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THE CHRISTIAN THINKER AS TEACHER
AN INTRODUCTION

By David Robinson

A discovery has k made. In case you hadn’t noticed, a bit of a com-
motion has been taking placx over the last few decades among some Chris-
tian educatom,  who found that if they were going  to claim to educate
“’Christiatily,”  that they had better i~ave some notion as to what that in-
volved. Not that this breakthrough was greeted by univerwd acclaim
—indeed, many remain totally ignoratmto this day of the existence of such
a proposition, some have misunderstood or stereotyped it, while others
have darnned it with faint praise. In spite of this, the challenge remains.

This chrdlenge  is known by several different aliases, but perhaps the
mast common term is “integration,” having in this case the rather
~ _ Of the SytXhSii  Of t%vx truth with cum ~n-
tent md ~ pracdce.  One might pmsibly  question the adequacy of
the word in the light of its ambiguous shadea of cmmotahn,  but the
search foranaknadve isachaUenge  ofadifferentsorL  and we may
adopt the word as Iongas  weareaware of its shortcomings. W* the last
WaV~mm,M&nwMoftikd_hn&@K-
ed on the subject, learned lectures have been given, Seminms have been
held, formal and informal factdty  sessions have transpired, all for the pttr-
plme of~what shotdd or should not be done.

Nowtikd@ti  @.@n~@ti_mofwn,  Ibelieve
that the events known as Calvary and Pentecost shotdd have a codtming
impact on what we think, and how we think. We should think differently,
because we are different. This is hardly an earth-shaking revelation of re-
eent manufacture The world has traveled an impressive &stance since
God fwst instructed man on the implications of regeneration. Our concart
is therefore most appropriate, but brings with it a question that I fti
somewhat dktmbhg. Redzirtg the relatively recent advent of Christian
education in its present form, conceding the immense scope of the task,
and allowing that saints win be saints, I am yet curious. Pentecost was long
ago. Whyarewesdll  stn@ingwith  such basic issueaatsueh ek2nentary
~~?

Itistcrnpting tosuggestthat thehsueismedy aqueationofmethod.
“Y6,p,d ~,’’mm,’’tib  *I@*tk Imtimtim
sure. “How” is really a rather advanced question if you think about it. I
generally ask “how?” only if I have passed that threshold in my mind
leading toatleasttentative ame@mceofthatwhich  Iamcomi&ing.  Ido
not believe that “how?” is a question that many Christian educators have
attairted toasofyet. There areother  dragons toconsider first.
-ktie@o~~of**Stof~tiAtiwa

*=, rn~titi=yti *B, titie@oftio@tfd
with Adam, andthat  whenoneisregem@d,  themindisre&nemM
also, with crucial implications for education. In other words, we neglect to
think abottttMking,  which makeatMnkingthe  thoughts of God after
Him rather difficult. We seem to trample underfoot the mind of Christ.

Another aspeetof ourdiffictdty wotdd  appear tolieinthe  fact that
when we do think about thinkhg, we don’t do it for very long, or with
much consistency. We may apply ourseks  diligattly to other critical
cauaca, sucllasfh&dAon ofwa@, orsdtool prayes, or bamtingthisor
tiabk,m,ti~~~,-tidofm~~mw

church; indeed, we are apparently becoming very proftient  at involve-
ment with vitally peripheral issues. In time, we shall no doubt concentrate
more and more attemtion on increasingly trivial dktmcdons,  until at last we
shall have conclusively established ourselves as litde more than trivial
distractions. Perhaps we believe that profundity is not a parddarly useful
quality, at least in thought. After all, wasn’t Jesus a simpk? carpenter?

We suffer from yet another problem. This problem too wears man)
guises, but put most plainly, we don’t talk to each other much about very
much. Now this is not very surprising, really. Words and thoughts dwell in
dynamic union in human beings. If our concerns and our gaze have
become trivialimd  and pede-mian,  our conversation will reflect this. In the
day today press of the routine and mundane, it is tempting to discard such
“luxuries” as intekctud r@ection and communion with one another, in
favor of a less committal and timeensuming way of life. We will be the
poorer for this, though we might refuse to admit it, or, even worse,  might
not even realize our poverty, having never d&red what we lack. In short,
the shekinah might depart, to general apathy. The consequences of such
callousness anywhere have always been tragic. They are doubly so among
the tedters  of the flock-for aside from the tachers, there k the tlock,
you we.

