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"Of late one often hears that it is said that churches COJl-

sisting of recent converts should not be asked to adopt the 

historic creeds of Christendom but, instead, should be en

couraged to work out their own versions of Christian doctrine. 

W orse advice is difficult to -imagine. It can be given only by 

such as are lacking in historical sense or else are hostile to 

the truth as it is in Christ. 

"Is the Christinn church of today to ignore practicaUy the 

entire history of Christianity? Are there no lessons to be 

learned from, the past? And are not such great confessions as, 

to name but a few, THE NICEAN' CREED, TnE APosTLES' CREED, 

THE AUCSBURC Cor..'FESSION, THE THIRTY-NINE ARTICLF.5 0." TlI£ 

CmmCH OF ENCLAND, THE CANONS OF D ORT, aml THE WFSI'

MlNSTER CONFF.5SION products of the historic church's guidance 

into the truth by the Spirit of truth, promised to the cllurel, 

by its Head, even Jesus Christ (John 16:13)? To spflm that 

gUidance is heinous sin.'" 

R. B. KUIPER in God'centered Eva.ngelism 



, , , 


ECUMENICITY AND SEPARATION 

n a booklet by two New Zealand ministers on evan
gelicals and the Ecumenical Movement," the Rev. J. 

Graham Miller speaks about "separation," Mr. Miller is 
aware of the fact that he belongs to a church that is just 
as "mixed" in nature as the present-day ecumenical move
ment. What is his view of the position of himself and his 
fellow evangelica1s in his own church? Does he feel that 
the time may come when they will have to secede from this 
church for the sake of God's truth? 1 am afraid that this 
idea of secession is for rum just as horrible as the ideals 
of the ecumenical movement. 

Mr. Miller has no good word for the idea. of separation. 
Without any qualification he calls it a matter of "rank and 
untamed spiritual pride," or "pride, intolerance and per
sonal aggressiveness" (p. 7). His advice to fellow evan
geUcals is: "We must be patient. We must avoid hasty 
and precipitate conclusions and actions. We must pray to 
be kept from erroneous judgments, and utterly renounce 
a critical sectarian spirit. These temptations are ever with 
us, and we need daily grace to be preserved from all such 
dishonouring conduct" (p. 12). H e further declares that 
"however much we grieve over the confusion and diversity 
of belief in our own denomination, we are determined, 
God helping us, to serve the Lord w ithin her fellowship. 
Here many of us were led to the Saviour; here the 'Word 
of Cod may be preached with complete freedom; here the 
Confession of our Church links us with generations which 
witnesssed severer tests of loyalty and obedience than we 
have known .... We have both the right and the duty of 
constructive criticism only when we are part of the organ
ism. We have our Lord's commandment : 'Let them both 
grow together until the harvest' .. (p. 13 ). 

On what grounds does Mr. Millcr defend this attitude 
of what he calls "critical involvement" ? If we are right, 
there are two grounds; the one biblical, the other historicaL 
(1) He appeals to the parable of the tares ( Matt. 12:24--30 
and 36-43), and especially to verse 30: "Let both grow 
together until the harvest." This wou ld mean that it is not 
our task to separate, but we should wait for the eschatolog
ical separation-activity of Cod in the Jast judgment. (2) Mr. 
Miller appeals to Calvin's strong words against separation 
in the Institutes (quoting from Augustine): "Christians 
should correct in mercy whatever they Cttn ; what they can-
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not, they should patiently bear, and affectionately lament, 
till God either reform or correct it, or, at the harvest, root 
up the tares and sift out the chaff." 

What shall we say of this? Is Mr. Miller right? This 
is not a theoretical q uestion by any means! If this were 
so, we would not write about it, for we do not feel any 
urge to engage in a controversy with men whom we regard 
as brethren in Christ, even as very "close" brethren, shar
ing the same spiritual inheritance. But, as I said, this is 
not a matter of theory. The right of existence of many 
Reformed churches dcpends on this question! 

In our opinion, Mr. Miller's view is untenable. Both 
of his argument'i cannot stand the test of close examination. 

(1 ) His appeal to Jesus' parable of the tares is clearly 
beside the point. For in this parable Jesus does not deal 
with the matter of ecclesiastical separation at all. T he par
able does not speak about the situation in the church, but 
about that in the world. "The field is the world," Jesus 
himself emphatically declares ( Matt. 13:38). 1n other 
words, in this parable Jesus speaks of Cod's 10ngsuHering 
i.n dealing with the world as a whole and teaches his dis
ciples that in this world there will always be " mixture of 
good and evil people. As far as the church is concerned, 
we have to look for other passages in the New Testament 
and they speak a clear language (e.g., Gal. 1:8, 9; Tit. 2:10, 
11; II John 9-11; II CoL 6,14H.; etc.). 

(2) The appeal to Calvin is equally invalid. 1ndeed, 
in his Institutes Calvin warns against all easy "separatism," 
i.e., separation on the ground of non-essential matters, or 
of a wrong desire for a morally pure church. 1 n this con
nection Ca1vin goes even so far as to declare that we have 
to bear with much moral weakness in the church. But
in Calvin's view this never extends to important and essen
tial doctrines of the Chr istian faith . When these doctrines 
arc at stake, Calvin is q uite firm. In fact, he himself sep
arated from the church in which he was born ( the It C. 
church) for these reasons. 

As Reformed people we also hate the very idea of sep
aration. It is the duty of every church member to stay in 
his church as Jong as he can, but on one condition only; 
he has to be constantly engaged in the task of reforming 
his church. He has to fight the good fight of faith in his 
church, without hesitation and without compromise. H 
the church refuses to listen to him but forces the one com
promise after the other upon him, the time will come that 
a child of God must leave his church. This is not "sep
aratism." In itself it has nothing to do with "pride, intol
erance and personal aggressiveness." It is simply a matter 
of obedience and duty. 

We realize that what we say here is contrary to the 
spirit of our age. Are not separation and ecumenism op
posite extremes? This is indeed what we hear on all sides. 
But we do question tbis sincerely. We believe that in cer
tain situations separation is the "really ecumenical" attitude. 
For is it not in the spirit of the Biblc (and on ly the Bible 
can ten us what real ecumenicity is; read John 17 and 
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Eph. 4) to separate from those who refuse to obey the 
Word of Cod and to unite with those who accept Holy 
Scripture "because it is the word of Cod" (Westm. Conf., 
Ch. I , iv)? 

LEARNING UNDER THE LAMP OF GOD 

SCHOOLS THROUGHOUT CANADA and the Un;ted 
States have again opened their doors. Millions of 

children and young people, not to speak of those who take 
advantage of specialized programs for adults, are in proc
ess of receiving an education. More money is spent for 
this by the governments than for anything else except na
tional defense. No wonder so many speak of the schools 
as big business. 

But schools are big also in a pro founder sense. Here 
citizens are trained who will in large measure shape the 
society of the future. 

The rate at which man's knowledge is proliferating in 
our times is little short of shocking. Not long ago someone 
pointed out that all the knowledge which the race had ac
cumulated by 1900 was doubled by 1950, and in the ten 
years between 1950 and 1960 this vast storehouse had 
again doubled. It need surprise no one that ed ucators are 
experiencing great difficulty in keeping up even within their 
O\VD specializations. This has resulted in a loss of both a 
sense of unity and a sense of direction which should char
acterize man's understanding of himself and his world. Con
Bicting theories on the nature, scope and goal of the edu
cational task of our schools are bidding for men's loyalties. 

In all this the Christian community has - or at least 
should have - something positive and pertinent and per
suasive to say. Of the Christ, whose we are and whom we 
serve, we confess that in him "arc all the treasures of wis
dom and knowledge hidden." Millions throughout the 
world acknowledge that for them he is "the way, and the 
truth, and the life." He has been "made unto us wisdom 
from Cod" as well as "righteousness and sanctification and 
redemption," in order that aU our glorying may be in the 
Lord. On the basis of these and many other testimonies 
in Holy Scripture our forefathers have sought to develop 
a system of Christian schools. This heritage they have be
queathed to us. But well may we ask, whether our genera
tion understands the urgency and uniqueness of Christian 
day-schools as well as did those who preceded us. 

Because all of us as members of the confessing Christian 
community need to be reminded repeatedly of our calling 
in the .Geld of education, we take delight in announcing a 
simple but extremely serviceable publication by "'The Chris
tian School Herald," 212 Seneca Ave., Hamilton, Ontario. 
It is a small pamphlet bearing the title Learning under the 
Lamp of God. In it are seven brief articles, each discuss
ing an important aspect of education. Here we are intro
duced to such matters as the reason for distinctive Chrb
tian education, character training and discipline in the 
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schools, and Biblical perspectives for the teaching of such 
subjects as history, foreign language, and literature. Al
though addressed to the non-professional reader, these 
articles deserve to be read by everyone. And the price 
matches everyone's purse - 50¢ per single copy; 30¢ each 
for .6.fty copies. 

In a day when many are asking, "Who will show us any 
good?" Christians should feel challenged to testify of the 
Christ who is the source and center and end of all true 
learning. May this be a year wherein all of us, whether 
old or young, are engaged in learning under the lamp of 
God. 

- PETER Y. DE JONG 

PSALM 30:1-5 

I will extol thee, LORD, thy might 

Did lift me up to me and light, 

My foes rejoice not over me. 

a LORD, my Cod, I cried to thee, 

And thou bast healed me, my Defender. 

To thee my thanks and praise I render. 


(verses 1 and 2) 

o LORD, thou hast brought up my soul 

From death's abode, the dark Sheol; 

My life from failing thou didst keep, 

Saved from the pit, the lightless deep. 

Give thanks, you saints, lift up your faces, 

And laud Cod's holiness and graces. 


(verses 3 and 4 ) 

His anger but a moment stands; 

In favour length of life he grants; 

Though there be weeping for a night, 

Joy comes to greet the morning light. 

The LORD will change the dark of sorrow 

To song and laughter on the morrow. 


(verse 5) 

Melody from Geneoon Psaher (1 562) 
by LoUIS BOUll.CU)lS (1510-72) 

Versification by ADmAN VAN BoVEN 

"How many of us would have Christ divided 
into two halves that we might take the half of Him 
only! Jesus and salvation (yes) - but 'Lord' is a 
ctlmbersome W01'd, and to obey and work out salva
tion and to perfect holitwss is a sto1"m,y oorth side 
of Christ which we eschew. But to reh) on Christ 
and not to be weary of si'l is presumption and not 
faith." 

- SAMUEL RUTHERFORD 

-_..-., , ......._
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MOLDERS OF THE CONTEMPORARY MIND ••• 

by FRED H. KLOOSTER 

""Karl Barth is incontestably the greatest figure in modem 
theology since Schleiermacher, occupying an honored po
sition among the great elite of the church - Augustine, An
selm, Aquinas, Luther, and Calvin."') Thus writes T. F. 
Torrance of Scotland, an ardent admirer of Karl Barth. 
An eminent French writer, C. Casalis, bypasses Schleier
maeher and asserts that ""not since Luther and Calvin has 
Protestantism had a single theologian of the stature and 
importance of Karl Barth:'2 Casalis adds: "He is more
over one of those few men within a given period of history 
who make such an impact in their own sphere of inBuence 
that a new epoch begins with them: even their adversaries 
are only important in relation to them."3 And Paul Tillich, 
himself a theologian in the front ranks, calls Barth "the 
most monumental appearance in our pcriod.""' Roman Cath
olic theologians too, especially those of Emope, have 
praised Barth in terms they usually reserve only for Thomas 
Aquinas. Even his twelve fat volumes of the Church Dog
f1Ultics, containing some nine tho\lsand pages, is the only 
cqu ivalent in this century of the great SlImma of the medi
eval scholastics. 

Barth's dogmatics is unquestionably the most important 
systematic theology of this century. However, Barth has 
influenced all the theological disciplines as wen as religious 
thought in general today. His major significance for history 
lies in the fact that he has begun a new era in evangelical 
theology. H. Boulliard, the French Catholic theologian, 
aptly speaks of Barth's Copernican revolution in Protc."tant 
theology which put an end to the dominance of liberal 
theology. Barth has been a molder of the contemporary 
mind. 

Bade ground and Ministry 

Who is this theological giant, now seventy-nille years 
of age, who since the First World War has dominated the
ological thought and brought about the collapse of liberal. 
ism and the development of neo-orthodox theology? Karl 
Barth was born on May 10, 1886 in Basel, Switzerland. 
His father was a Reformed minister who became a New 
Testament professor at Basel and later at Bern. Both grand
fathers were ministers and since the early nineteenth cen
tury Barths served in the ministry of the Swiss churches. 
Already on his sixteenth birthday on the occasion of his 
confirmation, Karl decided to study theology. Early in his 
university training he was deepl y shaken by Kant's philoso
phy and attracted by Schleiermacher's theology. Although 
his father desired that he study with more conservative, 
orthodox professors, Karl Barth eventually came to sit at 
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the feet of the most illustrious liberal theologians of his 
day, notably Adolf von Harnack and Wilhelm Herrmann. 
Barth studied subsequently at the Universities of Bern, 
Berlin, Tiibingen, and Marburg. Returning to Bern for his 
final examinations, he was ordained in 1908. 

Barth served for one year in Marburg as assistant to 
Prof. Martin Rade in editing Die Christliche Welt. Then 
for two years he served as Vikar or assistant pastor of the 
German-speaking congregation in Geneva and from 1911
1921 he was pastor of the Swiss congregation of Safenwil. 
Here he underwent that soul-stirring experience which led 
him to sec the irrelevance and errOr of liberalism. He pub
lished his famous commentary OD Romans and was rocketed 
into a more than forty year orbit of international fame. 

A call to become professor of Reformed theology at 
Goettingen, Germany in 1921 was the beginning of an il
lustrious academic career. ]n 1925 he transferred to the 
University of Munster and in 1930 to the University of 
Bonn. \'\Then he refused to take the Hitler oath of alle
giance he was expelled from Germany in 1935. In the city 
of his birth, he was welcomed by the University of Basel 
where he continued to teach systematic theology until his 
retirement in 1962. His only visit to the United States in 
the spring of 1962 ""C<'l.used as much stir as would a visit by 
the Pope to a Jesuit convention."s 

Since 1932 Barth's major effort has been devoted to the 
writing of his massive Church Dogmatics. His Jiterary out
put now numbers some forty to Sfty major titles in addition 
to hundreds of articles. Today at the ripe age of seventy
nine, he is still attempting to write the remaining volumes 
of the Church Dogmat,ics. A growing library concerning 
the Barthian theology ab·cady numbers over five hundred 
volumes. 

