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COMMENT ON THIS ISSUE

In “Keeping the Record Straight” Rev. Edward Heerema cites
well-known facts to disprove the contention made in two of our
contemporary periodicals that the present controversies in the
Christian Reformed Church are the result of agitation by
ministers who came into this church from other denominations.
The article cites “chapter and verse” to prove that this con-
tention is without the slightest foundation.

Is it religious bigotry which questions the advisability of
electing a President who is duty bound to put the pronounce-
ments of the Pope above the Constitution of the United States?
This timely question is answered in the negative in the article
of Professor Henry R. Van Til, teacher of Bible at Calvin College.

In “What Is Christian Education?”, Mr. Walter A. De Jong,
superintendent of Unity Christian High School at Hudsonville,
Michigan, defends certain statements in a former article in this
paper by showing that one reason why it is not difficult for
teachers in church-related institutions of learning to give instruc-
tion also in non-Christian educational institutions is the lack of
distinctive Christian teaching in many church-related colleges.

Rev. Rousas John Rushdoony, gifted pastor of a Presbyterian
church in Santa Cruz, California, comments at length on a
symposium by five professors of the Roman Catholic Duquesne
University who defend the theory of evolution, and deny the
historicity of the first eleven chapters of Genesis.

Rev. Egbert W. Andrews, who gives a detailed account of
Dr. Cornelius Van Til's lectures and sermons in Formosa, was
born in a missionary family in China and himself was a missionary
in that country until its subjugation by the Communists. Since
then he has been a missionary in Formosa. He is a graduate
of the University of Pennsylvania and of Westminster Seminary.

This October issue contains the first installment of Rev.
Henry Vander Kam’s exposition of the book of Amos. We
believe that the societies which use these articles and the
questions at the end of each chapter will profit spiritually from
the study of this challenging Old Testament book, The articles
are written in such a way that they can be read with satisfaction
also by those who do not attend any society for Bible discussion.

“The only theology that the Bible knows is the Reformed faith.” — Dr. James 1. Packer
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THE NEW BIBLICISM — I

HOSE WHO take the words of Scripture literally
Tconcerning such basic doctrines as creation, election,
atonement, virgin birth, resurrection, etc., are scornfully
referred to by the liberals as “literalists.” However, when
they themselves draw on the Bible for support of some of
their ideas they also take the teachings of Jesus literally
and, strangely enough, find no contradiction in the proce-
dure.

Reformed scholars, on the other hand, have always
accepted the plain didactic, prose statements of the Scrip-
tures in their literal sense, leaving room for poetic and
symbolic language. Biblicism, then, is the frame of mind
which rejects any doctrine which cannot be directly
proved from Scripture by a plain reference in so many
words. This has characterized many of the sectarian
groups but was not characteristic of the Reformers and
of Protestantism in general.

Of late, however, some voices have been heard in Re-
formed circles rejecting the doctrine of eternal reproba-
tion on the ground that it is not explicitly taught in Scrip-
ture. God, it is allowed, did choose some before the
foundation of the world; but to conclude that he rejected
others, they say, is an unwarranted inference. If the
ultimate ground of man’s fall and of his eternal destiny
is the will of God, man is said to be robbed of his freedom
and God must be the author of sin. This is the conclusion
of the new biblicism!

However, Calvin, in rejecting the distinction between
doing and permitting, contends that men “can effect noth-
ing but by the secret will of God, and can deliberate on
nothing but what he has previously decreed,” which he
proves by “innumerable testimonies” from Holy Writ
(Inst. I, xviii, 1). Calvin indignantly rejects the idea that
God chose some because he foreknew that they would be
deserving of his grace, and devoted others to the damna-
tion of death because he foreknew they would be inclined
to wickedness and impiety. Thus Calvin follows Paul who
attributes both election and reprobation “to the mere will
of God. If, therefore, we can assign no reason why he
grants mercy to his people but because such is his pleas-
ure, neither shall we find any other cause but his will for
the reprobation of others” (Ibid., III, xxii, 11). In the
next chapter Calvin goes on to say that election implies
reprobation. “Whom God passes by, therefore, he rep-
robates: and from no other cause than his determination
to exclude them from the inheritance which he predes-
tinates for his children” (Ibid., IIT, xxiii, 1).

With this position of Calvin the Reformed Creeds
agree. “That some receive the gift of faith from God, and
others do not receive it, proceeds from God’s eternal
decree . . . What peculiarly tends to illustrate and recom-
mend to us the eternal and unmerited grace of election is
the express testimony of sacred Scripture that not all but
some only are elected, while others are passed by in the
eternal decree; whom God, out of His sovereign, most
just, irreprehensible, and unchangeable good pleasure, has
decreed to leave in the common misery into which they
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have wilfully plunged themselves, and not to bestow upon
them saving faith and the grace of conversion” (Canons of
Dort, 1, 6, 15). “By the decree of God, for the manifesta-
tion of his glory, some men and angels are predestinated
unto everlasting life, and others foreordained to everlast-
ing death” (Confession of Faith of Presb. Church, Ch.
IIL. Sec. 3). As in the days of Calvin, “When the human
mind hears these things, its petulance breaks all restraint,
and it discovers a serious and violent agitation as if
alarmed by the sound of a martial trumpet” (Inst. III,
xxiii, 1). And “Reformed scholarship” turns biblicistic!
Henry R. Van Til

COMMUNISM AND THE BAPTIST WORLD ALLIANCE

APPENINGS at the Tenth Congress of the Baptist

World Alliance, held this past summer in Rio de
Janeiro, Brazil, furnish an alarming example of Com-
munist infiltration of ecclesiastical organizations. Dr. Jacob
1. Zhidkov, a Russian Baptist, who was re-elected as a vice
president, said in an address at the Congress: “In Sep-
tember, 1959, the Soviet Government submitted to the
United Nations a Declaration for universal and complete
disarmament . . . . This Declaration must be dear to the
hearts of all Christians, as dear as the words of the Bible
in the book of the prophet Isaiah (2:4). ... This most
human Declaration can become the only base which will
unite all Christian churches for activities in one direction
— to beat all swords into ploughshares, and all spears into
pruning hooks, that is, the destruction of all types of
weapons.”

We are told in a release of the ICCC (International
Council of Christian Churches) that Zhidkov’s speech was
received without applause. One delegate from Sao Paulo,
pastor of the First Ukrainian Baptist Church of Sao Paulo,
declared after one of the delegates from Moscow pre-
sented the Hammer and Sickle on the platform: “The red
on that flag is the blood of my people.” But the official
communist publication in Brazil, NOVOS RUMOS (New
Directions), in a full-page spread, presented the picture
of the Russian flag, commended Zhidkov for his accom-
plishment, and in a streamer headline said: “Baptists
Preach Peace.” The ICCC release adds: “It was their
agent who did the preaching.”

Two representatives of the ICCC presented a petition
to the Congress, charging that Zhidkov and his com-
panions were agents of the Kremlin, but the petition never
came to the attention of the delegates. Dr. Theodore
Adams, past president of the Baptist World Alliance, who
just retired as president, made the statement in the July
20, 1960, edition of the News-Leader of Richmond, Vir-
ginia: “I am delighted that the Alliance showed faith in
the Russian delegation by re-electing Dr. Jacob 1. Zhidkov
a vice president.” This was perhaps one of the things
that leads the ICCC release to state that “the victory
which the communists won in this Alliance was complete.”