Ffly, there is a tragic tendency among Christians to “discover” bng
since discovered truth, still warm from the previous discovery. We are,
tiRKfOK, tkOUgh OttI Own i@OtWILX iltld sbth, ViCtimS Of the tivetlted
wheel. This malady appears rather regularly (some would say depms@y
so), and spMgs  predictably from our Previous considesatbns.  A com-
munity of believers which does not worship from strong and practiced
minds, which def~es  and denigrates the act of intellectual interplay, and
which &vates ignorance and medincrhy  to pious virtue, is a community
which will be a constant victim of the reinvented wheel. Every few years or
so, someone will suddenly exclaim’ ‘Eureka!” and procsed  to outline how
important this or that new idea is, or wotdttn’t  it be great, and yes, that
sounds wonderful, and I never thought of that, and somebody should do
something-I tidy wonder how lSMSly generations “Of ChiSdtW

have passed in infrequently ruffkd  tranq~ty,  behOkii?g  the ~ *

and fourth caning of the mbcamte wheel.
Nowti~of@~~&f=&*tiQm~tik

of ‘htegmdon,” Icanotdy  saythat  itisnemasmyto  tmdrmUd
~tikmbbefmm@=*w@k.myof
thetrihMom thatarefaced inthisarea ori&ateinour  tmwWt@essto
be thoughtful and aware—ofwhatis, whathasbet%  andwhatcotddbe.  I
might nothavetowrestle  thetarbabyifhehas  already beertvanqukM.

Awmirtg  now that we remgnim that we “new cq.ations” have some
sort of maponsiiility to use thoughts and words in a _ rekcdve of
ournewimage,  andthat wevagueiyagree  thatthiais  smMhingthatmay
tivohemtim- efftitiw~d, htk~dmrn
the light of Pentecost-what then of the classroom and Chrkdan thought?
Wk, of@-,  a-q&n, wHI@ti_m@mkmy
sat of comprehensive fashion. Instead, I would like to grappie with some
crucial cwtsicleratbn in a series of essays which will touch upon
possibilidea  that Imustconfeas that Ifmdfascina@. History and the
Social Studks/Htunamt=.. ammypdctdar  garden ofdelight, andshall
provide a rough framework for some thoughts on the nature of what we
shouklbe  doing inthe Cbaroom, how to go about xcompkshing  this
(nowthat weareperhaps UMXetVdyfmthe  “how’’),a  sweliasafew
notabk  wspents to be avoided or slain.



AN EDUCATIONAL COMMENTARY ON THE BIBLE
By Rodney N. Kirby

#10 “Gesteais  and Ancient History, Part 2“
Text — Genesis 5, 11

Last month, we began showing the necessity for- Christian history
teachers to reconstruct their subject matter on the foundation of Scrip-
ture. We saw how Genesis 4 teachea many things about ancient historY
which go contrary to the generally accepted (evolutionary) view of
history.

This month, we turn to Genesis 5 and 11 to see another aspect of an-
cient history. Having dismiwd  evolution as being unbiblical, the Chris-
tian teacher will also dismiss the dating scheme of the evolutionists.
There will simply be no need for the bfions of years required by evolu-
tion. So that brings up the question, “How old is the world?”

The Institute for Creation Research and oth~ creationist organiza-
tions have done much helpftd work in this area. They have shown how
the dating methods used by evolutionists are based on faulty assump
dons. They have also shown that other dating methods point to a young
earth. The Ch&ian  teacher, particularly teachers of history, geology,
and archaeology, must not ignore the work of these scholars.

While thk work is invaluable, it must nevertheless be kept in its place.
Creationist sciendfii  !Mings are based on untested, non-scientific
assumptions the same as are evolutionary dating methods. In a sense, the
evidence for a young earth is no more “scientific” than that for an old
earth. The validity of evidence is dependent upon one’s religious pre-
suppositions. Neither position is neutral. As Christians, our presupposi-
tion is the truthfulness of God’s Word. We do not usc science to show
the truth of !lcripturq rather, we use Scripture to show the truth of any
parddar  scientific finding. Thus, to know which of the many dating
methods are most accur%te,  we must know what Scripture teaches about
theageoftheearth.

