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PREFACE

The present writer has from time to time prepared syl
labi for his classes in Christian Apologetics . A number of
" outsiders ” have taken an interest in these syllabi. Some
have used them for classroom teaching ; others have sub
jected them to critical analysis .
The present volume seeks to be of service to both types

of readers . In the first place it seeks to se
t

forth in positive

fashion what seems to the writer to be the Biblicalmethod

o
f defending the Christian Faith . This necessitates making

a comparison between the Romanist -Evangelical and the

Reformed points o
f

view concerning apologetics . In the

second place this work deals with contemporary objec
tions which have been made against the writer ' s views of

apologetics .

While therefore this book is , in a sense , an answer to
critics , that is not it

s primary purpose . Its primary purpose

is to set forth , in broad outline , a method o
f defending

Christianity which is consistent with the nature o
f Chris

tianity .

Acknowledgment is hereby made to publishers who
kindly gave permission to quote from various books : T

o

the

Macmillan Company for permission to quote from Religious

Realism , copyright , 1931 , and from A . E . Taylor ' s Does God
Exist ? copyright -reprint 1947 ; to the Cambridge University
Press fo

r

permission to quote from James Jeans ' The Mys
terious Universe ; to William B . Eerdman ' s Co . for permission

to quote from James Daane ' s A Theology of Grace and from
Edward Carnell ' s An Introduction to Christian Apologetics
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and from William Masselink 'sGeneral Revelation and Com
mon Grace ; to F . S. Crofts and Company for permission to
quote from Martin , Clarke , Clark , Ruddick : A History of
Philosophy ; to Yale University Press for permission to quote

from Cassirer's Essay on Man , and Gilson 's God and Phi
losophy; to Charles Scribner 's Sons fo

r

permission to quote

from Millikan ' s Science and the New Civilization ; and to the

estate o
f

Felix Cohen for permission to quote from Morris

R . Cohen ' s Reason and Nature , copyrighted , revised 1953 .

Special thanks are due to the Rev . Rousas John Rush
doony for carefully reading the entire manuscript ; and to

my former student , Robert G . DeMoss , Th . M . , fo
r pains

taking help in the technical details o
f

the manuscript , and
for the Indexes .
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INTRODUCTION

A brief survey of the criticism to which my views in
theology and apologetics have been subjected will first be
given to enable the reader to see the points at issue.

STANDARDS USED

The present writer and his critics are al
l

adherents o
f

orthodox Christianity . More than that , they have expressed
allegiance to the Reformed Faith a

s

set forth in it
s

historic

creeds . The historic Reformed Faith is distinguished from

Roman Catholicism ; within the Protestant fold it is distin
guished from Arminianism ; in the current theological situa
tion it is distinguished from dialectical theology . The critics
may therefore be expected to use the Scripture , taken to

be the infallible rule of faith and practice , as their ultimate
criterion and the historic Reformed Confessions a

s

their

secondary criterion in their evaluation o
fmy thinking .

In addition to the Scriptures and the Confessions , there
are the writings o

f

great Reformed theologians . There are
first , the works of John Calvin , then the works of the three
great men o

f

recent Reformed theology , Abraham Kuyper ,

Herman Bavinck and Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield . All
Reformed men hold these theologians in high esteem , and to

differ from them is a serious matter . Other men o
f great

stature , too , have written in exposition and defense o
f

the

Reformed Faith , but the writings o
f

none have confessional
standing . But to depart from them may , in a general sense ,
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be conducive to a presumption that one has departed also
from the creeds of the church . These men have the status
of authorities in the field of Reformed thinking and represent
the tradition of Reformed thought ; they are the classical
representatives of the Reformed Faith .
Now the charges against me are that I have not only

departed from the classical tradition of Reformed thinking ,
but that I have departed from the creeds and even from the
idea of the Bible as the infallible standard of faith and
practice .

II

OBJECTIONS RAISED

Before taking up these charges in detail, it is well to look
at the specific and basic objections raised in each instance .

a.Masselink

Masselink 's main objection appears to be well expressed
in the following words: “Our great difficulty with Van Tils
philosophy of common grace is his premise or starting point,
namely, the absolute ethical antithesis.” Masselink finds a
“basic disagreement” betweenmy views and those of Kuyper ,

Bavinck ,Hepp and the “Old Princeton Theology ” on general

revelation and common grace . This difference goes back to
a difference in epistemology . And this disagreement on
epistemology is “ directly related to his major premise of the
absolute ethical antithesis between God and the natural

man."

b . The Calvin Forum Articles

The Forum articles cannot readily be reduced to one
main point. Yet one emphasis recurs repeatedly . It is to
the effect that I have largely borrowed my epistemology
from the idealist school of philosophy .
1 General Revelation and Common Grace , Grand Rapids , 1953 , p. 228 .
2 Idem , p. 126 .
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OT

1. Cecil De Boer. “ In asserting that the givens with
which we must begin are not facts but God - interpreted

facts,' the new apologetic seems to have taken over uncriti
cally the idealist theory of knowledge and truth , a theory
leading logically to a kind of pantheism .” 3

2. Jesse De Boer . “ In common with the majority of
post-Renaissance philosophers Van T

il
is exercised b
y

the
problem o

f knowledge . I do not wish to discuss such a gen
eral topic a

s

the symptoms in Van Til of kinship with modern
epistemologists . Instead , I want to point out specifically
how h

e

uses terms and arguments borrowed from speculative

idealism , and thereby to underline my view that he is skat
ing on thin ice ; his purism is turning into a boomerang . For
modern idealism is n

o friend of Christianity . ” “ Therefore I

give warning that he is in danger of substituting idealism for
Christianity . "

“ I suggest that Van T
il ' s apologetics , because it does not

grow out o
f painstaking and complete mastery o
f great

Christian texts , ancient , medieval , and modern , is twisted
and victimized by the categories and techniques o

f

the ideal
ists whose works he read in his student days . ” 6

3 . Orlebeke . Less outspoken than the others , Orlebeke

is also concerned to discover how my thoughtmay be distin
guished from that o

f

idealism . He quotes the following
words o

fmine : “ For Christianity , God ' s thoughts are consti
tutive . B

y

God ' s thoughts do the facts of the universe come
into existence . ” Then he asks : " Are we to understand that

the knowledge of God cannot be distinguished from the ob
jects o

f

that knowledge ? If it is possible to say that God ' s

thought is constitutive o
f

facts , is it not also necessary to say

that the facts are constitutive ofGod ' s knowledge , and there
fore o

f God ? In order to maintain a sharp distinction be

3 The Calvin Forum , August -September 1953 , p . 3 .

* Idem , p . 11 .

6 Idem , p . 12 .

& The Calvin Forum , November 1953 , p . 57 .



THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

tween God and his creation it would seem to be necessary to
make a sharp distinction between the being of created reality ,

and God's knowledge of it.” ?

4 . Van Halsema . Mr. Van Halsema speaks of my “ Ber
keleian notion ofGod.” He reports further that over against

the Kantian creativity theory of thought Iwant to place the
" creativity theory of divine thought .” He thereupon ex
claims: “ By what notion of Chrisitanity are such idealist

aberrations included in a Christian apologetic”?”

c . Daane
Daane's basic criticism may be summed up in the fol

lowing words :

One half ofmy thesis is that Van T
il

has not delivered com
mon -grace theology from the Hegelian rationalism underlying the
theology o

f

Hoeksema , nor from the non -Christian philosophical

remnants which Van Til thinks to discover in the common grace

· position of al
l

the leading theological thinkers o
f

the Reformed

tradition . On the contrary h
e

has enmeshed the doctrine o
f

common grace more deeply in philosophical speculation than it

has ever been before . Instead o
f presenting a purged basis for a

Christian philosophy o
f history and a purified common grace

theology h
e

has proffered a compound o
f Hegelian rationalism

and modern existentialism in which the rational dialecticism o
f

Hegel is not only retained but enlarged so a
s

to include within

itself an existential dialecticism .

III
MEETING O

F

EXTREMES

The reader may be struck b
y

two things . First , there is

the extreme seriousness of these charges . I am accused o
f

borrowing my epistemology from idealism and presenting a

7 The Calvin Forum , August -September 1953 , p . 15 .

8 The Forum , December 1953 , p . 84 .

9 A Theology o
f

Grace , Grand Rapids , 1954 , Preface .
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compound of Hegelian rationalism and modern existential

is
m . Idealism and existentialism d
o not take the Scriptures

to be the Word of God ; they d
o not believe in the God o
f

the Bible . They do not believe in the creation o
f

this world

and o
f

man b
y

God . They d
o not believe in God ' s providen

tial control over the world . They do not believe Jesus Christ

to have been the Son o
f

God and Son o
f

man . They d
o not

believe in atonement , nor in the return o
f

Christ o
n

the

clouds o
f

heaven to judge the quick and the dead . Yet I am

said to have borrowed my epistemology from such enemies

o
f

the Christian Faith , and Daane asserts that the structure

o
f

the argument in Common Grace is not taken from Scrip
ture but from modern existentialism . Such charges are
serious indeed .

On the other hand Masselink ' s main charge is that I

hold to an “ absolute ethical antithesis , " and this implies that

I have n
o appreciation a
t
a
ll either o
f

the knowledge o
r o
f

thework o
f

unbelievers . “Van T
il contends that the reaction

o
f

unbelievers to common grace is only negative , and , there
fore , they have nothing in common epistemologically with
the believers . ” 10 This too is a serious charge , though not
nearly so serious a one as that pertaining to idealism and

existentialism .

Note how completely opposed to one another these
charges appear to be . On the one hand the essential struc
ture o

fmy thought is said to b
e

that o
f

total unbelief . On

the other hand I am said to classify Aristotle with the devil .

For I am said to believe in the absolute antithesis , and the
idea o

f

the absolute antithesis means that man is a
s bad a
s

he can b
e , for the dictionary meaning o
f

the word “ absolute "

is that there are n
o qualifications .

But I cannot take any comfort in themutually exclusive
nature of these charges , for Masselink agrees with my other
critics that I tend to think in terms o

f

non -Christian philoso

1
0 Op . cit . , p . 148 .
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phy . And some of the other critics agree with Masselink
e chargesmewith having an ab
As already noted , according to Masselink I start my

thinking from the absolute ethical antithesis . And this abso
lute ethical antithesis, he says, logically involves an absolute
logical and aesthetic antithesis. But, in the other direction ,
I am said with Schilder to deny the general external and
internal testimony of the Holy Spirit . And this denial in
volves a twofold error , “ the denial of Total Depravity and
the denial of human responsibility .” 11 “With the reconstruc
tionists , therefore there exists great confusion regarding the
antithesis . On the one hand they all but deny it , and on
the other hand they make it absolute . In saying that natural
man , apart from general revelation and common grace, has
knowledge of God and morality because of the remaining

elements of the original image , they practically wipe out
this antithesis .” 12 With Schilder I am said “ to make much
of the assertion that the origin of all knowledge is in the
natural man himself." 18 In historic Reformed theology the
point of contact for missions has always been found in gen

eral revelation - or in the twofold witness of the Holy Spirit
by which natural man has God consciousness and moral con
sciousness . “ But Van Til finds the point of contact in man
himself .” 14 So Masselink agrees with the other critics in
charging me with working in terms of non -Christian con
cepts. “ The fundamental weakness in the whole philosophic
system of this ‘New Movement according to my judgment
must be precisely attributed to the fact that these conclu
sions have been arrived at by means of a process of involved
philosophic reasoning instead of Scriptural exposition .” 15
On the other hand , some of the other critics agree with

11Idem , p. 107 .
12 Idem , p . 159 .
18 Idem , p. 145 .
14 Idem , p. 158.
15Idem , p. 176 .
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Masselink when he says that I hold to an absolutist posi
tion . Cecil De Boer presents my position as teaching that
“ in philosophy the Christian and the non -Christian cannot
even approximate identical meanings whenever they use

identical terms." 18 “ Anyway , it is evidently useless to argue
that because aman does not accept the Christian religion he
cannot really ( i. e. ultimately ,metaphysically ) distinguish an
egg from a cucumber .” l? Asks Jesse De Boer , “Does the
Bible teach that the radical difference between regenerate

and unregenerate people is such that they do not share the

same algebra or numismatics, ormeteorology ?”18 He speaks
ofmy “oft -stated and basic thesis that the unregenerate man
can know no facts at a

ll . ” 10 Again h
e says : “ Finally , is it

not entirely improper for Van T
il , the Reformed purist who

really wants to avoid sharing common insights with non
Christians , to defend his interpretation o

f what Christianity
implies b

y

a
n appeal to idealist logic ? The statement b
y

which one justifies or defends another statement must be
better known than the latter statement ; so Van T

il

is more

sure o
f

idealist logic than h
e
is o
f

Christian theism . ” 20 Van
Halsema says that in contradistinction from Kuyper and even
Dooyeweerd I hold that “ the laws of thinking are not held

in common b
y

Christian and non -Christian . ” 21

On the one hand , I am said to be more sure of idealist
logic than o

f Christianity , and on the other hand I am said

to hold that Christians and non -Christians d
o not even think

according to the same laws of thought !

re o
f

idealist

th
a
n

th
e

latter s
f another

states

1
6 The Forum , August September 1953 , p . 5 .

1
7

Idem , p . 6 .

1
8

Idem , p . 9 .

1
9

Idem , p . 10 .

2
0

Idem , p . 12 .

2
1

The Forum , December 1953 , p . 85 .
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IV

CONCESSIONS MADE

The sharpness of this view ofmy apologetics is some
what tempered by certain concessions made by the critics .

a.Masselink

Masselink appears to make certain concessions to my
“ absolutism .” He says : “How can there be any affinity be
tween the unregenerate reason and the depths of the Chris
tian religion which makes the understanding possible ?” 22
“Van Til correctly asserts that there is an absolute difference
between the pantheistic Greek conception of deity and the
Scriptural view . Van Til also says that when theGreek poets
think of ' in Him we live and move and have our being'; they
interpret this in pantheistic fashion , whereas Paul sees in
this God 's immanence in the Biblical way . With all of this ,
no Reformed theologian can find any disagreement.” 23
Then too , Masselink grants that in spite of my abso

lutism Iwant to maintain the 1924 " Three Points” on Com
mon Grace of the Synod of the Christian Reformed Church .
He quotes Ridderbos as saying : “ Van Til excellently main
tains Common Grace as a favorable disposition of God .” 24
Ridderbos also asserts that I have in his opinion the

right view of the third point with respect to civil righteous

ness.26 Elsewhere he says : “ That Van T
il

believes the 'Three
Points ' is not questioned b

y

u
s

fo
r
a moment , but our prob

lem is . . . how can a
ll

this be squared with his major

2
2William Masselink : J . Gresham Machen , n . p . , n . d . , p . 147 . C
f
. A

Letter o
n

Common Grace , pp . 12 , 13 .

2
3

General Revelation and Common Grace , p . 136 .

2
4

Idem , p . 185 .

2
5
“Naar onze mening wordt d
e burgerlyhe gerechtigheid , het relatief

goede van d
e natuurlyke mens hier in het juiste verband met de gemene -gratie

leer gebracht . ” ( S . J . Ridderbos : Rondom Het Gemene -Gratie -Probleem ,

Kampen , 1949 , pp . 37 , 38 . )
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premise ?” 26 And when Ridderbos says that in spite of my
maintaining the first and third points he does not see how I
can escape “ intellectual anabaptism ," Masselink thinks this
judgment may be “ too sharp ." 27
Masselink himself , therefore ,believes that in some sense

the antithesis between the Christian and the non -Christian
is absolute . “ The depravity of the natural man , in principle ,
is even absolute ." 28 " The basic principles for the correct
science of nature a

re only found in the Scripture . ” 29 And
when h

e

stresses the idea that because o
f

common grace

there is the retention o
f
“some right knowledge o
f

God with

the naturalman , ” and of " fragments o
fmorality , ” he refers

this knowledge and morality to an outside source , namely , to

God . “But without common grace , the knowledge o
f God

would b
e absolutely false . ” so

b . Cecil De Boer

When Cecil De Boer criticizes my absolutism b
y

sug

gesting that it requires men to accept the Bible in order to

“ solve problems in geometry , ” he appends the following note .

“ In fairness to Professor Van Til of Westminster Seminary it
should b

e

stated that h
e

seems recently to have repudiated

some o
f

his earlier and more extreme assertions relative to

the present issue . And in his syllabi one occasionally finds
such statements a

s that created beings have a nature and an

activity o
f

their own , and that unbelievers have knowledge

which is 'true as far as it goes . Nevertheless , such statements
are so obviously out of character with the general tenor of

his apologetic that one is justified in saying that they amount

to little more than lip service to whatDr . Kuyper and others
have called common grace . ” 31 Thus he grants that in rarer

2
8

Idem , p . 233 .

2
7 Ibid .

2
8

Idem , p . 112 .

2
9

Idem , p . 115 .

8
0

Idem , p . 117 .

3
1 The Forum , August -September 1953 , p . 6 .
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moments I have some measure of appreciation for the truth
that unbelievers possess . He adds thatmy absolutism was
more absolutistic in earlier days than it is now .

On the other hand Cecil De Boer , like Masselink , also
has an absolutism of his own . “ The antithesis between the
Christian way of life and non -Christian ways can hardly be
exaggerated ,but that does not mean that it cannot be made
to look a bit silly by Christians with a pet theory to defend.
No Christian denies that the unbeliever in rejecting God 's
self -revelation is out of touch with reality . But there are ,

after all, degrees of being out of touch , and the unbeliever is
not as a rule so out of touch as to cease being a man made in
the image ofGod . And as bearer of God 's image he would
seem to have considerable in common with the believer . To
him the idea of God as the creator and sustainer of the uni
verse is at least not meaningless , since otherwise he could
hardly deny it."

c. Jesse De Boer
Jesse De Boer also makes concessions . In fact he warns

his readers at the outset in the following words : “Nor do I
wish to encourage anyone who inclines to suppose that there
is no agreement between Van Til and myself on many basic

matters . That would be a pure mistake. Though some read
ers are likely to make that mistake , I choose not to use their
time, by presenting summaries of whole areas of Van Tils
thought , to render that mistake less likely ." There are

therefore “whole areas” of my thought with which he agrees

in spite of the fact that “ In talking as if God is ‘part of a
'system of truth ' Van Til is talking himself out of classic
Christian modes of thought.” 34

d .Orlebeke
Orlebeke deals particularly with my view of facts . He

speaks of the idealist view in which “ the being of a fact is

82 Ibid .
88 Idem , p. 7.
34 Idem , p. 12.
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identical with the being -known of a fact .” He thinks there
is evidence for thinking that I have been influenced by this
idealist interdependence of being and knowledge . Even so
Orlebeke says that I have never defended the thesis that the
knowledge of a fact and the being of the fact are identical

and that I sometimes presuppose it
s falsity . 85 When Orle

beke deals with the question o
f

common ground between
believer and unbeliever he quotes a passage o

f

mine referred

to by Masselink and others in order to show how radically I

have departed from the views of Kuyper . The passage reads

a
s

follows :

Weighing and measuring and formal reasoning are but as
pects o

f

one unified act o
f interpretation . It is either the would

be autonomous man ,who weighs and measures what he thinks of

a
s

brute o
r

bare facts by the help of what he thinks o
f
a
s abstract

impersonal principles , or it is the believer , knowing himself to be

a creature o
f

God ,who weighs and measures what he thinks of

a
s

God -created facts and b
y

what h
e

thinks o
f a
s God -created

laws . Looking a
t

the matter thus allows for a larger " common ”

territory than Kuyper allows for , but this larger territory is com
mon with a qualification . . . it allows u

s

to d
o

full justice to the

" antithesis , ” which Kuyper has taught us to stress . It keeps us

from falling into a sort o
f natural theology , patterned after

Thomas Aquinas , that Kuyper has taught us to reject . 38

And h
e adds , “ I have quoted this passage a
t length to

show the importance which Professor Van T
il

attaches to the
question o

f 'common ground . Because Kuyper believed in

such a thing , he is charged with tendencies toward Thomis

ti
c

natural theology . " 37 But he also adds : “ There are times
when Professor Van Til seems to admit this point . He says ,

for example , We are well aware of the fact that non -Chris
tians have a great deal of knowledge about this world which

is true a
s

far a
s
it goes . That is , there is a sense in which we

can and must allow for the value o
f knowledge o
f

non

8
5

Idem , p . 14 .

8
6 Common Grace , Philadelphia , 1947 , p . 44 .

3
7 The Forum , August -September 1953 , p . 15 .
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Christians . This has always been a difficult point.' ” 88 Orle
beke therefore allows that while Kuyper believes in " com
mon ground” I also believe in it. He does not here stop to
note the exact criticism I make of Kuyper. Orlebeke 's point
is that Kuyper believes in a common territory without
qualification while I believe in a common territory with
qualification .
On the following page , however , Orlebeke does go on

to deal with the notion of commonness with qualification .
He seeks to resolve the “ ambiguity ” which exists in my writ
ing when on the one hand I admit the value of the knowledge

of unbelievers and on the other hand maintain that “no sin
ner can interpret reality aright.” He speaks, even as I have,
of the knowledge that both believers and unbelievers may

have , of such a simple object as a flower. “ If a human being

is to ‘know ' this flower with essential accuracy, hemust know
it as a creation ofGod, revelatory of his wisdom , power, and
glory . From this ultimate point of view the ‘natural man '
knows nothing truly, and from this same ultimate point of
view the Christian knows everything truly . But it does not
follow from the foregoing that every bit of knowledge held
by the unbeliever is for that reason false, except from the
‘ultimate point of view . That is to say , concerning the spa
tial relation of flower A to B alone , the unbeliever can have
true knowledge as far as it goes , and the believer can be
wrong about that same relation as far as that relation is con
cerned . Such would be the case if the Christian should ,
perchance,misjudge the distance between A and B .” 39

Here Orlebeke quotes another passage of mine as
follows :

Something similar to this should be our attitude toward
science . We gladly recognize the detail work of many scientists
as being highly valuable . We glady recognize the fact that
" science ” has brought to light many details . But we cannot u

se

modern scientists and their method a
s the architects o
f

our struc

3
8

Idem , p . 16 .

8
9

Ibid .
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ture of Christian interpretation . . . . We offer the God and Christ
of the Bible as the concrete universal in relation to which a

ll

facts

have meaning . 40
He concludes this section b

y

saying :

This would seem to confirm my thesis . It is hard to see how

the “ details ” furnished b
y

non -Christians would b
e

themselves

altered in a Christian system o
f interpretation , unless one denies

the “value ” o
f

these details . In terms of the analogy , the Israel
ites did not have to re - cu

t

the timbers fashioned b
y

th
e

Phoeni
cians in order to fit them into the temple . 41

There is here then a considerable measure o
fagreement

admitted . The remaining difference will be taken u
p

later .

Orlebeke has perhaps helped u
s

to se
e

the problem about
which all are concerned ,more closely .

In the conclusion o
f

his article Orlebeke says concerning

apologetics :

The view which I have sketched , an avowed defense of

Kuyper ' s conception o
f

common ground , in no way implies the
possibility o

f
a natural theology . Unless there be revelation ,

man can know nothing about God . But there is revelation . Gen
eral revelation , as Calvin says , is objectively perspicuous and
sufficient to convince any right -minded man that God , the Cre
ator and Ruler o

f

the universe , exists . The beauty of the flowers

in the field , for example ,would b
e impossible if God d
id

not exist .

For the Christian this is obviously true . Suppose , now , that

h
e attempts to convince his unbelieving friend that it is true . He

must presuppose that the latter knows that the flowers are there ,

and that they are beautiful . This is common ground . He may
then seek to prove that there must b

e

some principle o
f Absolute

Beauty which is necessary in order to explain this example o
f

Beauty . T
o

this his friend may o
r may not assent (Plato , e . g . ,

would ) . Suppose he does , however . Then this second principle
becomes common ground . Thus the discussion may proceed to

a divine Being , then to the God o
f Christianity .