The incident suggests many comments. For one thing,
it shows how completely even leaders of the free churches
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in Russia have been brainwashed by the Communist bosses
in Russia and that it is possible for an atheistic, anti-
Christian world power to infiltrate Christian churches to
such an extent that they speak with the voice of the great
Dragon while still imagining that they are representing
the cause of Christ. We are reminded of the words of
Jesus that in the last days false prophets will arise and, if
that were possible, would lead astray even the elect. And
how is it possible even for church leaders in the U.S,, like
Dr. Adams, to be so gullible as to swallow whole the pious
words of the wolves in sheep’s clothing who praise the
hypocritical disarmament pleas of the Soviet rulers! Truly,
the penetration of Communist influence into churches and
church councils in the United States is not a bugbear of
flighty alarmists. It is real. Let us be on our guard.
Henry J. Kuiper

HOW CONSISTORIES CAN ENABLE MINISTERS
TO BUY BOOKS

MINISTER must have many books —books on sys-
tematic theology, books on church history, books on
the application of Christianity to everyday life, books on
philosophy, ethics, apologetics, modern theological trends,
etc. He needs basic reference works in which he will
read only a paragraph one month and a page one year.
He needs commentaries on all the books of the Bible —
old classics and modern ones built on the latest findings.
He needs magazines of Reformed thought—both those
within and without the denomination — and magazines by
others who think differently from him so that he can be
aware of the issues of the day. He needs some non-
theological magazines and books so that he may be well
rounded. But this costs much. Year after year this
writer has spent $400 annually for such books and period-
icals. This has been possible because of his church, which
provided a large enough salary. Other ministers are not
so fortunate and are reluctant to spend money for books
when they need it elsewhere. One practical help along
these lines would be for a congregation to allow its min-
ister a $200 budget each year to be used only for the
purchase of books and magazines. This is not wasted
money. Just a few extra worthwhile ideas that may come
from this encouraged reading will be worth many times
more than the $200.
Edwin H. Palmer

TOTAL DEPRAVITY AND COMMUNISM

EVER be ashamed of what is characteristically Cal-

vinistic. In a day when lukewarm Calvinists—
those half-and-half brothers — make apologies for what-
ever is distinctive in our Confessions, support for our
glorious heritage comes from all kinds of quarters. Who,
for example, would ever have expected such support to
come out of “A Subcommittee to Investigate the Admin-
istration of the Internal Security Act, United States Senate,
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85th Congress™? Yet, there it is. Before this subcommit-
tee Ira H. Latimer, Chicago, IlL, stated the following:
“I have thought a great deal about this phenomenon
of popular American disbelief in the dirt and murder of
communism. It is so striking that I have tried to delve
deeply for an explanation. I think there are two religious
and philosophical foundations involved. . . . The first
foundation is the optimism of Americans who have been
trained to believe . . . that in the end they will always

win.” He then issues the warning, “Pride goeth before a
fall.”

He continues, “The second foundation, upon which the
acceptance or tolerance of communism rests, is a belief in
the natural goodness of man. Our forefathers did not so
believe. They were profoundly skeptical of the trust-
worthiness of any man or men, themselves included. . . . .
Unless the churches recover some measure of the skep-
ticism about human nature, entertained by great doctors
of the Catholic Church like Augustine, or by Protestants
like Calvin, Wesley, and Jonathan Edwards, I fear we are
all comfortably resting in the shooting gallery of Com-
munist materialism.”

Have you ever thought of it in this way, namely, that
the preaching of the doctrine of total depravity is also a
good remedy against the danger of the infiltration of Com-
munistic error? Don’t sell Calvinism short.

William Hendriksen

“FRIGHTENING MORAL SLUMP”

HE “frightening moral slump” observable in our land
today was the topic of ex-president Hoover’s address

at the Republican convention in Chicago last July. The
speaker minced no words in describing the all-time low
in moral behavior which characterizes American life at
the present time. Mr. Hoover must have known in ad-
vance that to sound such a note amidst the whoopla of a
political convention would not be hailed as an example
of appropriateness. As a matter of fact, the audience paid
little attention to what the speaker said about the ap-
palling indifference to law and morality which disgraces
our country today. One could tell that he failed to strike
a popular note. It must have taken great moral courage
to sound an alarm at an occasion which seemed to call for
nothing but praise for political accomplishments during
the Eisenhower administration. However, when Mr,
Hoover stated his reasons for believing that America
would recover from its moral slump, such as the spirit of
nationalism and our contributions to the well being of
other nations, he was not convincing. Nothing short of a
true religious awakening, national repentance, and a re-
turn to the commandments of God and the teachings of
the Bible will lift us up out of the morass of moral in-
difference into which we have sunk. May God’s people in
our land set an example of true repentance, of renewed
devotion to the law and the service of God, and of fearless
testimony against all the putrid things in our national life.
Henry J. Kuiper
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KEEPING THE RECORD STRAIGHT

by EDWARD HEEREMA

IMES when sharp differences in the church give rise

to unpleasant tensions are always disturbing. It is
personally much more desirable to live in harmony with
all the brethren.

However, such times do come in the life of the church
of Christ. Much as we dislike such experiences, we must
face them when they occur. How must they be faced?

In the first place, issues that arise in the church must
be honestly and resolutely faced in the light of Scripture
and the doctrinal standards of the church. In the second
place, such honest facing of the issues must take place in
a setting of love for the brethren.

It is not easy to meet these two requirements, Many
people don’t like to face issues. Facing issues honestly
and resolutely requires study, clear thinking, and fearless
decision, And let us admit that it is not always easy to
love those with whom we differ. Please, let's not talk
about such love too easily. It is often apparent that some
of those who speak most about such love have the least
of it when the issue is sharply drawn. A better course of
action is for each of us to pray for a larger measure of it.

There will be difference of opinion as to whether these
requirements have been met in any given instance. But
it is proper to ask how the climate of discussion is im-
proved by an attitude that sometimes appears. This at-
titude is expressed in pointing to some person or group
as responsible for the troubles in the church. The appeal-
ing suggestion here is that if this person or group would
only be quiet all would be well in the church.

An instance of this approach to the problems in the
Christian Reformed Church appeared in an editorial in
The Church Observer of June, 1960. The editor of this
Chicagoland paper writes as follows under the heading
“United We Stand™ “Yet another burden to some of us
is the fact that those who have come into our church from
other quarters are so certain that they know just what we
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must confess and do, so as to avoid disaster. As a vocal
minority they write and speak and confuse our people
into believing that the church is in dire need of cleansing.
They cast subtle shadows over the reputation of leaders
who hold an opposing viewpoint.”

A similar instance of such an attitude appeared in The
Banner of June 9, 1960, in the article “That Shortage of
Ministers: Another Look.” Here we read as follows:
“Then too let us realize that some ministers coming from
other circles, perhaps not knowing us well, have an in-
clination to dispute our heritage and to foster fractious
controversies among us.”

Does the record support such charges? Let’s take a
look.

Who produced a pamphlet a few years ago criticizing
our church’s method of doing mission work among the
Indians in our Southwest?

Who proposed not so long ago that we change our
historic stand on the issue of membership in the lodge?

Who wrote a long article calling for a thorough over-
hauling of our entire theological structure, an article con-
taining sharp criticism of men who had a large place in
the forming and articulation of “our heritage”?

Who called for a scaling down of our requirements for
church membership?

Who wrote a booklet of some length criticizing much
in the mission thinking and practice of the Christian Re-
formed Church?

Who in our centennial year questioned the historical
right of our church to separate existence as a denomina-
tion?

Who proposed only a little over a year ago that we
set aside our doctrine of the Covenant of Grace as basic
to our system of Christian schools?

Now let us take a look at the two issues that have
stirred the church most sharply in recent times, namely,
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the TCNN (Theological College of Northern Nigeria)
matter and the question of the Infallibility of the Scrip-
tures.

The facts as to how and where these issues started are
well known. By no stretch of the imagination can the
raising of these issues be laid at the door of men coming
into the ministry of the church from “other circles.” The
TCNN issue has had its main spokesman in a man who
once taught at Calvin Seminary. And the Infallibility issue
originated at Calvin Seminary. That’s hardly an influence
from other quarters.

And who were the main spokesmen of the opposition
in these issues? Unless I am sorely mistaken the fact is
that the opposition on the TCNN issue was sparked in
the first place by a member of the Board of Foreign Mis-
sions who has never been anything other than Christian
Reformed. Another sharp critic of the proposed TCNN
has been the Managing Editor of this magazine, for many
years the editor of The Banner.

Of the many who sounded the alarm on the Infallihil-
ity issue none stands out more prominently than the
present editor of The Banner. His editorial writings on
this issue are well remembered by many with deep ap-
preciation, by some with a puzzling hostility. Another
who figured significantly in this debate is a professor at
the seminary who has reached retirement age after long
and faithful service. Surely, all of these men who sounded
the alarm on these two issues cannot be regarded as being
anything other than thoroughbred Christian Reformed.

My point in making these references to different
people in the church has not been with the intention of
pointing an accusing finger. The intent is simply and
solely to make clear that the record does not support the
unkind charges referred to above. Discussion of issues is
not clarified and the peace of the church is not enhanced
by that kind of writing. Rather, may all of us pray humbly
for a larger measure of solid, honest, and biblical address
to issues, and for a richer portion of true, heaven-born love.