Genesis 5andllwouId  seemto_h uswiththe  dataneededto
cakdate  the age of the earth. We are given the number of years from
one gtmaadon to the next, from Adam to Abrahami  Other Biblical data
~~ti~A~ti~m, mdmltkatiple~t=
of counting backwards from Abraham to fmd the age of the earth. For
further reference, see Martin Anstey, Chronology of the Old Testament
(Grand RapidS  Kregel,  1973).

Howma,  StUISty  ~object to such a procedure. They say that
it is Me@mate to use Gene& 5 and 11 to construct a chronology, for
that is not the purpose of these chapters. The purpose is, rather, to show
God’s faWMneas in guarding the Messianic lin~ to show the fulfdrnent
of Gen. 217 by repmdng “and he did,” and to show by the shorter
lifcspstns atler the fIood  “the tighttming  grip of the Edenic curse upon
the human body” (John C. Whitcomb, Jr. and Henry M. Morris, The
Genes&  Fibd Grand Rapids: Baker, 1%1; p. 477). Whitcomb and
Momisdevote anappen&in this book tothisvery  question, and list
eight objedions  to the position we are presenting. We will deal with a
few of these.

F-, the idea that chronology is not “the purpose” of these chapters
hasnowe@t. WhitcOm b and Morris give five p~, this does not,
howevex, dminate  the possiii of a sixth-the construction of a
*logy. In one sense, Scripture does have ordy one purpose-to
make the man of God “perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good
works” (II Tii. 3:17). However, the preceding verse lists four “sub-
PUXPOWS”  of %ripture--doctrhte, reproof, correction, and instruction in
~. Sc@hue k like a many-faceted jewel-we may look at it in
many different lights to gain different insights, to equip us for eveu good
work. Thus, afthough  the OVerd  pUrpOSe of M- in inchding Chilpt=’S$
and 11 in Gentaismay nothavebeen topreaent achronolog, wearenot
hindered thereby from making such an applicadom  The presence of “ir-
rekwant  information” (Whhcomb and Morris, p. 476f.), the fact that
chaptems andllaresymmemd“ (p. 475f.), and the fact that the number
of years are not totalkd by Moses (p. 474f.) are thus irrelevant objections.

The objection that “the postdiluvian ‘&riarchs could not have been
contemporties  of Abram” (p. 477f.) is merely an unfounded assump
tion, as is the notion that there must have been many centuries between
the tower of Babel and Abram (p. 478f.). It is also mentioned that the
term “begat” sometimes refers to ancestral relationships (p. 481483).
Whitcomb does give examples of such usage elsewherq we do not ques-
tion th~. But this does not mean we are warranted in reading Gen. 5 and
11 this way, without other evidence (Biblical evidence, that is). Besides,
even if the relationship between say, Seth and Enosh (Gen. 5:6) spans a
missing generation or two, it still is the case that Seth was 105 years old
at the b~h of Enosh, whether he was his son, grandson, or great-
grandson. If not, the Biblical record is false here. Also, the parallel with
other BIMical genealogies breaks down. Other genealogies do not have
the age at the birth of the next generation given, as we have here (X lived
Y years, and begat). Contrast chapters 5 and 11 with, say, Gen. 10. The
fact that the agea are given makes this record distinct from the others,
and we must take care when we draw parallels with other accounts.

The only truly substantive objection comes byway of Luke 3:36, where
‘Qinan”  appears after Arphaxad and before Salah (cf. Gen. 11:12). This
could indicate a missing generation, thus implying other missing genera-
tions elsewhere. Also, there is hardly time to insert Cainan into Gem 11:12
without stretching the time, for Arphaxad  would then be 35 at the birth of
his grandson Salah-a fact which, while conceivable, is not likely.