Two things may b
e

observed about this discussion . A ) The

4
0

Ibid .

4
1 Ibid .
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Christian , at every point, appeals to revealed facts as his evi
dence . B ) Unless the saving Grace of God intervenes in the
mind of the unbeliever , he will not be genuinely convinced of
the final conclusion .

Professor Van Til has a slightly different approach . He says
that “ . . . the only conclusive argument fo

r

Christianity is pre
cisely the fact that only upon the presupposition o

f

the truth o
f

it
s teaching does logic or predication in general touch reality a
t

all . ” It is true that this is a good argument , but it is not evident
that it is the only , or even the best , argument . If it is appropriate

to claim the truth o
f Christianity by pointing to the fact o
fmean

ingful predication , is it not even more appropriate to claim that

it is true b
y

arguing the necessity o
f
a Creator to explain the fact

o
f contingent being ?

Professor Van Tilmakes much of the point that the Christian
must not appeal to "brute facts ” in apology fo

r

h
is faith . This is

entirely true . It does not , however , imply that we cannot appeal

to facts o
r
to reality in apology fo
r

the faith . Indeed , to what
else can one appeal ?

Perhaps the difficulty here stems from a failure to distinguish

between the unbeliever ' s knowledge of facts and the theories
which he advances to explain that knowledge . The latter , no

doubt , can be shown to b
e inadequate in their bowing to "brute ”

facts . Fortunately , however , what men d
o

is often better than

what they say they d
o . Wemust capitalize o
n this inconsistency 4
2

e . Van Halsema

A
s

noted previously Van Halsema maintains that I am

committed to the idea that Christians and non -Christians

differ not only o
n the philosophy o
f logic but that they think

according to different laws of thought . He also says that I

deny any “ community o
f

facthood ” between believers and

unbelievers . His whole criticism is summed up a
s

follows :

Apparently then Professor Van T
il ' s view , critically consid

ered , is that the laws of logic are for the Christian and for the
non -Christian just as they differently conceive them to b

e . With
this “phenomenalistic ” stroke Van T

il

denies a common logic ( o
r ,

common laws o
f thought ) ; and with community o
f

facthood in

4
2

Idem , p . 17 .
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any sense also denied , apologetic debate becomes an obvious
impossibility . Even so , Van Halsema also makes a concession
when he adds: “ It is the question not so much whether Professor
Van Tils intentions are good or certain of his formulations cor
rect , as whether he is consistent with himself . For although the
discussed defects and excesses are a conspicuous part of his
works , rather formidable documentation could bemustered , from
other passages in them , which would support a contrary evalua
tion . But unless these conflicting evaluations can be exhibited to
be resolvable , any evidence ranged for either one is but evidence
that there is an unfortunate contradiction in Van T

il ' s writings

a contradiction that leaves our first and last exclamations the

same : Cur spargit voces in vulgum ambiguas ” 24
8

There is therefore , according to Van Halsema , the pos
sibility o

f
a “ rather formidable documentation ” for a different

evaluation than h
e

has given o
f my teaching . Of course ,

even if such a
n evaluation were presented , if the evidence h
e

has produced o
f my “ idealistic penchant ” and o
fmy tend

ency to think that “one ' s interpretation of a fact is the fact "
remains , then Imight be shown to be very self -contradictory

in my view . But at least in that case I would not be fairly
presented a

s being idealistic and phenomenalistic in my
thought .

f .Daane

Daane deals exclusively with my little book on Common
Grace . Hi

s

point is not thatmy position would logically lead

to Hegelianism , rationalism and existentialism , but rather
that the whole structure o

fmy thought is controlled by these
modern forms of non -Christian thought .

Therefore the point is not that Van Tils common grace
thought comes near to an irrational existentialism . On the con
tary , it is because Van T

il ' s thought is grounded in , and expres
sive o

f , an existential dialectic that he can assert that in the post
Fall as in the pre -Fall world mankind as a generality has things

in common b
y

virtue o
f

it
s

non -existence ( “because they do not

4
8

The Forum , December 1953 .



18 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

yet exist ” ) and that in the degree that the generality 's non
existence is progressively overcome by the forward movement of
the process of coming into existence commonality ceases and

common grace is withdrawn.“

In particular he argues that fo
r

me time does not mean
ordinary historical time . “ Van T

il ' s thought reveals that
characteristic disregard for chronological time which appears

in a
ll

absolutistic systems o
f thought . ” 45 “Van Til speaks of

a
n ‘earlier stage of history . This is confusing fo
r

what h
e

really means is an earlier stage o
f

existence . ” When I speak

o
f

the general offer o
f

salvation itmeans , says Daane , “ the
offer ismeaningful for those who are still in the earlier limbo

o
f

non -existence . ” 47 “ Van Tils wholly unbiblical conception

o
f grace stems from , and is the result of , a conception o
f

grace which holds that grace is something which is b
y

nature

earlier grace - earlier than real existence . " 48
My position therefore involves that I “must reduce the

reality o
f

Adam to amere generality o
f

mankind . ” “But now

a
t

this point he surrenders Adam ' s representative function
along with Adam ' s individual reality . ” 49 “ If Van Til ad
mitted that Adam falls into the category o

f

men a
smen , he

would be compelled to admit that the gospel offer was a
l

ready partly meaningless at the time it was first offered . ” 50

“Van T
il ' s common grace theology has no room for Adam .

A careful search ends in the cry : Adam , where art thou ? " 51

As I am forced b
ymy existential dialectic to " exclude

the factual reality o
f

Adam " 52 so h
e says that , “ Van T
il

does
not , in fact cannot , take into account either the Moment o

f

Christ ' s first coming or the Moment of grace created b
y

gos

4
4
A Theology o
f

Grace , p . 50 .

4
6

Idem , p . 114 , note .

4
6

Idem , p . 115 .

4
7

Idem , p . 116 .

4
8

Idem , p . 64 .

4
8

Idem , p . 40 .

5
0

Idem , p . 41 .

5
1

Idem , p . 42 .

6
2

Idem , p . 151 , note .
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pel proclamation .” 58 “ Finally , it is this existential version of
the moment of becoming that prevents Van Til from giving
any significance to the Moment of Jesus Christ 's first coming .
- Nor is there room for the eschatological moment created by
gospel preaching. Nor is there room in his thought for the

moment of regeneration .” 54 All of this evaporation of the
facts of historic Christianity is due to the fact that, “ Van Til's
ethical moment of decision is deterministically determined
by the unbreakable and irreversible correlation between non
existence and existence .” 55
In view of this basic contention of Daane 's that I have

delivered myself “ even less than some modern dialectical
theologians from the secular philosophic tradition ,” 58 it is a
considerable concession for him to make when he says that
he does not doubt my belief in Adam 's real historical exist
ence . “ The question indeed is not whether Van Til believes
in the reality of Adam . I do not doubt that he does ."57
“ There is no doubt that Van Til does not wish to deny the
reality of Adam , and passages could be indicated showing

that he believes in Adam 's reality . But there is also no
doubt about the fact that his common grace theology cannot
recognize the reality of Adam . The same is true of Van Til

and the doctrine of creation.” 58
This may suffice to present to the reader a general pic

ture of the criticism with which we are concerned . I propose
to deal with this criticism in the following manner . In the
first part I shall deal with the general structure ofmy thought .
I shall attempt to show that it is the exact opposite of what
my critics think it to be, and that it is controlled by the idea
of the Bible as the infallible Word of God and by the “ system
of doctrine ” contained in the Bible .

58 Idem , p. 137 .

64 Idem , p . 119 .
55 Idem , p. 124 .
56 Idem , p. 147 .

87 Idem , p. 40 .
58 Idem , p. 118 , note .
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This section will be largely composed of quoted material
from my writings . The reader will thus be able to judge
for himself of the structure of my thought . He will find it
to be informed by simple , generic Calvinism rather than
by idealism , Hegelian rationalism , existentialism and / or
phenomenalism .
In each instance I shall attempt to demonstrate that in

setting the Christian view of life over against ancient and
especially modern forms of non -Christian thought no “ abso
lutism ” of the sort the critics speak of is in view . To be
sure, the Christian view of life is true and al

l

other views are

false ; that is to say , the Bible presents a view o
f

God , ofman ,

and o
f Christ which is exclusive o
f
a
ll other views . The nat

ural man serves and worships the creature more than the
Creator . The Christian has b

y
the grace o

f

God learned to

serve the Creator more than the creature . And this fact
expresses itself in whatever h

e

does . But even those who
worship and serve the creature more than the Creator are
not “ finished products ” in this world . They can and there
fore d

o make their positive contribution to the realization o
f

the cultural mandate given to Adam , the first man of history ,

the representative o
f
a
ll succeeding generations .

In all this I think I am only presenting generic or his
toric Calvinism . If I have proposed variations , they are
certainly not o

f

basic import . Even the apologetic meth
odology I have proposed rests upon Calvin and upon the
classical Reformed theologians . T

o

the extent that these
differ among one another I have been compelled to choose

between them . Even so these differences have not been o
f

such a basic nature that I could not appeal to a common
view held b

y

both parties . I have tried to use elements both

o
f Kuyper ' s and o
f Warfield ' s thinking . If the construction

that has resulted differs somewhat from both and is in that

sense "original , ” its soundness may be judged o
n it
s

merits .

In the second part I shall deal directly with some of the
main points o
f

criticism o
n my point of view .



PART ONE

THE STRUCTURE OF MY THOUGHT



CHAPTER I

CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

Detailed replies to the detailed criticisms made ofmy

views by the critics mentioned would not be very useful
unless seen in the light of the general structure of my
thought . Then too , Daane has specifically dealt with this
general structure so far as he found it expressed in Common
Grace . It would be quite impossible to deal with his critic'
cism otherwise than by stating what Imyself consider the
structure ofmy thought to have been , and to be.
Now the basic structure ofmy thought is very simple .

I have never been called upon to work out any form of sys
tematic theology . My business is to teach Apologetics . I
therefore presuppose the Reformed system of doctrine . I tr

y

to show my students that it is this system o
f doctrine that

men need . Since most students have not had much sys

tematic theology when they first come to my classes , I give

them a brief survey of it . Then a
s they take courses in

systematic theology with my colleague , Professor John Mur
ray , they come to me again and look at the apologetic prob
lem afresh .

An examination o
f my syllabus o
n Apologetics shows

that the first chapter deals with the question what we are to

believe and defend . We must defend Christian -theism a
s
a

unit .
It is impossible and useless to seek to defend Christianity a
s

a
n historical religion b
y
a discussion o
f facts only . We say that

Christ arose from th
e

grave . We say further that this resurrection

2
3
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proves his divinity . This is the nerve of the historical argument
for Christianity . Yet a pragmatist philosopher will refuse to fo

l

low this line o
f reasoning . Granted h
e

allows that Christ actually
arose from the grave , he will say that this proves nothing more
than that something very unusual took place in the case o

f

that

man Jesus . The pragmatist ' s philosophy is that everything in this
universe is unrelated and that such a fact as the resurrection o

f

Jesus , granted it were a fact , would have n
o significance for u
s

who live two thousand years after him . It is apparent from this
that if we would really defend Christianity a

s

a
n historical re

ligion we must at the same time defend the theism upon which
Christianity is based and this involves u

s
in philosophical dis

cussion . "

But to engage in philosophical discussion does notmean

that we begin without Scripture . We do not first defend
theism philosophically b

y

a
n appeal to reason and experience

in order , after that , to turn to Scripture for our knowledge

and defense o
f Christianity . We get our theism a
s well as

our Christianity from the Bible .

The Bible is thought o
f

a
s

authoritative o
n everything o
f

which it speaks . And it speaks o
f everything . We do notmean

that it speaks o
f

football games , o
f

atoms , et
c
. , directly , but we

d
o mean that it speaks of everything either directly o
r indirectly .

It tells us not only of the Christ and his work but it also tells u
s

who God is and whence the universe has come . It gives us a
philosophy o

f history aswell as history . Moreover , the informa
tion o

n these subjects is woven into a
n inextricable whole . It is

only if you reject the Bible a
s the word o
f God that you can

separate it
s

so -called religious and moral instruction from what

it says , e . g . , about the physical universe .

It is therefore the system o
f

truth a
s contained in Scrip

ture which wemust present to the world . The various theo
logical disciplines contribute to the setting forth o

f

this sys

tem . It is the business of dogmatic or systematic theology to

1 Christian Apologetics (Syllabus ) , 1942 , p . 2 .

2 Ibid .
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set forth this system under severalmain headings. So we take
the headings of systematic theology as we find them worked
out, for instance , in suchmanuals as Professor Louis Berkhof
has written . In them we find discussions on ( a ) the doctrine
of God , (b ) the doctrine ofman , ( c ) the doctrine of Christ ,

( d ) the doctrine of the church , ( e ) the doctrine of salvation ,
and ( f ) the doctrine of the last things.
In each case the Reformed position is shown to be that

which Scripture teaches . The Romanist, the Arminian and
other views are shown not to be fully Biblical. So before
turning to the question of the defense of the Reformed Faith ,
wemust know , in general, what it is.

I

THE DOCTRINE OF GOD

Naturally in th
e

system o
f theology and in apologetics the

doctrine o
f

God is o
f

fundamental importance . We must first
ask what kind of a God Christianity believes in before we can
really ask with intelligence whether such a God exists . The what
precedes the that ; the connotation precedes the denotation ; at
least the latter cannot b

e

discussed intelligently without a
t

once
considering the former .

What do wemean when we use the word God ? Systematics
answers this question in it

s

discussion o
f the attributes o
r prop

erties o
f

God . These attributes are divided into incommunicable
and communicable . Under the incommunicable attributes we
have :

First , independence o
r aseity o
f

God . B
y

this is meant that

God is in n
o

sense correlative to o
r dependent upon anything be

side his own being . God is the source o
f

his own being , or rather
the term source cannot b

e applied to God . God is absolute . He

is sufficient unto himself .

Secondly , we speak of the immutability o
f God . Naturally

God does not and cannot change since there is nothing besides

h
is own eternal Being o
n

which h
e depends (Mal . 3 : 6 ; James

1 : 7 ) .
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Thirdly , we speak of the infinity of God . In relation to the
question of time we speak of the eternity of God while with re
spect to space we speak of the omnipresence of God . By the
term eternity we mean that there is no beginning or end or suc
cession of moments in God's being or consciousness ( Ps. 90: 2; 2
Pet . 3: 8 ). This conception of eternity is of particular importance
in Apologetics because it involves the whole question of the
meaning of the temporal universe : it involves a definite philoso
phy of history . By the term omnipresence we mean that God is
neither included in space nor absent from it. God is above all
space and yet present in every part of it ( 1 Kings 8 :27 ; Acts
17:27 ) .
Fourthly ,we speak of the unity of God . We distinguish be

tween the unity of singularity ( singularitatis ) and the unity of
simplicity (simplicitatis ) . The unity of singularity has reference
to numerical oneness . There is and can be only one God . The
unity of simplicity signifies that God is in no sense composed of
parts or aspects that existed prior to himself (Jer . 10 :10 ; I John
1: 5 ) .
The attributes of God are not to be thought of otherwise

than as aspects of the one simple original being; the whole is
identical with th

e

parts . On the other hand the attributes of God
are not characteristics that God has developed gradually ; they
are fundamental to his being ; the parts together form the whole .

Of the whole matter wemay say that the unity and the diversity

in God are equally basic and mutually dependent upon one
another . The importance o

f

this doctrine for Apologetics may be
seen from the fact that the whole problem o

f philosophy may be
summed u

p

in the question o
f

the relation o
f unity to diversity ;

the so -called problem o
f

the one and themany receives a definite

answer from the doctrine o
f

the simplicity o
f God .

Man cannot partake of these incommunicable attributes o
f

God . Man cannot in any sense be the source o
f

his own being ;

man cannot in any sense b
e

immutable o
r

eternal o
r omnipresent

o
r simple . These attributes therefore emphasize the transcend

ence o
f

God .

Under the communicable attributes we have :

Spirituality . God is a Spirit ( John 4 : 24 ) .

Invisibility .

Omniscience . God knows his own being to it
s very
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depths in one eternal act of knowledge . There are no hidden
depths in the being of God that he has not explored . God 's
knowledge of himself may best be said to be " analytical .” This
does not mean that God must by a slow process analyze himself

but it emphasizes that which needs most emphasis , namely , that
God does not need to look beyond himself for additions to his
knowledge.
Then what about God 's knowledge of the facts of the created

world , of the things that exist besides himself ? As human beings ,
wemust know or interpret the facts after we look at the facts,
after they are there and perhaps after they have operated for

some time. In the case of God , on the other hand , God 's knowl
edge of the facts comes first . God knows or interprets the facts
before they are facts. It is God 's plan or his comprehensive
interpretation of th

e

facts that makes the facts what they are

( p . 6 ) .

The incommunicable attributes o
f

God stress his tran
scendence and the communicable attributes stress his imma
nence . The two imply one another . A Christian notion o

f

transcendence and a Christian notion o
f

immanence g
o

together .

It is not a sufficient description o
f Christian theism when we

say that as Christians we believe in both the transcendence and

the immanence o
f

God while pantheistic systems believe only in

the immanence o
f

God and deistic systems believe only in the

transcendence o
f

God . The transcendence we believe in is not

the transcendence o
f

deism and the immanence we believe in is

not the immanence of pantheism . In the case of deism transcend
ence virtually means separation while in the case o

f pantheism

immanence virtually means identification . And ifwe add separa
tion to identification we d

o not have theism a
s
a result . As we

mean a certain kind o
f God when a
s

theists we speak o
f

God , so

also we mean a certain kind o
f

transcendence and a certain kind

o
f

immanence when we use these terms . The Christian doctrine

o
f

God implies a definite conception o
f

the relation o
f God to the

created universe . S
o also the Christian doctrine o
f God implies

a definite conception o
f everything in the created universe ( p .

6 - 7 ) .
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a. The Personality of God
What we have discussed under th

e

attributes o
f

God may

also b
e

summed u
p

b
y

saying that God is absolute personality .

The attributes themselves speak o
f

self - conscious and moral activ
it
y

o
n the part o
f

God . Recognizing that for this intellectual and
moral activity God is dependent upon nothing beyond his own
being , we see that we have the Reformed doctrine of the person
ality o

f

God . There were n
o principles o
f

truth , goodness or

beauty that were next to or above God according to which he
patterned the world . The principles o

f

truth , goodness , and
beauty are to b

e thought o
f

a
s identical with God ' s being ; they

are the attributes o
f

God . Non -Christian systems of philosophy

d
o not deny personality to God , a
t

least some o
f

them d
o not ,

but , in effect , they all agree in denying absolute personality to

God . As Christians we say that we can be like God and must
be like God in thatwe are persons but that wemust always be

unlike God in that h
e
is a
n absolute person while we a
re

finite
persons . Non -theists , on the other hand , maintain that though
God maybe a greater person than we can ever hope to be yet we
must not maintain this distinction between absolute and finite
personality to b

e
a qualitative one .

b . The Trinity

Another point in the Christian doctrine o
f

God that needs to

be mentioned here is the trinity . We hold that God exists as a

tri -personality . “ The trinity is the heart of Christianity . ” The
three persons o

f

the trinity are co -substantial ; not one is derived

in his substance from either or both o
f the others . Yet there are

three distinct persons in this unity ; the diversity and the identity
are equally underived .

We have now before us in bare outline the main points of

the Christian doctrine o
f

God . Christianity offers the triune God ,

the absolute personality , containing all the attributes enumerated ,

a
s the God in whom we believe . This conception of God is the

foundation o
f everything else that we hold dear . Unless we can

believe in this sort o
fGod , it does u
s

n
o good to b
e

told that we
may believe in some other sort o

f

God , or in anything else . For

u
s

everything depends for it
s meaning upon this sort o
f

God .

3 H . Bavinck : Gereformeerde Dogmatiek , II , 289 .
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Accordingly we are not interested to have any one prove to us
the existence of any other sort of God but this God . Any other
sort of God is no God at a

ll

and to prove that some other sort o
f

God exists is , in effect , to prove that no God exists ( p . 7 ) .

II

THE DOCTRINE O
F

MAN

The whole question with which we deal in Apologetics is

one o
f

the relation between God and man . Hence , next to the
doctrine o

f

God the doctrine o
f man is o
f

fundamental impor

tance .

a . The Image o
f

God in Man

Man is created in God ' s image . He is therefore like God in

everything in which a creature can be like God . He is like God

in that h
e

too is a personality . This is what wemean when we
speak o

f

the image o
f

God in the wider o
r more general sense .

Then when we wish to emphasize the fact that man resembles
God especially in the splendour o

f his moral attributes we say
that when man was created h

e

had true knowledge , true right
eousness and true holiness . This doctrine is based upon the fact
that in the New Testament we are told that Christ came to restore

u
s
to true knowledge , righteousness and holiness (Col . 3 : 10 ; Eph .

4 : 24 ) . We call this the image o
f God in the narrower sense .

These two cannot be completely separated from one another . It

would really b
e impossible to think o
f

man having been created
only with the image o

f God in the wider sense ; every act ofman
would from the very first have to be a moral act , an act of choice
for o

r against God . Hence man would even in every act o
f

knowledge manifest true righteousness and true holiness .

Then after emphasizing that man was like God and in the

nature o
f the case had to be like God we must stress the point

that man must always be different from God . Man was created

in God ' s image . We have seen that some of God ' s attributes are
incommunicable . Man can never in any sense outgrow his crea
turehood . This puts a definite connotation into the expression

that man is like God . He is like God , to be sure , but always o
n

a creaturely scale . He ca
n

never b
e

like God in God ' s aseity ,
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immutability , infinity and unity . For that reason the church has
embedded into the heart of its confessions th

e

doctrine o
f

th
e

incomprehensibility o
f

God . God ' s being and knowledge are
absolutely comprehensive ; such knowledge is too wonderful for
man ; he cannot attain unto it . Man was not created with com
prehensive knowledge . Man was finite and his finitude was
originally n

o
burden to him . Neither could man ever expect to

attain to comprehensive knowledge in the future . We cannot
expect to have comprehensive knowledge even in heaven . It is

true that much will be revealed to u
s

that is now amystery to u
s

but in th
e

nature o
f

the case God cannot reveal to u
s

that which

a
s

creatures we cannot comprehend ; we should have to be God
ourselves in order to understand God in the depth o

f

his being .

God must always remain mysterious to man .

The significance o
f

this point will appear more fully when
we contrast this conception o

f mystery with the non -Christian
conception o

f mystery that is current today even in Christian
circles . The difference between the Christian and the non
Christian conception o

f mystery may b
e expressed in a word b
y

saying that we hold that there is mystery for man but not for
God while the non -Christian holds that there is either n

o mys
tery for God or man o

r there is mystery fo
r

both God and man .

b .Man ' s Relation to the Universe

Next to noting that man was created in God ' s image wemust
now observe that man was organically related to the universe

about him . That is , man was to be prophet , priest and king
under God in this created world . The vicissitudes of the world
would depend upon the deeds o

f

man . As a prophet man was to

interpret this world , as a priest he was to dedicate this world to

God and as a king h
e was to rule over it for God . In opposition

to this all non -Christian theories hold that the vicissitudes o
f

man

and the universe about him are only accidentally and incidentally

related to one another .

c . The Fall o
f

Man
The fall of man needs emphasis asmuch a

s his creation . As

we believe that man was once upon a time created b
y

God in the
image o

f

God , so we also believe that soon thereafter man through
disobedience fell into si

n . After we have discussed what we
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mean by God and what wemean by the creation of man in the
image of God, we can readily see what the nature of sin must be .