The Preacher's Problem 

Karl Barth was rockcted to fame from the launching 
pad of the pulpit, not the academic lecture hall. His re
volt against liberalism and tlle dcvelopment of his new 
theology had its origin in the problem of the preacher pre
paring and deliVering his Sunday sennon. The critical 
years of the First World War found Barth in the middle 
of his ministry at Safcowil. He found himself becoming 
more and more disillusioned with the liberal theology he 
had learned from the books of Schleiermachcr, Ritschl and 
Troeltsch and from the lectu rcs of Harnack and Herrmann. 
The world of "good men" was at war, and bombs were 
bursting just across the Swiss borders. He found it well
nigh impossible to mount his high Swiss pulpit and preach 
the message of the social gospel and Hberal fantasies. He 
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honestly acknowledged that the people were asking for 
bread and he had only stones to offer. Yet he preached 
his sermon over an open Bible. The anxious people were 
looking for a word of comfort and peace from God; not 
for the unrealistic words and utopian dreams of man. In 
this crisis Barth turned his thoughts to that open Bible. 
There he discovered a strange new world; new vistas and 
insights opened to him. Together with his neighboring 
minister, Eduard Thurneysen, he began a study of Paul's 
epistle to the Romans. Eventually this led to the publica
tion of his commentary, the Romerbrief. The first edition 
of 1919 made some impact, but the revised edition of 1921, 
in the words of Catholic theologian Karl Adam, "fell like 
a bombshell on the playground of the theologians." Barth 
attacked the liberal assumption that the Bible expressed 
only man's religious experiences. He maintained that it 
contained God's Word to man. The real Cod of revelation , 
said Barth, is "the Wholly Other." As Kierkegaard ex
pressed it, there is "an infinite qualitative difference" be
tween Cod and man, between eternity and time. Man's 
efforts along liberal lines to reach Cod through inner emo
tion or reason leads only to making Cod in man's image. 
That was the beginning of Barth's Copernican revolution. 
It required a one hundred-eighty degree change in direc
tion. Barth led the revolt and armies followed his com
mand. 

The Revolt Against Liberalism 

Elsewhere I have tried to show that the significance 
of Barth's theology involves at least the following 6ve ele
ments. Barth has "1) in8uenced the entire theological situ
ation of our generation, 2 ) led the theological revolt against 
liberalism, 3) awakened a new interest in Scripture, 4) in
spired a new interest in the Reformers, especially Calvin, 
and 5) developed a new theology, the comprehensive sys
tem of thought set forth in his monumental Die kirchliche 
Dogmatik."6 Here there is space to call brief attention to 
only the second and last of these considerations. 

The significance of Barth in molding the contemporary 
mind is fi rst of all due to his revolt against liberalism. If 
Schleiermacher was the father of liberal theology, it was 
Karl Barth who dealt it a death blow and then slowly 
developed a new theology - dialectical, crisis theology, 
neo-orthodoxy - to take its place. 

What was the secret of Barth's power over the minds 
of men? What contributed to his prestige, prominence 
and influence in the twentieth century? His personali ty 
alone is not sufficient explanation. It is not merely the 
forcefulness of his speech 0 1' his bold way of thinking which 
confronts men with absolute a lternatives. How has he 
brought about this the greatest upset known to the the~ 
ologica1 world for generations? No simple explanation for 
key events in history is possible. Wh y was Luther able to 
spark the Reformation which Wycliff and Huss could not 
bring off? 

"His name will live on in the history of theology as that 
of the great conqueror of libera l theology," observes the 
Lutheran, Herman Sasse. ",",Vhat the conservative theolo
gians failed to accomplish, what neither the consciously 

Lutheran nor the consciously Reformed theologians suc
ceeded in doing was done by this student of Wilhelm Herr
mann and Adolf Harnack. In Karl Barth liberal theology 
brought forth its own conqueror. He could overcome the 
liberal theology because he was bone of its bones and Hesh 
of its £Iesh."; This was certainly a key to Barth's success. 
He spoke from the inside. But he also spoke at the right 
time. Greatness and in£luence in history must always be 
the product of a gifted man and an historically ripe oc
casion. 

Liberalism is not entirely dead, of course; in the United 
States it lives on in strange places and in Europe as well 
as elsewhere a neo-liberalism largely stimulated by Bult
mann has already risen from Barthian contexts. And even 
in Balth strains of liberalism still continue in what is dis
tinctly a post-liberal theology. But Sasse is correct when 
he observes that ever since Barth's revolt against liberalism, 
modern Protestant liberalism has actually become an "an
achronism." While others before had said much that Barth 
said, and some had also said it better, Barth gained a hear
ing and moved men because he spoke at the right time. 
His voice was first heard in the year following the close of 
the World War. European civilization was in a state of 
collapse. And since that civilization re£lected the views 
of modern liberal Protestantism, it was also implicated in 
the great judgment pronounced on this once proud civili
zation of western man. Barth saw this and exposed it. 
He recognized the falsification of revelation, faith, the 
church, yes of Christianity itself in libera lism and saw that 
its coUapse was part of the war's pillage. When he spoke, 
the time was ripe for all to see this desbuction. His ex
periences had become the experiences of many. And thus 
he became their spokesman. "So he became the chief ex~ 
pollent of the movement which once again shifted the em
phasis in evangelical theology back from the subject to 
the object."8 

Barth's Neo-orthodox Theology 

In leading the revolt against liberalism which devel
oped into a Copernican revolution, Barth had many close 
associates. Initially Emil Bnmncr, Friedrich Gogarten, Paul 
Tillich, Rudolf Bultmann and others were united in their 
revolt against the old liberalism. But as so often happens, 
while agreed in attacking the opponent, they soon discov
ered radical differences in their positive views which were 
to replace that liberalism. 

Differences between Barth and Brunner sOon appeared 
concerning questions of general revelation, natural theology 
and the virgin birth. Tillich and Bultmann's views devel
oped far to the left of Barth's thought. Reinhold Niebnhr 
now asserts that he finds Barth irrelevan t and has ceased 
to read him. Initially Barth exercised a tremcndous au
thority over his followers which was cvident in their ready 
acceptance of his various changes. When he accepted a 
new version of the doctrine of the virgin birth, many for
mer liberals followed him. Later when about 1940 he I'e~ 
jected the doctrine of infant baptism, howevcr, he found 
fewer followers. Whole hearted endorsement of his massive 
theology today is rare, but its subtle influence is still ex
tremely widespread. 
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Barth has aimed at an ecumenical theology, and in a 
measure he has been successful. His thought has affected Because numy are fascinated but confused when 
many Baptists as well as Lutherans, Episcopalians and even faced with tTle positions of Knrl Barth, widely rec
many Roman Catholics while gaining influence especially ognized a.s "the t.heological g;ant of our time," we 
nmong Reformed and Presbyterian churches. His works are most pleased to present this clear arnl concise 
are read by preachers and his thought probably affects surve!l of the nwn, his influence and his maior 
many more sennons than one might suspect. teachings by Fred H. Klooster, professur of Syste

Barth is a theologians' theologian. He regards theology tn(ltic Theology, Calvin Theological Seminary, in 
as a beauti.ful and happy science. Thcre is no denying, Grand Rapids, M.icll. 
however, that his Church Dogmatics is ponderous and For those whose appetite is whetted b!l thi$ 
often dull even to his enthusiastic followers. There could article, we refer to Dr. Klooster's book, THE SIC
scarcely be a writer more difficult to summarize accurately. NIFICANCE OF B Almls THEOl..ocY, published by
Barth has rethought the whole of theology, and his Church Baker Book House in 1961. 
Dogmatics weaves together into a comprehensive djalec~ 


tical system of thought not only dogmatics but also exe~ 


gesis, history of dogma and ethics. It is truly the work of There is no doubt as to his stature; hls mark on history 

a genius. is secure. Students today and forever in the future wiII 


Barth denies that man can know God through his own have to add the study of Karl Barth's theology to their al
efforts. God's revealing act is the key to knowledge of God. ready heavy demands in Augustine, Aquinas, Luther and 
Agreeing with the higher-critical approach to Scripture by Calvin, and Schleiermacher. A new epoch began with 
liberals Barth maintains that the Bible is a fallible, human Barth, and his mature thought has such significance that 
witness'to revelation - not revelation itseU, This erroneous academic study must seek to master it. 

view of Scripture affects his en tire theology adversely. He 
 The nature and the extensiveness of Barth's thought 
views God as the transcendent one and stresses the attri makes appraisal difficult. Few people have read all of 
butes of love and freedom, although the overtones of lib Barth's writings and half-baked evaluations are still too 
eralism again appear in the predominance given to love. frequent. But even competent scholars who are well ac
His view of the trinity is a new complex form of mooalism quainted with Barth's theology sometimes express quite 
so that Father, Son and Holy Spirit are not regarded as varied opinions. The Dutch scholar, G. C. Berkouwer. 
three distinct persons, but modes of existence known from writes of the "triumph of grace in the theology of Karl 
the three-fold form of God's revelation in proclamation, Barth" while making serious criticisms of Barth's thought. 
Scripture and Word of God. Dr. C. Van Til has long spoken of Barth's tho\1ght as ..the 

Calvin's view of predestination is strongly opposed. new modernism" and has recently written a book express
Barth holds to universal election. Reprobation is applicable ing the altemative as "Christianity and Barthianism." Some 
only to Jesus Christ and this reprobation is rejected on the former liberals who for a while followed Barth have now 
cross. His view of creation is Christological as are all h is turned to the neo-liberalism of Bultmann and sometimes 
doctrines. The biblical theme of creation, fall and redemp~ speak of Barth's thought as a new scholasticism or a re
tion, however, is altered by Barth to that of creation, recon vived fundamentalism. Si mple evaluations are not possible, 
ciliation and redemption. Thus the imperfection, sin and because Barth's thought is distinctly new on the theological 
evil that can for reconc iliation are already somehow in~ horizon and extremely complex. 
eluded in creation. The biblical account of creation and While Barth has indeed sparked a new interest in the 
Adam's full arc not regardcd as historical but arc ca lled Bible and awakened a new study of the Reformers, while 
sagas. Although Christology is central for Barth's thought, he has emphasized the transcendence of God and man's 
it is radically diHerent from the Reformed lmderstanding absolute need of revelation, while he has again given 
of the Scripture doctrine of Christ. Barth holds to a doc~ new significance to the church and to preaching - these 
trine of universal reconciliation, universa l election, univer are largely formal matters. The content of his thought is 
sal justification and even universal sanctification . But where the important evaluations are to be made. This 
he will neither affirm nor deny a universal salvation, al~ reader of Barth's theology is convinced that when Barth 
though that view appears to be the clear implication of his is judged from the standpoint of Scripture (from which 
premises. While Barth has given new impetus to preaching standpoint Barth wishes to be judged), then one discovers 
as the vehicle of expected revelation, the biblical urgency that Barth has produced a massive synthesis in which bib
of preaching is absent because of this theological context. lical themes have been disastrously combined with elements 

of Kant's philosophy, Kierkegaard's thinking, and contem~ 
Evaluation porary existentialism. While some of Barth's doctrines are 

Personal animosity could hardly be the occasion for one flagrantly in conflict with Scripture, the whole system of 
to reject Barth's theology today. Although he began as an his thought is one which does not reproduce the great 
untamed lion whose roars disturbed many, he has now be* biblical pattern of God's perfect creation, man's rebellious 

come almost as tame as a lamb. Yet he is fearless and fall into sin, and God's graciol1s and sovereign redemption 
courageous, honest and humorous and an altogether chann~ through Jesus Christ (second person of the trinity) in the 

ing person. (continued 011 page 22) 
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CONSERVATIVE TRENDS IN THE 


KOREAN CHURCH 


by HARVIE M. CONN 

Where does conservative thinking stand in the Korean 
church today? Is its position as firm numerically. as it was 
twenty years ago? What are its characteristics? 

Criticism of the Korean Churches 

Some of these questions are not easy to answer. Con
servative Christian thinking in Korean Presbyterianism is 
being subjected nowadays to radic..'l l cri ticism from many 
sources. And no one seems happy about how things have 
gone in the evangelical camp. 

John Smith, the Executive Secretary of the United Pres
byterian Church, U.S.A., Commission on Ecumenical Mis
sion and Relations, calls the concentration in Korea of 
missionaries of one theological emphasis (conservative, 
that is) a contributing factor to the church divisions that 
plague the country today. "The same results might have 
occurred if the emphasis had been a liberal one instead of 
a conservative one, but certainly the confinement of teach
ing to one particular representation of the Christian Gos
pel led to some of the difficulties that the Church has 
faced. Such extreme conservatism led to separation and 
isolation from other streams even within the Refonned 
tradition. It resulted in a policy that sought to protect 
national leaders from new ideas . . .. The church was not 
ready to meet the criticisms of the more liberal Christian 
faith, nor the attacks of the ultra-fundamentalists from 
abroad."! 