There are two possikde  ways to look at this. First, perhaps there should
be art additiomd generation inserted here, b~ on Luke 3:36. This,
however, does not necessitate discarding the whole chronological schesne
of Gen. 5 and 11. We are only warranted in inserting a “missing link”
where we have other Biblical evidence. This is what is done with regard
to the other genealogy=,  we do not go around finding gaps everywhere
we would like one, but note gaps only on the basis of other Biblical
evidence. This is the only place in Gen. 5 and 11 where such a “missing
link” might be indicated This would add only about 3035 years to the
total (based on the average age of childbearing in the context).

Second, Luke, writing in a Greek context, would most likely have
used the Greek translation of the Old Testament, the Septuagint, as his
source. The Septuagint does have the name of Cainrm  in Gen. 11:12.
Thus, Luke was merely Mating the Septuagint of his day, not the
Hebrew text (no reliable Hebrew texts include Cainan).

Whatever the answer to this question may be, ~ said above, it does
not allow the addition of a sign&ant amount of time to the chronology.
It is possible for the Christian teacher to contract an ancient chronology
with a high degree of accumcy, whether he places the Creation at 4004
B.C. (with Ussher),  or, as others have calculated it, at 4042 B.C. or 3960
B.C., or somewhere in that vicinity. This places a backward time limit
on all other historical investigation. This also will locate the Flood (with
its resukmt geological activity) in time. The teacher must thus reconstruct
ancient history within these parameters (folIowing  the example of
Donovan CmuviEe’s  The Exodus  Probkm,  mentioned last month).

BOOK REVIEW
By Dovid  H. Chilton

The World in the Grip of an Idea, by Clarence B. Carson (Arlington
House, 333 Post Road Weat, WestPort, ~ 06880). 312 PP., $14.95.

Clarence Carson’s latest book is aptly titled. The Idea, of course, k
that which has generated sociahsm, although several of its variations as
noted in the book are not generally associated with sockdism.  Carson is
both an independent thinker and a good student of history the com-
bination produces an absorbing (1 almost said gripping) account of col-
lectivism, and leads to a few surprisii conclusions as well. The author’s
purpose, however, is not strictly to deal with the Idea, but with its griP
on the world, illustrating hw theme with an indepth evaluation of
socirdkt policies and practices from Karl Marx to the praent.

Carson observes that the Idea has three prongs: (1) Concuting all ef-
forts toward the goal of a preconceived notion of “human felicity”; (2)



Destroying or altering everything in the culture which may obstruct this
concerted effort; and (3) Using governmental coercion to achieve these
goals. Obviously, this considerably broadens the field of inquiry from a
narrowly conceived concept of communism or socialism. There are
many varieties of the Idea’s outworking, but all are spawned from the
notion that all huma?ractivity  should be directed by government to at-
tain certain social goals, and that our received culture should be
uprooted to conform to these goals. As Marx wrote “The alteration of
men on a - scale is necessary”; men must rid themselves “of ‘Ml the
muck of ages and become fitted to found society anew. ”

Carson distinguishes revolutionary sockdism (e.g., communism and
fascism) from evolutionary socialism (e.g., Fabianism and 20th-century
liberalism). Revolutionary socialism, he argues, is not so much a system
of thought as “an anti-religious religion,” an “anti-Christian Christian-
ity” (pp. 21 f.): religious imagery and symbol impregnated and trans-
formed by Marxist content. Marxist rhetoric is often the veriest non-
sense, but its appeal lies in its summons to an irrational leap of faith, offer-
ing an escape from the struggles of history through institutionalized envy.

One of the seeming enigmas of Marxism is its theoretical repudiation
of government on the one hand, and its actual totalitarism on the other.
Marxists cannot, of course, simply abolish government once they come
to power, particularly since their idealogy can be imposed only by coer-
cion. No government, in Marxist theory, is legitimate: hence Marxist
rulers cannot be described simply as dictators, in the historical sense of
that term. Rather, they must be seen as “gangsters tied to Marxist
idealogy,” following a pattern “of secrecy, terror, purges, riders sur-
rounded by henchmen, of expropriation (theft), of violence, and of
fear. . . A communist regime attempts to establish its legitimacy by its
adherence to Marxism. The more gangster-like the rulers are the more
fanatically they proclaim their Marxism. . . Marxism cannot legitimize
their government, or any government, but it does legitimii, for them,
their gamgster-like  rule” (p. 46f.).  The violent seizure of power by Lenin
and the continuing Soviet reign of terror we described at length: the
dismantling of the family stmct~ the ruin of the Russian culture and
economy, the control of churches, the killing and enslaving of millions,
and politicization of all life and thought. Terror, it must be conceded,
can produce a “stable” soci~ but it is the stability of the grave.