As a creature o
f God man had to live in accordance with the law

o
f

God , that is , in accordance with the ordinances that God had
placed in his creation . This law was fo

r

the most part not ver
bally transmitted to man but was created in his being . Man
would act in accord with h

is own true nature only if h
e

would
obey the law o

f

God and , vice versa , if he would live in accord

with his own nature , he would obey the law o
f God . True , God

did communicate to man over and above what was embedded in

his very nature the specific commandment not to eat of the tree

o
f knowledge o
f

good and evil . But this was only to force a
n

immediate and final test as to whether man would really live in

accordance with the law o
f

God a
s everywhere revealed within

and about him .

When man fell it was therefore his attempt to d
o without

God in every respect . Man sought h
is

ideals o
f

truth , goodness
and beauty somewhere beyond God , either directly within him
self o

r

in the universe about him . God had interpreted the uni
verse for h

im , or we may say man had interpreted the universe
under the direction o

f

God , but now he sought to interpret the
universe without reference to God ; wemean of course without
reference to the kind o

f

God defined above .

The result for man was that he made fo
r

himself a false

ideal o
f knowledge . Man made for himself the ideal of absolute

comprehension in knowledge . This he could never have done

if h
e

had continued to recognize that h
e was a creature . It is

totally inconsistent with the idea o
f

creatureliness that man

should strive for comprehensive knowledge ; if it could be at
tained , it would wipe God out of existence ;man would then b

e

God . And , as we shall se
e

later , because man sought fo
r

this
unattainable ideal , he brought upon himself n

o end of woe .

In conjunction with man ' s false ideal of knowledge , wemay
mention here the fact that when man saw h

e

could not attain his
own false ideal o

f knowledge , he blamed this o
n h
is finite char

acter . Man confused finitude with si
n . Thus h
e commingled

the metaphysical and the ethical aspects o
f reality . Not willing

to take the blame for sin , man laid it to circumstances round
about him o

r

within h
im .
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III
THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST

When we have discussed the doctrine of God and the doc
trine ofman ,we have the two points between which the knowl
edge transaction takes place . Yet since si

n

has come into the

world , we cannot see the whole of the picture o
f reality from the

Christian point o
f

view until we see how God and man a
re

brought together after their separation . Reconciliation is possi
ble only if God brings about salvation for man and therewith

reunion with himself . Christ came to bring man back to God .

T
o d
o

this he was and had to b
e truly God . For this reason

the church has emphasized the fact that Christ was “Very God of

Very God . " Here it appears how important it is that we first
think o

f

th
e

ontological trinity before we think o
f

the economical
trinity . It was the second person o

f the ontological trinity , who
was , in respect of his essence , fully equal with the Father , who
therefore existed from a

ll eternity with the Father , who in the

incarnation assumed a human nature .

This does not mean that h
e

laid aside h
is divine nature o
r

that h
e

became a human person . Nor does itmean that he be
came a divine -human person . Nor does itmean that the divine
and human natures were intermingled . Christ was and re
mained even when h

e was in the manger in Bethlehem a divine
person but this divine person took to itself in close union with

it
s divine nature a human nature . The Creed of Chalcedon has

expressed a
ll

this by saying that in Christ the divine and the
human natures are so related a

s

to b
e
“two natures , without con

fusion , without change , without division , without separation . ”

The former two adjectives safeguard against the idea that the

divine and the human are in any sense intermingled ; the latter
two adjectives assert the full reality of the union .

Itwill be noted at this point that this view of the incarnation

is in full accord with the doctrine of God a
s above se
t

forth . If

Christ is really the second person o
f

the ontological trinity , he

shares in the incommunicable attributes o
f

the Godhead . Ac
cordingly , this implies that even in the incarnation Christ could
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not commingle the eternal and the temporal . The eternal must
always remain independent of and prior to the temporal .

In addition to this brief statement about the person of Christ
wemust say a word about his offices.
Christ is true prophet , priest and king. The Westminster

Shorter Catechism asks , "How does Christ execute the office of a
Prophet?” The answer is : “ Christ executeth the office of a
Prophet , in revealing to us by his Word and Spirit, the will of
God for our salvation .” Now if we recall that man se

t

for himself

a false ideal o
f knowledge when h
e

became a sinner , that is , he

lost true wisdom , we may say that in Christ man was re -instated

to true knowledge . In Christ man realizes that he is a creature

o
f

God and that he cannot seek for comprehensive knowledge .

Christ is our wisdom . He is our wisdom not only in the sense

that h
e

tells u
s

how to get to heaven ; he is our wisdom to
o

in

teaching u
s

true knowledge about everything concerning which

we should have knowledge .

Again the catechism asks : “How does Christ execute the
office o

f
a Priest ? ” The answer is : “Christ executeth the office

o
f
a Priest , in his once offering u
p

himself a sacrifice to satisfy

divine justice , and reconcile u
s
to God , and in making continual

intercession for us . ” We need not discuss this point except to
indicate that Christ ' s work a

s priest cannot be separated from his
work a

s prophet . Christ could not give u
s

true knowledge o
f

God and o
f

the universe unless h
e died for u
s

a
s priest . The

question o
f knowledge is an ethical question a
t

the root . It is

indeed possible to have theoretically correct knowledge about

God without loving God . The devil illustrates this point . Yet
what is meant b

y

knowing God in Scripture is knowing and lov
ing God : this is true knowledge o

f

God : the other is false .

In the third place the catechism asks : “How does Christ
execute the office o

f
a King ? " The answer is : “Christ executeth

the office o
f
a King , in subduing u
s

to himself , in ruling and
defending u

s , and in restraining and conquering a
ll

o
f

his and

our enemies . ” Again we observe that this work of Christ as king
must bebrought into organic connection with his work as prophet

and priest . To give u
s true wisdom o
r knowledge Christ must

subdue u
s . He died for us to subdue u
s and thus gave u
s wis

dom . It is only by emphasizing this organic connection o
f the
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aspects of the work of Christ that we can avoid al
l

mechanical
separation o

f

the intellectual and themoral aspects o
f

the ques

tion o
f knowledge .

IV

THE DOCTRINE O
F

SALVATION

We have laid stress upon the organic relation between the
offices o

f Christ . Wemust now point out that the same organic
relationship exists between what Christ did for us and what Christ
did and does within u

s . In Soteriology we deal with the appli
cation to u

s

o
f

the redemption Christ has wrought for us . S
in

being what it is , it would be useless to have salvation lie ready

a
t hand unless it were also applied to u
s . Inasmuch a
s we are

dead in trespasses and sins , it would d
o u
s

n
o good to have a

wonderful life -giving potion laid next to us in our coffin . It

would d
o u
s good only if some one actually administered the

potion to u
s .

This point is already involved in the fact that Christ must
subdue u

s
in order to give u
s knowledge . But this subduing o
f

u
s b
y

Christ is done through his Spirit . It is the Spirit who takes
the things o

f

Christ and gives them unto us . If Christ is to do

his own work the Spirit must do hi
s
. For that reason Christ told

the disciples it would profit them if he should ascend to heaven .

It would only be after his ascent that the Spirit could come and
finish the work that Christ had begun to d

owhile o
n earth . What

Christ did while he was o
n earth is only a beginning o
f

his work .

For this reason we must observe at this juncture that the
Spirit who applies the work of Christ is himself also a member of

the ontological trinity . He would have to be . Unless h
e

were ,

the work o
f

salvation would not be the work of God alone . If

God was to be maintained in his incommunicable attributes the
Spirit of God , not man , had to effect the salvation o

fman . The
only alternative to this would b

e

that man could a
t some point

take the initiative in the matter o
f

h
is own salvation . This would

imply that the salvation wrought b
y

Christ could b
e

frustrated b
y

man . Suppose that none should accept the salvation offered to

them . In that case the whole of Christ ' s work would b
e
in vain
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and the eternal God would be set at nought by temporal man .
Even if we say that in the case of any one individual sinner the
question of salvation is in the last analysis dependent upon man

rather than upon God , that is, if we say that man can of himself
accept or reject the gospel as he pleases,we havemade the eter
nal God dependent upon man . We have then , in effect , denied

th
e

incommunicable attributes of God . If we refuse to mix the
eternal and the temporal at the point of creation and a

t the point

o
f

the incarnation we must also refuse to mix them a
t

the point

o
f

salvation .

It will be noted that the point discussed in the preceding

paragraph is the difference between Arminianism and Calvinism .

Itmay b
e

asked whether we should not in Apologetics ignore th
e

difference that exists between different theological schools and

defend the " common faith . ”

From what we have said above , however , it ought to appear

that we cannot take this attiude . The difference between Cal
vinism and Arminianism is a difference in the conception o

f

the

relation o
f

the eternal God and temporal man . Now since we
hold that only such a concept o

f

God a
s holds without com

promise a
t any point to the conception o
f

God a
s absolutely in

dependent o
f

man can really b
e

said to represent the consistently

Christian position , and since the whole debate between the
Christian and the non -Christian position revolves about the ques

tion o
f

the relation o
f

the eternal to the temporal o
r

o
f

God to

man , itwill be apparent that wemust hold that Arminianism can
offer n

o

effective Apologetic for Christianity . It is u
p

to the

Arminian to show , if he can , that his view offers a better Apolo
getic for Christianity than that offered b

y

the Calvinist . Certain

it is that the difference between Calvinism and Arminianism can
not be ignored . He who tries to ignore it has in effect already
taken the Arminian position . We shall not make much progress
against the common enemy if we ignore such differences between
ourselves . A Calvinist naturally thinks that the Arminian is let
ting the enemy into the fort in spite o

f

what he thinks he is doing ;

o
n

the other hand a
n Arminian thinks that the Calvinist is letting

the enemy into the fort without knowing it .
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH

" The catholic or universal church ,which is invisible , consists
of th

e
whole number o

f

the elect , that have been , are , or shall be
gathered into one , under Christ the head thereof ; and is the
spouse , the body , the fullness of him that filleth all in all . ” Such

is the Westminster Confession ' s definition o
f the church . This

definition contains the same conception o
f

the relation o
f

the
eternal to the temporal a

s
ismanifest in the doctrine o
f

salvation .

In the last analysis , it is the eternal that precedes the temporal ; it

is God who determines the salvation o
f

man ; the church , that is ,

the invisible church , is the "whole number o
f the elect . ” This

does not preclude human responsibility . The Confession has
spoken o

f

man ' s responsibility and " free will ” in preceding arti
cles . It only brings out clearly that God is absolute , here a

s

elsewhere .

It is this fact o
f

God ' s absoluteness a
s expressed in his elec

tion o
fmen that gives u
s courage in preaching and in reasoning

with men . Sin being what it is , we may be certain that all our
preaching and a

ll

our reasoning with men will be in vain unless
God bringsmen to bay . Men cannot be brought to bay if they

have any place to which they can g
o . And they d
o

have a place

to which they can g
o

if they have the inherent ability to accept

o
r reject the gospel , in which case they need not feel uneasy about

rejecting it today , because they can accept it tomorrow .

VI

THE DOCTRINE O
F

THE LAST THINGS

When we come to the Christian conception o
f

the “ last
things , ” we see once more how diametrically the Christian posi
tion is set over against that o

f

it
s opponents . It becomes espe

cially plain here that in the Christian conception o
f things inter

pretation precedes facts . Every Christian who trusts his future to

God believes that God controls the future . He believes thatGod
has interpreted the future ; he believes that the future will come
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to pass as God has planned it . Prophecy illustrates this point.

Belief in the promises of God with respect to our eternal salva
tion is meaningless if God does not control the future . We look
forward to the facts to come because we accept the interpretation

of them given us by God.
Here too we see again that we cannot separate man from

the universe around him . Christ spoke of the “ regeneration of
all things ” when he spoke of the end of the world . The promises
for the future include a new heaven and a new earth in which
righteousness shall dwell. This righteousness includes the fact
that the wolf and the lamb shall feed together and that the animal
will do man no harm . We interpret nature only by the light of
the interpretation of God . Then too the time when a

ll

this will
happen is exclusively in God ' s hand . If we seek to interpret the

" signs of the times ” we are to seek to interpret them a
s

God has
already interpreted them . We interpret history only b

y

the light

o
f

the interpretation o
f

God . The Christian philosophy of nature
and the Christian philosophy o

f history are the diametrical oppo

sites o
f

the non -Christian philosophy o
f nature and the non

Christian philosophy o
f history . *

In this first chapter wehave only a very broad and gen
eral statement of what we are going to vindicate a

s being

the truth o
f

God . But even in this broad survey it is shown

first that it is the Reformed Faith , not some common denomi
nator “ core ” o

f Christianity , that must be defended . B
y

the

"Christian philosophy o
f

life " Imean the truths of Scripture

a
s

set forth by the classical Reformed theologians under the
loci enumerated . "

It is shown that the doctrine o
f

God ( a ) is not taken

from a natural theology worked u
p

from “ experience ” o
r

4 Christian Apologetics (Syllabus ) .

5 In spite o
f

this Masselink asserts : “ Both Van T
il

and Patton fail to

stress in apologetics what is distinctively Reformed . ” “ These definitions o
f

Patton and Van Til are entirely colorless and not specifically Reformed
according to my judgment . What both have said can be applied to Armin
ian Apologetics a

s well as to Calvinistic Apologetics , because the Arminians
are also 'Christian ' ” (General Revelation and Common Grace , p . 176 ) .
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“ reason ” apart from Scripture, ( b ) that it therefore includes
all the attributes of God , his personality and his trinity ,' and
( c ) that it is self-consciously set in opposition to all forms
of non -Christian thought which compromise or deny the self
contained character by thinking of him (or it ) as correlative
to the universe . It is clear thatmy philosophy of history is
based upon the idea of the counsel or plan of God . It is not
the knowledge ofGod that produces the facts of the created
universe ; it is rather the will of God , as carrying out the plan
of God .' I hold God 's counsel or will to be carried out by
means of his work of creation and providence .10 I hold the

6 The fact that I speak of the “ Christian philosophy of life ” does , there
for, not prove , as Masselink contends, an “ extreme emphasis upon philoso
phy in my whole system " ( ibid .) .
? The charge of Daane that the structure of my thought springs from

a non -biblical , anti -biblical dialecticism of non -being and being appears to
be as fa

r

from the actual state o
f

affairs a
s
it is possible to b
e . The simple

statement o
f

the series o
f Reformed doctrines given above , underlying a
s it

does , all my thought , would be abhorrent to any “Hegelian rationalist ” or

“modern existentialist . ”

8 The charge that I have any tendency toward idealistic philosophy
with it

s

idea o
f

God a
s

a
t

best correlative to the universe also appears to be

unfounded . The whole structure o
f

the chapter from which I have quoted

is self -consciously and a
t well -nigh every point directed a
t

a
ll forms o
f

correlativism o
r pantheism .

9 This is a
n

oft -repeated emphasis , clearly discernible in all I have writ
ten . There was no need for my critics to overlook this . True , if the knowl
edge o

f

God , not based o
n

the plan o
f

God , were constitutive o
f

the facts o
f

the universe then these facts would also b
e

constitutive o
f

the knowledge o
f

God . But the very structure o
f my view o
f

God a
s

self -contained and of

the counsel o
f

God basic to the knowledge of God precludes the idea o
f any

such correlativity .

1
0 This ought to satisfy Mr . Van Halsema and others who seem to b
e

concerned lest I make the existence o
f

the facts o
f

the universe to depend
upon the interpretative activity o

f

man . The things o
f

this universe come
into existence b

y

the creation o
f God and are maintained in their existence

by the providence o
f

God . This includes man himself . How then could
man ' s thoughts in any wise control either the existence o

r

the maintenance

o
f

the facts o
f

the universe ? And Daane ' s assertion that I cannot recognize
the reality o

f

the doctrine o
f

creation ( A Theology o
f

Grace , p . 118 , note )

is shown to be contrary to fact b
y

the basic position assigned to this doctrine

in this chapter .
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work of Christ to be the means for the realization of the
" regeneration of al

l

things , ” through his body , the church ,

and not merely the instrument of salvation for individual
men . 11 .

1
1 Daane ' s charge that I have n
o Biblically founded Christology and

eschatology cannot bemore fully discussed here . The subject would require

a distinction between the dialectical view o
f

Christ and eschatology , and the

classical Christian view . I certainly d
o

not hold the former and tr
y

earnestly

to hold the latter . But the charge o
f

atomism and indifference to Christol
ogy and eschatology a

s made by Daane is unfounded , as the present chapter

shows .



CHAPTER II

THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY OF REALITY

After we answer , in preliminary fashion , the question as
to what we believe as Reformed Christians ,we face the prob
lem how to get people interested in our faith . Men in gen

eral do not use or even know our theological terms. But, to
the extent that they are educated , they have had some train
ing in secular philosophy . They have a non-Christian famil
iarity with the categories of God ,man and the universe . If
we are to speak to them and win them , it is necessary for us
to learn their language .
There is no possibility of avoiding this . We can make

no contact with men unless we speak to them in their lan
guage . Many men , in declaring that they believe in God ,
assume that God is identical with Reality . It must be dem
onstrated to them that when we speak of reality , we at once
make a distinction within it , namely the reality of God as
self -sufficient and of the universe as existing by h

is plan ,

1 I do not understand why my critics object when I use such terms as

" concrete universal " o
r employ such terms as “ the universal , " " the particu

lar , ” “ the one and many . ” Especially d
o I not understand this o
n the part

o
f

those who are " experts in philosophy " and whose business it is to teach
philosophy from the Christian point o

f

view . The charge o
f
" intellectual

anabaptism " might well be lodged against me if , as a teacher o
f

Christian
apologetics , I failed to translate Christian truth in the language o

f

the day .

Is not the important thing that Christian meanings b
e

contrasted with non

Christian meanings ? The Apostles did not shun the usage o
f

language bor
rowed from non -Christian sources . When they used the term logos must
they b

e thought o
f

a
s

followers o
f

Philo ' s non -Christian thought simply
because h

e

also used that term ?

4
0
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creation and providence . This distinction in being will have
basic significance fo

r

our views o
f knowledge and behavior .

Our view o
f reality or being involves a view o
f knowledge

and o
f

ethics even a
s

our view o
f knowledge and ethics

involves and is based o
n our view o
f being .

But we cannot set forth a complete system o
f being , o
f

knowledge and of ethics .
We need d

o

n
o more than take a few o
f the main concepts

o
f

the system o
f theology and state them in philosophical terms . ?

S
o we need to use the language o
f the philosophers . But most

philosophers have not been Christians . At any rate philosophical
language has to a great extent been formed under non -Christian
influence . Is it not likely then thatwe shall , if we use the lan
guage o

f philosophers , also import into the Christian scheme of

things th
e

problems of philosophy a
s

these have been formulated
by non -Christian people ? . . . The answer is that we shall be
obliged , to a large extent , to use the language of the philosophers

o
r we shall have n
o point of contact with them . But we shall

have to b
e

o
n our guard to put Christian content into this lan

guage thatwe borrow . 3

The philosophers have sought for a unified outlook o
n

human experience . Philosophers have sought for as com
prehensive a picture o

f

the nature o
f reality a
s
a whole a
s

man is able to attain . But the universe is composed o
f

many things . Man ' s problem is to find unity in the midst o
f

the plurality o
f things . He sometimes calls this the One -and

Many problem . “ To this formulation of the problem o
f phi

losophy we have no objection . We too formulate our con
ception o

f

the nature o
f philosophy from our notion o
f

the
totality picture that we think we have . ” “ It will be our
business then to take the totality picture o

f Christianity ,

and compare it with the totality picture o
f

non -Christian
thought . ” 5

2 Apologetics , p . 12 .

3 Idem , p . 1
3 .

4 Ibid .

5 Idem , p . 14 .
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I
ETERNAL UNITY AND PLURALITY

The difference between a Christian and a non -Christian phi
losophy will appear to be a basic difference so soon as we attempt

to take the first step in answering the One-and -Many question

from th
e

Christian point of view . In answering this question o
f

the One -and -Many we find it necessary to distinguish between

the Eternal One -and -Many and the temporal one and many .

Non -Christian philosophers o
n the other hand find it unnecessary

to make this distinction . We find this necessary o
f

course be
cause our conception o

f God a
s

the triune God stands a
t

the
center of our thinking . Wemay express this thought philosophi
cally b

y

saying that for us the eternal one and many form a self
complete unity . God is absolute personality and therefore abso
lute individuality . He exists necessarily . He has no non -being
over against himself in comparison with which h

e

defines himself ;

h
e

is internally self -defined .

Using the language o
f

the One -and -Many question we con
tend that in God the one and the many are equally ultimate .

Unity in God is n
o more fundamental than diversity , and diver

sity in God is n
o

more fundamental than unity . The persons of

the Trinity are mutually exhaustive o
f

one another . The Son and
the Spirit are ontologically o

n

a par with the Father . It is a well
known fact that all heresies in the history of the church have in
some form o

r

other taught subordinationism . Similarly , we be
lieve , al

l
“heresies ” in apologetic methodology spring from some

sort of subordinationism .

Itmay be profitable at this juncture to introduce the notion

o
f
a concrete universal . In seeking for an answer to the One -and

Many question , philosophers have admittedly experienced great
difficulty . The many must be brought into contact with one an
other . But how d

o

we know that they can b
e brought into con

tact with one another ? How d
o we know that the many d
o not

simply exist as unrelated particulars ? The answer given is that

in such a case we should know nothing o
f

them ; they would b
e

abstracted from the body of knowledge that we have ; they would

b
e

abstract particulars . O
n

the other hand , how is it possible

that we should obtain a unity that does not destroy the particu
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lars? We seem to get our unity by generalizing , by abstracting
from the particulars in order to include them into larger unities .
If we keep up this process of generalization ti

ll

we exclude a
ll

particulars , granted they can al
l

b
e

excluded , have we then not
stripped these particulars o

f

their particularity ? Have we then
obtained anything but an abstract universal ?

As Christians we hold that there is no answer to these prob

lems from a non -Christian point of view . We shall argue this
point later ; for the nonce we introduce thismatter in order to set

forth th
e

meaning o
f

the notion o
f

the concrete universal . The
notion o

f

the concrete universal has been offered b
y

idealist phi
losophy in order to escape th

e

reductio a
d

absurdum o
f

the

abstract particular and the abstract universal . It is only in the

Christian doctrine o
f

the triune God , as we are bound to believe ,

that we really have a concrete universal . In God ' s being there
are no particulars not related to the universal and there is nothing

universal that is not fully expressed in the particulars .

II

TEMPORAL UNITY AND PLURALITY

It goes without saying that ifwe hold to the eternal one and
many in the manner explained above wemust hold the temporal

one and many to b
e

created b
y

God . We said above that God
needed n

o

such thing a
s

non -being over against himself in order

to define himself in comparison with it . Christianity takes non
being seriously . In discussing the question o

f

non -being we
hasten to distinguish between God ' s relation to non -being and

man ' s relation to non -being . For God non -being is nothing in

itself ; for man non -being is the field o
f

God ' s possible operation .

Since non -being is nothing in itself for God , God had to create ,

if he wished to create a
t

a
ll
“ out o
f nothing . " It would perhaps

b
e better to say that God created the universe into nothing .

Creation , on Christian principles ,must always mean fiat creation . ”

& The reader may note that the meaning I attribute to the phrase " con
crete universal ” is sharply contrasted with the meaning attributed to the
same phrase b

y

idealist philosophers .