Emil Brunner visited Korea in 1949 and wrote his im
pressions of Korean fundamentalism to the Presbyterian 
Board of Foreign Missions. "The whole situation is no less 
than tragic. Korea is open for the Gospel but fundamen
talism prevents Korea from becoming Christian! And all 
this because of a man-made, Judaistic theory which has 
nothing to do whatever with the New Testament message 
of Jesus, the Son of God, the Saviollr God-Man and the 
living head of the church. Please, do send missionaries 
who know this difference and are capable of presenting 
the gospel to the Korean people in a way which is not im
possible to accept for any who love Truthl"2 

Westerners are not the only critics either. Kim Yun 

Kuk, Academic Dean of the Presbyterian TheolOgical 
Seminary. in Seoul, presently attached to the Dong Hap 
(W Ce' group ) Presbyterian Church, writes, "Extreme 
conservatism often makes the situation very dangerous, 
and the Korean Church is in many cases nothing less than 
'extreme' in theology."l Kang Won Yong, lecturer in The
ology at the liberal-oriented HanKuk Seminary, in a rather 
blunt article speaks of "the ultra-conservative" group that 
finally constituted the Presbyterian Church - Koryu group.4 
The theology of Pyung Yang Theological Seminary - until 
1940 the training place for all of Korea's Presbyterian min
isters - he calls that of "inflexible Fundamentalism." In 
similar vein, Kim Chai Chaon writes on '7he Starting 
Point for Renewal and Unity" in the Korean church. "'The 
Reformation of the Korean church must start, 6rstly, from 
a reformation of theology. As has already been stated be
fore. the Korean church has endured much tragedy through 
one-sided 'orthodox theology: So the future renewal of 
the Korean church must be driven in the direction of the 
theology of the world church ( Ecumenical theology) ...." 5 

The stonn of self-analysis in the Korean church today, 
the self-criticism of its early history and theology, is re
flected in these opinions. Conservative thinking is accused 
of isolationism, mysticism, dogmatism, self-imposed con
6nement. It is castigated for placing theology above ethics, 
separating the individual from his society, and raising false 
barriers between the church and the world. Just what is 
Korean evangelical thou ght, as it is expressed in the Pres~ 
byterian church? 

It is, first of all, a pattern with a long history, a history 
developed and molded by missionaries. These came al
most exclusively from areas in America where the Old 
School ideas of historic Presbyterian Ca1vinism dominated. 
The Korean church today bears that Old School conserva
tive image still. A. J. Brown, one of the General Secretaries 
of the Home Board of the Presbyterian Church of the 
USA, describes it with a certain lack of sympathy this way: 
"The typical missionary of the first quarter century after 
the opening of the country was a man of the Puritan type. 
He kept the Sabbath as Ollr New England forefathers did 
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a century ago. He looked upon dancing, smoking and 
card-playing as sins in which no true follower of Christ 
should indulge. In theology and Biblical criticism he was 
strongly conservative, and he held as a vital truth the pre
millenarian view of the second coming of Christ. The higber 
criticism and liberal theology were deemed dangerous 
heresies. In most of the evangelical churches of America 
and Great Britain, conservatives and liberals have learned 
to live and work together in peace; but in Korea the few 
men who hold 'the modem view' have a rough road to 
travel, particularly in the Presbyterian group of missions."6 

Transition in Korean Church History 

In many areas of the church life, this Puritan pattern 
reproduced itseU. The so-called N e v ius plan, Korea's 
unique method of mission work, was forged on the Bible 
as the basis of all Christian work, with an elaborate sys
tem of Bible classes by which that Book could be studied 
and applied to the believer's life. The twelve-point "Ko
rean Confession of Faith," adopted in 1907 and still in use, 
has been characterized by one scholar of church history as 
a document of "very strong Calvinistic trend."7 And, until 
1938 when its doors were closed by the Japanese, Pyung 
Yang Theological Seminary was the teaching center of 
Korea's Puritan Calvinism. From this seminary came a 
theology summarized in these words by an early mission· 
ary: "The Bible is the one textbook emphasized and stud
ied. The seminary which sets its theological impress upon 
all pastors alike, has been largely also in the hands of mis
sionary teachers, but is now beginning to be transferred 
to the control of the General Assembly step by step. Pres
byterians, with their historic Calvinistic background, ac
cepting the Wesbninster standards and Presbyterian fonn 
of government has, as of old, unquestioningly accepted 
the Scriptures as the very word of God. On this basis the 
gospel story centering in the cross of Christ, with its frank 
Pauline supernaturalistic interpretation has been taught by 
the missionaries and accepted by the Korean church with
out reserve....s 

Pyung Yang Seminary closed its doors in 1938 because 
of the problem of shrine worship in Korea. A golden a.ge 
in Korean theology closed with it. An institution that had 
been the center of conservative thinking in the Korean 
churcll for over forty years shut its doors. About this same 
time those missionaries who had represented conservative 
thinking in the church had to leave the country. Korean 
conservative church leaders were imprisoned or went into 
exile in Manchuria. All these actions shu t out conservative 
control of the church. Ecclesiastical machinery was placed 
by the Japanese in the hands of those who had secured 
their higher educational training in liberal Japanese insti
tutions. Conservative or evangelical theology found itself 
with a new posture. Now it was on the defensive, while 
liberalism was on the offensive. 

Liberalism did not suddenly appear in Korea after 1938. 
It was a much older, imported product. But before 1938, 
conservatism was strong enough to handle it, through dis
cipline and instruction. Now liberalism, through its co-
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operation with the Japanese, found a new voice. Conserv
ative thinking could only listen to the voice, as it spoke 
with new power in the church. 

Spokesmen for the Reformed Faith 

In these early years of Korean theology, the spokesman 
for articulate Calvinism was often a missionary. He might 
have been Dr. Samuel A. Moffett, the founder of Pyung 
Yang Seminary, a vigorous itinerant evangelist, a born 
counsellor. Perhaps he was Dr. Charles A. Clark (1878
1961), the author of fifty books in the Korean language, 
and she in English. And, as the years progressed, Korean 
voices joined them. Dr. Pak Hyung Nong (b. 1897) , often 
called "the Machen of Korea," had returned from studies 
at Princeton under Warfield , Hodge and Machen in 1928. 
In 1930 he became professor at Pyung Yang TheologicaJ 
Seminary and began his long career as one of Korea's mOst 
powerful conservative voices. He qUickly found an articu
late pen in the church. Almost every issue of the Presby
terian Theological Review coming from Pyung Yang Sem
inary contained one of his articles. In 1937 he translated 
Boettner's Reformed Doctrine of Predestination. By 1939 
four books had come from his pen, including a commentary 
on I Corinthians. However, then as now, his field of spe
cialty continued to be Systematic Theology. Dr. Pak was 
more than a scholar, however. He was also a churchman. 
In the early 1930's he challenged the presence of Kim Chai 
Chaon on the Pyung Yang Seminary faculty because of his 
pronounced liberal views. In 1934 he co-authored a com
mittee report of the Korean General Assembly condemning 
denial of the Mosaic authorship of Genesis as "in opposition 
to section 1 of the Church Confession of Faith.... In the 
closing years of Pyung Yang Seminary he was joined by 
another Korean voice for Calvinism, who was to make a 
more vocal contribution in the years following liberation. 
That man was Dr. Pak Yune Sun, a 1936 graduate of the 
fledgling Westminster Theological Seminary in Philadel
phia. 

The conservative theology these men articulated was 
more than just a broad form of evangelicalism. It was a 
positive form of Calvinism. It did not have the defensive, 
negative posture it later seemed to develop in weathering 
the attacks of liberalism. And it may not sometimes have 
drawn lines as sharply as refined ecdesiasts of the West 
might often desire. But it was Calvinism. Writing in 1953, 
Dr. J. c. Crane, missionary of the Southern Presbyterian 
Church and teacher of Systematic Theology in Pyung Yang 
Seminary shortly before its closing, comments on the Re
formed faith presented in his classroom. "It has been the 
writer's privilege to te.'lch the b asic doctrines of the Re
formed faith to Korean students during most of his thirty 
years in Korea .... It is with faith . .. in the basic strength 
of Heformed Theology that he has endeavored to differen
tiate between that statement and modem divergencies 
therefrom."9 Crane's text, still used in Korean seminaries, 
quotes extensively from LOuis Berkhof, n. n. Warfleld, 
and the great Southern Presbyterian Calvinists, n. L. Dab
ney and R. L. Thornton. 
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One other impression cannot be escaped as one ob
se.Jves this early Korean Calvinism. It was not merely 
busy with evangelism and church growth. It possessed a 
degree of literacy and scholarship remarkable in a Prot
estant church with a history of less than seventy-five years. 
It was a scholarship that did not fear to present new ideas 
to the church. The pages of the Presbyterian Theological 
Review (associated with Pyung Yang Seminary) assessed 
"The Origin of Paul's Religion," "Theology of the Social 
Gospel," "The Oxford Group Movement,'· "Brunner's The
ology of the Word," "Barth's View of Inspiration." And it 
assessed them, not in 1950 and 1960, but in 1933 and 1935 
and 1937. The searching Biblical criticism to which these 
ideas were subjected could hardly be called - to borrow 
Smith's language - "a policy that sought to protect national 
leaders from new ideas." 

Attempts at Church Renewal 

Liberation from the Japanese in 1945 displayed a dif
ferent face to Korean conservative thinking. For years 
evangelicals had been locked out of church power. Now 
they began to knock on the door. They were on the out
side, looking in. What was to be done with the continued 
presence of liberals and shrine-sympathizers in the liber
ated church? 

In the southern part of Korea, not occupied by the 
Communists, church conservatives were released from pris
on and gathered to plan reform of the church. Statements 
of principle for the rehabilitation of the church were 
passed at "Cleansing Meetings," presbyteries made formal 
confession of sin for shrine worship, but, as one church 
historian comments, there was simply no heart in it. "Since 
there had been no real confession of sin, the 34th General 
Assembly took another action rescinding the shrine action 
and declared a day of repentance for the original action. 
Again, in 1954, at the 36th General Assembly, the action 
was rescinded for the third time. A good many, however, 
felt this to be little more than a gesture, without real re
pentance for the sin of shrine worship."lo Church authority 
remained in the hands of those who had guided the liberal 
church during the war years. 

In connection with this emphasis on the reordering of 
the church, there was also a strong opposition to the liber
alism of Kim Chai Choon and the Chosun Seminary on 
whose facu lty he selved. Rev. Han Sang Dong, a leader 
in the southern church, was especially vigorous in his crit
icism of Kim's liberal views of the Bible. He was supported 
in these charges by Pale Yune Sun, whom we mcntioned 
earlier in connection with his teaching at Pyung Yang Sem
inary. Han and Pak, with others, supported the establish. 
ment of a new seminary in the south, to carryon the old 
ideas of Pyung Yang Seminary. Especially from Pak Yune 
Sun came the insistence on the promotion of a militant 
Calvinism in the church. That seminary was begun in the 
summer of 1946, eventually developing into Koryu Semi
nary, an institution that has been supported for many years 
by the funds and prayers of the Orthodox Presbyterian 
Church and Christian Reformed Church. 

Divisions Within the Church 
The efforts of Koryu Seminary for theological reform, 

however, did not reach full fruition in the church. Pak 
Hyung Nong had been invited to come to Pusan as the 
president of the new institution. Pak accepted the invita
tion and returned to Korea from Manchuria. But he ac
cepted with the understanding that the seminary would 
receive recognition by the General Assembly. When the 
seminary failed to gain that recognition, Pak left Koryu 
Seminary in April, 1948, and went to Seoul. Following 
this blow, the Kyung Nam province presbytery, by a vote 
of 44-21, canceJled the recognition of the Koryu Seminary. 
In August, 1951, the presbytery went further and forbade 
sending students to the seminary. In May, 1951, the Gen
eral Assembly pushed matters to the point of cutting off 
the Koryu Seminary group from the Assembly. The group 
then formed a presbytery of its own. In July, 1951, these 
churches registered themselves as "the Korean Presbyterian 
General Assembly."ll This is the gronp widely known to
day to readers of this journal as the Koryu group. 

One of Korea's greatest voices for Calvinism has come 
from its fold - Dr. Pak Yunc Sun, an earlier colleague of 
Pak Hyung Nong at Pyl.lng Yang Seminary, a student of 
Machen at '¥"estminster Seminary and a graduate student 
at the Free University of Amsterdam at one time. From 
Dr. Pak's ready pen have come eleven Biblical commen
taries since liberation. Using a revolving fund donated by 
interested friends in America, Dr. Pak has completed work 
on the New Testament and only a few months ago finished 
his third work on the Old Testament, this one on Isaiah. 
His next work on Jeremiah should appear within the year. 
The method of the commentary follows a style very similar 
to Lange, each chapter ending with an addendum of suit~ 
able preaching materials, sometimes full~length sermons. 
In a country where churches must often be snpplied by 
unordained evangelists whose education is limited to Bible 
school, Dr. Pak's commentaries constitute a theological ed
ucation in themselves. Through his books names like Her
man Bavinck, Abraham Kuyper, J. Gresham Machen, B. B. 
Warfield have become well-known in Korea. 

The division of the Korean Presbyterian Church in 1951 
was not the last. Others followed. A year after Koryu 
group was organized, presbyteries within the remaining 
body began dividing again. In June, 1953, there was 
anothcr body claiming to be the "legal General Assembly" 
of the Korean Presbyterian Church. This church was es
tablished when efforts to deal with the liberal sentiments 
of Kim Chai Choon and Chosun Seminary wcre resisted. 
From it came the so-called KiChang group, supported by 
the United Church of Canada Mission and espousing out
spokenly liberal and Barthian sentiments. The very exist
ence of this body seems to add strength to the Koryu 
group's early contentions that the liberated church was 
neglecting to deal with liberalism in the church. 

The Tragic Division of 1959 

In 1959 another major division rent the Korean church. 
From it emerged two churches - the Korean Presbyterian 
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Church ( Hap Dong group, also called "NAE" group ) and 
the Korean Presbyterian Church (Dong Hap group, also 
caned 'WCe'" group). What happened between 1953 and 
1959 to create this virulent division, denounced by men 
like Nelson Bell and Billy Graham, and the mission bodies 
of the United Presbyterian, Southem Presbyterian, and 
Australian Presbyterian Churches? What were the real 
issues behind this division insofar as they reflect on the 
character of Korean conservative thinking? 