Should Protestants Help Flect
A CATHOLIC PRESIDENT?

by HENRY R. VAN TIL

O THE average American, culturally uprooted and
religiously indifferent, the answer to the above ques-
tion is, “Why not?” To the political defeatist, who sees the
onrush of Communism as irresistible, the answer may be,
“By all means! What other force is there in this world
than that of Catholicism that has the spiritual stamina to
oppose world-Communism successfully?” To the theolog-
ical liberal the question itself is an indication of arrested
development, since opposition to the Church is, among
the better educated, nothing but “a respectable substitute
for anti-Semitism” (Cf. R. D. Cross: The Emergence of
Liberal Catholicism in America, Harvard, 1958, p. 208).
“The height of prejudice is to think oneself un-prej-
udiced,” said a wise man. To recognize our religious and
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cultural prejudices is wisdom, but to deny their existence
or to veneer them with a false tolerance is lack of self-
criticism and sheer dogmatism, The Catholics themselves
are quite willing that the religious convictions of the
candidates should be made known (Cf. Ave Maria, March
21, 1959). However, it does not follow that a man’s per-
sonal relationship to his God is to be made an issue in
politics. That would becloud the issue.

All men who recognize that religion is a heart-matter
and concerns the most sacred relationship of man to his
God, will agree that a man’s politics are influenced by
his religious convictions and that man ought to obey God
rather than man. However, we as Protestants confess that
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in our conscience we are subject to the Law and Word of
God (no man is lord of the conscience). But the Catholic
gives his allegiance to the Pope, the Vicar of Christ and
the infallible interpreter of faith and morals, as one who
rightfully demands “unquestioning submission and obe-
dience of the intellect and the will.”

Roman Catholicism is basically totalitarian. Instead of
the State-Church idea of Communism and of Nazism it
has always held to the idea of a Church-State. In his
recent book, The Riddle of Roman Catholicism, J. Pelican
clearly indicates that the Roman Catholic idea ever since
the Middle Ages has been “a catholic church in a catholic
state” (p. 107). This may not sound like a threat to the
average Protestant with his conception of religious toler-
ance. However, the official world organ of the Jesuits,
Civilta Cattolica of Rome (April, 1948) gives this inter-
pretation of the Catholic philosophy of tolerance and free-
dom for non-Catholics: “The Roman Catholic Church,
convinced through its divine prerogatives of being the
only true church, must demand the right of freedom for
herself alone, because such a right can only be possessed
by truth, never by error . . . In some countries, Catholics
will be obliged to ask full religious freedom for all, re-
signed at being forced to cohabitate where they alone
would rightfully be allowed to live. But in doing this the
Church does not renounce her thesis, which remains the
most imperative of her laws, (italics added, HRVT) but
merely adapts herself to the de facto conditions, which
must be taken into account in practical affairs . . . The
Church cannot blush for her own want of tolerance, as she
asserts it in principle and applies it in practice” (Quoted
by Paul Blanshard in American Freedom and Catholic
Power, p. 295).

The famous case of Hildebrand’s excommunication and
interdict, which brought Henry IV to his knees at Canossa
(January, 1077) and the infamous deal of Pius XI with
Mussolini, whereby the hierarchy gained exclusive right
with respect to the free exercise of religion in Italy (main-
tained until March, 1960, and given up at the insistence
of the U.S.A. Ambassador) are good examples of the
power of the Popes at work.

Rome believes that “every Catholic should be a total
Catholic, which means giving unswerving allegiance to
all the teachings of the Church. . . .. There should be
unity of opinion among Catholics on two important prin-
ciples, the maintenance of religion and the State. There is
no room for disagreement on these matters. . . . In these
troublous times it is important for Catholics to heed the
voice of the Pope. Papal teaching is the guide for Catholic
thought and action” (Quoted by “Christian Heritage”
from Christian State or Pagan Chaos, Paulist Press, N. Y.,
pp. 6, 10, 12, 14, 17).

It is true that Senator Kennedy has avowed that what-
ever one’s religion may be, this is a concern of his private
life, but that for the office-bearer nothing would take
precedence over his oath to uphold the Constitution, in-
cluding the first amendment, which demands the separa-
tion of church and state. But the Jesuit weekly, America,
reported four days later that Senator Kennedy did not

mean that (Cf. March issue, 1959, p. 651). And Ave
Maria made haste to add that conscience takes precedence
over the Constitution. No doubt all good men would
agree, but the difference, I wish to point out once more,
is that the Catholic conscience is subject to the “Father”
in Rome but the Protestant conscience is subject to the
Lord Jesus Christ as he has revealed his will in his Word.

There are many voices today asserting that the Vatican
and its agents have never directed Catholic citizens in
their voting. But the New York Times some time ago
reminded us that Pope John XXIII forbade Roman Catho-
lics throughout the world to vote for candidates or parties
that supported or gave comfort to the Communists. This
prohibition was world-wide and absolute (Cf. issue of
April 14, 1959). This means that any Catholic flouting
such a directive does so on pain of excommunication. In
Argentina, on the other hand, Catholics received a direc-
tive not to back parties striving for the separation of church
and state (N. Y. Herald Tribune, Nov. 18, 1945). Not
only does the hierarchy influence the people of a nation as
a whole, but pressure is also exercised in the case of in-
dividuals. Dr. Poling, Editor of the Christian Herald, has
recently made public that this is the case with respect to
Mr. Kennedy himself. Poling had asked Kennedy to take
part in a dedicatory service of the “Four-Chaplains
Chapel,” together with a Protestant and a Jew, as rep-
resentatives of the three major religions of America, whose
chaplain heroes were being honored and commemorated.
However, after having agreed to speak, Kennedy sent a
letter of regret saying that he could not participate be-
cause the hierarchy took a dim view of the whole proce-
dure.

What would happen if we had a Catholic President in
the White House? Even now statues of Mary and the
Crucifix are being raised in public parks at public expense
and no amount of Protestant protest seems of any avail to
remove them. Right now the specter of special privilege
is raising its ugly head in the most unexpected places;
for example, the Military Ordinariate of the Catholic
Church is maneuvering to give Catholic Chaplains the
right to perform religious rites not merely within their
own regiment or aboard their own ship but through-
out the whole command and in the entire fleet, without
being subject to their commanding officers. This creates
a dual line of command and will destroy military dis-
cipline (Cf. Christian Heritage, May, 1960, p. 7).

In conclusion we assert that Protestant opposition to
the Catholicism of the Democratic candidate is not un-
reasonable, much less irrational. It is based on historical
facts and the present practices of the Roman hierarchy in
seeking special privileges, in boycotting opposition, in
playing power politics while in the minority; and in its
program of harassment, oppression, and downright perse-
cution where they are strong. To the true Protestant,
who kneels before God but not to man, the prospect of
having the President of these United States kneeling be-
fore some Papal Nuncio on a state occasion would be
most galling. If this be prejudice, let us make the most
of itl
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What Is Christian Education?

T IS NO SECRET that not all

Christians answer this question
the same way. Yet it is incumbent
upon all Bible-believing Christians,
interested in Christian education, to
seek a Biblically oriented answer. One
way of “seeking” such an answer is
to discuss it through the printed page.
I made such an attempt in the De-
cember issue of the Torca AND TRUM-
PET by treating a closely related ques-
tion, “Are Christian Schools Really
Necessary?” In this article I pointed
to some of the disconcerting things
that gave rise to this question. The
question is so timely that it deter-
mined the character of the program
of the National Union of Christian
Schools Convention of 1959. One of
the disconcerting factors which, as
I believed, contributed to the con-
fusion as to whether Christian schools
are really necessary was described as
follows:

“Another fact that tends to erase
the distinction between the two
school systems is the ease with
which teachers can teach in one
school or the other. This is espe-
cially true at the level of higher
education. College professors will
teach in church-related colleges
during the day and teach for state
universities in their extension
schools during off-campus hours,
If college professors can give their
course under state supervision and
state sponsorship, then why should
not our students be confused?
There may be good protective rea-
sons for maintaining a Christian
collet%e, but one may certainly ask
whether a Christian school is

really essential to Christian educa-
tion.”

WRONG CONCLUSIONS

I am indebted to Dr. Bastian Kruit-
hof for a reflection on the above quo-
tation in his editorial, “And Why
Not?” (Sunday School Guide, Feb.
28, 1960) Two facts seem apparent.
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One is that Dr, Kruithof probably
does not give the same answer I do
to the question heading this article.
The other fact is that my article was
not clear for Dr. Kruithof deduces
from the above quotation implications
contrary to the intended spirit and
logic of the article.

I hope that by dealing with the
basic implication he deduces from the
above quotation, many of the other
deductions will resolve themselves.