? The reader may again observe how completely this position is opposed

to idealism and how basic the doctrine o
f

creation is said to b
e .
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If the creation doctrine is thus taken seriously , it follows that
the various aspects of created reality must sustain such relations

to one another as have been ordained between them by the

Creator , as superiors , inferiors or equals. All aspects being
equally created , no one aspect of reality may be regarded as
more ultimate than another . Thus the created one and many
may in this respect be said to be equal to one another ; they are
equally derived and equally dependent upon God who sustains

them both . The particulars or facts of the universe do and must
act in accord with universals or laws. Thus there is order in the
created universe . On the other hand , the lawsmay not and can
never reduce the particulars to abstract particulars or reduce their
individuality in any manner . The laws are but generalizations
of God 's method of working with the particulars . God may at
any time take one fact and set it into a new relation to created

law . That is, there is no inherent reason in the facts or laws
themselves why this should not be done . It is this sort of con
ception of the relation of facts and laws , of the temporal one
and many , imbedded as it is in that idea of God in which we
profess to believe , that we need in order to make room for mir
acles. And miracles are at the heart of the Christian position .
Thus there is a basic equality between the created one and

the created many , or between the various aspects of created real
ity . On the other hand , there is a relation of subordination
between them as ordained by God . The “mechanical ” laws are
lower than the “ teleological ” laws. Of course , both the "mechan
ical ” and the “ teleological laws are teleological in the sense that
both obey God 's will . So also the facts of th

e

physical aspect o
f

the universe are lower than the facts o
f

the will and intellect of

man . It is this subordination o
f one fact and law to other facts

and laws that is spoken o
f
in Scripture a
sman ' s government over

nature . According to Scripture man was set as king over nature .

He was to subdue it . Yet he was to subdue it fo
r

God . Hewas
priest under God a

swell as king under God . In order to subdue

it under God man had to interpret it ; he was therefore prophet

a
s well as priest and king under God . 8

8 It is this sort of Protestant or Reformed dimensionalism that Iwould
set over against the scholastic dimensionalism advocated b

y

Cecil De Boer ;

Cf . Section II .
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The subordination of one fact and la
w

under higher created

facts and laws appears particularly in the notion o
f

miracle .

When Moses commanded the se
a

to stand aside so that Israel
might go through dry -shod , the laws of the physical universe
were set aside at the behest of thewill ofman . But the subordi
nation o

f the laws of nature to the will o
f

man was in order to

the subordination o
f

the will ofman to God .

Using the current terminology o
f philosophy we may e
x

press whatwe have said about the subordination o
f

one aspect o
f

the created universe to other aspects o
f

the created universe b
y

saying that the lower universes o
f

discourse anticipate the higher ,

and the higher universes o
f

discourse look back to the lower uni
verses o

f

discourse . Themechanical universe of discourse is sub
ject to and anticipates the organic ,while the organic looks back

to the mechanical . In turn the organic universe o
f

discourse
anticipates the intellectual and moral universes o

f

discourse ,

while these look back to the organic .

III

SIN AND ITS CURSE

T
o

the theism set forth above , Christianity must now b
e

added . Due to the si
n

o
f

man the curse o
f

God rests upon

the whole creation . Man has joined Satan in his opposition

to God . At the same time God has inserted a remedial in
fluence against si

n

into the world . This remedial work
centers in the Christ .

He came forth “ To destroy the works of the evil one . " He
came to bring peace , to be sure , but the peace that he came to

bring must be built upon the complete destruction o
f

the power

o
f

darkness . “ I came not to bring peace upon the earth but the
sword . ” Such was the message o

f

the Prince o
f

Peace . T
o her

ald this message , he sent prophets before him and apostles after
him . When most enveloped in this message , when most enthusi
astic about this peace , th

e

psalmist cries out : “Shall I not hate
those that hate thee ? I hate them with a perfect hatred . ” When

h
e was o
n earth Christ entered the arena with Satan single
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handed and triumphed . He is seen by John the Apostle , riding
upon his white horse , conquering and to conquer. When he sees
his armies languish ,weary of the fight, his clarion voice bids them
put on the whole armour of God . They may not waver , it is the
church militant , this people of God . Only those who fight to the
end receive the crown . And then there is peace indeed . In the
" regeneration of al

l

things ” h
e

that sits upon the throne is sur
rounded b

y
the twenty -four elders and the four living creatures .

The whole creation is there ; the whole creation is redeemed . No
discordant voice is heard . All sing the great song of the redeemed
creation . Through redemption creation ' s purpose was accom
plished . Where are the enemies ? They are sealed in a sound
proof exclusion chamber . Satan has lost the struggle ; God is

God . "

Such then , in broad outline , is the Christian conception o
f

being o
r

the Christian conception o
f metaphysics . Wemay speak

o
f
it a
s
a two - layer theory o
f reality . When men ask u
s , What

is , according to your notion , the nature o
f reality o
r being ? , we

shall have to say that we cannot give a
n answer unless we are

permitted to split the question . For us God ' s being is ultimate ,

while created being is , in the nature of the case ,derivative .

Again , if we are asked ,What do you think of the relation of

the eternal to th
e

temporal ? ,we reply that the eternal for us does
not exist as a principle but as a person , and that as an absolute
person . Accordingly ,we do not u

se the eternal a
s
a correlative

to the temporal ; we use the notion of the eternal God a
s the

personal creator o
f

the temporal universe .

Once more , if men ask us as to which is first , becoming o
r

being ,we reply b
y

saying first o
f

a
ll

that the term becoming can
not b

e applied to God . God ' s being is not subject to becoming .

He is eternal being . And as for created being , it is in the process

o
fbecoming b
y

virtue o
f

the plan o
f God . God ' s being , is there

fore "before " the becoming o
f

the created universe . The eternal
One -and -Many are “prior to the created one andmany . Wehave
put the words "before ” and “ prior to ” in quotation marks . Itwill
readily b

e

seen that if our theory o
f reality is true , we cannot

Jesse De Boer does not like such military and militant language . Yet

it is plainly taken from Scripture . The Prince of Peace defeated the power

o
f

Satan .
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simply say that God is prior to the universe ,meaning by “prior to”
temporal priority . Inasmuch as God is not subject to time, we
cannot enclose him in the calendar . God is the creator of time
itself as a form of created being. On the other hand , if we say

thatGod is “prior to ” the created universe we do not simply mean
what is usually meant by logical priority . God is, to be sure,
logically “prior to the created universe but he is logically prior
by virtue of the fact that he has actually created the universe
with it

s temporal form out o
f
o
r

into nothing . Without the notion

o
f temporal creation , the notion o
f logical dependence cannot be

maintained .

It will now be plain that our conception o
f

the nature o
f

reality goes counter to every theory o
f reality that th
e

history o
f

philosophy affords . That this is the case will appear more fully
later . For the present we wish to emphasize the fact that we
can d

o nothing less than take the conception o
f reality a
s we find

it in a systematic theology that is based upon Scripture . And
therewith we approach the problem o

f epistemology , our subject

in the next chapter . 10

1
0 Christian Apologetics ( Syllabus ) .



CHAPTER II
I

THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY OF KNOWLEDGE

Thus far we have asserted frankly that as Christians we
find what we believe expressed in the Bible a

s

the word o
f

God . From the Bible we have taken our doctrines of God ,

man , Christ , salvation and the last things . As Reformed
Christians we wish to show men that it is Reformed theology

not Romanism , nor even some lower form o
f evangelical

Protestantism , that they need .

When seeking to persuade men to accept the truth o
f

the system o
f

doctrine revealed in Scripture , we speak of

our Christian view o
f Life . And we subdivide this Chris

tian view o
f

life into three main sections , the Christian the
ory o

f being , the Christian theory o
f knowledge and the

Christian theory o
f

ethics o
r

behavior . Wemust set off the
Christian view o

f

life sharply from the non -Christian view

o
f

life . Basic to all the differences between the Christian
and the non -Christian views o

f

life is the fact that Christians
worship and serve the Creator ,while non -Christians worship
and serve the creature . Through the fall of mankind in

Adam , the first man , the representative of al
l

men , al
l

be
came creature -worshippers . But through the redemption
wrought by Christ and applied to his people by the Holy
Spirit , the chosen ones have learned , be it only in principle ,

to worship and serve the Creator more than the creature .

They now believe the theory o
f reality offered in Scripture .

They now believe in God a
s

self -sufficient , in the creation o
f

a
ll things in this universe by God , in the fall o
f

man a
t

the

4
8
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beginning of history and in the “regeneration of al
l

things ”

through Christ .
But it is just as important to have a Christian theory o

f

knowledge a
s it is to have a Christian theory o
fbeing . One

cannot well have the one without at the same time also hav
ing the other . Modern thought is largely preoccupied with
the theory o

f knowledge . As Christians we shall therefore
find it necessary to set the Christian theory o

f knowledge

over against the modern form o
f

the non -Christian theory of

knowledge . Even so we shall have tomake it plain that our
theory o

f knowledge iswhat it is because our theory of being

is what it is . As Christians we cannot begin speculating
about knowledge b

y

itself . We cannot ask how we know
without at the same time asking what we know . We quote
again from Christian Apologetics .

We have felt ourselves compelled to take our notions with
respect to the nature o

f reality from the Bible . Itwill readily b
e

conceded that such a notion o
f reality a
swe have presented could

be received upon authority only . Such a notion of being a
s we

have presented is to be found nowhere except in the Bible . The
Bible is taken so seriously that we have not even left any area o

f

known reality b
y

which the revelation that comes to us in the
Bible may b

e compared , or to which it may be referred a
s

to a

standard . We have taken the final standard of truth to b
e

th
e

Bible itself .

It is needless to say that this procedure will appear suicidal

tomost men who study philosophy . Is it not by the help ofman ' s

own reason thatwe are to think out the nature o
f reality and

knowledge ? T
o accept a
n interpretation o
f life upon authority

is permissible only if we have looked into the foundations o
f

the
authority we accept . But if we must determine the foundations

o
f

the authority , we n
o longer accept authority o
n authority .

Authority could be authority to u
s only if we already knew that

it had the right to claim authority . Such could b
e the case only

if we knew in advance the nature o
f

that authority . Thus we
would have a theory o

f being already taken for granted a
t the

outset o
f

our investigation . In this manner we could not give a

fair hearing to opposing views .



THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

th
e

question o
f

If the Beino
posible answer

to the

A modern way o
f stating this objection to our position is

found in the words o
f

D
r
. Edgar A . Singer ' s ,Notes on Experience

and Reflection . " Dr . Singer tells u
s it is the business of philoso

phy to ask , How d
o we know ? In other words , according to

Singer the epistemological question can and must b
e

asked with
out saying anything with respect to the ontological question .

Is this position o
fDr . Singer tenable ? Suppose it is true , for

argument ' s sake , that such a being aswe have described God to

b
e , does actually exist . Would not such a God have the right to

speak to u
swith authority ? Are we not , b
y

saying that the ques

tion o
f knowledge is independent o
f

the question o
f being , ex

cluding one possible answer to the question o
f knowledge itself ?

If the Being of God is what , on the basis of Scripture testimony
we have found it to be , it follows that our knowledge will be true
knowledge only to the extent that it corresponds to his knowl
edge . To say that we do not need to ask about the nature of

reality when we ask about the nature o
f knowledge is not to be

neutral but is in effect to exclude the Christian answer to the
question o

f knowledge .

That Singer has in effect excluded from the outset the Chris
tian answer to the question o

f knowledge appears from the fact

that in his search for a
n answer to this question he affirms that

we must g
o

to as many a
s possible o
f

those reputed to have

knowledge ( p . 5 ) . The notion o
f going to One whose opinion

may bemore valuable than the opinion o
f

others even to the ex
tent o

f being authoritative over th
e

opinion o
f

others is not even
considered . In paradise , Eve went to a

s many a
s possible o
f

those who were reputed to have knowledge . God and Satan
both had a reputation for knowledge . Apparently God did not
think well o

f

Satan ' s knowledge and Satan did not think well of

God ' s knowledge but each thought well of his own knowledge .

S
o Eve had to weigh these reputations . Itwas for her a question

a
s
to , How d
o

we know ?

The problem that Eve faced was a difficult one . God told
her that she would surely die if she ate of the forbidden tree .

Numerically there was only one in favor o
f

one and only one in

favor o
f

the opposite point of view . Thus she could not settle the

1 A
n

unpublished class syllabus .
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matter of reputation by numbers . She herself had to decide this
matter of reputation by amotion and a vote . God claimed that
he was the Creator . He claimed that his Being was ultimate
while Satan 's being was created and therefore dependent upon
God 's being . Satan said in effect that she should pay no attention
to this problem of Being . He told her she should decide the
question , How do we know ? without asking the question , What
do we know ? He said she should be neutral with respect to his
interpretation and God's interpretation of what would take place
if she a

te o
f

the forbidden tree . Eve did ignore the question of

being in answering the question o
f knowledge . She said she

would gather the opinions o
f

a
s many a
s

she could find with a

reputation for having knowledge and then give the various views
presented a fair hearing .

We should observe particularly that in doing what she d
id

Eve did not really avoid th
e

question o
f

What d
o

we know ? She
gave b

y

implication a very definite answer to that question . She
made a negation with respect to God ' s Being . She denied God ' s

Being a
s

ultimate being . She affirmed therewith in effect that a
ll

being is essentially o
n one level .

At the same time she also gave a definite answer to the ques
tion How d

o we know ? She said we know independently o
f

God .
She said that God ' s authority was to be tested b

y

herself . Thus
she came to take the place o

f ultimate authority . She was n
o

doubt going to test God ' s authority b
y

experience and reflection
upon experience . Yet it would b

e

she , herself ,who should b
e

the
final authority .

Itwould appear then that the theory o
f being that we have

presented fits in with the notion o
f

the Bible a
s

a
n authoritative

revelation o
f

God . Such a being a
s the Bible speaks o
f

could not
speak otherwise than with absolute authority . In the last analysis

we shall have to choose between two theories o
f knowledge .

According to one theory God is the final court o
f appeal ; accord

ing to the other theory man is the final court o
f appeal .

T
o what we have said wemust now add this further point .

S
in has been most ruinous in the heart and mind o
f

man . Man

2 Van Halsema ' s charge that for me “ the metaphysical situation is o
f

only secondary significance ” (Calvin Forum , Dec . 1953 , p . 85 ) is here , as

throughout my writings , shown to be contrary to fact .
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is “ dead in trespasses and sins.” If there is to be on man 's part
a recognition of God in his rightful place man must be regener
ated . Without regeneration it is not possible fo

r

him to see the
“ kingdom o
f

heaven . '

S
in will reveal itself in the field o
fknowledge in the fact that

man makes himself the ultimate court of appeal in the matter o
f

all interpretation . He will refuse to recognize God ' s authority .

We have already illustrated the sinful person ' s attitude b
y

the

narrative o
f

Adam and Eve . Man has declared h
is autonomy a
s

over against God .

Itmeans that in the totality picture that man must seek for
himself , he must g

o

to Scripture a
s the final court of appeal . He

learns form nature still , but what nature teaches him must b
e

brought into relationship with what the Scriptures teach in order

that itmay be properly understood . 8

God ' s KNOWLEDGE O
F

HIMSELF

We have therefore a two - layer theory o
f knowledge a
swe

have a two -layer theory of reality . The two stand or fall to

gether . God , we have contended , is self -determinative . He has

n
o non -being over against himself in terms ofwhich h
e

needs o
r

can to any extent interpret himself . He is omniscient . He is
omniscient because o

f what he is as a self -sufficient Being . On
the other hand we must add that the nature o

f God ' s being
requires complete exhaustive self -consciousness . God ' s Being is

coterminous with h
is

self - consciousness .

This point is o
f importance to emphasize . There are those

who say that God ' s being is absolute but God ' s consciousness is

subject to succession o
f

moments . This theory is introduced in

order to help u
s

understand how God can be aware of succession

in our temporal world . The Arminian theologian ,Watson , in his
Theological Institutes reasons a

s follows with respect to th
e

knowledge that God has of temporal events . “Duration then a
s

applied to God , is no more than a
n extension o
f

the idea a
s ap

3 The reader may again recall Daane ' s charge that my thinking is not
controlled b
y

Biblical categories .
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plied to ourselves ; and to exhort us to conceive of it as something
essentially different , is to require us to conceive what is incon
ceivable ” (Vol. I, p . 357 ). In answer to the point made by Wat
sonwe observe th

e

following : If we are to make the possibility

o
f understanding the relation o
f

time to eternity the test o
f
a

theory o
f eternity we shall soon have done with God ' s eternity

entirely . An eternity , the relationship o
f

which to time we should

b
e

able to comprehend , is destructive of the eternity of God a
s
a

self -determinative being . If we introduce time or succession o
f

moments into the consciousness o
f God in order that we may

understand how God is related to time we have to ask ourselves

in turn how the consciousness o
f God is related to the being o
f

God . Thus we should have to introduce succession o
f

moments
into the being o

f

God for the same reason that we have intro
duced it into the consciousness o

f

God .

In contrast with this , Scripture portrays God as omniscient ,

a
s being completely self -conscious . In God there can be n
o hid

den depth o
f possibility unfathomed b
y

his own consciousness .

Neither can there b
e anything in non -being fo
r

which God must

wait before h
e

can b
e fully aware o
f

himself . The limits of our
thinking o

f

God ' s relation to time should not be used a
s
a stand

ard for determining the nature o
f

the knowledge o
f

God .

It should b
e

noted that it is only if we hold to the coter
mineity o

f

the being and the consciousness of God that we can
avoid pantheism . If knowledge and being are not identical in

God , as pertaining to himself , he is made dependent upon some
thing that exists beside himself . In that case the consciousness

o
f

God ismade to depend upon temporal reality and then the
being o

f God in turn is made dependent upon temporal reality . “

It is true that Spinoza , the pantheist , might also use the
phrase that knowledge and being are identical in God . But what
makes our position completely antithetical to that o

f Spinoza o
r

any other non -theistic system o
f thought is the fact that when we

identify knowledge and being in God we speak o
f

the relation o
f

God ' s own being to his knowledge only . We do not then speak

o
f

h
is knowledge o
f

the things h
e

has created . As we shall see
later , it is upon the identity o

f knowledge and being in God that

4 The reader will again observe how sharply the Christian position is

set over against idealism and pantheism .
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we pin our hopes and convictions that human predication is
possible .
We do not hesitate to emphasize therefore that God has and

is complete internal coherence . As far as God's own person is
concerned the subject is the object of knowledge . His knowledge
of himself is therefore entirely analytical . By that we do not
suggest that God had to go through a process of looking into
himself and finding information with respect to himself . It is
impossible for us as creatures to get away from the temporal

associations that come with a
ll the wordswe use . But the term

analytic has come to mean in the field o
f philosophy the idea o
f

self -dependence . Analytical knowledge , in distinction from syn
thetic knowledge ,means knowledge that is not gained b

y

refer
ence to something that exists without the knower . God knows
himself not b

y

comparing and contrasting himself with anything ,

not even non -being , outside himself . He knows himself b
y

one
simple eternal act o

f

vision . In God therefore the real is the
rational and the rational is the real . "

II

God ' s KNOWLEDGE O
F

THE WORLD

In the preceding paragraphs we spoke of God ' s knowledge

o
f

himself . We ask now a
s
to the nature of God ' s knowledge o
f

things beyond himself . Here we must turn to the creation doc
trine . God had from a

ll eternity a plan to create the universe .
We may roughly and analogically compare this to the blueprint

a contractor has o
f
a house h
e
is going to build . When the con

tractor has his blueprint he does not yet have his house . The
idea o

f
a thing and the reality o
f the thing are not identical for

him . Similarly God had from a
ll eternity the idea o
f
a universe .

Spinoza would conclude from this that therefore the universe has

existed from a
ll eternity . It is thus that he would apply his prin

ciple o
f identification o
f all Reality , including God and the uni

verse , and a
ll Rationality . In complete contradistinction from

5 The reader may note how completely the thought -content of this sec
tion is opposed to the views o

f Spinoza , o
f Hegel and other idealists . My

critics assume that identity o
f

words must imply identity o
f meanings .
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this we , as Christians , hold to the notion of creation into nothing .
We distinctly affirm that God 's eternal idea of the universe did
not imply the eternal creation of the universe .
Quite obviously we have involved ourselves in difficulty here .

We have maintained that God 's knowledge of himself is analyti
cal. Wehave said repeatedly that there was and can be no non
being over against God as in any sense determinative of God .
Thus the rails would seem to be prepared for a run into the
pantheistic switch . We have said that God's knowledge with
respect to himself is identical with his being ; would it not seem
to follow that God 's knowledge of the universe is to be identified
with the being of the universe ?

This argument is the converse of the argument which says

that we must have succession of moments in the consciousness of
God in order to think of God as appreciative of the passage of
time in the universe . We have rejected this latter argument on
the ground that it begins with a non -theistic assumption . It
begins with the assumption that the temporal is the standard for
our notions with respect to the eternal , while in reality the eternal
should be our standard by which to understand the temporal . To
be sure , we begin our human experience with awareness of our
selves as temporal beings . Yet if we think self- consciously we
should see that our awareness of ourselves as temporal beings

presupposes God 's awareness of himself as an eternal being . We
shall not now seek to develop this argument . We are at this
juncture merely concerned to point out that as a matter of fact
we deal here with themost basic contrast conceivable between a
Christian and a non -Christian theory of knowledge . Christianity
interprets reality in terms of the eternally self-conscious divine
personality ; non -Christian thought interprets reality in terms of
an existence independent of God .
The argument that if we think of God 's being and knowl

edge of himself as identical then we must also hold to eternal
creation ,must therefore be rejected as based upon an anti -theistic
assumption . It is a finite created being who cannot understand
how God can have completely comprehensive knowledge of all
reality beside himself without determining the nature of that
" outside” reality in such a way as to make it meaningless . It
is a finite understanding which says that time is reduced to an
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absurdity if there is pre-interpretation of temporal reality . It is
a finite understanding which would draw determinism from the
statement that in God being and knowledge of h

is being are
identical .

The finite mind cannot thus , if we are to reason theistically ,

b
e

made the standard o
f

what is possible and what is impossible .

It is the divine mind that is determinative o
f

the possible . We
conclude then that God ' s knowledge o

f

the universe is also ana
lytical . God ' s knowledge o

f

the universe depends upon God ' s

knowledge o
f himself . God has made the universe in accordance

with his eternal plan for that universe . Thus the very existence

o
f

th
e

universe depends upon God ' s knowledge of or plan for th
e

universe . God does , to be sure , behold the universe and the chil
dren o

f

men a
s being “outside ” himself . He beholds them now

a
s actually existing beings engaged in actual work o
f their own ,

because h
e

has from a
ll eternity beheld them a
s going to exist .

His knowledge o
f

that which now takes place in th
e

universe is

logically dependent upon what h
e

has from a
ll eternity decided

with respect to the universe .

III

MAN ' S KNOWLEDGE O
F

GOD

A
ll

o
f this may again be expressed from another point of

view b
y

saying that human knowledge is analogical o
f divine

knowledge . We cannot avoid coming to a clear -cut decision with
respect to the question a

s
to whose knowledge , man ' s or God ' s ,

shall b
e

made the standard o
f

the other . The one must be orig
inal and the other analogical o

f

the original . The one must be
determinative and the other subordinate . Roman Catholic the
ology seeks to serve two masters here . It too speaks of created
being and human knowledge a

s being analogical o
f

divine being

and divine knowledge but it does not really take this seriously .

In it
s philosophy and apologetics Romanism reasons a
s though

man ca
n , by himself , determine the nature and possibility o
f

knowledge without reference to God . On the other hand it refers

to mysteries a
s being above the understanding o
f

man . But as

Protestants we should definitely choose to make God the original

in the knowledge situation .
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The first thing to note in the question of our knowledge of
God is that it must be true or objective . That this is so is once
more involved in our God -concept . God knows himself analyti
cally and completely and therefore must know a

ll things beyond

h
im analytically and completely . God certainly must have true

knowledge o
f u
s

and o
f

the universe in general . Our existence
and our meaning , our denotation and our connotation are derived
from God . We are already fully interpreted before we come into
existence . God knows us before and behind ; he knows the
thoughts o

f

our hearts . We could not have existence and mean
ing apart from the existence and meaning o

f God . All this is the
road from God to u

s . But surely we can get back to God b
y

the

road that he has used to create u
s . If I lay a road in order to

build a city somewhere the inhabitants o
f that city can come

back to me b
y

the road that I have built . Of course wemight
say that some one could destroy that road . In this case the city
would still exist and yet it

s

inhabitants could not get back to me .

