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Korea? 

A question mark is placed after the word Korea. My purpose is to question what Korea 

means in our present day crisis. Does it mean a possible conclusive victory, or greater 

responsibilities and more commitments to defend? 

Many things are beyond our scope when our foreign policy is under discussion. We are in 

the dark about the real situation. It is well to emphasize that no matter how great the danger, or 

how hopeless the situation may seem, the principles of truth and justice may never be 

disregarded. To pursue a pragmatical course, which I fear is too often done, will never result in 

peace and happiness. We believe, however, that God controls and uses the decisions of men to 

further His eternal plan, so that even the course of sin serves His purpose. He uses the plans of 

wicked rulers to promote the peace and prosperity of His church. 

My question about Korea does not concern itself with the application of the principles of 

justice to our international affairs. My question is merely about the result we may expect. There 

lurks in the bosom of every parent and every young man and young woman the yearning for 

peace and quiet. The last war is scarcely over and now we must again send our boys off to the 

fight. Shall we never have happy homes again? As a society on earth there has always been a 

measure of that natural happiness, but in the end these shall be taken away from mankind, just as 

all things that make this life possible shall be withdrawn, and the night of wrath and vengeance 

shall be upon us and then the wicked shall be cast into outer darkness. “The voice of the 

bridegroom and of the bride shall be heard no more at all in thee.” (Rev. 18:21ff.) 

Now victory seems still a thing of the future. And even victory in Korea will be merely a 

respite, as we look at it now. And temporary victory will mean many more responsibilities and 

problems to be faced. 

 

New Dogma. 

Dogma has been defined as teaching which is authoritative. The question as to what gives 

a teaching authority, sanction, what makes it a dogma, has been debated for ages, even before the 

time of Christ. 

The new dogma I refer to is the Roman Catholic doctrine of the Assumption of the Virgin 

Mary. 

According to a short write-up in Time, St. Anthony of Padua (1195-1231) saw a vision 

one night in which the Virgin Mary herself appeared to him and said, “Be assured, my son, that 

this body of mine . . . has been preserved from corruption of the grave. Be equally assured that 

three days after my death it was carried upon the wings of angels to the right hand of the Son of 

God, where I reign as Queen.” Last week this became an official dogma of the Roman Catholic 

Church. In 1946 Pope Pious XII sent a letter to all the bishops, asking whether they thought the 

Assumption should now be made a church dogma. Most bishops approved. The 1950 holy year 

will henceforth be called the Jubilee year of the Assumption. After a long feast of celebration, 

the pope read the bull of proclamation: The presence of Mary in soul and body in heaven is a 

God-revealed truth . . . Hence if anyone deliberately presumes to think otherwise, let him know 

that in his judgment he stands condemned, has suffered shipwreck in faith and has separated 

himself from the church’s unity.” 



The strange thing is not that it is stupid and superstitious, as a modern Protestant affirmed 

to me, for we believe in the translation of Enoch and Elijah. But the real point is that this 

doctrine is made without the authority of the Bible. 

That brings us to the conception of dogma, which is of perennial interest. Since Miriam 

and Aaron questioned Moses, and the Pharisees and Jews questioned Jesus and in Paul’s day 

contended for their authority, we have had that issue with us. 

For Protestants that only is authoritative which is taught in Scripture. “The Bible is the 

only rule of faith and practice” and Luther defended the liberty of judging of dogmas or 

councils— “judicandi conciliorum decreta”. The Roman Catholic Church after the Council of 

Trent taught that dogma referred to “doctrines which were authoritative as formulated by the 

church. At first the dogma of the Immaculate Conception was called a thesis until Pope Pious IX 

in 1854 defined it as a dogma. In 1870 the Vatican decrees affirmed the personal infallibility of 

the pope. 

Now, it seems to me, there is a slight departure from the usual way the papal decrees are 

made. With this decree the pope consulted 500 bishops beforehand. Although this may be a more 

careful course, nevertheless it principally remains the same erroneous Roman Catholic Doctrine. 
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