With respect to this Dr. Kruithof
writes: “The implication seems to be
that he would be teaching as a Chris-
tian during the day and as a non-
Christian or neutralist in the evening.
Of course that does not follow.”

I should answer, “Of course it
doesn’t. That is exactly what I tried
to say.” The professor from the
church-related college is not embar-
rassed. The point was exactly that
there was no such radical difference
between the education in either of
the institutions in which he teaches
as to make a radical change of atti-
tude or approach necessary. This is
the basis for the confusion.

CHURCH-RELATED COLLEGES TODAY
The March issue of the Christian
Scholar for the current year bears
out this contention as it discusses the
status of the church-related college.
Dr. Sydney E. Ahlstrom, Assistant
Professor of American History and
Church History at Yale University,
makes his contribution under the
caption, “Toward the Idea of a
Church-Related College”. In this his-
torical perspective he describes how
the Church-related College has ex-
changed its birthright for a mess of
pottage. He writes as follows:

“The second major fact about
American higher education is that,
regardless of other shifting atti-
tudes and practices, it has for

three centuries been continually,
remorselessly secularized . . . The
speed of change in church-related
institutions of learning naturally
varied from one region or denom-
ination to another, but the process
was almost everywhere in evi-
dence ... Presidents, even when
ordained ministers, came to be
chosen more for their capacities
as administrators or fund raisers
than for their accomplishments as
constructive Christian thinkers. ..
Perhaps enough has been said to
warrant a few generalizations of
the present status of the Church
college in America. In the vast
majority of cases it is nominal
rather than real...Only in a rela-
tively few church bodies is its
vitality a matter of primary con-
cern. And if by ‘Church College’
we mean an institution which has
its intellectual life devotedly
rooted in the ‘apostolic’ succes-
sion of Chrisian learning and
which has a connection with the
Church that is living, active, and
strong, we may go still further to
say that it has become a rarity.”

The fact that there is no radical
difference between education in the
vast majority of Church-related col-
leges and the education in the
state universities makes it not only
easy for professors to shift from one
institution of learning to another but
it also confounds even the learned
as to the nature of Christian educa-
tion. Our schools and colleges are
not so isolated in this country as to
be unaffected by this secularism
which pervades the institutions of
higher learning. Our teachers and
professors are taught there. All of us
are practically swimming in this sec-
ularism and we are wondering where
there is a beachhead of Christian
education. This bewilderment is not
only limited to those who have been
blessed with a Calvinistic heritage
but it is also shared with the Amer-
ican Christian world at large. This
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is evident not only from this issue of
the Christian Scholar but also from
many of the books that deal with
this problem. One such book is
Toward a Christian Philosophy of
Higher Learning, edited by J. P. Van
Groeningen (published by the West-
minster Press). Here one is almost
startled to read the statement by
Dr. Joseph Haroutunian from Mec-
Cormick Theological Seminary as he
discusses “A Protestant Theory of
Education”. He says:
“The essence of man as God made
him, man as he must be if he is
to be himself, man in his original
endowment and ultimate self-
realization, the aim and goal of
education, the man whose exis-
tence means the good society, is
Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of
David. I am a Christian and one
is not a Chrisdan unless one
acknowledges and confesses that
Jesus” Christ is man in his good-
ness.

TRUE AND FALSE
ACADEMIC FREEDOM

That it is hard to extricate oneself
from this whirlpool of secularism is
also evident from the problem that
the Association of Christian School
Administrators is considering this
August at their Principals’ Conference.
A survey by the principals of our
Christian schools revealed a heavy
demand for a discussion of the ques-
tion, “How can we make our teaching
more distinctively Christian in our
Christian schools?” These centuries
of secularism have so leavened the
loaf of education that we are almost
taken aback when asked seriously to
submit to Paul’s admonition, “casting
down imaginations, and every high
thing that exalteth itself against the
knowledge of God, and bringing into
captivity every thought to the obedi-
ence of Christ” (II Corinthians 10:5).
Should a university president confront
his faculty with this Scriptural in-
junction he would be charged with
violating academic freedom. And who
among us is not so affected by our
culture as to intuitively feel that this
charge has some merit?

However, we ought to recognize
that this so-called “academic freedom”

is a modern form of bondage casting
such a devastating blight on our civili-
zation as to make our day one of
despair and hopelessness. Ought we
not to ask ourselves whether this
“academic freedom” is not “Satan
fashioning himself into an angel of
light”? (II Corinthians 11:14) Should
a university president say to his
learned professors: “I want you to be
absolutely obedient to the dictates of
your own intellect,” he would not
be accused of intellectual enslave-
ment. This modern version of, “Hath
God said...?” is considered the sine
qua non, the indispensable condi-
tion, of academic freedom. But Jesus
says, ‘1 am the light of the world.
He that followeth me shall not walk
in darkness, but shall have the light
of life” (John 8:2). Dr. Haroutunian,
referred to above, has a nice sentence
on page 35. He writes, “The intelli-
gence is liberated with the rest of
man, and even while active in the
liberation, it is not the teacher”
(italics mine).

Once a college authority was re-
ported as saying, after a discussion
about the qualifications of a profes-
sor for a Church-related college: “He
is a Christian gentleman and that is
enough for me.” There are no doubt
throughout our land many Christian
gentlemen who are teachers, but to
suppose that they are all engaged in
Christian education is a supposition
that needs critical examination. On
the other hand, to suppose that a
Christian teacher, unless he is teach-
ing in a Church-related school, is
not engaged in Christian education
is another supposition that could
hardly stand the test of critical analy-
sis. But I believe that no Christian
educator could ever find Biblical
justification for being consciously
engaged in non-Christian education.
“He who is not with me, is against
me, and he who does not gather with
me scatters” (Matthew 12:20).

EXAMPLES OF INTOLERANCE

Moses was trained in all the wis-
dom of the Egyptians. He went forth
with enthusiasm to liberate his peo-
ple. He failed. After forty years in
the wilderness the “I Am” sent a

reluctant Moses back to Egypt to
liberate his people. When Moses
confronted the culture that reared
him with the absolute claims of
Jehovah, he was cast out. Yet, though
Egypt would not acknowledge
Jehovah’s claims, He maintained them
nevertheless, even to the extent of
drowning Pharaoh and his hosts.

Saul was a learned man in the wis-
dom of his day. He was reared in
a church-related school. He too took
his education so seriously that he
sought to be the champion of his
people. Jesus claimed him. When
Paul returned from his schooling in
Arabia (Galatians 1:17) and con-
fronted his culture with the absolute
claims of Jesus, he too was cast out.

Today’s culture reacts no differ-
ently. Dr. Abraham Xuyper once
wrote, “There is not an inch in the
whole area of human existence of
which Christ, the sovereign of all,
does not cry, It is mine.”” In har-
mony with this basic principle he
founded a Christian university in
order that the absolute claims of
Christ could exercise its liberating
power in the world of education and
so permeate the whole culture with
the power of the Gospel which alone
can free it from its slavish allegiance
to the gods created by man’s intellect.
Such schools are indispensable to real
freedom of scholarly research, which
is made possible only when the light
of God’s Word is allowed to shed its
penetrating light unhindered and
unlimited by the narrow confines of
the human mind.

Our universities need Moseses and
Joshuas to liberate them from the
Pharaoh of “academic freedom”.
When teachers and professors who
profess to be Christians are ready to
accept the challenge of presenting the
absolute claims of The Light of the
World in the schools and universities
of our land, let them flood our Amer-
ican institutions of learning. But
when they do this they must be pre-
pared to meet the same antagonistic
reception that has greeted all the
disciples of Christ throughout the
ages. Our husbandmen of this gen-
eration are no more willing to give
up the vineyard than their predeces-
sors in Matthew 21.
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DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY

by ROUSAS JOHN RUSHDOONY

Intro. by B. J. Boelen, Articles by Frederick C.
Bawden, Andrew J. van Melsen, Gottfried O.
Lang, Cyril Vollert, S. J. Pittsburgh: Duquesne

SYMPOSIUM
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N

University, 1959. $3. -
Archbishop Edward J. Hunkeler.