But this cannot b
e applied in the case o
f

our relationship to God .

It is not that we are merely brought into existence b
y

God , but
our meaning also depends upon God . Our meaning cannot be

realized except through the course o
f history . God created man

in order that man should realize a certain end , that is , the glory

o
f God , and thus God should reach his own end . For that reason

if we could think of the road between God and man a
s broken ,

it would mean also that we should n
o longer exist and thus the

whole question would disappear .

We may safely conclude then that if God is what we say

h
e

is , namely a being who exists necessarily a
s
a self - complete

system o
f coherence , and we exist at al
l

a
s self -conscious beings ,

we must have true knowledge o
f

him . (Weare not now speak
ing o

f

the question o
f

si
n . That is an ethical and not ametaphys

ical question . Our metaphysical dependence upon God has not
been wiped out b

y

si
n . ) All this we express theologically when

we say that man is created in God ' s image . This makes man like
God and assures true knowledge o

fGod . We are known o
f

him

and therefore we know him and know that we know him . God is

light and therefore we have light .

Important as it is to insist that our knowledge o
f

God must

b
e

true , because God is what he is , it is equally important to

insist that our knowledge of God is not and cannot be compre

wquestion
would d

owe should

n
o one and

man asi
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hensive . We are God 's creatures . We cannot know God com
prehensively now nor can we hope to know God comprehensively

hereafter . Wemay know much more in the future than we know
now . Especially when we come to heaven will we know more
than we know now , butwewill not know comprehensively .
We are therefore like God so that our knowledge is true and

we a
re unlike God and therefore our knowledge can never b
e

comprehensive . When we say that God is a mystery for u
s we

d
o

not mean that our knowledge o
f

him is not true a
s fa
r

a
s
it

goes . When we sa
y

that God is transcendent above u
s o
r

when
we say that God is “ the absolutely Other ” we do not mean that
there is not a rational relation between God and u

s . As God
created u

s
in accordance with h
is plan , that is , as God created

us in accordance with his absolute rationality , so there must be

a rational relationship from u
s
to God . Christianity is , in the last

analysis , not an absolute irrationalism but an absolute “ rational

is
m . ” In factwemay contrast every non -Christian epistemology

with Christian epistemology b
y

saying that Christian epistemol
ogy believes in an ultimate rationalism while all other systems of

epistemology believe in a
n ultimate irrationalism .

When we say that as Christians we believe in a
n ultimate

rationalism we are , naturally , not intending anything like the idea
that we as human beings have ormay at some time expect to have

a comprehensive rational understanding o
f

God . We have just
asserted the contrary . Here too every non -Christian epistemology
may b

e distinguished from Christian epistemology in that it is
only Christian epistemology that does not set before itself the
ideal o

f comprehensive knowledge fo
r

man . The reason fo
r

this

is that it holds that comprehensive knowledge is found only in

God . It is true that there must be comprehensive knowledge
somewhere if there is to be any true knowledge anywhere but
this comprehensive knowledge need not and cannot b

e
in u
s ; it

must be in God .

IV

Man ' s KNOWLEDGE O
F

THE WORLD UNIVERSE

What we have said about man ' s knowledge o
f

God is really

determinative for whatwe have to say about man ' s knowledge of
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the universe . By the term universe we now mean the whole of
the created world including man himself and his environment .
The first question we must ask with respect to the relation

of our knowledge of God to our knowledge of the universe is,

which of these two is prior ?
Man cannot help but know himself at once in relation to his

environment . The subject of knowledge must know itself in
relation to and in contrast with the object of knowledge .
This contention that man must know himself in relation to

his environment is not merely a general consideration obtained
by observation of experience. It is implied in the very bedrock of
Christian -theism . This may be seen by again referring to our
idea of God and of God 's relation to the created universe . Man
exists by virtue of God 's existence . Man 's environment precedes
man . God is man 's ultimate environment and this environment
is completely interpretative of man who is to know himself .
In other words man 's environment is not impersonal . It is,

moreover , not merely personal in the sense that simultaneous
with his own appearance there are also other finite persons in

relation to which he knows himself to be a person . Back of this
relationship of finite persons to other finite persons and to other
finite but impersonal things is the absolute personality of God .
Back of the question as to whetherman needs other finite persons

or needs a finite non -personal environment is the question of the
environment of man 's immediate environment . God is man 's
ultimate environment and this ultimate environment controls the

whole of man 's immediate environment as well as man himself .
The whole of man 's own immediate environment as well as man
himself is already interpreted by God . Even the denotation of
the whole universe exists by virtue of the connotation or plan of
God . Thus we have answered our question about temporal pri
ority by answering the question of logical priority . Because
man 's knowledge of God is logically more fundamental than
man 's knowledge of the universe , we may be indifferent to the
question of temporal priority . Even if in our psychological
experience we know ourselves and the universe about us before
we speak self -consciously of God, we have a

ll

the while known
God if we have truly known anything else .

We have constantly emphasized the concept of God a
s being
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basic to everything else which a Christian believes . This is so
because God exists , as he exists , necessarily . For that reason we
cannot know ourselves in any true sense unless we know God .
He is our most ultimate and therefore absolutely indispensable
environment . For that reason if we know him we know him

truly though not comprehensively .
It follows from all this that we know the world truly too

though not comprehensively .
Our argument fo

r

the objectivity o
f knowledge with respect

to the universe can never b
e complete and satisfactory unless we

bring in the relation o
f

both the object and the subject o
f knowl

edge to God . We may debate endlessly about psychological
problems without fruitage if we refuse to bring in the metaphys
ical question o

f the nature o
f reality . If the Christian position

with respect to creation , that is , with respect to the idea o
f

the
origin o

f

both the subject and the object o
f

human knowledge is

true , there is and must be objective knowledge . In that case the
world o

f objects wasmade in order that the subject of knowledge ,

namely man , should interpret it under God . Without the inter
pretation o

f

the universe b
y

man to the glory o
f God the whole

world would b
e meaningless . The subject and the object are

therefore adapted to one another . On the other hand if the Chris
tian theory o

f

creation b
y

God is not true then we hold that there
cannot be objective knowledge o

f anything . In that case all
things in this universe are unrelated and cannot b

e

in fruitful
contact with one another . Thiswe believe to be the simple alter
native on the question of the objectivity o

f knowledge a
s far a
s

the things o
f

this universe are concerned .

One o
f

the points about which there has been much con
fusion when we speak o

f the objectivity o
f human knowledge is

whether human knowledge o
f

the world must be comprehensive

to b
e true . Sometimes it is said that though we cannot hope to

obtain comprehensive knowledge of God wemay hope eventually

if not now to have comprehensive knowledge o
f the things o
f

this
universe . Butwe believe that just for the reason that we cannot
hope to obtain comprehensive knowledge o

fGod we cannot hope

to obtain comprehensive knowledge o
f anything in this world .

Note the basic importance assigned to the doctrine o
f

creation and
therewith to a basically Christian , in distinction from a
n

idealist , metaphysic .
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Not as though anything in this world is infinite as God is infinite
and for that reason not fully comprehensible , for it is not the
infinity of things in themselves but once more the infinity of God
that makes it impossible for us comprehensively to understand
things in the created universe . The reason for this is not fa

r
to

seek . The things o
f

this universe must be interpreted in relation

to God . The object o
f knowledge is not interpreted truly if

though brought into relation with th
e

human mind , it is not also
brought into relation with the divinemind . God is the ultimate
category o

f interpretation . Now we cannot fully understand
God ' s plan for created things and so we cannot fully understand
things .

We see then that our knowledge of the universe must be true
since we are creatures o

f

God who has made both u
s

and the

universe . Then too our knowledge o
f

the universe cannot b
e

comprehensive because our knowledge o
f God cannot b
e com

prehensive .

A word must here be said about the question of antinomies . K

It will readily b
e

inferred what as Christians we mean b
y

anti
nomies . ? They are involved in the fact that human knowledge

can never b
e completely comprehensive knowledge . Every

knowledge transaction has in it
s

somewhere a reference point to
God . Now since God is not fully comprehensible to u

s we are
bound to come into what seems to b

e

contradiction in a
ll

our
knowledge . Our knowledge is analogical and therefore must be
paradoxical . We say that if there is to be any true knowledge a

t

a
ll

theremust be in God a
n absolute system o
f knowledge . We

therefore insist that everything must b
e

related to that absolute
system o

f

God . Yet we ourselves cannot fully understand that
system .

Wemay , in order to illustrate ourmeaning here , take one of

the outstanding paradoxes o
f

the Christian interpretation o
f

things , namely , that of the relation o
f the counsel o
f

God to our
prayers . T

o put it pointedly :We say o
n the one hand that prayer

changes things and o
n

the other hand we say that everything hap
pens in accordance with God ' s plan and God ' s plan is immutable .

The thing we are concerned about here is to point out that

in the nature o
f

the case there would have to be such a paradox

7 C
f
. Common Grace , p . 9 .
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or seeming contradiction in human knowledge . God exists as
self- complete apart from us;he is al

l
-glorious . Yet he created the

universe that itmight glorify h
im . This point lies at the bottom

o
f

every paradox or antinomy . Wewere in the nature of the case
completely interpreted before we came into existence ; the uni
versal plan o

f

God needed not to b
e supplemented b
y

historical
particulars and could not be supplemented in this way . The his
torical could not produce anything wholly new . This much we
see clearly . God being what he is , it must be his counsel which
acts a

s th
e

indispensable and self -complete unity back of the finite
one and many . The only alternative to saying this is to say that
the historicalproduces the wholly new , and this would be to give
up the basic idea o

f

the Christian - theistic scheme , namely , the
idea o

fGod and of his creation and control of the universe . On
the other hand the historicalmust have genuine significance . Or
else why should God have created it ? Prayer must be answered

o
r

God would not be God . The universe must really glorify God ;

that is the purpose o
f

it
s

existence . S
o we seem to have o
n the

one hand a bucket that is full o
f

water and o
n th
e

other hand we
seem to add water to this bucket which we claim to b

e already
full .

It appears that there must seem to be contradiction in human
knowledge . To this wemust now add that the contradiction that
seems to be there can in the nature of the case b

e

n
o

more than a

seeming contradiction . If we said that there is real contradiction

in our knowledge we would oncemore be denying the basic con
cept o

f

Christian -theism , i . e . , the concept of the self -complete
universal in God . We should then not merely b

e saying that
there is n

o complete coherence in our thinking but we should also

b
e saying that there is no complete coherence in God ' s thinking .

And this would be the same as saying that there is no coherence

o
r

truth in our thinking a
t a
ll . Ifwe say that the idea ofparadox

o
r antinomy is that o
f

real contradiction , we have destroyed a
ll

human and all divine knowledge ; if we say that the idea o
f

paradox o
r antinomy is that o
f seeming contradiction we have

saved God ' s knowledge and therewith also our own .

Wemust note here again how impossible it is in an apolo
getic argument to close one ' s eyes to differences between various
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theological schools . That fact comes out here more strikingly
than anywhere else. Arminianism has not been true to its own
belief in creation . With belief in creation it stands committed to

that view o
f God and of God ' s counsel and that view o
f

man ' s

relation to that counsel which we have outlined . Yet it has been
untrue to a

ll

this in it
s

insistence that the historical does produce

the absolutely new . For that reason it has to think of the relation

o
f

God ' s counsel to man ' s activity a
s one o
f real contradiction . In

order to avoid this contradiction ” it has simply thrown overboard

the idea o
f

the counsel o
f

God , as controlling all things . There
with it has in effect sought to destroy both divine and human
knowledge and therewith it has destroyed th

e

very meaning o
f

history which it was so anxious to preserve . God cannot answer
our prayers for the salvation o

f people if those people can reject

that salvation when they wish .

SIN AND ITS CURSE

What we have said thus far in this chapter about man ' s
knowledge has not taken si

n

into consideration . We have spoken
only o

f

the normal situation a
s
it existed when man was first

created perfect by God . We must now ask what happened to

the knowledge situation when si
n

entered into the heart of man .

We know that sin is an attempt o
n the part o
f

man to cut
himself loose from God . But this breaking loose from God could ,

in the nature o
f

the case , notbemetaphysical ; if itwere ,man him
self would b

e destroyed and God ' s purpose with man would b
e

frustrated . S
in

is therefore a breaking loose from God ethically

and not metaphysically . Sin is the creature ' s enmity and rebellion
against God but is not an escape from creaturehood .

When we say that si
n

is ethical we d
o notmean , however ,

that si
n

involved only the will o
f

man and not also his intellect .

Sin involved every aspect o
f

man ' s personality . Al
l

o
f

man ' s re

actions in every relation in which God had set him were ethical

and not merely intellectual ; the intellectual itself is ethical .

8 The reader may recall Masselink ' s charge that there is nothing dis
tinctively Reformed in my apologetics .
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What then was the result as far as the question of knowledge
is concerned ofman 's rebellion against God ? The result was that
man tried to interpret everything with which he came into con
tact without reference to God . The assumption of al

l

his future
interpretation was the self -sufficiency of intra -cosmical relation
ships . This does not signify that man would immediately and
openly deny that there is a God . Nor does it mean that man
would always and everywhere deny that God is in some sense

transcendent . What he would always deny , b
y

implication a
t

least , would b
e

that God is self -sufficient or self - complete . A
t

best he would allow that God is a correlative to man . Hemight
say that we need God to interpret man but he would a

t

the same

time say that in the same sense we need man to interpret God .

He might say that the temporal cannot be interpreted without
reference to the eternal but he would a

t

the same time say that
the eternal cannot be interpreted without reference to the tem
poral . Hemight say that we need God in order to obtain unity

in our experience , but he would a
t

the same time sa
y

that God
needs the historical many in order to get diversity into his expe

rience . All these forms of correlativity amount in the end to the

same thing a
s saying that the finite categories are self -sufficient .

For that reason we can make a very simple and al
l
comprehensive

antithesis between the knowledge concept o
f a
ll

non -Christian
philosophies and the Christian view . Scripture says that some
men worship and serve th

e

Creator ; they a
re

the Christians . All
other men worship and serve the creature rather than the Creator .
Christian - theism says that there are two levels o

f thought ,

th
e

absolute and the derivative . Christian theism says that there
are two levels of interpreters , God who interprets absolutely and
man who must be the re -interpreter o

f God ' s interpretation .

Christian -theism says that human thought is therefore analogical

o
f

God ' s thought . In opposition to all this , non -Christian thought

holds in effect that the distinction between absolute and deriv
ative thought must be wiped out . To be sure , God ' s thoughts
may bemore comprehensive than ours but it is not self -complete

without ours . This means that as all being was thought o
f

a
s

equally ultimate , so now all thought is thought of as equally ulti
mate . There is only one level of interpreters ; ifGod comes into
the picture a
t all , it is as a collaborator with man . We do not
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think God 's thoughts after him , but together with God we think
out thoughts that have never been thought either by God or by

man . Non -Christian philosophies hold that human thought is
univocal instead of analogical .
Thus the Christian concept of analogical thought and th

e

non -Christian concept o
f

univocal thought stand over against one
another as diametrical opposites .

Non -Christian thought holds to the ultimacy of the created
universe . It holds therefore to the ultimacy of the mind o

f

man

itself and must in consequence deny the necessity of analogical
thought . It holds to the normalcy o

f

the human mind a
s well a
s

to it
s ultimacy . It holds to the normalcy of the human mind a
s
it

holds to the normalcy o
f everything else in the world .

Naturally this conception o
f

the normalcy o
f

the human mind
does not imply that the human mind never makes mistakes . It

only means that mistakes are thought o
f

a
s natural and to be

expected and have nothing to d
o with si
n .

We can readily see from this that the non -theistic mindmust
set for itself the ideal of absolutely comprehensive knowledge a

s

long as ithas not become fully conscious of the implications of it
s

own thought . However , it will maintain that it is unnecessary
for man to have any comprehensive universal in order to live .
As long a

s non -theistic thought still thinks it necessary for man to

have a
n absolute universal it naturally has to set for itself the

task o
f finding this universal , inasmuch as God has been put out

o
f

the picture . Then when it appears impossible forman ever to

find a universal , inasmuch a
s the particulars o
f

the time are b
y

definition always ahead o
f any time -generated universal , man

says that he does not need any absolute universal anyway except

a
s
a limiting concept .

It may be useful in this connection to point out that in the
whole situation we have therefore to deal with three types of

consciousness .

In the first place there is the Adamic consciousness . When
man was first created he was perfect . He recognized the fact
that he was a creature ; he was actually normal . He wanted to

be nothing but a re - interpreter of the interpretation o
fGod . He

was receptive to God ' s revelation which appeared within him
and round about him ; he would reconstruct this revelation . He .



66 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

was receptively reconstructive . For that reason he had real
though not comprehensive unity in his experience .
In the second place we dealwith the fallen or non -regenerate

consciousness . It builds upon the non -theistic assumption . It
in effect denies it

s

creaturehood . It claims to be normal . It will
not b

e receptive o
f

God ' s interpretation ; it wants to create it
s

own interpretation without reference to God . Itwill not recon
struct God ' s interpretation . Itwill construct only it

s

own inter
pretation . It seeks to be creatively constructive . It thus tries to

d
o

the impossible with the result that self -frustration is written

over a
ll

it
s

efforts . There is no unity and never will be unity in

non -theistic thought ; it has cut itself loose from the only existing
source o

f unity . Yet since it could not cut itself loose from God
metaphysically and since God , for the purpose o

f realizing his
plan o

f redemption , rudera o
r scintillae o
f

the knowledge o
f

God
and o

f

the universe remain in man . Non -Christians know after

a fashion , as Paul tells us in Romans . Thus also there is a rela
tive good in those who are ethically totally evil . The unity that
they have in experience is a shadow unity , a unity that prevents
them from falling into complete disintegration in this world .

Hereafter complete disintegration will follow , though even here
after the disintegration can only be ethical and notmetaphysical ;

there must b
e
a kingdom o
r

mock -unity even in hell .

In the third place there is the regenerate consciousness .

This regenerate consciousness has in principle been restored to

the position o
f

the Adamic consciousness . It recognizes anew
that man is God ' s creature and that he has fallen into si

n . It
recognizes the fact that it has been saved by grace . It therefore
wants to b

e receptively reconstructive once more . It wants to

interpret reality in terms o
f

the eternal one and many . It there
fore does have unity in it

s experience , though not comprehensive
unity .

Yet this regenerate consciousness is restored in principle
only . It does not and cannot , because of the remnants o

f
si
n

that
remain in man , even after regeneration , live u

p

to it
s

own prin
ciple fully . For this reason there is the relatively evil in those

who are absolutely good in principle . This relative evil in the

9 The reader may observe again how basically important Adam ' s place

in history is said to b
e .
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absolutely good has a very great detrimental effect on the con
sistency of presentation of the theistic position on the part of the
Christian . And this inconsistency appears both in word and in
deed , in the compromising presentation of the intellectual argu

ment fo
r

Christianity and in the u
n -Christian life that Christians

live . Hence non -Christians frequently d
o not have the full

Christian position placed before them .

All this makes the matter of apologetical argument very
complicated . Only a clear recognition of the three types o

f con
sciousness , of the total inability o

f

the non -regenerate conscious

ness o
f

itself to accept the truth o
f Christianity , of the necessity

o
f
a consistent presentation o
f the Christian position together

with firm reliance o
n the grace o
f

God , can help us to reason
fruitfully with men . 10

1
0

The absolute contrast between the Christian and the non -Christian

in the field o
f knowledge is said to b
e

that o
f principle . Full recognition is

made o
f

the fact that in spite o
f

this absolute contrast o
f

principle , there is

relative good in those who are evil in principle and relative evil in those who

a
re good in principle . Is it possible to se
t

forth the fully Biblical o
r Re

formed position without maintaining both o
f

these points ? Some o
f my

critics deny the necessity o
f

maintaining both points a
t

a
ll

times . In this ,

I feel , they depart from generic Calvinism .



CHAPTER IV

THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY OF BEHAVIOR

Having now briefly set forth the Christian view of being

and the Christian view of knowledge a brief exposition of
the Christian view of human action or behavior must be
given .

In setting forth the Christian view of Ethics we take
from the Reformed confessions the simple statement to the

effect that good worksmust be done to the glory ofGod .
We speak therefore of the highest good of man as the

goal hemust seek to reach if as a redeemed creature he is to

live to the glory of God. He does this concretely on earth
by seeking to establish the kingdom of God .
Secondly ,man cannot set his own standard or criterion

by which he will seek to realize the kingdom of God . His

standard must be the revealed will of God in Scripture .
Thirdly , as a sinner man can have no power with which

to work toward the realization of the kingdom of God . With
out faith it is impossible to please God. And faith comes
from God through regeneration by the Holy Spirit .
This confessional scheme of ethics is very simple . It

enables us to find our way through the labyrinth of ethical
literature. All writers must , in one way or another , deal with
man 's ( a ) summum bonum , (b ) his criterion , and ( c ) his
motivation .

68
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Ι

ETHICS AND THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY OF KNOWLEDGE

In order to dealwith the Christian summum bonum , the
Christian standard and Christian motivation , we may first
intimate how directly the whole of Christian ethics is related

to the Christian view of knowledge . I quote from the
syllabus on Christian Ethics .

God , as absolute personality , is the ultimate category of in
terpretation fo

r

man in every aspect of his being . Every attribute

o
f

God will , in the nature of the case , be reflected primarily in

every other attribute o
f

God . There will bemutual and complete
exhaustiveness in the relationship o

f

the three persons o
f

the trin

it
y
. Consequently n
o

one o
f

the persons o
f

the trinity can be
said to b

e

correlative in it
s being , to anything that exists beyond

the Godhead . If then man is created itmust be that he is abso
lutely dependent upon his relationship to God for the meaning

o
f

his existence in it
s every aspect . If this is true it means that

the good is good fo
r

man because it has been set as good fo
r

man
by God . This is usually expressed b

y

saying that the good is
good because God says it is good . As such it is contrasted with
non -Christian thought which says that the good exists in it

s

own
right and that God strives for that which is good in itself . We

d
o not artificially separate the will of God from the nature of

God . It is the nature aswell as the will of God that is ultimately
good . Yet since this nature of God is personal there is no sense

in which we can say that the good exists in its own right .

a .Man a
s Made in God ' s Image

With these considerations a
s
a background we can think o
f

man a
s he first appeared o
n the face o
f

the earth . It follows
logically that h

e appeared upon the earth a
s
a perfect though

finite replica o
f

the Godhead . The original perfection o
f

man in

every respect , and in particular in themoral respect , is implied

in the conception o
f

God which lies a
t

the foundation o
f

the whole
structure o

f Christian thought .

Now if there cannot be any evil in God it would b
e quite
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impossible to think that he should create man as evil . Again this
is true not only because we abhor the idea of attributing such a
deed to God but because it would be a contradiction of his being

so to do . Thus we hold that man appeared originally with a
perfect moral consciousness . It is this that the Genesis narrative
tells us."
The difference between Christian ethics and non -Christian

ethics has not been made perfectly clear at this point unless we
dwell on the fact that even in it

s original perfect condition the
moral consciousness of man was derivative and not the ultimate
source o

f

information a
s
to what is good . Man was in the nature

o
f

the case finite . Hence his moral consciousness too was finite
and a

s such had to live b
y

revelation . Man ' s moral thought a
s

well as the other aspects o
f

h
is thought had to b
e receptively

reconstructive .