A cherished myth of the last SO years has been the alleged contrast be-
tween communism and fascism. Fascism, we often hear, is the antithesis
of socialism, being the ultimate in right-wing capitalism. “On the con-
trary,” writes Carson, “fascism was a species of socialism, revolutionary
socialism even, bearing the closest resemblance of all to Marxisrn-
Leninism” (p. 109). Nazi idealogy  was every whit as collectivism as com-
munism; the difference was that, in distinction to communism’s interna-
tional emphasis, Nazism claimed to be a national socialism, working
above all for the ursifiiation of the Gerrnarrpeople.  Aside from th~, the
principles and tactics of the avowed enemies are virtually the same: they
are “parallel systems spun from essentially the same ideological
materials” (p. 155). Both hold to the “command system” of economics
in opposition to the private property, free enterprise order. Both com-
munism and fascism, therefore, are totalitarian, terrorist regjrnes, con-
trolling the means of production, imputing all ills to the chosen
scapegoat (e.g., capitalists or Jews, as necessity may require). Hans
Sermholz  once stated the distinction this way “In Russia, all owners
were shot. In Germany, all owners who disobeyed were shot.” World
War 11 was fundamentally, as Carson contends, “a sockdist conflagra-
tion,” a contest’ between the communist and fascist brands of revolu-
tionary socialism for Europearl  flpremacy.  This struggle for political
dominance, and no idealogy as such, was the basis for the Nazi-Soviet
antagonism, The war ended with the defeat of the Nazi flavor, but the
grip of the Idea upon the world was strengthened. The destruction of
Nazism accomplished little more than the triumph of communism
throughout much of Europe, World War 11 was a socirdist family squab-
ble-of immense proportions and horrifying’ consequences, cer-
taigly-but  a family affair nonetheless.

The Idea is not always manifested in revolutionary garb, It has

...
another, seemingly less virulent siie in evolutionary sociaikrn,  or
gradualkm:  the piecemeal, progressive attainment of the socidst  ideal,
wherein the capitalist structure is not to be violently overthrown, but
transformed b; gradual intervention. Carson examines the growth of
gradualism by turning his attention to its birth in Wth-century  England,
with the rejection of Victorian and Whig political theories. The literary
leaders of the new movement were men such as Charles Dickens,
Thomas Carlyle,  Matthew Arnold, and John Ruskin. The plight of the
poor, according to them, was to be redressed through recourse to the
Benevolent State. Ruskin’s solution to society’s evils was for the state to
see its “fti duty.. that every child born therein shall be well housed,
clothed, fed and educated . . . the government must have an authority
over the people of which we do not so much as dream” (p. 207). The
most influential group begotten by gradualism was the Fabian Society,
which boasted a large number of prominent intelkctuak among its
ranks. Their usual tactic was “permeation,” the insinuation of their
members into as many social, religious and polhical organiadons  as
possible. From these various platforms they advocated any and all types
of statist intervention: poor laws, a minimum wage, government owner-
ship of business, and countless other socidst policies. Marx’s vision of
the Workers’ Paradise was the goal, but it was to be effected not all at
once by revolution, but inch-by-inch, in the gradual and eclectic im-
plementation of socialist programs. With the close of the Second World
War, the Welfare State was instituted on a massive scale national in-
surance and health seMces, and the nationalization or stringent control
of every aspect of the British economy. Complete social planning was
carried out; everything was regulated, and the citizens were made depen-
dent upm the state for the entirety of life. The once free and prosperous
commonwealth was dmectcd, ordered, commanded, prescrii for, im-
posed upon, and strangled. As Ludwig von Mises repeatedly showed, a
socialist society has no means of economic *don: without *
market mechanism of profn  and loss, the Dim@ has no way to tell
where energy and capital should be directed. Surpluses and shortages
become the norm, and unantiapated  (and thus unplarsned-for)
events-unusual weather, for instance-produce atastmphcs as a mat-
ter of course. Famine is a commonplace of sockdkt states. The “con-
trolled” economy is in fact controlled not by the planners, but by
vicissitude. It is at the mercy of its environment-which is to say the
mercy of God, our ultimate Environment, at whose hands a deitied state
may expect little mercy.