In general, missionary sentiment sees no issues of a 
doctrinal nature behind the 1959 division. Samuel Moffett 
writes strongly, "The division was caused by a minority 
clique of dissidents who preferred to split the church rather 
than remain and face charges of ethical misconduct . .. ."12 

Nelson Bell "would like to state categorically that the basic 
problem is NOT doctrinal; that there is probably no church 
in the world more conservative than the Korean Presby
terian Church."ll 

] t cannot be denied that there were many factors in 
the 1959 division besides doctrinal ones. In his work, Mof
fett has mentioned some that must be considered as possible 
influences. Fierce regional loyalties, the foreign dollar, 
factionalism, a national fondness for political maneuvering, 
spiritual introversion, intellectual isolationism, legalism 
these tendencies are neither new to Korea as a nation nor 
to the twentieth cenhuy as all age. Tn various degrees, 
they had a part to play in the division. 14 

A great part of the confusion comes in the charges of 
ethical misconduct laid against Dr. Pak Hyung Nong, the 
leader of the conservative element in the church. After 
the Communist war, the seminary of the remaining General 
Assembly had moved to Seoul and Dr. Pak Hyung Nong 
had been elected president. The seminary occupied fonner 
Japanese shrine property on South Mountain in the heart 
of Seoul. One missionary commentator writes, "Legal title 
to the property was never obtained and soon a dispute 
arose witll the government as to its ownership. In 1958 
the seminary board, with 0 ... W. A. Unton as chairman, 
received evidence that the president of the seminary had 
hcen guilty of misllsing more than $20,000 of seminary 
funds in an attempt to secure title to the disputed property. 
Because of the investigation of the seminary board, the 
Genera l Assembly that year demanded the president's res
ignation. Dr. Pak was thus forced to leave the seminary, 
but he continued to have a large following in the church 
who considered him to be the champion of orthodoxy . ... 
During the year tension continued to mount. Membership 
in the World Council of Churches was hotly debated."i5 
The climax came at the General Assembly in 1959, and 
with it another division in the Korean church. 

As we have said, many Korean observers and general 
missionary opinion place the blame for division on this al
leged misuse of fu nds for which Pak Hyung Nong was re
sponsible, as president of the seminary, and on the accom
panying personality factors surrounding the affair. We 
are not so sure. The Koryu group had attacked liberalism 
in the church earlier, through its protest against shrine 
worship under the Japanese. The shrine was a symbol of 
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Harvie M. Conn, missioTillry-teacher in Korea, 
continues his penetrating analysis of the theological 
currents which are sweeping the large Presbyterilln 
churches of that land. In this article he calls at
tention to the weaknesses which have plagued the 
ranks of those wllO would remain faithful to the 
historic Christian faith . The final article in this 
series w ill appear in the next issue of TORCH AI\'D 
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a struggle much deeper in the church - Christianity versus 
liberalism. Once again, when the division of 1952 occurred 
and the KiChang was formed, the center of discussion was 
Chosun Seminary. But it was the center insofar as it rep
resented liberalism to the Korean mind . In 1959 the same 
basic conflict arose again. Only now the symbol was not 
a shrine or a seminary but membership in the World Coun
cil of Churches. 

Theologica l Factors in the Division 

In support of these observations, it is interesting to note 
that this element of conservative thinking as a basic factor 
is being recognized in many liberal publications, as well 
as conservative. The Christian Century wrote, "Another 
major factor in the d isruption is the extreme theological 
conservatism of Korean Christianity. The four Presbyterian 
denominations having missions in Korea . . . began their 
work eighty years ago following the theological standards 
of that day. Because of these beginnings and these results 
the mission bo.'l.fd sent only conservatives to Korea, a prac
tice which was later criticized by as staunch a conserva
tive as Emil Brunner. As time went on, some of the 
board's methods led to increased conservatism. '. Thus 
the disruption climaxed in the recent General Assembly is 
the delayed but inevitable result of the historic tragedies 
of Korean national experience with the Korean Christians' 
fervid btlt inadequate understanding of their own faith . 
This situation has led to such recent actions as the brand
ing as 'modernist' of a missionary who denied the Mosa ic 
authorship of the Pentateuch. In 1959 one presbytery at
tacked the orthodoxy of a conservative missionary because 
years ago he had inscrted in his afFinnation concerning the 
infallibility of the Scriptures the qualification 'in matters 
of faith and doctrine' ...."16 

A similar note is struck by Korean voices. Rev. ,"VOIl 

Yang Kang, lecturer at HanKuk Senlinary (the new name 
for the old Chosun Seminary), says, "Foreign mission
aries and Korean Presbyterian church leaders, whose theo
logical footing was based on fllndamentalism , were affili
ated with the World Counci l of Churches, which was led 
by those theologi ans advocating the nco-orthodox line. 
The major reason was that the Presbyterian chu rches in 
the United States where they belonged were strongly up
holding the ecumenical organization. Such a contradiction 
could not live long. Thus, within the Korean Presbyterian 
Church a conflict was soon touched off between those who 
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advocated withdrawal from the WCC which was domi
nated by those theologians who did not believe in the 
verbal inspiration theory and those missionaries and their 
supporters who were opposed to separation from the 
weco ..."17 Similar comments are made in the Korean 
National Christian Council study pamphlet Oil Korea, pre
pared for the WCC meeting in New Delhi. "'rhe people 
who oppose the WCC ecumenical movement usually hold 
to an ultra-o)nservative theological outlook."13 

Apart from liberal testimonies to the nature of the di
vision, conservative forces in the "NAE group" quite strong
ly insist their battle was a theological one and not primarily 
one centering in personalities. The supporters of Dr. Pak 
Hyung Nang insisted then, and still do, that he was ousted 
not because of any financial misdeeds but because the 
liberal, ecumenical wing of the church wanted him out. 
In a mimeographed bulletin distributed by the General 
Assembly Seminary supporting Dr. Pak, the following com
ments were made in 1962. "During the period from the 
summer of 1956 to the summer of 1957, an unfortunate 
accident took place in the fi nancial management of our 
seminary. We made an effort to purchase the land on 
which the seminary was operating ( part of a public park 
on South Mountain in Seoul). For negotiation with gov
ernment officials for purchase of the land, we used a man 
who was afterward discovered as a dishonest broker. A 
large sum of money, including some special gifts from 
America, was lost and the negotiation failed. So Dr. Pak 
HYUDg Nong as president of the seminary took the respon
sibility for the mismanagement and resigned from the 
seminary offices. 

"In the procedure of accepting President Pak's resigna
tion in the seminary board of trustees and in the GA of 
1958, the liberal party insisted on acceptance and the con
servative party opposed it because it was thought that Dr. 
Pak's resignation from sem inary presidency would put the 
church theological education under liberal control. Dr. 
Pak's resignation was accepted because the missionaries 
wcre with liberals and ran a large part of the business. 
This struggle aroused the consciousness in the minds of the 
conservative church people that they had to 6ght against 
wce ecumenical movement in order to prevent complete 
swaUowing of the church by the liberal forces backed up 
by the movemcnt. And the Sght has developed into the 
rccent split of the church and the seminary...."19 The 
report goes on to accuse the missionaries of a long-time 
desire to remove Pak from the presidency. 

Whether these judgments upon missionary sentiment 
are correct or not, the article certainly indicates the strong 
feeling in the mind of Pak's followers that the conflict of 
1959 was still one of liberal against conservative. 

Since 1959, there has been no appreciable change in the 
church structure of Korea's conservative forces. A too
ha~ty marriage of the Koryu group and the NAE group 
ended in "divorce" in 1963 after only a two-year trial. 
Apart from that, the ecclesiastical picture of Presbyterian
ism, in terms of the larger groups, has remained relatively 
the same. 
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Characte ristics of Korean Conservatism 

But there are new features to Korean conservative 
thought in the years fo llOwing 1945. At least they are 
features now more pronounced than they may have been 
in the earlier days of Korea's history. 

The voiee of Korean conservative thought today is 
often a belligerent one. The growth and power of liberal
ism in the ehurches and seminaries has given evangelical 
Presbyterianism in Korea a much stronger polemic tone 
than it had in its earlier days. And, to liberal Korean 
critics like Lee Jong Sung of the new United Theological 
Seminary faculty, it is so negative it may be called "neo
Pharisaism." As in America, Korean conservatives face 
the danger of shifting from a theological position to a 
mood and disposition as well. Carl Henry has drawn 
attention recently to the negativistic reduction that funda
mentalism was forced to adopt in its struggle with Ameri
can liberalism in the controversies of the 1930's. '1ts early 
leadership reflected balance and ballast, and less of bom
bast and battle. Only later did a divisive disposition show 
itself plunging the evangelical (Le. fundamentalist) move
ment into internal conflict."20 There is some danger that 
Korea can easily be repeating this pattern today. 

And it is easy to see why. Korean conservatives face 
the same obstacles in their struggle that Machen and others 
clid in the Western conflict. There is a dearth of conserva
tive literature. Funds and presses are in the hands of lib
erals, not conservatives. \ Vhell a conservative writes, po
lemics must occupy a great deal of his attention. There 
is also a lack of leadership today. One man said. regarding 
the American struggle, "Except for J. Gresham Machen 
and a few others, the conservatives had no leader with an 
impressive training. Its champions were men whose prin
cipal assets were conviction and zeal, not erudition, and 
whose followers came primarily from rural and southern 
areas where acadcmic standards fell far below those exist
ing in other sections of the country."21 These words could 
have been written about Korea. Except for voices like 
Pak Hyung Nong, Pak Yune Sun , and a few others, con
servatives in Korea do not have a literary voice. And 
among their followers are the hundreds of country evange
lists, without seminary training, but whose zeal and con
viction are shining attributes. 

Korean and Western critics, liberal and Calvinist alike, 
have also pointed out the great danger in Korea of fleeing 
social problems. One of Korc.:'l'S newest voices in conserva
tive scholarship is that of Dr. Lee Sang Kun , a recent 
Ph.D. awardee of DaUas Theological Seminary, and already 
the author of several fine New Testamen t commentaries 
of scholastic worth. Dr. Lee, writing in the Tlwological 
Review published by his seminary in Taegu, says, "The 
church of Korea neither follows after society nor along 
with society, but goes its own direction, no matter what 
goes on in society. The Korean church stands by and fol' 
itself, concerned not at all about society, and does nothing 
for society." Another writer, less sympathetic, speaks more 
strongly. "The result of all this is inevitable escapism in 
the Korean church .... I nstead of becoming a commander 
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of the situation it tends to introvClt itself within the walls 
of the church building. In such a situation, for many Chris
tians, fervent prayers, emotional worship services, and 
Bible memorization are considered to be the essence and 
total sum of Christianity. At the same time, their own low 
moral standards and those of the society in which they 
live do not bother them......~ 2 This quotation is the 
language of extreme generalization. 1 am not sure I can 
at all agree with most of it. But it does point out a danger 
present in Korea today - an individualism that seeks to 
escape social ethics and commitment, a pattern of simpli
fication that reduces the Christian faith to a separate com
partment of thinking. And, jf Ronald Nash is accurate in 
his recent work, this danger is not new to Korea . It was 
part of the fundamentalistic reduction in the American 
stru ggle.2l 

Behind this belligerent spirit and lack of social conccrn 
there may also be theological sources. Dispensationali sm, 
in its milder forms, seems to have found its way at an 
early age into Korean Presbyterianism. Although oot the 
strong antinomian type so often found in the West, it has 
left its mark on the church - an emphasis on the future 
coming of the kingdom of God that almost completely de
emphasizes any present aspect of the kingdom, a spiritual
ity akin to pietism, legislating on the use of alcohol and 
tobacco but shOWing little concern about conducting law 
suits in civil courts betwecn Christian groupS.24 One often 
wonders if the post-wnr church divisions are not being in· 
fl uenced at least in part by a nebulous dispensational spirit 
of second-degree and third-degree separationism so charac
teristic of John Nelson Darby and his immediate successors. 
In this same connection, would not the dispensational de
emphasis of the church also play some background role 
in Korean Presbyterianism's lack of serious attention to 
a theology of the church? And would not a dispensational 
spirit, oriented primarily to the future kingdom, tend to 
ignore the here and now of Christian social ethics and de
mands? I do not give the answers. 1 merely ask the ques
tions. 

lack of Self-Criticism 

But, beyond all these weaknesses in Korean conserva
tive thinking today, one troubles this writer more than the 
others. It is the evangelical's lack of awareness of his 
nature and distinctives. It is the conservative's failure to 
be self-critical and engage in honest housecleaning. With 
the exception of lmique voices like Pak Yune SUIl and a 
very few others, Korean conservatism sometimes does not 
ask itself the questions that really hurt. Where are we go
ing theologically? What state are we in now? Conserva
tives in Korea tend to stress more "the evangelicar part 
of their faith than the Calvinistic part. And sometimes 
they do not even understand what they fully mean by 
"evangelical." Usually they mean only they are opposed 
to the WCe. This is largely a negative usc of the term. 
For this same reason some in the conservative eamp fear 
to use it. 

It is this lack of theological deSnition and appraisal 
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that continually causes Koreans and Westerners alike to 
cry, regarding the various Presbytcrian bodies, "But we 
all believe the same; we all love the same gospel." The 
gospel is never defined. The direction of Presbyterian 
thinking is ncver analyzed. It is always assumed and the 
question continues to go begging. Western church ob
servers come to Korea without a knowledge of the language 
or theological literature of the Korean church, meet with 
officers and leaders of the various churches in Korea, and, 
on the basis of a few hours of conversation or a month of 
preaching in the churches, go home convinced the churches 
all belong to the same theological camp, or at lcast they 
belong together. This same superficiality of judgment is 
characteristic of Koreans as welL Everyone is SO busy 
studying the literature and theology of the West that 
Korean theology is virtually ignored, except for surface 
judgments. 