This then is the most basic and fundamental difference be
tween Christian and non -Christian epistemology , as far as it has

a direct bearing upon questions o
f

ethics , that in the case of non
Christian thought man ' s moral activity is thought of as creatively
constructive while in Christian thought man ' s moral activity is

thought o
f

a
s being receptively reconstructive . According to

non -Christian thought , there is no absolute moral personality to

whom man is responsible and from whom he has received his
conception o

f

the good ,while according to Christian thought God

is th
e

infinite moral personality who reveals to man the true
nature o

fmorality .

It is necessary , however , to think of this revelation of God

to man a
s originally internal a
s well as external . Man found in

his own makeup , in his own moral nature , an understanding o
f

and a love for that which is good . His own nature was revela
tional o

f

the will of God . But while thus revelational of the will

o
f

God ,man ' s nature , even in paradise , was never meant to func
tion by itself . It was at once supplemented by the supernatural ,

external and positive expression o
f

God ' s will as its correlative .

Only thus can we see how basic is the difference between the
Christian and the non -Christian view o

f

the moral nature ofman

in relation to ethical questions .

1 Adam a
s the first man o
f history is again seen to occupy a basically

important place . Would idealists b
e sympathetic to such a
n

idea ?
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b . Sin and Its Curse
The second point o

f

difference that must b
e

included in our

general antithesis stated above concerns the question o
f

the in

fluence o
f

si
n

o
n the moral consciousness o
f man . We cannot

begin to give a survey here o
f
a
ll

the Biblical material that bears

o
n this question . Nor is this necessary . The main point is clear

enough . Just as sin has blinded the intellect o
f

man , so it has
corrupted the will ofman . This is often spoken of as the hard
ening o

f

man ' s heart . Paul says that the natural man is at enmity
against God . The naturalman cannot will to do God ' swill . He
cannot even know what the good is . The sinner worships the crea
ture rather than the Creator . He has set al

l

themoral standards
topsy -turvy .

This doctrine o
f

the total depravity o
f

man makes it plain

that the moral consciousness o
f

man a
s h
e
is today cannot b
e

the

source o
f information about what is ideal good o
r

about what is

the standard o
f

the good o
r about what is the true nature of the

will which is to strive for the good . Itwould seem plain enough
that men have to choose o

n this point between the Christian and
the non -Christian position .

It is this point particularly that makes it necessary fo
r
the

Christian to maintain without any apology and without any con
cession that it is Scripture , and Scripture alone , in the light of

which all moral questions must be answered . Scripture a
s

a
n

external revelation became necessary because o
f the sin o
f man .

No man living ca
n

even put the moral problem a
s he ought to

put it , or ask themoral questions as he ought to ask them , unless

h
e

does so in the light o
f Scripture . Man cannot of himself truly

face themoral question , let alone answer it .

Man ' smoral consciousness then a
s it is today is ( a ) finite and

( b ) sinful . If it were only finite and not sinful we could g
o

to

themoral consciousness of man for our information . Even then ,

however ,we should have to remember thatwe could g
o

there not
because the moral consciousness would b

e

able either to ask o
r

to answer the moral question correctly in it
s

own power alone ,

but because it
s

own activity would b
e
in fruitful contact with

2 The reader may again judge o
f

the fairness o
f

Daane ' s charge thatmy
thought is not Scriptural but speculative .
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God from whom the questions and the answers would ultimately

come.

It is true that the non -regenerate consciousness of man can
not entirely keep under the requirements of God that speak to
it through it

s

own constitution . Thus God ' s will is heard through

it in spite o
f it . Hence the natural man excuses o
r accuses him

self for his ethical action . But fo
r

the main point now under
consideration this point may be ignored . For to the extent that
man is not restrained b

y

God ' s common grace from living out his
sinful principle , the natural man makes his own moral conscious
ness the ultimate standard o

fmoral action .

c . The Regenerated Consciousness
But what then o

f

the regenerated moral consciousness ? In

the first place the regenerated consciousness is once more in

principle restated to it
s

former place . This implies that we can

g
o

to it because we could originally g
o
to it fo
r

our answers . This

is o
f basic importance fo
r

it furnishes the point of contact be
tween Christian and non -Christian ethics . As Christians we do
not maintain that man ' s moral consciousness cannot under any
circumstances and in any sense serve as a point o

f
reference . But

man ' smoral consciousness must be regenerated in order to serve

a
s
a reference point . Moreover the regenerated consciousness is

still finite . Itmust still live by revelation a
s
it originally lived by

revelation . It can never become a
n ultimate information bureau .

Finally , th
e

regenerated moral consciousness is changed in prin
ciple only , and therefore often errs . Consequently itmust con
stantly seek to test itself b

y

Scripture . More than that , the
regenerated consciousness doesnot in itself fabricate any answers

to themoral questions . It receives them and reworks them . Now

if this receiving , in so far as it implies a
n activity o
f themind , be

called the function o
f

the moral consciousness , wemay speak of

it as a source o
f

information . The regenerated moral conscious
ness which constantly nourishes itself upon the Scripture is a

s

the plenipotentiary who knows fairly well what his authority

desires .
S
o

then we have before us the Christian and the non -Chris
tian conception o

f

themoral consciousness o
f

man . Summing u
p

the matter we may say ( a ) that there once was a moral con
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sciousness that was perfect and could act as a source, but only as
a proximate source, of information on moral questions ; ( b ) that
there now are two types of moral consciousness which to the
extent that they work from their respective principles agree on
no ethical answer and on no ethical question , namely the non
regenerate and the regenerate consciousness ; ( c ) that the non
regenerate consciousness denies while the regenerate conscious
ness affirms that the moral verdict of any man must be tested by
Scripture because of the si

n

o
f

man .

d . Roman Catholicism
On the question discussed in this chapter Roman Catholi

cism takes a position half way between that of Christianity and
that o

f

paganism . The notion o
f

the human consciousness set

forth in the works o
f

Thomas Aquinas is worked out , to a great
extent , b

y

the form -matter scheme of Aristotle . In consequence

a large measure o
fautonomy is assigned to the human conscious

ness a
s

over against the consciousness o
f

God . This is true in the
field o

f knowledge and it is no less true in the field o
f

ethics .

In the field o
f

ethics thismeans that even in paradise , before

th
e

fall ,man is not thought of as being receptively constructive

in his attitude toward God . In order to maintain man ' s autonomy

- o
r , as Thomas thinks , his very manhood a
s
a self -conscious and

responsible being -man must , from one point of view a
t

least , be

wholly independent o
f

the counsel o
f God . This is implied in the

so -called " free -will ” idea . Thomas cannot think of man a
s re

sponsible and free if al
l

his actions have their ultimate and final

reference point exclusively in God and his will . Thus there is no

really Scriptural idea o
f authority in Romanism .

It follows that Rome has too high a notion o
f themoral con

sciousness o
f

fallen man . According to Thomas , fallen man is

not very dissimilar from Adam in paradise . He says that while
the sinner needs grace for more things than did Adam h

e

does not
need grace more . 3 Putting the matter somewhat differently ,

Thomas says , “And thus in the state of perfect nature man needs

a gratuitous strength superadded to natural strength for one rea
son , viz . , in order to do and wish supernatural good ; but for two

3 Summa Theologica , trans . b
y

Fathers o
f

the English Dominican Prov
ince , Vol . 4 , p . 324 .



74 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

reasons, in the state of corrupt nature , vi
z
. , in order to be healed ,

and furthermore in order to carry out works o
f supernatural vir

tue , which a
re meritorious . Beyond this , in both states man

needs the Divine help , that he may b
e

moved to act well . ” * In

any case , fo
r

Thomas the ethical problem fo
r

man is a
s

much one

o
f

finitude a
s it is one of ethical obedience . Man is naturally

finite . As such he tends naturally to evil . He needs grace be
cause h

e
is a creature even though h
e
is not a sinner . Hence God

really owes grace to man a
t

least to some extent . And man does
not become totally depraved when h

e

does not make such use o
f

the grace given him a
s to keep himself from si
n entirely . For in

any case the act of his free will puts him naturally in grave

danger . Fallen man is therefore only partly guilty and only
partly to blame . And he retains much of the same ethical power
thatman had in paradise . For ethical ability is virtually said to

be implied in metaphysical ability o
r

free will .

It follows still further than even the regenerate conscious
ness need not and cannot subject itself fully to Scripture . Thomas

is unable to d
o justice to S
t . Paul ' s position that whatever is not

o
f

faith is si
n . The entire discussion b
y

Thomas o
f

th
e

cardinal

virtues and their relation to the theological virtues proves this
point . He distinguishes sharply between them . “Now the object

o
f the theological virtues is God Himself , Who is the last end o
f

a
ll , as surpassing the knowledge o
f

our reason . O
n

the other
hand , the object of the intellectual andmoral virtues is something
comprehensible to human reason . Wherefore the theological vir
tues are specifically distinct from the moral and intellectual vir
tues . ” 5 In respect to the things that are said to be knowable by

reason apart from supernatural revelation , then , the Christian
acts , and should act , from what amounts to the samemotive as

the non -Christian . Faith is not required for a Christian to act
virtuously in the natural relationships o

f

life . Or if the theologi
cal virtues do have some influence over the daily activities o

f the

Christian , this influence is of an accidental and subsidiary nature .

All in al
l

then it is clear that Romanism cannot ask it
s ad

herents to submit it
s moral consciousness to Scripture in any

thorough way . And accordingly Rome cannot challenge the non
Christian position in any thorough way .

4 Idem , Vol . 8 , p . 327 .

5 Idem , Vol . 7 , p . 150 .
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e.Evangelicalism
A position similar to that of Romanism is frequently main

tained by evangelical Protestants . As a recent illustration we
mention the case of C . S . Lewis .
Like Romanism , Lewis, in the first place, confuses things

metaphysical and ethical . In his book Beyond Personality he

discusses the nature of the divine trinity . To show the practical
significance of the doctrine of the trinity he says : “ The whole
dance , or drama , or pattern of this three -Personal life is to be
played out in each one of us : or (putting it the other way 'round )
each one of us has got to enter that pattern , take his place in that
dance.” The purpose of Christianity is to lift the Bios or natural
life of man up into the Zoe , the uncreated life .? In the incarna
tion there is given one example of how this may be done. In
him there is one man in whom the created life, derived from his
mother, allowed itself to be completely and perfectly turned into
the begotten life .” Then he adds : “Now what is the difference
which he hasmade to the whole human mass? It is just this ; that
the business of becoming a son of God , of being turned from a

created thing into a begotten thing , of passing over from the
temporary biological life into timeless 'spiritual life , has been
done for us.”
All this is similar in import to the position of Aquinas which

stresses the idea that man is, through grace , to participate in the
divine nature .
It is a foregone conclusion that the ethical problem cannot

be fairly put on such a basis . Perhaps the most fundamental dif
ference between a

ll forms o
f

non -Christian ethics and Christian
ethics lies in the fact that according to the former it isman ' s fini
tude a

s

such that causes his ethical strife while according to the

latter it is not finitude a
s

such but created man ' s disobedience of

God that causes a
ll

the trouble . C . S . Lewis cannot signalize this
difference clearly . Lewis does not call men back with clarion
voice to the obedience o

f

the God o
f

the Bible . He asks men to

“ dress up as Christ ” in order that while they have the Christ ideal
before them and see how far they are from realizing it , Christ ,

6 Beyond Personality , p . 27 .

7 Idem , p . 28 .

8 Idem , p . 31 .
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who is then at their side, may turn them into the same kind of
thing as Himself,” injecting “His kind of life and thought , His
Zoe” into them .
Lewis argues that “ a recovery of the old sense of si

n

is essen
tial to Christianity . ” 10 Why does he then encourage men to hold
that man is embroiled in a metaphysical tension over which not
even God has any control ? Lewis says that men are not likely

to recover the o
ld

sense o
f

si
n

because they d
o not penetrate to

the motives behind moral actions . 11 But how shall men ever be
challenged to look inside themselves and find that all that is not

o
f

faith is si
n

if they are encouraged to think that without the
light of Scripture and without the regenerating power of the
Holy Spirit they can , at least in the natural sphere , do what is

right ? Can men really practice the “ cardinal virtues ” of pru

dence , temperance , justice and fortitude in the way that they
should , even though they have n

o
faith ? No Protestant ought to

admit such a possibility .

Lewis seeks for objective standards in ethics , in literature ,

and in life everywhere . But he holds that objectivity may be
found in many places . He speaks of a general objectivity that is

common between Christians and non -Christians and argues a
s

though it is mostly o
r almost exclusively in modern times that

men have forsaken it . Speaking o
f

this general objectivity he
says : “ This conception in a

ll

it
s forms , Platonic , Aristotelian ,

Stoic , Christian , and Oriental alike , I shall henceforth refer to

for brevity simply a
s 'the Tao . ' Some of the accounts of itwhich

I have quoted will seem , perhaps , to many of you merely quaint

o
r

even magical . But what is common to them a
ll
is something

we cannot neglect . It is the doctrine of objective value , the belief
that certain attitudes are really true , and others really false , to

the kind o
f thing the universe is and the kind of things we are . ” 12

But surely this general objectivity is common to Christians and

non -Christians in a formal sense only . To say that there is o
r

must be an objective standard is not the same as to say what that
standard is . And it is the what that is all important . Granted

9 Idem , p . 37 .

1
0 The Problem o
f

Pain , p . 45 .

1
1

Idem , p . 47 .

1
2 The Abolition o
f

Man , London , 1947 , p . 17 .



THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY OF BEHAVIOR 77

that non -Christians who hold to some sort of something some
where above men are better than non -Christians who hold to
nothing whatsoever above man , it remains true that in the main
issue the non -Christian objectivists are no less subjective than are

the non -Christian subjectivists . There is but one alternative that
is ultimate ; it is that between those who obey God and those who
please themselves. Only those who believe in God through Christ
seek to obey God ; only they have the true principle in ethics .
One can only rejoice in the fact that Lewis is heard the world
around , but one can only grieve over the fact that he so largely

follows the method of Thomas Aquinas in calling men back to
the gospel . The " gospel according to St. Lewis ” is too much of

a compromise with the ideas of the natural man to constitute a
clear challenge in our day .

II

ETHICS AND THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY OF REALITY

As God is absolute rationality so God is also absolute will .
By this wemean primarily that God did not have to become good,
but has from everlasting to everlasting been good . In God there
is no problem of activity and passivity . In God there is eternal
accomplishment . God is finally and ultimately self-determinative .
God is finally and absolutely necessary and therefore absolutely 7
free .

It should be especially noted that Christians put forth this
concept of God , not as something that may possibly be true and
may also possibly be untrue . From the non -theistic point of
view our God will have to appear as th

e

dumping ground o
f a
ll

difficulties . For the moment we waive this objection in order to

call attention to the fact that a
ll

the differences between the

Christian and the non -Christian point of view , in the field o
f

ethics ,must be ultimately traced to their different God -concepts .

Christians hold that th
e

conception o
f

God is the necessary pre
supposition o

f

a
ll

human activity . Non -Christian thought holds
that the Christian conception o

f God is the death o
f

a
ll

ethical
activity . All non -Christian ethics takes for granted that such a

God a
s Christians believe in does not exist . Non -Christian
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thought takes for granted that the will of God , aswell as the will
of man , has an environment . Non -Christian ethics assumes an
ultimate activism . For it God has to become good . Character
is an achievement through a process for God as well as for man .
God is thought of as determined as well as determinated and
determinative .

Non -theism starts with the assumption of an ultimately in
determinate Reality . For it all determinate existence , al

l

per
sonality is therefore derivative .

Idealists may object that in the eternally Good o
f

Plato , and

in the modern idealist idea o
f

the Absolute , there is no mention
made o

f

achievement . In those concepts , it will be said , you
have absolutely self -determinative experience . In answer to this

we only point out that the God o
f Plato was not really ultimate .

The Good rather than God was Plato ' s most ultimate concept .

His god , to the extent that he was personal was metaphorical
and , in any case , dependent upon a

n environment more ultimate

than himself . The element of Chance is absolutely ultimate in

the philosophy o
f

Plato . And it is this ultimacy o
f

Chance that

either makes the determinate good a
n achievement , or it sets the

Good out of relation to it
s

environment , and therewith destroys

it
s

value .

Then a
s
to the modern idealist conception o
f

the Absolute ,

it is to be noted that it is the result of a definite and prolonged
effort to find the conception o

f
a
n absolutely self -determinative

Experience . The idealists have been basically convinced , it
seems , that unless a

n absolutely self -determinative Experience

can b
e presupposed , al
l

human experience in general , and ethical
experience in particular , would bemeaningless . Modern idealism
has definitely attempted to se

t

th
e

Good o
f

Plato into a fruitful
relation to it

s

environment . Yet it has not overcome the diffi
culties inherent in Plato ' s ethics . It has ended with a determined
instead o

f

with a self -determinative God . It has taken fo
r

granted

that the space -time universe is a part or aspect o
f

ultimate exist
ence . With this assumption it made time as ultimate a

s eternity

and made God dependent upon whatever might come out of the
space - time matrix . 1

8

1
3Here again it appears that the Biblical idea o
f

God is set over against

that o
f

idealism . Idealism is seen a
s

one variety o
f

non -Christian philosophy .
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The basic difference then that distinguishes Christian from

non -Christian ethics, is the acceptance , or denial , of the ulti
mately self -determinative will of God . As Christians we hold
that determinate human experience could work to no end , could
work in accordance with no plan , and could not even get under
way , if it were not fo

r

the existence o
f

the absolute will o
f

God .

It is on this ground then that we hold to the absolute will of

God a
s the presupposition o
f thewill of man . Looked a
t
in this

way , that which to many seems at first glance to be the greatest

hindrance to human responsibility , namely the conception o
f

a
n

absolutely sovereign God , becomes the very foundation o
f

it
s

possibility .

In order to avoid misunderstanding , however , we should
distinguish the concept o

f

a
n absolutely personalist environment

from philosophical determinism . It is al
l

to
o

common fo
r

men
hastily to identify consistent Christianity with philosophical ne
cessitarianism . Yet they are a

s

the poles apart . Philosophical

necessitarianism stands for an ultimate impersonalism ; consistent
Christianity stands for a

n ultimate personalism . What this im
plies fo

r

the activity o
f

the will ofman itself wemay now briefly
examine .

III

THE KINGDOM O
F

GOD a
sMan ' s HIGHEST GOOD

a . The Non -Christian Summum Bonum

What is the ideal of human behavior that non -Christian
writers on ethics set for themselves ? “ The main difference
between a

ll

non -Christian theories and the Christian theory

o
f the summum bonum is due to the fact that all non -Chris

tian ethics takes existence , as it now is , for granted as being

normal . ” 14 “Our idea of the original state ofman does not
only appear to them a

s
a sad delusion , but also a
s
a piece o
f

unpardonable arrogance . ” 16 Men are glad to read the uto
pias that dreamers have dreamed ; they are glad even to

include the story o
f

Genesis in their repertoire o
f light read

1
4 Ethics syllabus , p . 51 .

1
5

Ibid .
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ing for leisure hours ,butmen rebel against being told that
their ethical ideals must be judged by th

e

ethical ideals o
f

Adam . 16

The real meaning o
f

this opposition to the original perfect

ethical ideal is nothing short of hatred o
f

the living God . If God
does exist as man ' s Creator , it is as we have seen , impossible that
evil should be inherent in the temporal universe . If God exists ,

man himself must have brought in si
n b
y

a
n

act o
f wilful trans

gression . Hence , existence , as it now is , is not normal but abnor
mal . Accordingly , to maintain that existence , as it now is , is

normal , is tantamount to a denial of man ' s responsibility for si
n ,

and this in turn makes God responsible for si
n , and this simply

means that there is n
o

absolute God .

In addition to assuming thatman ' smoral consciousness

is normal , the non -Christian view assumes that it is non
created o

r

ultimate . Even when the absolute idealists speak

o
f

God a
s absolute , this God is not the creator ofman . “ The

difference between a truly Christian theory o
f

self -develop

ment and the idealist theory of self -development can best be

observed if we see that the idealist notion is based upon the

non -Christian conception of the self that is to be realized .

That self is not thought of as a creature o
f

God , but as an

aspect o
f rationality somehow here in the midst of a universe

among other specks o
f rationality also somehow here . " ? ?

We have said enough , we trust , to bring out the chief points

o
f

contrast b
y

which one can distinguish the Christian from the

non -Christian summum bonum . We have indicated that all the
contrasts between various schools o

f

non -Christian ethics , such a
s

those between intellectualistic and voluntaristic , between na
tional and international , between individual and social , between
selfish and altruistic , between happiness and goodness , between

1
6

The Genesis narrative , taken a
s historical , is again made basic to the

Christian view o
f

ethics .

1
7

Idem , p . 61 . Note the contrast said to exist between Christianity

and idealism . Both use the term “ self - realization ” but the connotation o
f

this term is different in the two cases .
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usefulness and virtue are a
ll

due to the assumed correlativity o
f

God and man . This assumed correlativity o
f

God and man , this
assumed denial o

f

the creation doctrine , this assumed ultimacy o
f

evil allows for no ethical ideal other than that o
f
a give -and -take ,

o
f
a “ claims and counter -claims ” between individuals who must

live together and who yetmust live at the expense o
f one another .

It is marvelous that out of such a soil the lofty ethics of idealism

in a
ll

it
s

forms has sprung . It can only b
e

the common grace o
f

God that accounts for it .

b . The Biblical Summum Bonum

Over against this non -Christian view o
f

man ' s summum
bonum a

s it centers in man assumed to b
e normal and ulti

mate , is that of Scripture .

1 . The absolute ideal is maintained . The Old and New
Testaments a

s
a unit maintain thatGod , asman ' s creator and

judge ,must naturally set the ideal for man ' s life . Both Old
and New Testament ethics thinks o

f

man a
s created in the

image o
f God with ability to d
o the will of God perfectly .

This conception o
f

man is involved in the notion o
f
a
n abso

lute ideal . The very fact that nowhere but in the Old and
the New Testaments is found any such idea a

s

the original

perfection o
f

man , in turn proves that man was given a
n

absolute ideal .

Even after the fall God set the ideal o
f

the absolute per

fection , individually and racially , before man a
s something

that man must not merely strive after but actually accom
plish .

2 .But since as a sinner he cannot take even the first step

in the direction o
f accomplishing this ideal , the kingdom o
f

God , as man ' s summum bonum is presented a
s being a gift

o
f

God . The Aufgabe has become a Gabe even a
s the Gabe

is also the Aufgabe for men .

3 . Thirdly the Biblical summum bonum requires the ab
solute destruction o

f

si
n

and evil in the individual and in

society . “ In the Old Testament times this goal had to be
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reached in an externalistic fashion , while in New Testament
times this goal is to be reached in more spiritual or internal
istic ways . But the goal was the same in both instances.”

Our task with respect to the destruction of evil is not ended
when we have sought to fight si

n

itself everywhere we see it . We
have the further obligation to destroy the consequences o

f
si
n

in

this world a
s

fa
r

a
s we ca
n
. Wemust d
o good to a
ll

men , espe
cially to those o

f
the household o

f

faith . T
o help relieve some

thing o
f

the sufferings o
f

the creatures o
f

God is our privilege and
our task .

Such then is the third aspect o
f

the summum bonum . We
have a

n absolute ethical ideal to offer men . This absolute ideal is

a gift o
f

God . This gives us courage to start with the program o
f

the eradication o
f

evil from God ' s universe . We cannot carry o
n

from the place where God first placed man . A great deal of our
time will have to b

e

taken u
p

with the destruction o
f

evil . We
may not even seem to see much progress in ourselves or 'round
about us , during our lifetime . We shall have to build with the
trowel in one hand and the sword in the other . It may seem to

u
s
to be but a hopeless task of sweeping the ocean dry . Yet we

know that this is exactly what our ethical ideal would b
e if we

were not Christians . We know that for non -Christians their ethi
cal ideal can never be realized either for themselves or for society .