O BETTER WITNESS to the

triumph of Charles Darwin’s
thesis in his Origin of Species could
have been given than this symposium
held at Duquesne University, April
4, 1959. Four devout scholars of the
Church of Rome, a botanist, anthro-
pologist, philosopher, and theologian
unite in interpreting evolution in
terms of a congeniality on the part
of Rome. Bernard ]. Boelen, Du-
quesne professor of philosophy, as-
sures us in the introduction that
Darwin was a warm-hearted, good,
just, and lovable man, and his theory
a “challenge” to the church, estab-
lished as it is by Darwin “on a
factual basis.” Boelen, like the others,
is hostile to “the literal interpretation
of the Book of Genesis in the sense of
creationism.” “Life has existed on
earth for more than a billion years”
and man must reckon with this
reality in his religious thinking (pp.
3-8).

Frederick C. Bawden, in discussing
“Evolution and Viruses”, believes that
evolution, “open to objective test...
stands now even more firmly estab-
lished” than 100 years ago (p. 11).
His study of viruses, however, adds
nothing to the question, since he
believes viruses to be “relatively late
products of evolution rather than
primitive forms” (p. 15). Gottfried
O. Lang, the anthropologist, similarly
adds nothing to the subject except a
quick survey in which evolution is
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assumed, and then evidence searched
and “facts” seen only in relation to
an assumed theory which proves the
facts and is in turn proved by them,
which is circular reasoning without
any toehold on reality. Lang does
not even consider creation as an al-
ternative theory. Although evolution
fails to meet the test of a good theory
in being able to predict, “it has been
very helpful in ‘predicting back-
wards'” (p. 52). Thus Lang, who
considers evolution as “fact” and any
questioning of it “spurious”, is no
help in understanding why the theory
is valid and necessary. Similarly,
Cyril Vollert, S. J., in dealing with
“Evolution and the Bible,” gives us
only certain revisions of biblical
thought on the premise of evolution,
believing “Adam is simply a hypoth-
esis that is admissible but unverifi-
able” “from the scientific point of
view” (p. 115). And this “scientific”
point of view now governs Biblical
studies in the Roman Church, so that
the historicity of Genesis 1-11, “primi-
tive literature,” is challenged, the
documentary hypothesis embraced,
and Scripture treated with the same
radical analysis which characterizes
modernism; this, moreover, is now
presented in the church’s appeal to
potential converts as evidence that
science and Rome are not in conflict.
(See the Knights of Columbus Reli-
gious Information Bureau pamphlet
no. 48, God’s Story of Creation.)

EVOLUTION

It becomes apparent, from this
quick survey, that neither science nor
theology is the source of this accep-
tance of evolution. It is, clearly,
philosophy. Vollert indeed heads his
study with the words of Thomas
Aquinas, “The ultimate end of the
whole process of generation is the
human soul, and to it matter tends
as toward its final form” (Contra
Gentes, 111, ¢, 22).

This philosophic basis Andrew G.
van Melsen expounds. Indeed, van
Melsen is ready to say that macro-
evolution is in a sense beyond
scientific proof, even if abiogenesis
should occur in a laboratory. More-
over, he denies the validity of claims
concerning mutation; “the thesis that
macro-evolution is caused by the
same factors as micro-evolution —
namely, random-mutation, selection,
and isolation, is for the time being
an extrapolation far beyond the realm
of experimentally established facts”
(p. 62f.). However, he accepts the
validity of the geological time-tables.
And evolution is for him a matter of
truth whose meaning is better estab-
lished philosophically than scientif-
ically. To prove or disprove it is
not the task of philosophy; it is the
congeniality of evolution to the phi-
losophy of the church which he
develops.

In answer to attempts to explain
the phenomena of life in terms of
physics and chemistry, he points out
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that physics and chemistry cannot
adequately explain inanimate nature.
However, van Melsen is not ready to
see the issue as one between mechan-
ism and vitalism in the sense that
one is truth and the other error. This
assumes the “deadness” of matter on
the part of vitalism and the reduction
of life to something lower on the part
of mechanism. Instead, “neither
biological life nor intellectual life
should be conceived as external
additions to material being” (p. 72).
Higher forms are not higher forms
because something new has been
added to matter: “they are higher
forms because of the unfolding of
something already present in matter”
(p. 73 £.). Evolution is thus “based
upon the nature of matter, upon its
immanent properties. The course the
evolution actually has taken may
have been arbitrary and irregular,
yet the very existence of the different
forms of life shows how these forms
are the natural results of the material
potencies.” Man similarly is a “prod-
uct of the working of these blind
tendencies.” “What else should we
expect” (p. 78)? Vollert gives us
a touching picture of the first human
pair, a girl and boy, born of “a cer-
tain anthropoid family,” gradually
separating themselves from that
strong maternal sentiment common
to apes and monkeys and leaving
the horde to lead a human life (p.
109). Why this first pair were not
both of the same sex, or why they
chose each other, we are not told.
They are allowed to fade into the
jungle to build their Eden!

Obviously, in van Melsen’s picture
there is no place for a fall —only
for steady upward movement. Nor is
there a concept of sin. Vollert is
troubled about this, but is sure that
somehow the church will have an
answer. Truth and error will appar-
ently lie down together. In van
Melsen’s scheme, all men are poten-
tially naturally good because of what
is inherent in matter, because of their
natural potentiality. Sin is under-
developed structure preventing free-
dom in goodness. Science must
“examine what material structures
condition the spiritual life.” Indeed,
“sometimes bodily structures prevent
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man from being himself. Perhaps in
the long run science will succeed in
improving these structures and so
open up new possibilities of spiritual
life for many people who now partly
or wholly are deprived from it.”
Christ is nowhere to be seen in this
picture. After all, what need is there
of a Savior to bring redemption to
man, or what need of his Second
Coming? “Finality, on the human
level, therefore, can be considered
as the fulfilment of the inherent ten-
dencies of matter, the unfolding of
what they are meant to be.” The
ultimate meaning of matter is found
in man, and the importance of evolu-
tion is that it “shows the meaning of
its (matter’s) potencies and tenden-
cies” (p. 719 £.).

How is it possible for a church
which claims to be Christian to
welcome such a philosophy, give it
an imprimatur, and allow it rapidly
to take command of its thinking? Al-
though Rome has protected itself
here as elsewhere by stating that no
ex cathedra or infallible pronounce-
ment has been made, the permission
given to evolutionary thinking and
the contempt heaped on “fundamen-
talist” and creationist thinking is more
than sufficient indication that a stand
has been made.

Behind this stand is the incubus
of Greek philosophy, now rapidly
taking over every aspect of Roman
thought. In van Melsen it is clear-
cut. The evolutionary picture fits in
beautifully with the concept of the
great chain of being, far more con-
genially, indeed, than the hostile and
alien biblical doctrine of creation by
a sovereign and all-sufficient God.
“Matter, as such, is a reduced mode
of being because it is devoid of
intellectual knowledge and of organic
life. There is, so to speak, a propor-
tion between the degree of knowledge
a being possesses and its degree of
being” (p. 72). All the dangers
Cornelius Van Til has pointed out as
inherent in Greek thinking, wherever
it appears, whether in Roman,
Arminian, or supposedly Reformed
form, are here spelled out in unmis-
takable clarity. According to van
Melsen, “We are, therefore, entitled

to the conclusion that there is a pro-
portion between the degree of knowl-
edge a being possesses and its degree
of being” (p. 73). Thus, salvation
becomes essentially a greater partici-
pation in being, and evolution is a
salvation-process whereby the whole
material creation grows upward in
its possession of or participation in
being. There is here no doctrine of
creation, fall, or redemption in any
inherent or true sense; they must be
superimposed and reinterpreted to
have meaning. Vollert is aware of
the contradiction:
The idea of a Fall from a level
of perfection possessed from the
outset yields to the idea of a
level toward which to struggle
in the future. Perfection is to be
found, not at the beginning of
the road, but at the end. These
two points of view on human
origins are hard to harmonize,
and the more the scientific des-
cription of early man gains in
clarity, the more the picture
painted by revelation tends to
vanish toward folklore.
To tell the truth, the man
exhibited by the author of Gen-
esis is not the primitive man of
Java or Peking, but a man of
his own time and nation trans-
ported to an idealized version
of a garden bearing topographi-
cal features of an oasis in his
own country. Contemporary
theology is well aware of this
situation, and is eager to trace
out a solution (p. 111).

The Knights of Columbus pamphlet,
God’s Story of Creation, does give
us a “solution” to this:

What the author (of the Flood
account) is doing by means of
this story, consequently, is to
enunciate some rather profound
religious truths, which are trans-
cendent of the time, the place,
and the extent of the Flood
which the story tells about. They
would be equally true even if
there were no historical basis to
the Flood at all, though we have
good reason to believe in it,
quite apart from the Biblical
story (p. 40).

