set
forth in the standards of The Ortho-
dox Presbyterian’ Church.

.In bringing this complaint to the

attention of the Présbytery of Phila-

delphia, the complainants further pe-

" tition the Presbytery to-make amends
- as follows: . . -

If the 'Presbytgrz is not ready to

e meeting of July
7th was illegal and that all of its acts
and decisions are therefore- null and

void, the complainants request that it

acknowledge that various views of Dr,
Clark as set forth in that meeting, and

. with which this complaint is con-

cerned, "are “in error ‘and - in conflict

. with the constitutional requirements -

for licensure and ordination, and that,
therefore, the decision to sustzin his
theological- examination, -the decision

. to waive two years of study in a theo-

logical seminary,. the decision to pro-
ceed to license Dr. Clark and the
action of licensing him, the decision to
deem the examination for licensure

" sufficient for ordination, and the de-

cisioni to-ordain Dr, Clark, were in
error and unconstitutional, and are,
therefore, null and void.

Jorn Wistar Berzorn
; KEucene BrAprorp

R. B. Kureer
LeRoy B. Ociver
N. B. SroNenOUSE ‘
Muzrzray Forst THOMPSON
Wirtam E. WELMERS
‘Pavz. Woorrey

" CorNELIUS VAN TiL -
Epwarp J. Youwe -
"Davip FREEMAN

. Artaur W. Kuscrxg, Jr.

The undersigned hereby ‘subscribes -
to the complaint against certain ac-
tions of the Presbytery of Philadelphia
taken at its meeting on July 7th, 193\4,
fo the extent of concurring in the
statement of the reasons for the com-
plaint as set.forth herein: Lestie W.
SLOAT,