In more discouraging moments 1 would be almost will
ing to concede that Korean Presbyterianism, in many re
spects, resembles more the shape of a distorted fundamen· 
talism, rather than the fulness of Calvinism. Carl Henry 
wrote of this distorted fundamentalism in the West in 
words that could describe the more unpleasant aspects of 
Korean Presbyterianism. "By some, fundamentalism is con
sidered a summary term for theological pugnaciousness, 
ecumenic disruptiveness, cultural unprogressivcness, scien
tific obliviousness, and/ or anti-intellectual inexcusableness. 
By others, fundamentalism is equated with extreme d ispen
sationalism, pulpit sensationalism, excessive emotionalism, 
social withdrawal, and bawdy church music."25 

In spite of all this, there are also signs of progress. 
Within the Presbyterian churches today encouragement 
seems strongest for the Koryn Presbyterian Church and 
the Hap D ong Presbyterian Church. As we noted in an 
earlier article, conservative thinking still has a strong voice 
in the Dong Hap group, often labelled the "W CC group" 
by unsympathetic observers. And there is also some evi· 
dence of self-eriticism in this same group. But the leaders 
in this analysis have received their stimulation more from 
the "activistic theology" or the WCC and liberal pre-sup
positions than from the neo-Calvinistic social concern of 
Abraham Kuyper, the philosophical orientations of Dooye
weerd and Vollcnhoven, or the theological convictions of 
Machen and Warfield. A rather ominous sign for the fu
ture of this body appeared at their last General Assembly 
in September, 1964. There it was decided to exchange 
pulpits on a free basis with pastors of the KiChang group
a group self-confessedly Barthian and liberal. Yet there 
are growing indications that the institutions and men as
sociated with the Koryu group and Hap Dong group 
want something more than some broad evangelicalism, 
strong enough to present a conservative message but too 
weak to discipline a liberal voice in the pulpit. TIley are 
looking for the substance and uniqueness that is Calvinism 
and their own Presbyterian heritage. 
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"Tlw Calvinist is the man who sees God behind aU 
phenomena, and in all that occurs recognizes the harn:i 01 
God, u;orking out His wiU; who makes tlw attitude of the 
soul to Cod in prayer the pennafUmt attitude in all its 
lile activities; and who casts himself on the grace 01 Cod 
alone, excluding every trace of dependence on self from 
the whole work 01 his salvation." 

- B. B. W ARFL£LD 
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JOHN DEWEY: 


THE E1UHER OF 


PROGRESSIVE EDUC~TION? 


by C. JOHN M ILLER 

I N A RECENT ISSUE of the TORCH AND TRUMPET (May· 
June) Prof. Cornelius Jaarsma sought to present a bal

lanced picture of John Dewey "for readers who have read 
little, if any, of Dewey's writings." Professor Jaarsma is con
cerned to defend educational philosopher Dewey against 
misrepresentation, to show that he was not the father-phi
losopher of progressive education, and to point out his 
permanent contributions to American educational and so
cial theory. 

Professor Jaarsma's Appraisal 

Initially Dr. Jaarsma directs the reader's attention to 
Dewey's Christian background and notes the man's integ
rity in his search for truth. Dewey moreover is to be cred. 
ited with seeing the danger of dualism in Western thought : 
he has attacked the artificial distinction between mind and 
body, between the cultural and the vocational, between 
the elite and the peasant. According to Dr. Jaarsma, Dew· 
ey has worked for the creation of a free, cooperative so
ciety in which such "dualisms" would be eliminated and 
replaced by the organic unity of experience. 

Thus the Christian supposedly can learn from Dewey. 
Professor Jaarsma observes: "Dewey's passion for the re-
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.Jization of a society of free, self-directing men functioning 
responsibly and cooperatively in high regard for one another 
:..!l their common humanity is shared by every Christian 
who blows what it means to love God above all else and 
his fellow man as himself." He also says: "The unity of 
experience basic to Dewey's thcory of education should 
ba\'e been recognized by Christian students of education 
as grounded in the Biblical view of man .... 

Dewey, of course, concludes Dr. Jaarsma, lacked the 
Christian Cod along with all other absolutes; nevertheless 
the Christian can still profit from Dewey's "emphasis on 
reflective thinking in the educative process." 

Tne Father and His Child 

It does seem to me, however, that this appraisal of 
Dewey is somewhat misleading at several important points. 
I fear that Professor Jaarsma, in his desire to be fair to 
Dewey and to avoid the extremes of an authoritarian view 
of education, has not sketched in enough of the picture, 
It may be true that Dewey has been unjustly blamed for 
the excesses of people who have claimed his authority for 
their procedures. And possibly in a limited way Christians 
can learn something from him. 

At the same time this is only a small part of the picture, 
For one thing, Dewey seems to have had a great deal more 
to do with progressive education than Dr. Jaarsma is will
ing to grant. It is a litt1e hard, for instance, to discount 
Dewey's role in the Chicago "laboratory school." It is 
e\'en harder to believe that the legions of progressive edu~ 
cators did not really mean it, or that they entirely misun
derstood him, when they quoted Dewey at length and 
tteated his writings almost as a new gospel . One need 
only cite William Heard Kilpatrick as an example of a lead
mg progressive educator who was profoundly influenced 
by Dewey. 

Dewey, certainly, offered some criticisms of progressive 
education, and, at least at one point shortly before he died, 
be spoke of progressive education as a failure. Nevertheless 
these admonitions and warnings appear to be little more 
than the shock that comes to any father when he sees his 
child draw certain logical inferences from his own teaching. 
Dewey was not criticizing the "new" education itself but 
its inadequate application - the failure of its advocates 
actually to put it into practice. In Experience and Educa
tion, he has written: "There is no discipline in the world 
so severe as the discipline of experience subjected to the 
tests of intelligent development and direction. Hence the 
o:::tly ground I can see for even a temporary reaction against 
the standards, aims, and methods of the newer education 
is the failure of educators who professedly adopt them to 
be faithfu l to them in practice" ( p. 114 ), The "new" edu
cation, he makes clear on the follOWing page, is the same 
:is the "progressive" system. 

The case for or against Dewey as the father of progres~ 
ri"e education, however, must rest upon an inner point of 
ror:t:act between the two. Is the thought of Dewey and the 
"philosophy" of progressive education, in spite of differences 
b detail, ultimately one in spirit and purpose? Though 
Dev.ey is not to be charged with all the faults of the luna-
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tic fringe among the "progressives," the answer must be a 
c1earcut yes. 

First, it is only necessary to compare Dewey's idea of 
the proper classroom situation with that held by the various 
progressive thinkers, Though he may have placed more 
emphasis upon intellectual content, his ideal classroom 
does not differ substantially from that of the "new" educa
tors. Both Dewey and they have taught that the classroom 
is to be patterned after the democratic society, a small 
social world that is, to a considerable measure, self-directed 
and self-governed. Dewey, it is true, opposed George S. 
Count's idea that the school should be the instrument of 
social renewal, but taken in broad outlines the similarities 
even here are greater than the differences. So whatever 
merit or demerit there may be in this democratic classroom 
ideal, it seems evident that both Dewey and the progressive 
educators have advocated it. 

Secondly, Dewey and the "progressives" alike have 
stressed "free scientific inquiry" as a major educational ac
tivity and ideal. In line with this particular interest, Dew
ey and men like William Heard Kilpatrick have advanced 
the idea that there are no final unchanging goals for ac
tion, no fixed laws, and no permanent ways of thinking. 
There is only hypothesis, experimentation - the scientific 
method directed by the sovereign, questioning ego of man. 

Third, Dewey's cducational theories were a major source 
for the progressive teacher's belief that learning should be 
centered almost entirely around the experiences of the 
child and that the child's "growth" is the aim of this ex
perience. Dewey has said that "education is a development 
within, by, and for experience" (Experience and Educa
tion, p. 17), and the leaders of the "new" education have 
believed him. 

Whether or not Dewey is to be blamed directly for the 
watering down of subject matter in the public schools and 
substituting trivial experiences for it is another question. 
The point is rather that Dewey and his disciples have 
viewed the learning process as nonstructural and exper
ience-centered. 

A Drift Toward Nihilism 

The central flaw in the philosophy of Dewey and his 
followers lies in its opposition to the Christian idea of 
law. In spite of their optimism, this law-less approach to 
man and his experience tends toward nihilism. Dewey has 
taught a view of truth, man, the world - not even to men
tion God - that leaves human experience "open" and vir~ 
tuany norm-less and aim-less. There are no unchanging 
principles. That which truly works is true. Justice is what 
we make it. A divine law-giver, in the Christian sense, is 
unnecessary. Experience, says Dewey, does not need the 
guidance of "a single and final SOllrce of law" ( Recollstruc
tion in Philosophy, p. 162 ). 

The critical problem of such a philosophy is to keep 
the waters of experience endlessly Sowing after the dikes 
of law have been broken down. Somehow the pragmatist 
educator must discover some kind of continuity in the on
going processes of experience. Quite properly, Dewey 
notes: "Hence the central problem of an education based 



upon experience is to select the kind of present exper
iences that live fruitful1y and creatively in subsequent ex
periences" (Ibid ., pp. 16-17). But Dewey's educational 
process, as Cornelius Van Til has pointed out in The Dilem
ma of Education, is without a principle of continuity. What 
holds it together? Where is it going? 

Like the words of the "'true poem" in Whitman's "Song 
of the Answerer," this kind of philosophy asserts no final 
goal or terminus: 

They bring none to his or Tlet' terminus or to be 

content and full. 


Never to be content or full! That is the end-less restless
ness of Whitman's happy nihilism as well as Dewey's. But 
man cannot pennanently endure change for its own sake, 
experience for the sake of more experience, and growth 
that goes on forever without exactly arriving at any place. 
Change (and growth) to be meaningful must be change 
from something to something. 

It is this kind of emphasis, so characteristic of Dewey 
and the modern mind, that is precisely the fault of the 
progressive approach to learnin g. As a system it tends to 
breed aimlessness, boredom, and, ultimately, to foster a 
spirit of nihilism. 

Recently we published an article on John Dew
ey, that enib'1mltic and influential American educa
tor who has been so widely foUowed in recent 
years. To make it possible for evet'y reader to 
evaluate Dewey's positions in depth, this article 
has been written by C. John Miller, Orthodox Pres
byterinn pastor and connected with Westminster 
Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Dewey's Search for Standards 

Perhaps more than his followers, Dewey bas been sen
sitive to this charge that his philosophy of growth is aim
less. In at least three different ways, he has tried to de
velop some kind of norm that would not violate his prag
matic theories about the nature of truth. In Art as Exper
ience, he tried to distinguish between things experienced 
and having an experience. An experience, he said, has 
unity, structure, balance, and direction, whereas experience 
in general may well be aimless or mechanical. In A Com
mon Faith he states that the "creative imagination" inter
fuses and unifies the scattered details of experience. And 
in Experience and Education, he concedes that not all pos
sible experiences are good or worthwhile. In this work, he 
attempts to draw a line between "educative" and "mis
educative" experiences. 

Moreover, Dewey frequently assumes, without any phil
osophical warrant, the permanent validity of old-fashioned 
virtues like "honesty, industry, temperance, justice," etc. 
In this slender sense, one could grant that Christian teach
ing has influenced Dewey's thought. 

Nevertheless these "standards" for experience and edu
cation arc really devoid of power and substantial meaning. 
For this rcason Dewey cannot really help the Christian 

teacher see what further growth is, define unity, etc., any 
more than the progressive teacher can. That is why I 
think that Dr. Jaarsma is overly charitablc when he in
fOnTIS his readers that ''Dewey's theory of education should 
have been recognized by Christian students of education 
as grounded in the Biblical view of man." 

Is not his doctrine of man actually grounded in a spe
cies of radical humanism? Is it unfair to say that this 
system of thought presupposes, after the fashion of Pela
gius, that human nature is neutral and capable of doing 
good when brought under the right environmental inau
ences? Does not Dewey place almost absolute faith in 
man's reason as he engages in "free inquiry"? 

It also seems evident that Dewey's ideal of freedom is 
irrationalistic and that his conception of experience is thor
oughly naturalistic. His essential dependencc, accordingly, 
seems to be upon Charlcs Darwin, C. Peirce, William 
James, and G. W. F. Hegel and not upon the biblical con
ception of man's nature. 

Upside Down Unity 

In particular, it appears necessary to remind ourselves 
that Bavinck's stress upon the "organic unity of human bc
havior including human motivation" is hardly that of Dew
ey's. Bavinck's concepts were grounded in biblical revela
tion, in the teaching of Genesis 1 and 2 and Psalm 139. 
Here we learn that man's radical unity originates in and 
continues to depend upon his having been made in the 
image of God. Now it is just this kind of unity that prag
matist Dewey is concerned to reject or at least to distort 
beyond recognition. In an ultimate sense Dewey's proc
ess philosophy lacks true unity. What "unity" it does 
have, however, is of a biological and naturalistic nature. 
It is a unity with a vengeance - a unity that substitutes the 
experience of the creature for the supremacy of the Cre
ator. In fact, by virtue of man's imaginative powers, he is 
able to "create" God in his own image. Dewey observes 
in A Common Faith that some people would have prob
lems with his "idea that 'God' represents a unification of 
ideal values that is essential1y imaginative in origin . . ." 
(p. 43). And from within the upside-down unity of his 
experience man is able to make his own justice and truth. 
He has written in Logic, the Theory of inquiry that "we 
institute standards of justice, truth ... exactly as we set 
up a platinum bar as a standard measurer of lengths" 
(p. 216). In a word, Dewey believes that man's experience 
is the measure of all things. 

In freely expressing these differences with Professor 
Jaarsma, I do not want to give the impression that I am 
unsympathetic with his main concern. He fears a false in
tellectual dualism and a sterile authoritarianism, and I do 
too. Certainly there is much for us to learn about human 
nature, and it is possible for us as Christians to profit from 
the insights of unbelievers. At the same time, it would be 
unfortunate if we failed to keep in view the clear distinc
tion between the biblical teaching on the organic unity of 
the divine image and the naturalistic concepts of John 
Dewey. 
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BOOK REVIEW . .. 

by PETER DE JONG 

THE ANABAPTISTS HAVE in the past been treated 
rather shabbily, much like the proverbial "step-chil

dren." This is the basic judgment of the Rev. Leonard Ver
duin whose interest in his subject extends over a period of 
many years and has stirred him to write this book on The 
RefoNners and Their Step...children. 

In a series of chapters, each one headed by one of the 
defamatory nicknames given this "left" wing of the Refor
mation, Verduin takes up the various accusations and de
fends the Anabaptists against them. Called "'Donatists," 
these people were merely recalling the church from the 
corruption that followed Constantine's church-state alliance. 
Labeled "Stabler," or "staff--carriers," they would have the 
church stop relying on "the sword" and confine itself to 
using spiritual weapons. Nicknamed "Catharer," they de
sired only a return to evangelical purity of faith and life. 
Named "Sacramentschwarmer," or "Sacramentarians," they 
wanted a complete break with Roman sacramentalism and 
recognition that salvation is by faith in the gospel and not 
sacramental manipulation. Derided as "Winckler," people 
addicted to secret meetings, all they really desired was a 
church free of state control. Reproached with the tenn 
VViedertaufer," they would only restOre a baptism freed 
fl'om formalism and superstition . The name 'Xommunis· 
ten," too, was in part a slander, and when properly used 
only meant responsible Christian stewardship. And the 
term "Rottengeistcr," that is "clique-" or "faction-maker," 
was really a misrepresentation of their desire for religious 
freedom. So, in general, runs the argument of the book. 
The Anabaptists emerge from Verduin's treatment as the 
protagonists of virtually everything good in modern Chris
tiani ty, and the Reformers - their opponents - as the vil
lains of the story. 