It is clear from this that not history
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but “ideas”, are the basic reality. (We
are here in the same realm of ideas
as neo-orthodoxy exemplifies.) This
is no new philosophy in Rome. Hear
Father Richard W. Grace speak of
the sacrifice of Christ in terms of
the agony in the Garden of Geth-
semane:
That Divine High-Priest, who is
Truth itself and a priest accord-
ing to the order of Melchisedech,
and who had really victimized
Himself under the appearance of
bread and wine, thereby unfit-
ted His Body to hold His Blood
and unfitted His Blood to abide
in His Body; and, in consequence,
unfitted both Body and Blood to
continue in union with His human
soul. (R. W. Grace: The Sacrifice
of Christ, J. F. Wagner, 1937, p.
75, cited in J. C. Macaulay, The
Bible and the Roman Church,
p. 27 f., Chicago, Moody Press,
1946.)

The real sacrifice was not on the
Cross, but in the Upper Room, not
so much in the history as in the idea.
The Cross made the sacrifice in the
Upper Room a public act, and fixed
Christ’s status as a sacrificial victim.
The words, “Tt is finished” are thus
interpreted: “These words do not
declare that His sacrifice was finished,
but that He had finished His former,
normal, earthly life and was now
fixed in the state of a vietim” (p.
108 of Grace, cited on p. 28 f. of
Macaulay). Again, and more plainly,

It was not on the cross that
Christ was made a victim. No,
it was there that He completed
His sacrifice both by its public
manifestation and by finishing
His passage from His former,
normal, earthly life into the
permanent state of a victim
(Grace, p. 175 in Macaulay, p.
32f.).

In vain would our Divine Lord
have come down to save us, have
been made man in the stable of
Bethlehem, have died for us on
the Cross, if He had not left us
this Blessed Memorial of His
Passion (Grace, p. 175, in
Macaulay, p. 33).

The efficacy of the Cross is thus
made to depend on the Supper, of
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which the mass is the perpetuation.
As Macaulay points out, the two great
prerogatives of the priesthood, as
stated by Cardinal Manning, are
“jurisdiction over the natural and
over the mystical Body of Christ”
(from H. E. Manning, Eternal
Priesthood, Burns, 1883, p. 12, cited
in Macaulay, p. 57). The Cure de
"Ars, J. B. M. Vianney could say to
pilgrims, “See the power of the priest!
By one word from his lips, he changes
a piece of bread into a Godl A
greater feat than the creation of a
world” (Macaulay, p. 57). History
is subordinated to and separated to a
degree from the idea or form, and
that idea is incarnated in an institu-
tion, the Church of Rome. Thus, the
concept of evolution, with its essen-
tially Greek background, is congenial
to Rome and thoroughly usable in
terms of its basic philosophy. Evil is
essentially negation or thinness of
being, whereas the good is greater
participation in being and a rise in
the scale of being. As Van Til has
pointed out repeatedly, the com-
promise of Thomas Aquinas with
Greek thought shifted the problem of
salvation from ethics to metaphysics.

Man but stultifies himself if he

tries to become eternal. Religious

activity as well as ethical activ-

ity is always_temporal activity.

Romanism " virtually denies this

and evangelicalism all too con-

stantly forgets it (C. Van Til:

Christian Theistic Ethics, p. 39).
It is not surprising, in view of these
developments, that the doctrine of
papal infallibility has been formula-
ted, the concept of tradition de-
veloped (so important in terms of
the whole developmental and evolu-
tionary idea), and a new doctrine
of inspiration set forth. For, in accept-
ing the conclusions of radical higher
criticism, Rome has not dropped
the concept of Scripture’s inspira-
tion and infallibility, reserved now for
the idea of Scripture, not its human
aspects and accidents. Although “the
authors” of the “two accounts” of crea-
tion in Genesis were “evidently think-
ing only in terms of direct creation
by God,” we must conclude that
“between the teaching of the Bible
on man and the findings of science,

there is no contradiction whatever.”
The idea in both stories, briefly, is
that “man is different.” “GCenesis
neither proves nor disproves the
theory of evolution. It simply does
not consider it at all. Neither does
science prove or disprove the religious
doctrines taught by Genesis. These
do not pertain to the scope of posi-
tive science” (God's Story of Crea-
tion, pp. 20-23. See also Knights of
Columbus, The Infallible Church,
Truth or Trickery? pamphlet no. 56).
On the one hand, a radical unity of
all being is asserted in the chain of
being concept; on the other hand, to
prevent the destruction of all values
by the total relativity the oneness of
being posits, history and idea are
separated. The historicity of the idea
becomes irrelevant. The question
again resolves itself into philosophy.

How can this doctrine of biblical
inspiration and infallibility be best
described? The Vatican Council thus
defined papal infallibility:

When he (the Pope) speaks ex
cathedra, that is, when, in ful-
filling his office as supreme shep-
herd and teacher of all Christians,
by virtue of his supreme Apos-
tolic authority, he defines a doc-
trine concerning faith or morals
to be held by the whole Church,
he enjoys that same infallibility
with which our Divine Redeemer
willed His Church to be endowed
in defining doctrine pertaining to
faith and morals.

This same doctrine of infallibility
is in essence now read back into
Scriptures: it is the essence, the idea,
that is protected from error. Even
as the pope cannot speak infallibly on
matters of history or science and is
not preserved from personal sin, but
is made infallible in his teaching
power in doctrines pertaining to faith
and morals, so the inspiration and
infallibility of the biblical writers is
similarly viewed. This is in essence
not too different from the recent
statement of an ostensibly Reformed
leader: “I recognize and admit no
errors, inaccuracies, contradictions, or
other inadequacies of any sort in
Scripture which affect its authority
on this, its message” Here is a
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radical separation of the realm of
nature (history) and the realm of
ethics and religion (idea), the one
being open to scientific inquiry and
subject to error and change, the other
being beyond inquiry and eternal
and free. This is increasingly the
approach, since Kant, of vast seg-
ments of Protestantism as well as of

Rome. Although the two worlds are
linked in various artificial ways, and
the world of ideas given a hierarchical
priority, the division between the two
grows steadily in modern religious
thought. And with it, the irrelevance
of such religion to the world of
history grows more conspicuous. The
tendency of all such thinking is the

same — the apotheosis of man. And
our judgment of all such must be
God’s judgment, as expressed by Paul,
in speaking of men “who changed
the truth of God into a lie and
worshipped and served the creature
more than the Creator, who is
blessed for ever. Amen” (Romans
1:25).

Dr. C. Van Til's Visit to Formosa

The Rev. Dr. Comnelius Van Til of West-
minster Theological Seminary and Dr.
Gilbert Den Dulk of the Reformed Fel-
lowship visited Formosa for one week from
May 28th to June 4th, 1960. Of this visit
an observer who has been on the Island
for more than a decade remarked, “God
sent Dr. Van Til to Formosa for such a
time as thisl”

On Sunday morning, May 29th, the West-
minster Professor visited the oldest part of
Taipei city where he ministered to the
congregation of the Banka Presbyterian
Church, the largest and most evangelical
of its denomination in north Formosa. His
message was the simple Gospel of Justifi-
cation by Faith. The people were surprised
and delighted, for they had been told that
their preacher for the occasion was a very
learned man. Dr. Van Til's preaching in
Banka came exactly one hundred years
after the first missionary in modern times
to come to Formosa had, in 1880, visited
Banka, long before it had expanded into the
city now known as Taipei. What had
transpired in this century of time to make
Dr. Van Til's visit so timely?

The first modern missionaries to settle
in ITha Formosa (Island Beautiful), or
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Taiwan (Terraced Bay) were the English
Presbyterians who came to the South in
1865 and the Canadian Presbyterians who
came to the North in 1877. For most of
the time, from that day to this, the pre-
vailing interpretation of the Christian Faith
preached on the Island has been that pro-
claimed by Presbyterians. It is quite easy
to understand, then, how the Church that
emerged was in many respects like its
mother churches in the homelands. Its
theology was conservative and its preaching
the simple Gospel.

But there was another circumstance that
has served to influence the character of
the Presbyterian Church of Formosa. That
was that during most of its existence there
have been virtually no other interpretations
of the Christian message being proclaimed
and there was no conscious pressing neces-
sity to set forth the Truth against faulty
and erroneous interpretations of it. This
perhaps partially explains why even until
now the Presbyterian Church of Formosa
has adopted no confessional standards ex-
cept those of the Apostles’ and Nicene
Creeds.