Carson’s next example of evolutionary socialism is Sweden, which in
several respwts is mrukedly  different from England’s version of the
Welfare State. Instead of placing the usual restrictions on the investment
of private capitrd,  Sweden penalizes those companies which fail to invest
on schedule! (Arthur Laffer wasn’t the W to think of “supply-side”
economics.) The result has proved somewhat more benefti than that
achieved by Great Britain. Whatever prosperity there is in Sweden cornea
from the fact that industry is privately owned-which is not to say that it
is f?w.  Sweden is the “paternal state” par excdenw  the state pays
women to bear children, subsidizes housing-and special care in this
regard is given unwed mothers-providea child support to all, and
naturally, grants children t’f=~$ ~-~ m c a r e  a n d

psychological treatment. And that’s just the beghdng. There are such
government benefits available as free health care, rent subsidies, home
loans, home furnishing loans, and so on. Tke’s a catch, of anuse. My
thr-year-old  repeats a f* maxim every evening aspart of his
catechism recitation There’s No Such Thing As A Free Lunch. The
$iWd6 m t=d eIIOmlOUSIy,  both diltdy  (perhaps ~% for m
average worker) and by inflation. Even more severe has been the
“human” cost, in the loss of meaning. The family has disintegrated with
the growth of the paternal state, which seeks to provide “perpetual
childhood for the citizenry” (p. 296). Religious and cultural values have
been systematically uprooted. The chief end of government policy has
been to annihilate all ties and loyalties to anything other than the state.
Thus, for all the government’s encouragement of child-bearing, the
Swedish population is suffering an extraordinarily low birth rate. “The
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hearing of children has its tdtimate meaning within the framework of ex-
tended family, community, and moral and spiritual over-
tones . . . socialists in devising the paternal state have tampered with and
cut away the framework of bearing and nurturing of children and the
purpose of the family. . . the paternal state substitutes a cold and imper-
sonal mechanism for the warmth that arises from the freedom and
responsibility of normal human action” (p. 296).

Gradualism has held sway, as we all know, in the United States as
well. Far fkom being the bastion of free enterprise, it has become a haven
for the Irk “enterprise is being stitled, choked, throttkd, limited, and
restmkd in Arnerka and... there is awell  established trend in this
dtiion” (p. 314). Federal, state, and local government restrictions are
legion, in business, transportation, education, health, recreation, land
Use, and soon. “The man Who enters business discovers rather
soon . . . that he has a Senior Partner-government” (p. 323). The
dominance of the Senior Partntr is so pervasive, in fact, that business is
used as an instrument of political power “Much of the force of govern-
ment power reaches the individurd today indKectly by way of his
employer and the other business and fii institutions with which Ite
is involved” (p. 339). A major aspect of this situation is the empowering
of buskases to collect taxes. Beyond this, there is the enforcement of
governmental philosophy in employment and labor, in health and
safety, in finance and construcdon, and other areas. The entangling of
state and enterprise is so considerabk  that “many businesses have taken
on the chamcta of government” (p. 342). Coercion has become a means
of Proffia,  much of business activity has shifted from service to
eltorrion. The ddemdmmt in economics is no longer economic, but
political. Biblically, governmmt must be restmined and checked from
abusea of its rightfid  coerave authority. In our country the reverse has
@Pened.  State power has intruded itself into every part of American
life. And m making  business an agency of government, evolutionary
soc&%sm has reached the zenith of absolutism. “No better prescription
for tyranny Coldd be Wrhten” (p. 349).