The author has obviously done a good deal of research, 
much of it original. He has made himself master of his 
material, and presents his case in an unusually interesting 
style. The trouble is that he is, throughout the book, trying 
to "make a case." The result of his labor is, thereforc, a 
lawyees brief. It lacks the careful, balanced judgment that 
is essential to serious history. 

This partialit}, towards the Anabaptists is displaycd 
throughout the book. Criticisms of them are summarily 
dismissed as slandcrs, their defenses taken at face value; 
their faults are passed over in silencc, their critics por
trayed in the worst light possible. 

Contributing heavily to this kind of prejudiced judg-
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ment is the fact that the author in his treatment of the 
material tends to reduce all the issues involved to one: the 
question whether the Christian church should be coex
tensive with society (which he calls "Christian sacralism" ) 
or a separate voluntaristic group. He views Anabaptism 
not as a new movement, but simply as a continuation of the 
medieval dissenting movements. Of them he says, "The 
one thing the prevailing Church had against the 'heretics' 
was their refusal to go along with 'Christian sacralism.' 
This was their sin, their one and only sin . And it was this 
sin, and this only, that set the wheels of the Church's dis
cipline going" ( p. 35; cf. p. 119). Although he may ( in a 
footnote) admit that there were unorthodox heretics ( p. 
34), the book is constructcd on the basis that this was the 
all-important issue. 

On this crucial point it is instructive to contrast Ver
duin's work with one by Dr. J. Lindeboom. Written 35 
years carlier, it even carried a similar title, Stiefkinderen 
van het Christendom . That work was an effort to analyze 
and classify thc various heretical movements in their be
wildering complexity. These differences are largely ignored 
by Verduin. 10 building his case he lumps them together 
much as though one today would lump Jehovah's Witness
es, Mormons, Christian Scientists and other such groups 
with some smaller churches and treating them as presum
ably orthodox because they oppose an established church! 
Although some extreme Baptists have tried to rewrite the 
history of the Middle Ages in this way (as in the notorious 
tract, "The Trail of Blood,") their efforts have been too 
poorly substantiated to gain the respect of historians, Bap
tists or otherwise. (An interesting study of this subject ap
pears in the article "Landmarkism : Doctrinaire Ecclesiology 
among Baptists," by Hugh Wamble in the December, 1964, 
Church History, pp. 429ff.) Such a restructuring of medie
val church history is not so much proved as simply assumed 
by Verduin in the construction of his book, when he re
duces all of the theological issues to that of sacralism and 
tries to trace a line of real orthodoxy as always at odds 
with the medieval church. 

Subjecting the course of events to so prejudiced a judg
ment on the basis of the single issue of sacralism produces 
bizarre results. The medieval church is portrayed as hav
ing "taken on the features of the modem police state. The 
modem totalitarian State has added nothing new, not even 
that which we now can 'brainwashing: " When religiOUS 
freedom is made the one criterion for judgment, the fact 
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that the medieval church was attempting - though in an 
improper way - to promote the Christian faith while the 
modem totalitarian state is attempting to destroy it no 
longer registers as a signi6cant difference. 

We are not too surprised a little later to find Calvin 
emerging from this kind of treatment as the scoundrel who 
"must be held largely responsible" for the burning of Ser
vetus. "He planned it beforehand and maneuvered it fIom 
start to fin ish ." And Servetus becomes the innocent victim 
who "posed no threat to civil serenity," "something of a 
scientific genius," "indeed 'off the beam' in matters of re
ligious doctrine," but not deserving "to be arrested or exe
cuted" (pp. 51ff.). 

It is interesting to observe the way in which the author 
handles the charge that the Anabaptists were communists. 
This accusation is first dismissed as an "old c1ichlt while 
the Reformers are roundly condemned for making it. At 
the same time the author admits that in certain cases they 
did introduce community of goods, and when they did so 
he defends the propriety of their having done it ( pp. 
22Hf. )! In either, or perhaps we should say in both, of 
these contradictory versions of the story the Anabaptists 
again come out as right and the Reformers as wrong. 

After observing this performance the reader begins to 
wonder what our Anabaptist apologist win do when he 
comes to the Munster episode. He is even equal to that 
challenge. The Munster story he dismisses as an exception, 
not to be linked with the Anabaptist movement as a whole. 
Its excesses are attributed to mental derangement or "battle 
fatigue," for which even the Munsterites can therefore 
hardly be held responsible. The wickedness of the Re
formers is demonstrated by the way in which they insisted 
on blaming the Anabaptist movement for what was done 
at Munster. No notiee is taken of the tremendous prob
lem of Menno Simons in his efforts to salvage a more mod
erate Anabaptist movement from this debacle in which it 
was inescapably involved except that a quotation in which 
he condemned the excesses of Munster is cited as proof 
that he and his followers had no connection with it (pp. 
237ff.) . For some knowledge of these complicated rela
tionships and problems one must turn to such writers as 
W. J. Kuhler; the reader will gain no inkling of them from 
Verduin, fo r they do not help his "case." 

One of the most astounding claims made by Verduin 
is that the Reformers - and Calvin, in particular - radical
ly misunderstood the real beliefs of the Anabaptists (pp. 
47, 59, 229). To many a modern who has been inclined 
to assume tha t most people in those days didn't know what 
they were talking about anyway, such a claim might ap
pear plausible. When one considers that Calvin experienced 
some of the greatest successes in his whole career in con
verting multitudes of AnabaptiSts in Strassburg to the Re
formed faith , that he wrote his baptismal form with them in 
view and himself married the widow of a former Anabap
tist minister, and that other Reformed leaders Oil occasions 
extended their debates with Anabaptist leaders into as 
many as 124 and 156 sessions, he can hardly be impressed 
by Verduin's charge that the Reformers were ignorant of 
what their opponents believed. 

n;~ I.I. ,,, .. 

We need not rely on our own critical judgment to dis
cover that the author's point of view is strongly prejudiced. 
The author's treabnent of the material throughout the book 
is so conSistently biased that at its conclusion he feels com
pelled to acknowledge it himself and to advance two ex
planations for it. "One is that the time seems to have come 
to reverse the derogatory treatment to which these Step
children of the Reformation have been traditionally sub
jected. One can speak very wen of them indeed before he 
becomes guilty of a bias as pronounced as that of those 
who have so long spoken evil of them; one can let these 
Stepchildren play the role of the hero and he wil! be at 
least as near to historic truth as is the tradition that has so 
long aSSigned to them the role of the rogue . . . . A second 
reason for the sympathetic treatment given these Radicals 
of the Reformation is that history has to a large extent dem
onstrated that they were in large way right" ( p. 276 ). 

In order to understand how this almost totally favorable 
portrait of the Anabaptists can be drawn in the face of a 
wealth of contrary evidence we must bear in mind that 
Anabaptism was not a unified movement but a term for a 
variety of groups who broke with the Reformers because 
in their opinion these had retained too much of Roman 
Catholic tradition. Some authorities have claimed that 
there came to be as many as forty or fifty such groups. 
While Verduin admits that there was diversity, he in his 
book draws a portrait of the ideal Anabaptists and can dis
miss criticisms against the movement as not being properly 
applled to these Anabaptists, but rather to some of the 
others who were not "typical." 

This portrait of the ideallzed Anabaptists is drawn the 
more readily through the author's facility fo r jumping free
ly from place to place and from olle period of time to 
another. This makes his representation more vivid and 
entertaining, but also makes the question inevitable wheth
er or in how far his idealized portrait conforms to historical 
reality. 

As has been observed, the book characteristically re
duces the issues involved in this history to the one impor
tant one of "Christian sacralism." The early church had 
been a minority group confronted by an alien state and 
world culture. After Constantine all this wns changed. 
The church adopted and tried to realize and maintain the 
ideal of a "'Christian society" with a coextensive and close
ly-aUied state and church. When the Reformation came, 
the Reformers - after some hesitation - attempted to main
tain this "Christian sacralism." The Anabaptists, like many 
medieval dissenting sects, rejected it as a betrayal of the 
Christian faith . On this issue Verduin unheSita tingly de
fends them and joins them in condemning the Reformers. 

It is highly Significant that the Anabaptists in their con
demnation of the ideal of a Christian society and state ap
pealed to the New Testament as leaving no room fo r such 
an ideal. The Reformers pointed out that the New Testa
ment was nol to be separated from the Old Testament, 
which certainly envisioned a godly society, culture and gov
ernment, and l'epe..'l. tedly defended their "Christian sacra
lism" by appealing to the Old Testament. On this point 
also Verduin sides with the Anabaptists, assuming as an 



ideal, "the sOcietal composition of the New Testament" 
(po 90) . He says that "the Reformers sought to construe 
the New Testament Church after the lineaments of the 
Old Testament" (p. 131), and that they feU into "the error 
of not appropriating the teaching, found sO unmistakably 
present in the Epistle of the Hebrews, for example, that 
the Old Testament is superseded by the New" (p. 211; 
cf. pp. 23, 78, 102, 126). 

By assuming this Baptistic starting point Verduin's 
treatment of the medieval church and of the Reformers in 
their differences with the Anabaptists is almost totally un
sympathetic. Although he acknowledges the Reformers' 
political difficulties, and belatedly in the "Postscript" ad
mits that the Anabaptists had not really solved the cultural 
problem (pp. 277, 278), he never really comes to grips 
with the problem that the church had to face after Con
stantine. When the church was no longer a persecuted 
minority, but the authorities themselves became Christians 
and began asking the question, "What would the Lord have 
us do for his kingdom?" what answer must the church 
give? The answer of the Anabaptists (and Verduin ) is, 
in effect, "Such a situation is by the de6nition of the NC'lv 
Testament church impossible!" and "Church and state must 
remain separate." Verduin, taking his place in the modern 
American tradition of such a separation, may condemn the 
medieval church and the Reformers for not seeing this, but 
when he does so he does considerably less than justice to 
either. One can hardly blame Constantine or the medieval 
church or the Reformers for failing to take for granted the 
modem American position. We will have to criticize them 
as misguided in resorting to religious coercion, and point 
out the faults of the "church-state" alliance and the theory 
of a church coextensive with society, as Verduin does. 
But if we try to face the situation from their point of 
view, considering the circumstances that they had not cre
ated but through which they had to grope for a way, we 
can hardly be content with the wholesale denunciation and 
sometimes scathing ridicule to which Verduin exposes 
them. Our criticism may be the more tempered when we 
consider that our American "solution" of an increasingly 
secular state and culture steadily reveals itself to be some
what less tllan the realization of the Biblical ideal that 
Verduin's thesis implies that it is. 

Verduin's adoption of the Anabaptist ideal of a "New 
Testament church" in opposition to the Reformers' ideal 
of a Biblical (New- and Old-Testament) church with con
cern for a Christian SOCiety, leads him to glorify the Ameri
can "cultural compositism" in which men "get along peace
fully in the market place even though they do not wor
ship at the same shrine" ( p. 21). He considers that the 
New Testament teaches "that there are resources in the 
as yet not regenerated human heart, due to the remnants 
of original righteousness left after the Fall, resources that 
are adequate for the affairs of state, loyalties that are ade
quate for the political level ..." (p. 22). "The New Testa
ment vision impli es that as long as Church and State weed 
each in its own garden there will be a tolerable modus 
vivendi." "It is implied in the New Testament vision that 
Christianity is not a cu lture-creating thing but rather a 
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In this contribution the Pev. Peter De long, 
pllstor of the Christian Reformed Church, Smit1Jers, 
British Columbia, analyzes and assesses the 11Osi
nons taken by the Rev. Leonllrd Verduin in his 
recent work 0 11 the Anabaptists entitled, TIlE R E

f"QRMERS AND TIu:";m STEP-CIm.oREN. Th e reviewer 
recently was awarded the Th.M. degree ill Church 
History from Washington State University, having 
submitted a thesis which dealt with the relations 
between Anabaptists and Calviflists in the Nether
umds in the early days of the Reformation. 

culture-in8uencing one." "... There can never be such a 
thing as a Christian culture; there can only be cultures in 
which the in8uence of Christianity is more or less apparent." 
"New Testament ideology ... is satisfied to add the Chris
tian voice to the cultural ensemble" (p. 24) . When one 
assumes this position, which repudiates the idea of a Chris
tian culture, it is evident that there is no longer much if 
any reason left for urging the establishing of Christian 
industrial, social, political, and educational organizations. 
Ooe may still defend the right to have a Christian school 
on the basis that society should preserve freedom of choice 
also in this area. But since Christianity is only to be ad
vocated as an ingredient in a composite culture, there 
would appear to be little reason for going to the trouble 
of establishing one. We are not surprised to find a Re
formed leader such as Abraham Kuyper, whose name has 
been particularly associated with such movements, severely 
criticized as a "Christian sacralist" ( Pl'. 61 , 79 ) . Although 
the author adopts the Anabaptist views of the Bible, of a 
strictly New Testament church - ''The New Testament 
Scriptures . .. know no Church other than the believers' 
Church, a Church based on personal faith" ( p. 19) - he 
evidently still maintains the practice of infant baptism. 
The reader, following the argument of the book, is left 
wondering why. 