They d
o not even know the true ethical ideal . And a
s

to our own

efforts , we know that though much of our timemay have to be
taken u

p

with pumping out the water o
f
si
n , we are nevertheless

laying the foundation o
f

our bridge o
n

solid rock , and we are
making progress toward our goal . Our victory is certain . The
devil and a

ll

his servants will be put out of the habitable universe

o
fGod . There will be a new heaven and a new earth o
n which

righteousness will dwell .

4 . “ Finally we must note the fourth characteristic o
f

Biblical ethics , namely , that it is an ethics of hope . It is to

live in the daily assurance that the universe can and will be
renovated completely in God ' s own time . It is to look for
the new heaven and the new earth . " 18

1
8

Idem , p . 76 .
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Such then is th
e

ethical ideal o
f

the Scriptures . It presents
to u
s

a
n absolute ideal such a
s

n
o other ethical literature presents .

This ethical ideal is a gift o
f

God to man , and the power to set
out upon the way to that ethical ideal is also a gift ofGod toman .

It is this that assures us that the ideal will be reached without a

doubt . Then this ethical ideal , just because it is absolute , de
mands that all evil be destroyed . Hence both in the Old Testa

ment and in theNew it is a part of the task of the people of God

to destroy evil . Finally , because this ethical ideal is an absolute
ideal and demands the complete destruction of evil , its full reali
zation lies in the life hereafter ; Biblical ethics is an ethics of hope .

That this ethical ideal o
f Scripture is unique ought to be

abundantly plain from this description . There is no other ethical
ideal that is even remotely similar to it . All other ideals visualize

a relative end . None of them think of the ideal as a gift to man .

None o
f

them demand the absolute destruction o
f

evil . None of

them look to the hereafter for the full realization o
f their ideal .

The Old Testament is in a
ll

these respects just a
s unique a
s is the

New Testament . They are in perfect agreement o
n these points .

Together they a
re

in perfect disagreement with a
ll

other ethical
ideals . 19

A fuller discussion o
f

Christian ethics a
s distinguished

from non -Christian ethics o
n the point of criterion and moti

vation would take us to
o

far afield . In both cases the Chris
tian position a

s maintained in the Reformed faith centers
about the doctrines o

f

God , of creation , of the fall and of

redemption through Christ . The Christian has his standard

in the revealed will of God . This standard is absolute . He ,

the non -Christian , finds his standard in human experience .

S
o

also the Christian seeks to realize his ideal by following
his standard through the power of faith given him by God .

The non -Christian , be he realist , idealist or pragmatist , seeks

to realize his ideal in his own power .

1
9 The reader may again judge b
y

the evidence whether Daane ' s charge
thatmy thinking is not basically Biblical is founded on fact .



CHAPTER V

CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS (POINT OF CONTACT )

In the preceding chapters we have dealt with the ques

tion what the Reformed Christian believes. In this and the
next chapter our concern will be how he is to defend and
propagate what he believes.
In the present chapter the subject will be that of the

point of contact and in the next it will be that of method .
On both questions there is considerable difference be

tween Reformed theologians. The nature of this difference
will appear as the discussion proceeds.
What point of contact is there in themind and heart of

the unbeliever to which the believer may appeal when he
presents to him the Christian view of life ?

Is there an area known by both from which , as a starting
point, we may go on to that which is known to believers butun
known to unbelievers ? And is there a common method of know
ing this “known area ” which need only to be applied to that

which the unbeliever does not know in order to convince him of
its existence and it

s

truth ? It will not do to assume at the outset
that these questions must be answered in the affirmative . For

th
e

knower himself needs interpretation a
swell as the things h
e

knows . The human mind a
s the knowing subject ,makes it
s

con

tribution to the knowledge it obtains . It will be quite impossible
then to find a common area o

f knowledge between believers and

unbelievers unless there is agreement between them a
s

to the

nature o
fman himself . But there is n
o

such agreement . In his

1 The rest o
f

the material o
f

this chapter is taken from the Syllabus o
n

Christian Apologetics .

8
4



CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS ( POINT OF CONTACT ) 85

recent work, An Essay on Man , Ernest Cassirer traces the various
theories of man that have been offered by philosophers in the
course of the ages. Our modern theory ofman , Cassirer asserts ,
has lost it

s

intellectual center . “We acquired instead a complete

anarchy o
f thought . Even in former times to b
e

sure there was a

great discrepancy o
f opinions and theories relating to this prob

le
m . But there remained at least a general orientation , a frame

o
f

reference , to which a
ll individual differences might be referred .

Metaphysics , theology , mathematics , and biology successively

assumed the guidance fo
r

thought o
n the problem o
f

man and
determined the line o

f investigation . The real crisis of this prob

lem manifested itself when such a central power capable o
f

directing all individual efforts ceased to exist . The paramount

importance o
f the problem was still felt in a
ll

the different
branches o

f knowledge and inquiry . But an established author
ity to which one might appeal no longer existed . Theologians ,

scientists , politicians , sociologists , biologists , psychologists , eth
nologists , economists , al

l

approached the problem from their own
viewpoints . To combine o

r unify al
l

these particular aspects and
perspectives was impossible . And even within the special fields
there was n

o generally accepted scientific principle . The per

sonal factor became more and more prevalent , and the tempera
ment o

f

the individual writer tended to play a decisive role .
Trahit sua quemque voluptas ; every author seems in the last
count to b

e

led b
y

his own conception and evaluation o
f

human
life . ”

The confusion o
f modern anthropology a
s here portrayed b
y

Cassirer is in itself distressing enough . But one point , at least ,

is clear . The conception o
f

man a
s

entertained by modern
thought in general cannot be assumed to be the same as that set
forth in Scripture . It is therefore imperative that the Christian
apologist b

e

alert to the fact that the average person to whom h
e

must present the Christian religion for acceptance is a quite dif
ferent sort of being than he himself thinks he is . A good doctor
will not prescribe medicines according to the diagnosis that his
patient hasmade of himself . The patient may think that he needs
nothing more than a bottle o

f medicine while the doctor knows

that an immediate operation is required .

2 Yale University Press , New Haven , 1944 , p . 21 .
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Christianity then must present itself as the light that makes
the facts of human experience , and above a

ll

the nature o
f

man

himself , to appear fo
r

what they really are . Christianity is the
source from which both life and light derive fo

r

men .

ROMAN CATHOLICISM

It is o
f

the utmost importance to stress the point justmade .

If a Protestant finds it necessary to dispute with the Roman Cath
olic o

n the nature o
f Christianity itself h
e will find it equally

necessary to dispute with him o
n the problem o
f

the point o
f

contact . A Protestant theology requires a Protestant apologetic .

The difference between a Protestant and a Roman Catholic
conception of the point o

f

contactwill naturally have to be formu
lated in a way similar to that in which we state the difference
between a Protestant and a Roman Catholic theology . There are
two ways of stating this difference . One very common way is to

indicate first a
n area o
f

doctrine that the two types o
f theology

have in common , in order afterwards to enumerate the differences

between them . This is the course followed in B . B . Warfield ' s

justly famous little book , The Plan of Salvation . Between those
holding to a plan o

f

salvation , says Warfield , there are those who
think o

f

this plan along naturalist and there are others who think

o
f

this plan along supernaturalist lines . As against the Pelagians

who hold to a naturalist view “ . . . the entire organized Church

-Orthodox Greek , Roman Catholic , Latin , and Protestant in all

it
s great historical forms , Lutheran and Reformed , Calvinistic

and Arminian - bears it
s

consentient , firm and emphatic testimony

to the supernaturalistic conception o
f

salvation . ” .

Continuing from this point Warfield then divides the super

naturalists into sacerdotalists and evangelicals . The issue between
them concerns “ the immediacy o

f

the saving operations o
f

God . ”

The church o
f Rome , holding th
e

sacerdotal point of view ,

teaches that “ grace is communicated by and through the minis
trations o

f

the church , otherwise not ” ( p . 18 ) . On the other
hand , Evangelicalism “ seeking to conserve what it conceives to

8 Warfield : Plan o
f

Salvation , Grand Rapids , 1935 , p . 111 .
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be the only consistent supernaturalism , sweeps away every inter
mediary between the soul and it

s

God , and leaves the soul de
pendent for it

s

salvation o
n God alone , operating upon it b
y

h
is

immediate grace ” ( p . 19 ) . Now Protestantism and Evangelical

ism are " coterminous , if not exactly synonymous designations ”

( p . 20 ) .

At this point Warfield goes o
n

to mark the main variations
within Protestantism . Among Protestants or evangelicals there
are those who hold to a universalistic and there are those who

hold to a particularistic conception o
f the plan o
f

salvation . "All
evangelicals agree that all the power exerted in saving the soul

is from God and that this saving power is exerted immediately

upon the soul . But they differ as to whether God exerts this
saving power equally , or at least indiscriminately , upon a

ll

men ,

be they actually saved or not , or rather only upon particular men ,

namely upon those who are actually saved ” ( p . 22 ) . Signalizing
the difference between universalistic and particularistic evangel

icals again , Warfield uses these words , “ The precise issue which
divides the universalists and the particularists is , accordingly ,

just whether the saving grace o
f

God , in which alone is salvation ,

actually saves ” ( p . 24 ) .

It is not germane to our purpose to follow Warfield further

a
s

h
e differentiates once more between various forms o
f particu

larists . The “differences of large moment ” ( p . 27 ) are now be
fore u

s . Warfield defends particularism o
r

Calvinism . And it

has become customary to use the term evangelical with reference

to non -Calvinistic Protestants .

What interests u
s

now is the fact that , though beginning
from the common denominator point o

f

view , Warfield is com
pelled , each time he signalizes a new difference , to indicate that

it is made in the interest o
f consistency . Protestants are Protes

tants in the interest of being more consistently supernaturalist

than are the Roman Catholics . Calvinists are particularists in

the interest o
f being more consistently evangelical than are the

other Protestants . Calvinists a
im

a
t holding a position , according

to Warfield , that shall be " uncolored b
y

intruding elements from
without ” ( p . 21 ) . Accordingly the several conceptions of salva
tion " d

o

not stand simply side b
y

side as varying conceptions o
f

that plan , each making it
s appeal in opposition to a
ll

the rest .
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They are related to one another rather as a progressive series of
corrections of a primal error, attaining ever more and more con
sistency in the embodiment of the one fundamental idea of

salvation ” ( p. 31 ) .
It appears then that Warfield himself really suggests a better

way of expressing such differences as obtain between Romanism
and Protestantism , or between universalistic and particularistic
Protestantism than he has himself employed . That better way is
pointed out by Professor John Murray when he says , “ It would
appear , therefore , that the truer , more effective and , on all ac
counts ,more secure defense of Christianity and exposition of its

essential content is not to take our starting point from those terms
that will express the essential creedal confession o

f

some o
f

it
s

most widely known historical deformations but rather from those
terms that most fully express and give character to that redemp

tive religion which Christianity is . In other words , Christianity
cannot receive proper understanding o

r

it
s exposition proper

orientation unless it is viewed a
s

that which issues from , and is

consummated in the accomplishment o
f , the covenant counsel

and purpose o
f

Father , Son and Holy Spirit . ” 4 We are not to

define the essence o
f Christianity in terms o
f

it
s

lowest but rather

in terms o
f
it
s highest forms . Calvinism is "Christianity come to

it
s own . ” Beginning from Calvinism we should descend to uni

versalistic Protestantism and thence to Romanism a
s deviations

from the true view o
f Christianity .

It is Romanism with which we are now primarily concerned .
Romanism should be regarded a

s
a deformation o
f Christianity ,

in fact as its lowest deformation . And this deformation expresses

itself not merely a
t some but a
t

every point o
f

doctrine . The
differences between Protestantism and Romanism are not ade
quately indicated if we say that Luther restored to the church

the true doctrines o
f

the Bible , of justification b
y

faith and o
f

the
priesthood o

f

all believers . The difference is rather that Prot
estantism ismore consistently and Rome is less consistently Chris
tian a

t

every point o
f

doctrine . It could not well be otherwise .

Having inconsistency a
t

one point o
f

doctrine is bound to result

in inconsistency a
t

a
ll points o
f

doctrine . Rome has been con
sistently inconsistent in th

e

confusion o
f

non -Christian with

4 The Westminster Theological Journal , Vol . IX , p . 90 .



CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS ( POINT OF CONTACT ) 89

Christian elements of teaching along the entire gamut of doctrinal
expression .
The bearing of al

l

this o
n the question o
f starting point may

now b
e briefly suggested . In the question of starting point it is

all - important that we have a truly Christian doctrine o
f

man . But
this Rome does not have . Without going into details it may be
asserted that Rome has a defective doctrine ( a ) with respect to

the nature ofman a
she was created and ( b ) with respect to the

effect o
f

the entrance o
f
si
n upon the nature o
f

man . “ The im
portant point of difference is , ” says Charles Hodge , “ that Prot
estants hold that original righteousness , so fa

r

a
s
it consisted in

the moral excellence of Adam , was natural , while the Romanists
maintain that it was supernatural . According to their theory ,

God created man soul and body . These two constituents of his
nature are naturally in conflict . To preserve the harmony be
tween them , and the due subjection of the flesh to the spirit , God
gave man the supernatural gift o

f original righteousness . It was
this gift that man lost b

y

his fall ; so that since the apostacy h
e
is

in the state in which Adam was before h
e was invested with this

supernatural endowment . In opposition to this doctrine , Prot
estants maintain that original righteousness was concreated and
natural . ” The objections to this view , as Hodge enumerates
them , are , ( 1 ) “ That it supposes a degrading view o

f

the original

constitution o
f

our nature . According to this doctrine the seeds

o
f

evil were implanted in the nature o
f

man a
s
it came from the

hands o
f

God . It was disordered or diseased , there was about it

what Bellarmin calls a morbus or languor , which needed a rem
edy . . . . " ( 2 ) " This doctrine a

s

to original righteousness arose
out of the Semi -Pelagianism o

f

the Church o
f

Rome , and was
designed to sustain it . "

Suppose then that a Romanist approaches a
n unbeliever and

asks him to accept Christianity . The unbeliever , in his eyes , is

merely such a one as has lost original righteousness . The image

o
f

God in him which , according to Romanism consists a
s Hodge

says , " only of the rational , and especially the voluntary nature o
f

man , or the freedom o
f

the will ” ( p . 103 ) is thought of as still
intact . That is to say , th

e

unbeliever is , perhaps barring ex

6 Systematic Theology , II , 10
3
.

8 Idem , p . 105 .
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tremes, correct in what he himself thinks of the powers of his
intellect and will. There is not necessarily any si

n

involved in

what the unbeliever , or natural man , does b
y

way o
f exercising

his capacities fo
r

knowledge and action . On this view the natural
man does not need the light of Christianity to enable him to un
derstand the world and himself aright . He does not need the
revelation o

f Scripture o
r the illumination o
f

the Holy Spirit in

order that by means o
f

them he may learn what his own true
nature is .

Christianity therefore needs , on this basis , to be presented to

the natural man a
s something that is merely information addi

tional to what he already possesses . The knowledge o
f Christian

it
y

is to b
e

related to the knowledge derived from the exercise o
f

man ' s powers of reason and observation in a way similar to that

in which a
t

the beginning original righteousness was added to

the image o
f

God in man .

But without the light of Christianity it is a
s little possible

for man to have the correct view about himself and the world a
s

it is to have the true view about God . On account o
f

the fact o
f

si
n

man is blind with respect to the truth wherever the truth
appears . And truth is one . Man cannot truly know himself un
less h

e truly knows God . Not recognizing the fact of the fall ,

the philosophers , says Calvin , throw everything into confusion .

They d
o not reckon with the fact that " at first every part o
f

the
soulwas formed to rectitude ” but that after the fall man is equally
corrupt in all aspects of his being . ? “ They tell us , ” says Calvin ,

“ there is great repugnance between the organic movements and
the rational part of the soul . A

s
if reason also were not a
t vari

ance with herself , and her counsels sometimes conflicting with
each other like hostile armies . But since this disorder results
from the depravity o

f

nature , it is erroneous to infer that there are
two souls , because the faculties d

o not accord harmoniously a
s

they ought . ”

It appears then that there is a fundamental difference o
f

opinion between Romanism and Calvin o
n the origin and nature

o
f

the “ disturbance ” in human nature . The view o
f Rome is

essentially the same as that o
f

the Greek philosophers : in par

7 Institutes , Bk . I , Chap . XV , Sec . 8 .

8 Idem , I , XV , 6 .
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ticular , that of Aristotle . According to this view the disturbance
is endemic to human nature because man is made up , in part, of
non - rational elements . To the extent that man consists of intel
lect he does not and cannot si

n . The "disturbance ” in man ' s

make - u
p

is not due primarily to any fault of h
is

own . It is

basically due to “God ” who "made ” him . On the other hand ,

according to Calvin , there is no “ disturbance ” in the nature o
f

man a
s h
e

comes forth from the hands o
f

God . The “disturb
ance ” has come in a

s

the result of si
n . Accordingly every one of

fallen man ' s functions operates wrongly . The set of the whole
human personality has changed . The intellect of fallen man may ,

a
s

such , be keen enough . It can therefore formally understand
the Christian position . Itmay be compared to a buzz -saw that is

sharp and shining , ready to cut the boards that come to it . Let

u
s

say that a carpenter wishes to cut fifty boards for the purpose

o
f laying th
e

floor o
f
a house . He has marked his boards . He

has se
t

his saw . He begins at one end of the mark o
n the board .

But he does not know that hi
s

seven -year -old so
n

has tampered

with the saw and changed it
s set . The result is that every board

he saws is cut slantwise and thus unusable because too short
except at th

e

point where th
e

saw firstmade its contact with the
wood . As long a

s the se
t

o
f

the saw is not changed the result

will always b
e

the same . S
o also whenever the teachings o
f

Christianity are presented to the natural man they will be cut
according to the set o

f

sinful human personality . The keener the
intellect the more consistently will the truths of Christianity be
cut according to a

n exclusively immanentistic pattern . The re
sult is that however much they may formally understand the
truth o

f Christianity , men still worship “ the dream and figment

o
f

their own heart . ” . They have what Hodge calls “mere cogni
tion , " but no true knowledge of God .

Still further as the "philosophers ” and Calvin differ o
n the

source and nature o
f

the “disturbance ” in human nature so they

also differ o
n the remedy to be employed for the removal of that

disturbance . According to the philosophers man does not need
supernatural help for the removal o

f

the disturbance within his
being . According to the Greek view , so largely followed by

Rome ,man ' s intellect has within itself the proper set . The fall

° Idem , I , IV , 1 .
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has not disturbed the set of the saw and therefore there is no

need of the supernatural power of the Holy Spirit to reset it. The
nature of the intellect and it

s activity is almost unaffected b
y

what happens toman in th
e

course o
fhistory .

In opposition to this view , Hodge , following the lead o
f

Calvin , stresses the fact that the whole set of sinfulman needs to

be renewed b
y

the power o
f

the Holy Spirit . The natural man
must be "renewed in knowledge after the image o

f

him that

created him ” (Col . 3 : 10 ) . "New man (vcov ) , ” says Hodge , in

exposition o
f S
t
. Paul , “ agreeably to the ordinary distinction be

tween veos and Kalvós means recent , newly made , as opposed

to (Talaios ) old . The moral quality o
r

excellence o
f

this re
cently formed man is expressed in the word avakalvotuevov ; as in

Scriptural usage what is kalvos is pure . This renovation is said

to b
e

é
is érlywoiv , not in knowledge ,much less b
y

knowledge ,

but unto knowledge , so that he knows . Knowledge is the effect

o
f

the renovation spoken o
f . " 10 A little further Hodge adds :

“ The knowledge here intended is not mere cognition . It is full ,

accurate , living , or practical knowledge ; such knowledge a
s is

eternal life , so that this word here includes what in Eph . 4 : 24 is

expressed by righteousness and holiness . " 11

Hodge also exegetes Ephesians 4 : 24 , “ Put o
n the new man ,

which after God is created in righteousness and true holiness . ”

“ These words , ” says Hodge , "when used in combination are
intended to be exhaustive ; i . e . , to include all moral excellence .
Either term may be used in this comprehensive sense , but , when
distinguished , dekalogÚvn means rectitude , the being and doing
right ,what justice demands ; dolórns , purity , holiness , the state o

f

mind produced when the soul is full o
f

God . Instead o
f true

holiness , the words of the Apostle should b
e

rendered ‘righteous

ness and holiness o
f

the truth ” ; that is , the righteousness and holi
ness which a

re

th
e

effects o
r

manifestations o
f

the truth . B
y

truth here a
s opposed to the deceit (åretn ) mentioned in the

twenty -second verse , is meant what in Col . 3 : 10 is called knowl
edge . It is the divine light in the understanding , of which the
Spirit o

f

truth is the author , and from which , as their proximate

1
0 Systematic Theology , II , 99 .

1
1

Idem , p . 100 .
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cause, al
l

right affections and holy acts proceed . " 12 Repeatedly
Hodge stresses the fact that according to Scripture the natural
man is incapable o

f

himself to understand and accept the truth o
f

Christianity . “ The natural man ,man a
s h
e
is b
y

nature , is desti
tute o

f

the life o
f

God , i . e . , of spiritual life . His understanding

is darkness , so that he does not know o
r receive the things o
f

God .

He is not susceptible of impression from the realities of the spir
itual world . He is as insensible to them a

s
a dead man to the

things o
f

this world . " 13 In discussing regeneration Hodge asserts ,

“ The Bible makes eternal life to consist in knowledge , sinfulness is

blindness , o
r

darkness ; the transition from a state o
f

si
n

to a state

o
f

holiness is a translation from darkness into light ;men are said

to b
e

renewed unto knowledge , i . e . , knowledge is the effect of

regeneration , conversion is said to b
e

effected b
y

the revelation o
f

Christ ; the rejection o
f

Him a
s

the Son o
f

God and Saviour o
f

men is referred to the fact that the eyes o
f

those who believe not
are blinded b

y

the god o
f

this world . " 14 Or again , “ The heart in

Scripture is that which thinks , feels , wills , and acts . It is the soul ,

th
e

self . A new heart is , therefore , a new self , a new man . It

implies a change o
f

thewhole character . It is a new nature . Out

o
f

the heart proceed all conscious , voluntary ,moral exercises . A
change o

f

heart , therefore , is a change which precedes these exer
cises and determines their character . " 15 "According to the evan
gelical doctrine the whole soul is the subject o

f regeneration . It

is neither the intellect to the exclusion o
f the feelings , nor the

feelings to the exclusion o
f the intellect ; nor is it the will alone ,

either in it
s

wider o
r
in it
s

more limited sense , that ' is the subject

o
f

the change in question . . . . " 16 “Regeneration secures right
knowledge as well as right feeling ; and right feeling is not the

effect o
f right knowledge , nor is right knowledge the effect of

right feeling . The two are the inseparable effects o
f

a work

which affects the whole soul . ” 27

We conclude then that it is natural and consistent for Roman

1
2

Idem , p . 101 .

1
3

Idem , p . 244 .

1
4 Vol . III , p . 16 .

1
5

Idem , p . 35 .

1
8

Idem , p . 36 .

1
7

Ibid .
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Catholic apologetics to seek it
s point o
f

contact with the un
believer in a " common area ” of knowledge . Roman Catholic
theology agrees with the essential contention o

f

those it seeks to

win to the Christian faith that man ' s consciousness o
f

himself

and o
f

the objects o
f

th
e

world is intelligible without reference to

God .

But herein precisely lies the fundamental point of difference
between Romanism and Protestantism . According to th

e prin
ciple o

f

Protestantism ,man ' s consciousness of self and of objects
presuppose for their intelligibility the self -consciousness of God .