In 1895 Formosa was ceded to Japan,
and for half a century until 1945, the
people and churches in Formosa were sub-

jected to influences emanating from Japan.
Japanese translations of the works of
European theologians came into the hands
of theological students soon after the orig-
inals were published in Europe. In the
period soon after the early 1930’s, theolog-
ical thinking became a central emphasis
in the church’s life. At least two score
young ministers went to Japan for post-
graduate studies. The works of Karl Barth
and Emil Brunner became available in
Japanese translation. There developed a
widespread eagemness to absorb, frequently
without discrimination, anything that bore
a theological stamp. And this undiscerning
assimilation of things theological is a char-
acteristic of the Formosan ministry right
until the present day. Neo-orthodoxy is
widely considered to be Calvinism come
into its own.

When Taiwan was returned to the Re-
public of China at the end of Word War 1I,
new influences began to impinge upon the
Church. For our present purpose we shall
only mention those that were brought to
bear on the young intellectuals. In the
Japanese days, although well over 90%
of the people were given a primary school-
ing, there was very little encouragement
or opportunity for higher education. Today
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that is all changed. This Fall, out of a
population of ten million, 9,000 young
people will become freshmen in the colleges
and universiies. And since the Chinese
Renaissance of 1919, the thoughts dis-
seminated in the wuniversities have been
anything but conservative. Dr. Hu Shih,
who is known as the father of the Chinese
Renaissance and who is now President of
the Academia Sinica, Free China’s highest
institute of research, has said, “The real
problem .. .is that our old culture is no
longer capable of meeting the needs of
the nation and solving the tremendously
difficult problems of the age. It is no
longer capable of dealing with the problems
of poverty, disease, ignorance and corrup-
tion — the four cardinal enemies of the
nation.”

But lest we be misled into thinking that
such leaders as Dr. Hu will easily accept
either of the two ideologies of Communism
or Christianity, we must listen to him as
he spoke this summer before the Sino-
American Intellectual Cooperation Confer-
ence. He asserted that the bedrock of
Chinese culture is humanism and rationalism
and said, “The tradition of the humanistic
and rationalistic China has not been des-
troyed and in all probability cannot be
destroyed.” The views of such men as
Hu Shih have tremendous influence among
the intelligentsia and among young students.
‘While in Taiwan Dr. Van Til had an
opportunity to call on this eminent intel-
lectual leader. Dr. Hu himself volunteered
the following: “My friends say that I
am an atheist and I do not altogether
deny that it is true.” Is it any wonder that
not a few young people from Christian
homes, not having been well indoctrinated,
lose their faith when they go to college?

Another force that the Presbyterian
Church of Formosa has encountered in
recent years is the influx® of missionaries
of other denominations which followed the
neutralization of Formosa by President
Truman on June 27th, 1950. A certain
line of propaganda in the home-lands has
described the resulting situation as one of
chaotic confusion. The situation has been
highly exaggerated since there are probably
less denominations represented on Formosa
than on most mission fields and the propor-
tion of Bible-believing missionaries to the
whole Protestant missionary force is proba-
bly greater than on any other field. There
is thus a basic unity which is far more
significant than the differences.

The Presbyterian Church of Formosa,
however, being unaccustomed to hearing
any other voice but its own, was somewhat
taken aback. Influential leaders quickly
ushered it into membership in the World
Council of Churches. In the 1953 General
Assembly, the Pastor of the Banka Presby-

*Before World War II: Protestant Mis-
sionaries 40; R.C. 12 priests and 3 nuns.
Now: Protestant Missionaries 400; R.C.
900 priests and nuns.
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terian Church, the Rev. Go Eng-hoa, un-
successfully attempted to bring about
adoption of the Westminster Confession
and Catechisms as the subordinate stand-
ards of the Church. After that, he also
tried, without much success, to get the
ministers in the Taipei area to study these
standards at their monthly meetings. There
was good cause therefore that in the Fall
of that year the Sunday services of the
Reformed Fellowship should be started.
The Reformed Fellowship became the first
congregation on the Island to hold services
with an avowedly Reformed Confession of
Faith (The Westminster standards).

It was, therefore, entirely appropriate
that, as Dr. Van Til had preached to the
Banka congregation in the morning, he
preach to the Reformed Fellowship in the
evening. The Sunday evening congregation
of the Reformed Fellowship is composed
almost entirely of students —mostly college
students — and on this occasion there were
some 40 in attendance. Dr. Van Tils
message struck the key-note for his entire
weel’s mission. He chose as his text the
passage from I Corinthians 1:20, 21; “Where
is the wise? Where is the scribe? Where is
the disputer of this world? Hath not God
made foolish the wisdom of this world?
For after that in the wisdom of God the
world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased
God by the foolishness of preaching to save
them that believe.” The questions asked
in the discussion period that followed
showed that his message, “The Challenge
of the Gospel”, had struck home.

Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday were
busy days for Dr. Van Til. On these
days he gave addresses and lectures to
the three major groups described above:
Ecclesiastical, Academic (Philosophical),
and Missionary. Monday morning Dr. Van
Til addressed the ministers of the Taipei
area at their monthly meeting. His subject
was “The Church and Modern Theology”.
He sought to show by an exposition of
the teaching of modermn theologians that
there could be no syncretism of the wisdom
of God and the wisdom of the world.

On Tuesday and Wednesday mornings
there were lectures on Karl Barth given to
the Faculty and students of Taiwan Theo-
logical College. The subjects chosen for
these lectures were particularly felicitous
since it is often claimed that a man may
be orthodox in his views concerning Christ
even though he may not believe in the
full trustworthiness of the Scriptures. Dr.
Van Til's two lectures entitled “Barth’s
View of Christ” and “Barth’s View of
Grace” clearly showed the latter’s deviation
from Secriptural teaching on both these
subjects. Few in his audience had the
philosophical orientation necessary to enable
them fully to appreciate the lectures, but
one who had apparently made some study
of Barth rather angrily remarked, “How
can he say such things about Barth?” Dr,
Van Til showed himself fully capable of

answering such guestions and we shall be
eager to relay his full answer in the book
to be published later this year.

On Monday and Tuesday evenings Dr.
Van Til lectured under the auspices of
the Department of Philosophy of the
National Taiwan University. Taiwan Uni-
versity is the ranking institution of higher
learning on the Island. Associated in its
Department of Philosophy are the top pro-
fessors who formerly taught in the leading
universities on the mainland of China.
Among them there is represented a ka-
leidoscope of the various schools of thought.
Existentialism and Scientific Empiricism are
particularly well represented. Taiwan Uni-
versity also takes the cream of all the high
school graduates. This is because of the
system of competitive matriculation exam-
inations now in effect. The audiences that
heard Dr. Van Til at the University were
the best qualified intellectually of any that
he met on Formosa. Publicity had been
given to the lectures in six of the daily
newspapers (4 Chinese and 2 English
language) and a select group of some 60
or 70 students was the result.

The subjects for the two evenings were
“Christianity and Idealism™ and “Christian-
ity and Existentialism”. Dr, Van Til began
with a brief outline of the Gospel and then,
in his own inimitable way, with ample use
of the blackboard, he proceeded to survey
the history of Philosophy from its begin-
nings to the present day. Clearly he showed
that God had made foolish the wisdom of
this world. At “Tai Ta” (Taiwan Univer-
sity) alone of all his lectures on Formosa,
Dr. Van Til spoke without an interpreter
and there was some apprehension that
there might be a considerable falling off
of numbers on the second day. But there
was no appreciable diminution of numbers
and the questions asked at the end of
the first lecture showed that the questioners
were at home in Philosophy and had fol-
lowed the lecturer most closely. During
the guestion period Dr. Van Til not only
showed a thorough command of his subject
but also the effectiveness of his Reformed
Apologetic. The students were most favor-
ably impressed with his kindly manner in
answering questions. One of them told his
professor-father that he had never heard
such a masterful presentation of the whole
range of Philosophy in one lecture.

The Philosophy majors who had been
reading extracts from Dr. Van Til's writings
for more than a year previous to his coming
made a special point of attending all the
meetings at which he spoke and of secing
him off at the airport when he departed.
Dr. Van Til, in turn, was deeply impressed
with the courtesy shown by the Chairman
of the Philosophy Department in inviting
him to the University and by his hospitality
in asking him to his office for refreshments
at the conclusion of each evening. Only
time and eternity will show the full results
of the lectures given.