Summing up, we note with appreciation that the book 
shows extensive new research, contains passages of bril. 
Iiant analysis, and presents a thesis that demands the at
tention of the historian. Due account must be taken of and 
credit given for the contributions of the Step-children in 
the history of the Ch ristian faith , or more correctly. what 
God has revealed through their labors. This book is an 
important onc for anyone who would make extensive study 
of the Reformation or of the Anabaptist movement. It is 
to be regretted that its extreme partisanship, its tendency 
to over-simplification, and its numerous rash judgments 
prevent it from being reliable history. If one would read 
this book as his sole source of information on the Reformers 
and their Step-children, without knowing the other presen
tations against which the author protests, he would prob
ably finish it with a more distorted view of them than he 
had when he began. The Reformers have deserved far 
better treatment than this at the hands of their children. 
Even their modern step-children often deal more fairly with 
them. 
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STUDENTS IN TENSION 


by MICHAEL DE VRIES 

A WORD which is in heavy use these days is the word 
tension. It is constantly on the lips of speakers, in the 

columns of newspapers, and on television. 
Though the word tension has been worn smooth with 

usage. still I wish to call i t to your attention. There is a ten
sion in the world which is not removed with the swallow 
of a fast-working pill. I am referring, of course, to tension in 
its deepest sense. There is within this world a fundamental 
tension upon which bangs the ultimate destiny of the uni
verse, This basic tension in the world is not cultural, not 
racial, nor political, nor ecclesiastical. It is the all-out conflict 
between two different kingdoms; the battIe of the ages which 
excludes any truce, annistice or peace pact. There are two 
basically antagonistic principles at work among men. 

Christians, and they only, know and experience real ten
sion. The believer - and no one but he - is constantly tom 
between two worlds: the one wants to drag him down to 
destruction; the other wants to pull him up to victory. The 
one lures him into evil. The other calls him to conquer all 
evi1. The Christian, while traveling toward the City of God, 
will always experience this fundamental tension. 

No one experiences this basic tension more keenly than 
the Christian student at the secular university. Every child 
of God is involved in the struggle between the Kingdom of 
Light and the kingdom of darkness, but especially the Chris
tian student feels fiercely tom between these two kingdoms 
in the classroom, in the library, and in his study. 

The Christian student who is enrolled at the modem uni
versity is a special target of Satan. The arch enemy of God is 
hunting for big game. The university student, needless to say, 
is always in the devil's vision. 

Were the devil to appear as a brimstone-smelling beast 
with pitchfork, hom, hooves and tail, the Christian student 
would leap to his feet and fight. But, as the late C. S. Lewis 
has so effectively shown in his splendid book The Screwtape 
Letters, this is not Satan's mode of operation. His bag of tricks 
is enonnous; his m.o. is not easily cased. Time and again 
Satan scores his successes on the university campusl 

The Christian student is exposed to two main approaches. 
The first may be called the "shock treatment". The second 
is the subtle and less obvious undermining of Christian truths. 

The Christian who has enrolled at the modem university 
may encounter fierce and belligerent opposition in one or 
several lectures. Some professors, like one of the philosophy 
professors at the University of British Columbia, use their 
disdain of Christianity to enliven the presentation of their 
course material. Their lectures are, as one studen t put it, real 
shockcrs. God is blatantly denied and the students are chal 
lenged to prove God's existence. 

The students may be assigned some shocking and, for tlle 
Christian, disturbing reading. The student of science, for ex
ample, may be asked to read a few recent articles in the mag
azine "Chemi"try in Canada", He may have to read George 
F. Wright's ridicule of Paradise. This scientist writes: "If one 
searches archeology back to the dawn of history he does not 
:find that mythical garden of Eden where happiness and 
well being were dependent upon innocence, he finds crushed 
skulls, mute evidence that in those days man killed, robbed, 
despoiled, and destroyed." (Emphasis is mine, cf. "Chemis
try in Canada", April, 1964 ). 

Or the article in the March issue by Dr. R. H. Manske, 
entitled "Society and the Scientist", in which Christianity's 
origin is bluntly explained as having its roots and beginnings 
in Orphism and Platonism which ''by a fusion witll Judaism 
and some troubled gestation produced Christianity." 

The student of literature may hear his professor endorse 
Goethe's outburst to his friend Lavator about the poem "Jesus 
Messias". Said Goethe, "VVhat a narrow-minded man you are, 
to suppose that your Jesus is alone important, all other great 
ones counting for nothing. There are many great men, many 
seers, many leaders." 

These shock treabnents seem to be very popular at some 
universities. This belligerent bombarding victimizes its thou
sands. Many students are thrilled with such outright shatter
ing of traditional beliefs. Quite understandably, Christian 
students may be badly shaken. The advantage of this ap
proach is, however, the clear manifestation of position. The 
Christian will be able to sense immediately the explicit con
tradiction to Christianity. 

Usually, however, the student will be confronted with 
subtle opposition . And there is ample reason to suspect that 
this approach is Satan's favorite. It slays its tens of thousands! 

The scientific progress which has marked our century 
and especially the new Atomic Age in which we live has 
made an incalculable impact on the educated. These space
race sixties with their many mysterious sounding fomlulas 
and the overwhelming scientific achievements have led many 
to believe that the scientist holds the key to the universe. 
The modem university impresses the students with the con
viction that it would be utterly absurd to believe anything to 
be true which cannot be substantiated by the Scienti£c 
Method. T . H. Huxley states: ''The improver of natural 
knowledge, that is, the scientist, absolutely refuses to ac
knowledge authority as such. For him, scepticism is the high
est of duties; blind faith the one unpardonable sin ... The 
man of science has learned to believe in justification, not by 
faitll, but by verification." In the classroom as well as from 
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the textbooks students are constantly being told : Have faith 
in science! 

Professor Hendrik Van Riessen, in his booklet, The Uni
tJersiNJ and its Basis, writes, "It is science man thinks that has 
delivered man from his false pretensions. It is science that 
he can still trust. Let me quote Carnap: 'As a result of Coper
nicus' work, man lost the distinction of a central position 
in the lmiverse; as a result of Darwin's, he was deprived of 
the dignity of a special supra-animal existence; as a result 
of Mar:l, the factors by means of which history can be caus
ally explained were degraded from the realm of ideas to that 
of material events; as a result of Nietzsche's, the origin of 
moraIs were stripped of their halo; as a result of Freud's, 
the factors by means of which the ideas and actions of men 
can be causally explained were located in the darkest depths, 
in man's nether regions'."" 

What happens to the Christian student when he hears 
this? Sad to say, some of them become victims of this scien
tism. These students, though brought up in Christian homes, 
bid farewell to their faith in Christ. They begin to share the 
modem contempt for Christian doctrines of God, Christ, the 
Trinity, the Holy Spirit, the Bible, and sin. They become 
agnostics or skeptics. They become prejudiced to the Church 
and call it ignorantly dogmatic, anti-intellectual, and h)'lXl
critical. 

Others, while holding on to their Christian faith , never
theless succumb to this scientistic outlook, which is really an 
alternative to Christianity! They become dichotomists and 
live split lives. They divorce their faith and learning. And so, 
in reality, Satan has conquered also these students. For you 
see, large parts of their lives are dedicated, not to the cosmic 
Lord, but to science apart from Christ. These students may 
well have tried to avoid this trap. But Satan, fully aware of 
the students' Achilles heel, strikes again and again. There 
seems to be no let up in his nefarious achievements. 

What is being done for the Christian students at the 
secular universities? 

On most campuses there is the Inter-Varsity Christian 
Fellowship, The Inter-Varsity "aims to keep alive the youth
ful fai th of young ChIistians on secular campuses, introduce 
the nominal believer to the living personality of Jesus, and 
persuade at least a few chapter members to join foreign 
missions." (Time, January 15, 1965) At the UBC several 
important, Bible believing scholars have been invited by the 
IVCF to address the students on the subject "Why Believe?". 
There is no doubt about it that the Inter-Varsity is doing a 
commendable job. 

On the campus of the UBC we have the Calvin Student 
Club. Every other Monday evening approximately twenty
.Bve students of Reformed background meet in a cozy hut 
on the campus. It is my privilege to be its sponsor. Most of 
these students are at this university for very sound reasons. 
The Christian Colleges do not offer their selected .Beld of 
shldy and some of them are engaged in post-graduate work 
in physics and other fields. The purpose of the club is "to 
develop the biblical view of life with respect to the various 
fields of learning." We meet regularly throughout the school
year to discover what the place of the Word of God is in 
leaming. The Christian Perspectives, published by the ARSS, 
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have proven to be of inestimable value! These shldents at the 
club are seriously searching for the basic answers to so many 
problems that ba1lle them. In some small way we wrestle with 
these issues and attempt to find solutions. The difficulties are 
frequently overpowering. 

Often on my way home from the university I keep on 
thinking about these Christian students at our modem uni
versities. And I cannot shrug off the feeling that we are not 
doing enough. Not at alB Time and again I keep thinking: if 
only we had a Christian university! For only this will be the 
answer! It is heartwarming to know that many Christians are 
giving this ideal their serious thought and stand wholeheart
edly behind the Association for Reformed Scientific Studies. 
Inter-Varsity Christian Fellowship, Reformed Student Club, 
Summer Conferences, may God bless these programs every 
one. But the crying need for a university remains and the cry 
can be heard distinctively by anyone who cares to listen! 

Speaking of a Christian university, Van Riesscn wrote in 
the same publication, 'The university has to fonn wise men 
of cu1ture. For a Christian university Cllrist is wisdom and, 
to grow in the image of God is the true culture of man. - In 
this and in other instances - the characteristic of the Chris
tian university is its religiouS attitude cuul approach. 

''The secret of this approacil, the secret of the university, 
science and study is the Bible, is God speaking to the com
munity of the university and every one of its members and 
to all who are willing to listen to Him." (Emphasized in 
original ). This is what we desperately need! 

A century ago the Danish theologian Soren ICierkegaard 
was deeply disturbed about the attitude of many Christians. 
A large part of the life of the chwch, he asserted, was given 
over to fiddle, faddle, twiddle, twaddle, shallow trivialities, 
instead of coming to grip with the basic issues of life. May 
God forbid that we become entangled in all sorts of irrele
vant, hannless little niceties which prevent us from tackling 
tIle real issues of our day. May we never get bogged down 
in boxing with shadows and letting the golden opporhlnities 
for real Kingdom work slip through our fingers. The modem 
wilderness is crying for a voice. May this voice be owsl Let 
us stand shoulder to shoulder and work together for a gradu
ate school in whieh Christ Jesus is supreme - the establish
ment, therefore, of a university with the Bib1e. 

When your son or your daughter or your friend 
enrolls in college or university, are you aware of 
some of the s1wck-treatments which he likely will 
receive? Is he or slle prepared for this experience 
which seems to be so much a 1)art of the present
day educational process? In this article, the Rev. 
Michael De Vries, pastor of the Rehoboth Gllris
tian Reformed Church, Toronto, Ontario, describes 
such students in spirit-ual tension and urges (jpO'~ 
us the need for a distinctively Christian tmiv€1'sity. 
We express thanks to tile Association for Reformed 
Scientific Studies for permission to reprint this 
material. 
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KARL BARTH 

(continued from page 7) 

communion of the Holy Spirit (third divine person of the 
holy trinity ). In the fuller light of history it will appear 
more clearly that while Barth led the revolt against lib
eralism, his own theology developed during the ensuing 
years contained \vithin it the remnants of the old enemy 
and thus the seeds of its own decay. 

FOOTNOTES; 

1. 	 "Karl Barth" in Ten Makers of Modern Protestant Thought, 

edited by George L. Hunt (New York: Association Press, 1958), 
p.58. 

2. 	 Plfftroit of Karl Barth (New York: Doubleday &. Co., 1963), 
p.34. 

3. 	 Ibid. 

4. 	 Time, VoL LXXIX, No. 16 (April 20, 1962), p. 59. 

5. 	 Ibid. 

6. 	 The Significance of Barth's ThCCllogy (Grand Rapids; Baker 
Book House, 1961) pp. llff. 

7. 	 Here We Stolid ( New York: Harpel & Bros., 1938), p. 155. 

8. 	 Ibid., p. 156. 

A LOOK AT BOOKS 

Implications of Evolution 

by G. A. Kerkvt. Pergamon Press, Inc., 122 Ent 

55th Street, New York 22, N. Y.; in Britain: 

Headington Hill Hall, Oxford; 4-5 FilIfOy $qUIne , 
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This book is part of a series entitled "In
ternational Series of Monographs on Pure 
and Applied Biology." The author of the 
present volume is a professor in the De
partment of Physiology and Biochemistry, 
The University of Southampton, England. 
He is an evolutionist and writes from a 
strictly scientific standpoint. No religious 
belief or viewpoint is discernible in the 
book. Nevertheless this book is an extremely 
important and valuable one from the Chris
tian point of view, for the reason that will 
be stated below. 

Most Christian books written to question 
or disprove the theory of evolution are of 
very little value because the authors quite 
obviously have only a limited and often dis
torted knowledge of e u r r e n t scientific 
thought. Some books by fundamentalist au
thors contain such erode blunders and over
statements that a scient ist of any stature 
would only laugh at them. Othe{ books ruin 
their case on the cover and title pagc of the 
hook by the use of a question-begging title 
such as "Am T Rational?" While this type 
of literature may help some Christians to 
see that much can be said against the theory 
of evolution, it is seldom a match for the 
e'Volutionistic scientific textbooks of our day. 
A Christian student would not be likely to 
get far by showing one of tlleSe fundamen
talist critiques of evolution to a professor 
who acecpts evolut ion as "proved fact." 
There is certainly a need, therefore, for 
literature that is scientifically above re
pro.'lch, which lhc Christian student can 
use to defend his fa ith against evolllt ion
istic attack. The present volume is such a 
book. 

As far as can be seen hom the book, the 
author is not a religious believer at all 
certainly no one could call Ilim a fundamen
talist . He is a profesSional biologist in a 
modern university and he is interested only 
in the scientific status of the question. He 
undertakes to SllOW that evolution, 11S eom
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monly understood, is not "proved fact" at 
all, but a hypothesis that rests upon seven 
basic assumptions or presuppositions, nonc 
of which has been proved - in fact, in the 
nature of the case, they cannot be proved. 
The Ilrst assumption is "that non-living 
things gave rise to living material, i.e. , spon
taneo\lS generation occurred." 'The second 
assumption is that spontancous gencration 
occurred only once." "The third assumption 
is that viroses, bacteria, plants and animals 
are all interreL1ted." "The fourth assump
tion is that the Protozoa gave rise to the 
Metazoa." "The flfth assumption is that the 
various invertebrate phyla are interrelated." 
"The sixth assumption is that the inverte
brates gave rise to the vertebrates." "The 
seventh assumption is that within the vertc
brates the fish gave rise to the amphibia, 
the amphibia to thc reptiles, and the reptiles 
to the birds and mammals" (p. 6). The au
thor adds: "For the initial purposes of this 
discussion on Evolution 1 shall consider 
that the supporters of the theory of Evolu
tion hold that aU these seven assumptions 
are valid, and that these assumptions form 
the 'General Theory of Evolution'" (p. 7 ). 
He then goes on to say that "these seven 
assumptions by their nature are not capable 
of experimental verification. TIley assume 
that a certain series of events has occurred 
in the past," but there is no scientific proof 
that they did occur in the past. He then 
discusses the possibility and probability of 
these events having occurred, but is careful 
to show that neither possihility nor prob
ability is the same thing as "proved fact." 