But the influence of the Idea on American life has been evermore per-
nicious. The market’s freedom, after atl, is not isolated, but intimately
woven withacukure's  reaponsiiiiity under therukoflaw.  Where society
is enslaved to sin and bureaucrats, the market is in bondage as well. An
obedient peopk will also be~~no d-or will long retain control if a
nation is godlK  no form of slavery, no matter how seemingly beneficial,
will be aaepted by a society which has been emancipated by the gospel.
Thus, an insidious aheradon of cultural values is necesary  for the real
sucoess  of the Idea in American life. This has targely been the task of the
media (which Carson dubs “the Transformation htdustry”).  Transfor-
mation is accomplished through presenting perversion as the norm: even
the “good guys” on tehision  are godkas, autonomous rebels.

When Iwasayouth pastor, apoptdar TV Seriesra uanepisodein
which the teen starkt faced a moral dilemmz Should. I or should I not
go to bed with my boyfriend? * 25 suspeme-f~  minutes, she
arrived at the conclusion that she shouldn’t. The reason? She and her
suitor were not yet mature enough for such an intimate relationship.
“Maybe someday,” she informed her mother. “But I’m just not readY
right now.” The parents of my teenage flock were impressed, relieved
and Mighte& ``moraMy'' hadwontheday, andtheirdaughtcs-s'  virginity
was intact. In truth, what scant virginity Sdu existed m that youth group

was now less secure than ever. The question had not been resolved by an
appeaf to the Standard of morality (“It’s wrong because God says so”),
but simply by this pubescent strumpet’s lawless asscasment of her OWtl
“readiness” to disobey God as fully as she and her panting young
Lothario wotdd have liked. The reaf message of the show was not an ex-
hortation to chastity, but a declaration of independence from godly
cultural standards. It is an example of the way “the Transformation In-
dustry is bent on cdlectivizirtg us” (p. 359) by stripping us of our sociaf
inheritance. The disintegration of norms is the prelude to tyranny, for
spirituaJ  slavery prepares a ctdture for davery  of every kind. It is note-
worthy that the era of “sexual freedom” has also been the era of un-
precedented government intervention and control.

Carson next outlines the extension of communism and gradualism
throughout the world dining the Cold War period, noting the Idea’s
relationship to foreign aid and the concept of the “Third World”-a
concept which is paradwatic  for both revolutionary and gradualist
countries. The Third World nations are held to be victims of capitalist
“exploitation” (i.e., investment). The wealthy West is guilty of causing
the poverty of backward nations, and the Third World is therefore
justified in conf~cating  foreign-owned capital and industry. The Thiid
World concept, as Carson states, is a fraud. But it is also “fearsome
testimony to the ftrmness of the gsip the Idea now has on the world” (p.
448).

In his closing section, Carsxm describes the effect which the Mea, in its
various guises, has had upon the individual. He is especially thought-
provokmg in his discussion of how the factory system has aided in sub-
jugating men to cofbctivism,  reducing the meaning of their life and
work. The rise of the factory coincided with the rise of communism,
which the author sees as “the nineteenth century factory system writ
large”  (p. 475).

considering the primary focus of the book, =y ~tsI have
are of minor importance. But in the hope of aiding some of my readers,
I wifl  mention one of them: it is with Carson’s evahtion (p. 498f.)  of
the “subjective theory of vrdue” as expotmded  by Ludwig von Misea-a
theory which I believe has caused some CMstkns needles confusion.
Mises is * wrong (and inconsistent) in holding economics to be
“value-free.” But the subjective theory in essence refers simply to the
way market prices are determined-not whether the valuations of in-
dividuals are highly esteemed by God. The point is that “each party at-
taches a higher value to the good he receives than to that he gives away
(Mises, Z-Zsmrun  Action, p. 331). The result of any free exchange is thus
that both parties have profited; neither has proftied  at the other’s
eti.

Carson’s book ckars away much of the fog surrounding the issues of
ourday,  enabting usto perceive the nature ofsoci&m’sm&vadug
vision, and pointing the way to genuine freedom through individual
responsibility before God. Your personal or classroom library will be
enriched by this work.

Note: Age of Ir@tion, by Hans SennhOlz, is now availabk from
Western Islands in paperback at $4.95. Write to the publishers at 395
Concord Ave., Belmont, Massachuwtts  02178.
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