On Tuesday, shortly after noon, Dr. Van
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Til addressed the May-June meeting of
the Taipei Branch of the Taiwan Evan-
gelical Fellowship. Dr. Van Til was
originally to have been the speaker at the
regular May meeting but when illness
caused a postponement and curtailment of
his trip, officers of the organization gra-
ciously arranged for the special meeting at
the time of the postponed visit. Some 200
missionaries and national leaders attended
the meeting, this being the largest audience
to hear Dr. Van Til on Formosa.

His subject “Modern Theology and Mis-
sions” was particularly appropriate. To
those not aware of the true nature of
Neo-orthodoxy and of the designs of
ecumenical leaders vis-a-vis the foreign
mission field, the address was most reveal-
ing, Masterfully, Dr. Van Til showed that
the philosophy underlying “Re-thinking
Missions”, published in 1932; the neo-
orthodox theology of Hendrik Kraemer
which had great influence in the Madras
meeting of the International Missionary
Council of 1938; and the theological animus
of the Evanston Assembly of the World
Council of Churches in 1954, were — all
three — basically the same. Thus, quoting
from the Laymen’s Report of 1932, “The
Christian will therefore consider himself
as co-worker with the forces within each
such religious system which are making
for righteousness”, and from the reports
of the Madras Conference of 1938, “In
non-Christian faith may we meet with
something that is not merely a seeking
but in real measure a finding, and a finding
by contact with which a Christian may be
helped to make fresh discoveries in his
own finding of God in Christ?”...In con-
clusion, Dr. Van Til quoted Dr. Hoshino,
a leading Buddhist Professor in Japan,
“Taking note of the difference in back-
ground, the one Christian and the other
Buddhist, it must none-the-less be main-
tained that the theology of Barth and that
of the largest Buddhist sect of Japan are
wholly identical” And, as he told some
40 younger missionaries the day before in
a chapel address at the Language School,
so again, on this occasion, Dr. Van Til
concluded by saying, “If any of you have
Neo-orthodoxy as your message, you might
just as well pack up tonight and go home
tomorrow.” His address was well received
and it was suggested that it be made
available to all protestant missionaries on
Taiwan.

Part of the address which was particu-
larly relevant for Taiwan, though Dr. Van
Til was not aware of it, was his inter-
pretation of the plans set forth at the
Evanston Assembly in relation to the foreign
mission field: “The Committee of experts
that will screen the candidates for the
ecumenical ministry will see to it that
those who still believe in prescientific
myths will not be allowed to go out to
the mission field. On the other hand, it
will then be possible to see to it that
only those will be sent out who are
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humble enough to believe that it is mnot
possible that human language should for-
mulate precisely and completely adequate
statements concerming the moral, spiritual
and metaphysical verities of our universe.”

The animus of this plan had begun
to express itself here in Taiwan only a
year before. At that time many in Dr.
Van Til's audience had been deeply
shocked when a veteran missionary, highly
esteemed for his character and work, had
been told by an alien-motivated ecclesias-
tical star chamber that he was not to
return to Formosa after his furlough. Later
he was told he could return if he would
submit to a detailed direction of his activi-
ties, euphemistically called “partnership in
obedience”. There is other evidence also,
that as from 1959 ecumenical leaders are
going to see to it that all their resources
in men and money, whether or not the
men are conservatives and the money was
contributed by conservatives, will be used
to promote the program of their leading
theologians. A drastic situation requires
drastic measures.

On Thursday and Friday Dr. Van Til
proceeded to Taichung and Tainan in
central and south Formosa. His meetings
in those places will be described elsewhere.

In farewell, to a small group of Reformed
Fellowship students on Wednesday evening
and to the Bible-believing Faculty and
students of Christ’s College on Saturday
morning, Dr. Van Til spoke words of
encouragement from 1 Corinthians 15:58,
“My beloved brethren, be ye stedfast,
unmovable, always abounding in the work
of the Lord, for as much as ye know that
your labour is not in vain in the Lord”.

Thus ended a week of meetings which
God in his good providence permitted his
faithful servant to carry out. We are
thankful to our sovereign Lord for giving
Dr. Van Til such a measure of restored
health as to make the visit possible. We
are also thankful to the Reformed Fellow-
ship, Inc. for their stewardship in making
the trip financially possible and for the
coming of Dr. Den Dulk, one of their
leading members, to accompany Dr. Van
Til on the trip and to watch over his
health.

The Fellowship may wish to know how

they may follow up what has been done and
how they may help meet the need in For-
mosa. Two projects call for immediate prayer
and support: 1. The training of Reformed
leadership for the Church on Formosa, and
2. The presenting of an effective Reformed
Apologetic to the intellectuals and students
on Formosa, Each of these projects may
be broken down into several component
parts.
If there could be raised up even one
qualified national leader, gifted and un-
afraid, to alert the Church to its danger and
to inform it of the Truth, a great deal might
be accomplished.

May the Lord give us wisdom and grace
to meet this opportunity and challenge.

CHILD-LIKE FAITH

by Stvox C. WALBURG

A little lass with sky blue eyes

Looks happily,

Up to her father, thrice her size,

And cheerily

Walks where he walks, till in surprise

He suddenly

Turns down a lane, and darkening
skies

Loom heavily.

Black shadows lurk, “O Dad,” she
cries.

Dad lovingly

Grasps her small hand to emphasize

Assuringly

That all is well. Her faith replies,

In child-like glee,

“I'm not afraid of angry skies,

"Cause you're with me.”

[2 NEW BOOK...

in commemoration of the
400th Anniversary
of the
Belgie Confeasion
By Dr. P. Y. De Jong

This 304 page volume may be profitably
used for personal reading and inspiration as
well mas by study groups, and for after-
recess material since at the close of each
chapter is found n series of questions de-
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of several books and
study manuals on
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MBible Lessons

THE BOOK OF AMOS

For personal reading, for use ar family wor-
ship, and as a guide for Bible discussion in

soczety meerings.

by HENRY VANDER KAM

LESSON ONE (Amos 1:1-2) Introduction

Amos was one of the earliest proph-
ets whose writings have been in-
corporated in the canon of Scripture.
This seems strange because this book
is very up-to-date. When one studies
the book of Amos he wonders whether
this book was not written especially
for a time such as this.

Nothing is known of the writer of
this book save that which we find in
the book itself, There is no reference
to him in any of the historical books
of the Old Testament. Amos intro-
duces himself to the readers of his
book in the first verse of the first
chapter and refers to his vocation and
calling in chapter 7:14-15. Only three
verses are used to tell us who he is,
where he lived, when he prophesied,
how he made his living, and why he
became a prophet. But, as is char-
acteristic of Amos, he can say much
in few words.

Amos lived in Tekoa, about twelve
miles south of Jerusalem. It is situated
in rugged, hilly country. Here he was
a herdsman and a dresser of sycamore
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trees. It is difficult to tell with cer-
tainty from the word used whether he
was the owner of a flock or whether
he was a shepherd in the employ of
others. Did he raise sycamore trees
or was its fruit his food? Again, it is
difficult to state the matter with any
degree of certainty. He seems to have
been neither rich nor poor, but was
able to leave his work for some time
to prophesy.

Amos did not come from one of
“the schools of the prophets.” He was
not a professional. He was taken from
his daily work and was told to bring
a very specific message to Israel. Yet,
though he did not receive instruction
at any school for his prophetic task,
the whole book bears testimony to
the fact that he was a talented man.
Many of his statements may not sound
very polished but there is also a cer-
tain poetic eloquence. His style is
vivid. He uses illustrations from his
former employment very effectively.
His style suits his message admirably.

Amos prophesied during the time
when Uzziah was king of Judah and

Jeroboam II was king of Israel. This
places the time of his ministry in ap-
proximately the middle of the eighth
century before the coming of Christ.
He prophesied two years before the
earthquake. Many earthquakes have
shaken the land of Palestine but this
was the most memorable one. The
prophet Zechariah makes reference to
this same earthquake (Zech. 14:5).

Although Amos was from Judah he
was called to prophesy in and against
Israel, the northern kingdom. Once
before, in the days of Jeroboam I, a
man of God had been sent from
Judah to bring the word of God
against Israel. When Amos speaks he
is on foreign soil. Yet, he is well
acquainted with conditions in Sa-
maria, having, no doubt, often been
to the markets there,

Amos is called for a very specific
task. God places his own words in
the mouth of the prophets. Amos will
speak only the words which he “saw,”
and the visions which he saw. “Jeho-
vah will roar from Zion.” Amos will
not come to speak peace to the north-

seventeen
