TIle author is quite devastating in his 
criticism of students who think they are ac
cepting evolution on the basis of scientific 
evidence when as a matter of fa ct tllCY arc 
only parroting the statcments of professors 
amI textbooks. He reconstmcts an interview 
with such a student (pp. 3-5), which shows 
up the student as, not a vigorous indepen
dent thinker, hut merely a scientiflc conform
ist who can echo the scientific orthodoxy of 
the day. 

At the end of the book thcre is a biblio.t!:
raphy of books on evolution extcnding to 
len pages (159-168). We shall close this re

view with the author's conclusion of the 
book (pp. 156-7 ): "Most students become 
acquainted with many of the current con
cepts in biology whilst still at school and 
at an age when most people are, on the 
whole, uncriticaL Thell when they come to 
study in more detail, they have in their 
minds several half-truths and misconcep
tions which tend to prevent them from com
ing to a fresh appraisal of the situation. In 
addition, with a uniform pattern of educa
tion most students tend to have the same 
sort of educational background and so in 
conversation and discussion they accept 
common fallacies and agree on matters 
based on these fallacies. 

"It wou ld seem a good principle to en
courage thc study of 'scientific heresies: 
There is always the danger that a readcr 
might be seduced by one of these heresies 
but the danger is neithcr as great nor as 
serious as the danger of having scientists 
brought up in a type of mental strait-jacket 
or of taking them so quickly through a sub
ject that they have no time to analyze and 
diges t the material they have 'studied.' A 
careful perosal of the heresies will also in
dicate the facts in favour of the currently 
accepted doctrines, and if the evidence 
against a theory is overwhelming and if 
there is no other satisfactory thcory to take 
its place we shall just have to say that we 
do not yet know the answer. 

"There is a theory which states that many 
living animals can he observed over the 
course of time to undergo changes .<;0 that 
new species are fomled. This can be called 
the 'Special Theory of Evolution' and call 
be dcmon~trated in certain cases by experi
ments. On the other hand therc is the theory 
that all living fonns ill the world have arisen 
from a single source which itself came from 
an inorganic form. This theory can be called 
the 'Cencral Theory of Evolution' and the 
cvidcnce that supports it is not sufficiently 
strong to allow I1S to consider it as anythin.t!: 
more than a working hypothesis. It is not 
clear whether the changes that bring about 
speciation are of the same nature as those 
that brought about the development of new 
phyla. The answer will be found by future 
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experimental work and not by dogmatic as~ 
sertions that the General Theory of Evolu
tion must be correct because there is noth
ing else that will satisfactorily take its 
place." 

Every high school teacher of science 
should have this book. Parents would do 
well to spend five dollars to give a copy to 
any son or daughter who is being shaken 
in faith by the dogmatic assertions of a col
lege professor that Evolution is "proved 
fact" and must be accepted because there 
is no credible alternative. Like a breath of 
fresh air it clears the atmosphere of assump
tions treated as if they were facts, and 
shows the real status of the scientific ques
tion of evolution today. 

J. G. VOS 
(From "BL.U E BANNER FAITH AND LIFE" 

July-September 1965 i ..ue; by permiuion of the 
~vi~w~r.) 

An Introduction to New Testament 
Textual Criticism 
by J . HAROLD GREENLEE. Wm. B. Eerdmans 
Publishing Co., Grllnd Rapids, Michigan. 1964. 
160 pp., $3.50. 

1. Harold Greenlee is professor of New 
Testament Language at Asbury Theological 
Seminary in Kentucky. He has written a 
textbook for his students. He states that his 
aim is " to present the facts and principles 
of New Testament textual criticism that are 
generally accepted .. . in a manner that will 
enable the beginning student to undm-stand 
them and to begin to make his way in this 
intriguing and important fleld in which the 
rewards of careful labor are great." 

He discusses the need and importance of 
textual criticism, the various sources of 
textual data, the history of the te.'tt, and the 
history of critical textual study. Probably 
the two most important chapters for the 
average seminary student are the two on 
how to engage in textual criticism and what 
guidelines are to be followed in arriving at 
the most likely original reading. 

The material of this book is not new. The 
general guidelines of tc.~tual criticism have 
remained fairly constant since Westcott and 
Hort's work at the end of the previous cen
tury. This book gives a good introduction 
to the whole field for the novice. It also 
makes a fine handbook for those who wish 
to review thcir seminary material and keep 
in practice on the problems of textual study. 

WILLIS P. DE BOER 

Positive Preaching and the Modern 
Mind 
by P. T. Fot1ylh. Wm. B. E~rdmans Publi,hing 
Comp!!ny. Grand Rapids, Michigan. 258 pages. 
Price $1.95 (PaperbllCk). 

Always, and surely in our time, preaching 
is so important that it is deserving of con
stant study and analysis. By all means, it 
should be positive and address itself to the 
nlOdem mind. Such preaching is what God 
intended, what men everywhere need, and 
what the Word and Spiri t make possible. 
It is tnlc that this ideal is not always re
a! i7..ed, and we must appreciate the author's 

attempt to contribute to a greater realization 
of it. 

This is the recent American edition of a 
volume that first appeared in England in 
1907. Although written more than a half 
century ago, this discussion has lost none of 
its cogency and relevancy for our time. In 
fact it is one of the most stimulating vol
umes available on the subject of preaching. 
The author has something to say and pro
ceeds to say it in a challenging and delight
ful manner. The book abounds in statements 
that one is detennined to remember and 
inclined to quote. One finds a gem on al
most every page. 

The author offers many valuable in
sights. The language, but also the content, 
is fresh and inspiring. All who are inter
ested in the proclamation of God's Word 
ought to find real appeal in the discussion 
on the need of Biblical exposition; preach
ing as worship; the church as the great 
missionary to humanity; the authority of the 
preacher; and the centrality of the cross in 
the preacher's message. 

However, it must be said, and let it be 
said emphatically, that this book must be 
~ead with great discernment. There is much 
in it that is truly instructive; there is also 
much with which conservatives will dis
agree. As one reads, questions arise: Cnn 
one accept the author's view of revelation? 
Does he clearly distinguish between revela
tion and preaching? If preachin,lt is offered 
to God while directed to men, is it really 
sacramental in character in the sense that 
the author avers? Are the cross and the 
atonement interpreted in a truly Biblical 
sense? 

Obviously, the theology of the book must 
be put to the test. One can only advise; 
read the book; listen closely; think care
fully; and obey the truth, the tnlth of the 
Word of God. When th is is done one will 
learn much and will at the same time be 
prompted to investigate further. 

GEORGE GRrrrER 

The Preacher's Portrait 
by John R. W. Stot!. Publi,h~d by Wm. B. Eerd· 
mans, Grllnd Rapids, Michigan. 124 pages. Price 

S 1.45 (Pllperback). 

The author is Rector of the All Souls 
Church, London, and serves as Chaplain to 
Her Majesty, the Queen of England. He 
has also written several other volumes. 
among them Basic Christianity. 

Who will not agree with the author's 
statement of purpose: "We need to gain in 
the Church today a clearer view of God's 
revealed ideal for the preacher, what he is 
and how he needs to do his work. So I 
shall be considering his message and author
ity, the character of the proclamation he 
is called to make, the Vital necessity of his 
own experience of the Gospel, the nature 
of his motive, the source of his power, and 
the moral qualities which sho\.ld character
ize him, notably humility, gentleness, and 
love. This, I suggest, is the preacher's por

trait painted by the hand of God Himself 
on the broad canvas of the New Testa
ment." 

The five chapters discuss the preacher as 
Steward, Herald, \Vitness, Father, and Serv
ant. The portrait presented is beautiful in 
its description and thoroughly Biblical iu 
character. This study includes analysis of 
many of the basic and prominent terms 
uscd in the New Testament with reference 
to the preacher, but the discussion is very 
clear-cut so that its value is not limited to 
those who have studied the Greek laoguage. 

This volume is deserving of wide circula
tion and perusal. It will serve as a reminder 
to the busy - and at times disappointed 
pastor, of the glory of his task. It will en
lighten members of the congregation as to 
their responsibility toward the mall who by 
divine call is burdened with the task of 
bringing the message of God, which alone 
can and will meet the eternal need of saints 
and sinners. 

GEORGE GRIllER 

Introduction to the New Testament 
by EVEREn F. HARRISON; Wm. B. Eerdman$ 

Publishing Co .. Grllnd Rapids, Michig an. 1964. 
4Bl pages. Price $5.95. 

Everett F. Harrison is professor of New 
Testament at Fuller Theological Semimry 
in California. Prior to his coming to Fuller 
he taught at Dallas Theological Seminary. 
This book is the result of twenty-five years 
of teaching New Testament Introduction in 
these seminaries. Harrison states, "I was 
led to prepare this book primarily for the 
5.1.ke of my students, who were growing 
weary of taking notes diligently from day 
to day in the classroom." Hence, the pro
fessed purpose of the book is to serve as a 
textbook for seminarians. 

In nearly 500 pages the author surveys 
the matters appropriate to such an introduc
tion of the New Testament. He has S<.'Ctions 
on the background history, the language of 
the New Testament, textual crit icism, and 
tlle New Testament canoll. The major por
tion of the work is devoted to a discussion 
of the individual books of the New Testa
mcnt. Here the typieal introductory matters 
are discussed: authorship, readers, purpose, 
date, contents. characteristics, and the spc· 
cial problems and recent discussions of the 
book. Those acquainted witll New Testa
ment Introductions will immediately sense 
how ID.e to fonn tbis book is. 

Harrison's approach is evangelical and 
conservative. As a New Testament scholar 
he has kept abreast of his field. He is alert 
to the wide range of approaches to and 
opinions 011 the various New Testament 
problems. He has benefited from the many 
valuable insights that the scholarly probing 
and discussing of recent decades has brought 
to light. Even in some positions and ap· 
proaches with which he disagrees most 
heartily, Harrison can detect very worth
while insights and suggestions. In general , 
however, after Harrison has led his stu
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dents through a review of the available 
facts, varying opinions, and scholarly dis
cussions, he concludes that the traditional 
position can still stand. 

Harrison's proposals are not new and 
exci ting ones. He concludes. for instance, 
that Luke is the author of Acts, and that it 
is his torically reliable; that Paul is the 
author of Ephesians, that the Prison Epistles 
originated from Rome; that the Pauline au
thorship of the Pastoral Epistles is credible, 
particularly if one considers the possibility 
thnt Luke may have been acting as Paul's 
secretary at this point, that the case against 
Peter's authorship of 11 Peter, while ad
mittedly a strong one. is not flnally com· 
pelling. Other matters Harrison finds reo 
maining as much up in the air as ever. For 
all the wealth of study that has been di

rected to the synoptic problem, the prob
lem remains as unsolved as evet. Nor has 
a great deal of probing succeeded in mak
ing Hebrews less of an enigma. Harrison's 
book is a valuable addition to the New 
Testament field not merely in that it offers 
sane and judicious conclusions. He makes 
a vast amount of material available to the 
reader by way of summary and survey. 
Here is an epitome of New Testament dis
cussion. 

The book is written as a seminary text~ 

book. Ought this to scare oH the rest of 
the reading public? Not necessarily. There 
is a wealth of infonnation and instruction 
here for anyone who wishes to work a bit 
at hroadening and deepening his knowledge 
about the New Testament. It gives rdiable 
guidance on New Testament problems. 

It is probably the ministers, however, 
who have the most reason for interest in 
this book This New Testament Introduc
tion succeeds in making the old seminary 
textbook on most parsonage bookshelves 
out of date. Not that its conclusions arc 
very different. But the context of the dis
cussion is constantly changing. Harrison's 
book will remain up to date only if he keeps 
it so - and it is to be hoped that the pub
lishers will encourage rum to do that. Thete 
is constant fennenl in New Testament sci
ence, just as there is in the other sciences. 
One remains abreast of his ficld only by 
constant reading and study. Harrison lends 
a helping hand by sharing his wide reading 
and constant study with others. This book 
can he highly recommended 10 those in the 
ministry as a refresher course. 

WILLIS P. 	DE BOER 

NOTE CHANGE OF DATE FOR ANNUAL MEETING 
of 

REFORMED FELLOWSHIP, INC, 
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FRIDAY, OCTOBER 15,1965 

GRANDvu.LE AVENUE CHRISTIAN REFORMED CHURCH 
Grandville Ave. at Clyde Park, S. W., Gnlnd .apids, Mich. 

THEME- "The Sovereignly of God in Today's World" 

SPEAKERS
10:30 A.M. Rev. John PieHm • . Pastor, Fint Christian Reformed Church. P.II., I • • 

TOPIC: " 1965? REFORMED FELLOWSHIP AND WHERE WE SHOULD GO FROM HERE" 

1:30 P.M. Prof, Johannes G, Vos of Geneva College, Beaver Falls, Pa. 
TOPIC: "SUR RENDER TO EVOLUTION - INEVITABLE OR INEXCUSABLE?" 

7:30 P.M. Dr. Cornelius Van Til, Prof. of Apologetics, Westminster Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, Pol . 
TOPIC: "THE SOVEREIGNTY OF GOD IN TODAY'S WORLD" 

BANQUET - Reservations Musl Be in by Oct. 4 
6 :30 P.M. For Reservations Write Reformed Fellowship, Inc., Breton Village, Grand Rapids, Mich. or call 

949-5610. 
The 	afternoon and evening meetings are for members and their guests 

All who can possibly aHe nd are urged to do so! 
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