In asserting this we are not thinking o
f psychological and tem

poral priority . We are thinking only of the question as to what

is the final reference point in interpretation . The Protestant
principle finds this in the self -contained ontological trinity . By

his counsel the triune God controls whatsoever comes to pass .

If then the human consciousness must , in the nature o
f the case ,

always be the proximate starting -point , it remains true that God

is always the most basic and therefore the ultimate o
r final

reference point in human interpretation .

This is , in the last analysis , the question a
s to what are one ' s

ultimate presuppositions . When man became a sinner he made

o
f

himself instead o
f

God the ultimate o
r

final reference point .

And it is precisely this presupposition , as it controls without
exception a

ll

forms of non -Christian philosophy , that must be
brought into question . If this presupposition is left unquestioned

in any field a
ll

the facts and arguments presented to the unbe
liever will be made over by him according to his pattern . The
sinner has cemented colored glasses to h

is eyes which h
e

cannot

remove . And a
ll
is yellow to the jaundiced eye . There can be

n
o intelligible reasoning unless those who reason together under

stand what they mean by their words .

In not challenging this basic presupposition with respect to

himself as the final reference point in predication the naturalman
may accept the " theistic proofs ” as fully valid . Hemay construct
such proofs . He has constructed such proofs . But the god whose
existence h

e proves to himself in this way is always a god who is

something other than the self -contained ontological trinity of

Scripture . The Roman Catholic apologete does not want to

prove the existence o
f

this sort o
f

God . He wants to prove the
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existence of such a God aswill leave intact the autonomy of man
to at least some extent. Rome's theology does not want a God
whose counsel controls whatsoever comes to pass .
It is natural then that Rome's view of the point of contact

with the unbeliever is what it is.

EVANGELICALISM

Wehave spoken of th
e

basic difference between Romanism
and Protestantism o

n this question o
f

the point o
f

contact . But
not a

ll

Protestantism has been fully true to the Protestant prin
ciple . Warfield has pointed this out admirably in the book dis
cussed . It was only in Calvinism that the Protestant principle

that salvation is of God alone has come to it
s consistent expres

sion . Non -Calvinistic Protestants , frequently spoken of as Evan
gelicals , have conceived of " the operations of God looking to

salvation universalistically ” in order to leave room for a
n ultimate

decision o
n the part o
f

the individual human being . 18 God , as it

were , through Christ deposits a large sum o
f money in a bank and

announces this fact in the daily papers , offering to each one who

comes sufficient for a
ll

his needs . It is then , in the last analysis ,
up to the individual whether h

e

wants to b
e

and remain in the

class o
f

those who live b
y

the generosity o
f

this bank . God ap
proaches man b

y

means o
f

universals . There are differences
among evangelicals , but , in the last analysis , these differences are
merely a

s

to whether God approaches the individuals b
y

means

o
f
a wider or a narrower species . The final issue is always left

u
p
to the individual . “ Particularism in the processes o
f

salvation

becomes thus the mark o
f

Calvinism . ” 19 Warfield speaks there
fore o

f

Calvinism a
s being the only form o
f Protestantism “ uncol

ored by intruding elements from without . ” God ' s action is the

ultimate source o
f all determinate being .

For our purposes then the point o
f importance is that Evan

gelicalism has retained something o
f

Roman Catholicism both in

it
s

view o
f

man and in it
s

view o
f

God . Like Romanism , Evan

1
8 Warfield : Plan of Salvation , Grand Rapids , 1935 , p . 111 .

1
9

Ibid .
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gelicalism thinks of human self- consciousness and consciousness
of objects as to some extent intelligible without the consciousness
of God. It is to be expected that Evangelicalism will be in agree
ment with Rome on the question of th

e

point o
f

contact . Both
forms o

f theology are colored b
y

elements of an underlying nat
uralism . Both are therefore unwilling to challenge the natural
man ' s basic presupposition with respect to himself as the ulti
mate reference point in interpretation . Both are unwilling to

prove the existence o
f

such a God a
s controls whatsoever comes

to pass .

The great textbook of Evangelical apologetics is Bishop But
ler ' s famous Analogy . It is not our purpose here to deal with it

s

argument fully . Suffice it to point out that its argument is closely
similar to thatwhich is found , fo

r

instance , in the Summa Contra
Gentiles o

f

Thomas Aquinas . Butler holds to an Arminian view

in theology . He therefore assumes that the natural man b
y
" a

reasonable use o
f

reason ” ca
n

interpret aright " the course and

constitution o
f

nature . ” If only the naturalman will continue to

employ the same “ reasonable use o
f

reason ” with respect to the
facts presented to him in Scripture about Christ and his work
there is every likelihood that he will become a Christian . 20

III

LESS CONSISTENT CALVINISM

The question o
f starting -point then is largely determined by

one ' s theology . In the first chapters it has been our a
im

to set
forth the salient features o

f Christianity according to the princi
ples o

f

the Reformed faith . In particular it has been the a
im to

indicate the main features o
f Christianity after the fashion indi

cated b
y

the great Reformed theologians o
f

recent times . It is

o
n the basis o
f the work o
f

such men a
s

Charles Hodge ,Herman
Bavinck , and B . B . Warfield , to mention n

o

others , that we have
formulated the broad outline o

f

the Reformed life and world
view . It is only b

y

the help o
f

such men that we have been
enabled to attain to anything like a consistent Protestantism .

It is only to follow out their suggestion then if we follow

2
0

The Syllabus o
n Evidences takes u
p

the position o
f

Butler in detail .
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their principles in apologetics as well as in theology proper . We
are to defend , as Warfield himself so well expresses it, not some
minimal essence of Christianity , nor every detail included in the
doctrines of Christianity , but “ just Christianity itself . . . includ
ing a

ll

it
s 'details ' and involving it
s ' essence ' - in its unexplicated

and uncompressed entirety . . . . " 21

And this Christianity we must bring to those who are dead

in trespasses and sins . “ It is , ” says Warfield , “upon a field o
f

the dead that the Sun o
f righteousness has risen , and the shouts

that announce His advent fall on deaf ears ; yea , even though the
morning stars should again sing for joy and the air be palpitant

with the echo of the great proclamation , their voice could not
penetrate the ears o

f

the dead . As we sweep our eyes over the
world lying in it

s

wickedness , it is the valley o
f the prophet ' s

vision which we see before u
s : a valley that is filled with bones ,

and lol they are very dry . What benefit is there in proclaiming

to dry dones even the greatest o
f redemptions ? How shall we

stand and cry , O , ye dry bones , hear y
e

the word o
f

the Lord !

In vain the redemption , in vain it
s proclamation , unless there

come a breath from heaven to breathe upon these slain that they
may live . ” 22 “ The Christian lives b

y

virtue o
f the life that has

been given him , and prior to the inception of that life , of course ,
he has no power of action ; and it is of the utmost importance
that a

s

Christian men we should not lower our testimony to this
supernaturalness o

f

our salvation . " 23 Regeneration , we have seen
Hodge argue , is unto knowledge , righteousness and holiness .

It would seem that we have dropped from this high plane to

the level o
f

evangelicalism when Hodge speaks o
f

the office o
f

reason in matters o
f religion . Under this heading he takes u
p

three points . First he shows that reason is necessary a
s
a tool for

the reception o
f

revelation . About this point there can b
e

little

cause for dispute . “Revelations cannot be made to brutes or to

idiots . ” 24 Second , Hodge argues that “Reason must judge of the
credibility o

f
a revelation . " 25 And “ the credible is that which can

2
1 Studies in Theology , New York , 1932 , p . 9 .

2
2

Idem , p . 43 .

2
3

Idem , p . 45 .

2
4 Systematic Theology , I , 49 .

2
5

Idem , p . 50 -53 .
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be believed . Nothing is incredible but the impossible . What
may be,may be rationally (i.e., on adequate grounds ) believed .”
What then is impossible ? Hodge replies : " ( 1 ) That is impos
sible which involves a contradiction ; as, that a thing is and is not ;
that right is wrong , and wrong right. ( 2 ) It is impossible that
God should do, approve , or command what is morally wrong .
( 3 ) It is impossible that He should require us to believe what
contradicts any of the laws of belief which He has impressed
upon our nature . ( 4 ) It is impossible that one truth should
contradict another . It is impossible , therefore , that God should
reveal anything as true which contradicts any well authenticated
truth , whether of intuition , experience, or previous revelation .”
Third , Hodge continues , "Reason must judge of the evidences of
a revelation .” As " faith involves assent, and assent is conviction
produced by evidence, it follows that faith without evidence is
either irrational or impossible .” The second and third preroga
tives of reason , says Hodge , are approved by Scripture itself.
Paul “ recognized the paramount authority of the intuitive judg
ments of themind” and “ Jesus appealed to his works as evidence
of the truth of his claims.”
It is not our purpose here to deal fully with the question of

reason and revelation . Suffice it to note the ambiguity that
underlies this approach to the question of the point of contact.
When Hodge speaks of reason he means “ those laws of belief
which God has implanted in our nature .” Now it is true, of course ,
that God has planted such laws of belief into our very being . It
is this point on which Calvin lays such great stress when he says

that a
ll

men have a sense o
f deity . But the unbeliever does not

accept the doctrine o
f

his creation in the image o
f

God . It is

therefore impossible to appeal to the intellectual and moral na
ture o

f

men , asmen themselves interpret this nature , and sa
y

that

it must judge o
f

the credibility and evidence o
f revelation . For

if this is done , we a
re virtually telling the naturalman to accept

just so much and n
o more o
f Christianity a
s , with his perverted

concept o
f

human nature ,he cares to accept .

T
o use once again the illustration o
f the saw : the saw is in

itself but a tool . Whether it will move a
t

all and whether it will
cut in the right direction depends upon the man operating it . So

also reason , or intellect , is always the instrument of a person . And
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the person employing it is always either a believer or an un
believer . If he is a believer , his reason has already been changed
in it

s set , as Hodge has told u
s , by regeneration . It cannot then

b
e

the judge ; it is now a part of the regenerated person , gladly
subject to the authority o

fGod . It has b
y

God ' s grace permitted
itself to b

e interpreted b
y

God ' s revelation . If , on the other hand ,

the person using his reason is an unbeliever , then this person ,

using his reason , will certainly assume the position of judge with
respect to the credibility and evidence o

f

revelation , but he will
also certainly find the Christian religion incredible because im
possible and the evidence fo

r

it is always inadequate . Hodge ' s

own teaching o
n the blindness and hardness o
f

the natural man

corroborates this fact . T
o attribute to the naturalman the right

to judge b
y

means o
f

his reason o
f what is possible or impossible ,

o
r

to judge b
y

means o
f

hismoral nature ofwhat is good o
r evil ,

is virtually to deny the “particularism ” which , as Hodge n
o

less

than Warfield , believes to b
e

the very hall -mark of a truly Bib
lical theology . In such a case Christianity would not claim to

interpret the reasoner himself . That reasoner would b
e

taken a
s

already having within himself , previous to his acceptance o
f

Christianity , the ability rightly to interpret and rightly to em
ploy the powers o

f

his own nature . And this is the exact equiva
lent of the Arminian position when it claims that God made
salvation objectively possible but did not actually save individual
men .

The main difficulty with the position o
f Hodge o
n this mat

ter o
f

the point of contact , then , is that it does not clearly distin
guish between the original and the fallen nature of man . Basic
ally , of course , it is Hodge ' s intention to appeal to the original

nature o
f

man a
s

it came forth from the hands o
f

it
s

Creator .

But he frequently argues as though that original nature can still

b
e

found a
s active in the " common consciousness ” o
f

men . Now
there is a large element o

f

truth in the contention that th
e

com
mon sense o

fman has not strayed so far from the truth a
s have

the sophistications o
f

the philosophers . Outspoken , blasphemous

atheism is not usually found among the masses o
f

men . But this
does not take away the fact that al

l

men are sinful in al
l

the

manifestations o
f

their personality .

A comparison may tend to clarify this point . In the seventh
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chapter of Romans , Paul speaks of himself , though a believer , as
having a law of si

n

within his members which often controls him

against h
is will . His "new man " is the realman , th
e

man in

Christ Jesus . But his “old man " is the remnant of his sinful na
ture that has not been fully destroyed . Applying this analogy to

the natural man we have the following . The sinner is the one
whose “new man ” is the man in alliance with Satan . But his

" o
ld man ” is that which wars within his members against his

will ; it is his nature as he came forth from the hands o
f

his Cre
ator . When the prodigal has left his father ' s house h

e

is on the
way to the swine -trough . But while o

n his way h
e

has his mis
givings . He seeks to make himself believe that his true nature

consists in his self -assertion away from the father ' s house . But
he kicks against the pricks . He sins against better knowledge .

It is quite in accord with the genius o
f Hodge ' s theology to

appeal to the “ ol
d

man ” in the sinner and altogether out o
f

accord
with his theology to appeal to the “ new man " in the sinner as

though h
e

would form a basically proper judgment on any ques
tion . Yet Hodge has failed to distinguish clearly between these

two . Accordingly h
e

does not clearly distinguish the Reformed

from the Evangelical and Roman Catholic views o
f

the point o
f

contact . Accordingly h
e also speaks about “ reason ” a
s something

that seems to operate rightly wherever it is found . But the “ rea
son " o

f

sinfulmen will invariably act wrongly . Particularly is

this true when they are confronted with the specific contents o
f

Scripture . The natural man will invariably employ the tool of
his reason to reduce these contents to a naturalistic level . He
must do so even in the interest o

f

the principle o
f

contradiction .

For his own ultimacy is themost basic presupposition o
f

his en
tire philosophy . It is upon this presupposition a

s

it
s

fulcrum

that he uses the law o
f contradiction . If he is asked to use his

reason a
s the judge o
f

the credibility o
f

the Christian revelation
without at the same time being asked to renounce his view o

f

himself a
s

ultimate , then he is virtually asked to believe and to

disbelieve in his own ultimacy a
t

the same time and in the same

sense . Moreover this same man , in addition to rejecting Chris
tianity in the name o

f

the law o
f contradiction , will also reject it

in the name o
f

what h
e

calls his intuition o
f

freedom . B
y

this h
e

means virtually the same thing a
s his ultimacy . Speaking of the
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" philosophers ” Calvin says, " The principle they set out with was
that man could not be a rational animal unless he had a free

choice of good and evil. . . . They also imagined that that dis
tinction between virtue and vice was destroyed , if man did not
of his own counsel arrange his life .” 26 If such a one is asked to
accept the position of Christianity , according to which h

is destiny

is ultimately determined b
y

th
e

counsel o
f

God , he is asked to

accept what to him makes right wrong and wrong right .

It is only to follow out th
e

lead which Hodge in h
is theology ,

following Calvin ,has given , if we seek our point of contact not

in any abstraction whatsoever , whether it be reason o
r

intuition .

No such abstraction exists in the universe o
f

men . We always
deal with concrete individual men . These men are sinners . They
have “ an axe to grind . ” They want to suppress the truth in un
righteousness . They will employ their reason fo

r

that purpose .

And they are not formally illogical if , granted the assumption of

man ' s ultimacy , they reject the teachings of Christianity . On the
contrary , to be logically consistent they are bound to d

o

so . This
point will engage us more fully in the sequel . For the moment

itmust suffice to have shown how the apologist is not only untrue

to h
is

own doctrine o
f

man a
s the creature o
f

God , but also
defeats his own purpose if he appeals to some form o

f
the

" common consciousness o
f

man . ”

Before going o
n

to discuss what appears to u
s
to b
e
a more

truly Biblical view o
f

the problem o
f

the point of contact , we
would call attention to one other form o

f

inconsistent Calvinism

o
n

this matter . In his book , Het Testimonium Spiritus Sancti ,

D . Valentine Hepp speaks about prima principia with respect to

God ,man and the world which , he says ,men in general accept .

With respect to th
e

central truthswhich speak to us from crea
tion a

s

such , there is little doubt among men . A few mistaken
scientists ,who insist o

n maintaining their mistaken starting -point ,

insist that they doubt whether God o
r man o
r world exist . They

owe such statements , not to experience , but to their systems . But
their number , though we hearmuch of them , is very small . Taken

a
s
a whole mankind does not deny the central truths . The great

majority o
f

men recognize a higher power above them , and d
o

2
8 Institutes , I , XV , 8 .
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not hesitate to accept the reality of the world and of man .27 The
position of Hepp, as appears even from this one quotation , is
similar to that of Hodge. Like Hodge , Hepp wants to appeal to
a general faith in " central truths” that a

ll

men , when not too
sophisticated , accept . There seems to be fo

r

Hepp , as fo
r

Hodge ,

something in the way o
f
a common sense philosophy which the

natural man has and which , because intuitive o
r spontaneous , is ,

so far forth , not tainted b
y

si
n . It appears , however , even from

the brief quotation given , that the “ common notions ” ofmen are
sinful notions . For man to reflect on his own awareness o

fmean
ing and then merely to say that a higher power , a god , exists , is

in effect to say that God does not exist . It is as though a child ,

reflecting upon his home environment would conclude that a

father o
r
a mother exist . And to " recognize the reality o
f

th
e

world and o
f

man ” is in itself not even to recognize the elemental
truths o

f

creation and providence . It is not enough to appeal

from the more highly articulated systems o
f

non -Christian think
ers to the philosophy o

f

th
e

common consciousness , of common
sense , of intuition , that is to something that is more immediately
related to the revelational pressure that rests upon men . Both
Hepp and Hodge seem to b

e desirous o
f doing n
o more than

Calvin does when h
e appeals to the sense o
f deity present in a
ll

men . But this notion , seeking to set forth a
s it does the teaching

o
f

Paul , that God ' s revelation is present to every man ,must be
carefully distinguished from the reaction that sinfulmen make to
this revelation . The revelation o

f God , not of a god , is so imme
diately present to every man , that , asWarfield , following Calvin ,

says : “ The conviction o
f

the existence of God bears the marks o
f

a
n intuitive truth in so far as it is the universal and unavoidable

belief of men , and is given in the very same act with the idea o
f

self , which is known a
t

once a
s dependent and responsible and

thus implies one o
n whom it depends and to whom it is respon

sible . ” 28 It is to this sense of deity , even this knowledge o
f God ,

which , Paul tells us (Romans 1 : 19 - 20 ) every man has , but which ,

a
s Paul also tells u
s , every sinner seeks to suppress , that the

Christian apologetic must appeal .

2
7 Kampen , 1914 , p . 165 .

2
8

Studies in Theology , p . 110 .
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What has been said up to this point may seem to be discour
aging in the extreme. Itwould seem that the argument up to this
point has driven us to a denial of any point of contact whatsoever
with the unbeliever . Is it not true that men must have some
contact with the truth if they are to receive further knowledge of

it? If men are totally ignorant of the truth how can they even
become interested in it? If men are totally blind why display

before them the colors of the spectrum ? If they are deaf why
take them to the academy ofmusic ?
Moreover, is not reason itself a gift of God ? And does not

the scientist , though not a Christian , know much about the uni
verse ? Does one need to be a Christian to know that two times
two are four ? And besides all this, does Christianity , while tell
ing us of much that is above reason , require of us to accept
anything that is against reason ?

Our answer to this type of query is that it is precisely in the
Reformed conception of the point of contact, and in it alone, that
the historically so famous dilemma about the wholly ignorant , or
the wholly omniscient , can be avoided . But before showing this
positively it is necessary to indicate that in the Roman Catholic
view this dilemma is insoluble .
If a man is wholly ignorant of the truth he cannot be inter

ested in the truth . On the other hand if he is really interested in
the truth itmust be that he already possesses themain elements
of the truth . It is in th

e

interest o
f escaping th
e

horns o
f this

dilemma that Rome and evangelical Protestantism seek a point

o
f

contact in some area o
f
“ common knowledge ” between believ

ers and unbelievers . Their argument is that in teaching the total
depravity o

f

man in the way h
e

does the Calvinist is in the unfor
tunate position o

f having to speak to deafmen when h
e preaches

the gospel . We believe , on the contrary , that it is only the
Calvinist who is not in this position .

Plato ' s famous allegory of the cavemay illustrate the Roman
Catholic position . The dwellers o

f

this cave had chains about
their necks and o

n their legs . They saw nothing but shadows
and attributed echoes to these shadows . Yet they supposed that

" they were naming what was actually before them . ” If one of

them should b
e

released , says Plato , he would need to get accus
tomed to the light o

f

the sun . But he would pity those who were
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still in the cave . And “ if he had to compete in measuring the
shadows with the prisoners who have never moved out of the den
. . . would he not be ridiculous ” in their view ? “Men would say
of h

im that u
p

h
e went and down h
e

comes without his eyes ; and
that there is n

o

use in even thinking o
f ascending ; and if anyone

tried to loose another and lead him u
p

to the light , let them only

catch the offender in the act , and they would put him to death . ”

Plato himself interprets this allegory in relation to man ' s

capacity for and knowledge o
f

the truth . The prisoners have
eyes with which to see the truth ; all they need is to have their

heads turned about so they may face the truth .

It is in some such fashion that Rome thinks of the natural
man . Following Aristotle ' s general method of reasoning Thomas
Aquinas argues that the natural man can , b

y

the ordinary use o
f

his reason , do justice to the natural revelation that surrounds him .

Hemerely needs some assistance in order that h
e may also see

and react properly to the supernatural revelation that is found in

Christianity .

According to the Roman view then , the naturalman is al
ready in possession o

f

the truth in terms o
f
a true interpretation

o
f

natural revelation . And he interprets natural revelation aright
because he participates in the being o

f

God . To be sure , he is

said to be in possession o
f

the truth only with respect to natural
revelation . But if the natural man can and does interpret natural
revelation in a way that is essentially correct there is no reason
why h

e

should need supernatural aid in order to interpret Chris
tianity truly . At most hewould need the information that Christ
and his Spirit have come into the world . Hearing this news he
would not fail , as a rational being , to make the proper reaction

to it . If the naturalman ' s eyes ( reason ) enable him to see cor
rectly in one dimension , there is n

o good reason to think that

these same eyes will not enable h
im , without further assistance

from without , to see correctly in all dimensions . There would b
e

n
o

reason why a
ll
o
f

the prisoners o
f

the cave could not break
their chains and walk in the light o

f day . In fact , Plato gives no
reason why those who did not escape could not have escaped a

s

well as the one who did .

On the other hand , it may be said that according to the

Roman Catholic view the natural man does not give a fully cor
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rect interpretation o
f

natural revelation . Does not Thomas
Aquinas correct the interpretations that " the philosopher ” has
given o

f
the things o

f

nature ? And does not the Roman Catholic

view o
f

the image o
fGod in man itself imply that even originally ,

before the fall ,man was unable ,without the donum superadditum

to know anything in a perfect way ?

We reply that though Aquinas does correct some of the con
clusions o

f

Aristotle , he accepts the method o
f Aristotle a
s essen

tially sound . But , ignoring this , and granting fo
r

the sake o
f

the

argument that according to Rome the naturalman ' s view o
f nat

ural revelation is not fully correct , it should be noted that the
only reason Rome can adduce for this fact is a defect in revelation
itself . The prisoners of Plato ' s cave are not to be blamed for the
fact that they see shadows only . They are doing full justice by

the position in which they find themselves . If their heads are
bound so that they see shadows only , this is due to n

o fault

o
f

theirs . It is due to the constitution and course o
f

nature .

According to this view the human mind is not originally and
naturally in contact with the truth . The idea o

f
freedom , as

entertained b
y

Roman theology , is based upon man ' s being meta
physically distinct from " god . ” And this is tantamount to saying
thatman is free to the extent that he has no "being . ” There is on
this basis n

o genuine point of contact with the mind o
f the nat

uralman a
t all . The ideas that man is out of contact with God

and that h
e participates in the being ofGod are correlative to one

another .

We d
o not object to the idea that the mind of man is said to

b
e always in need o
f supernatural revelation . On the contrary

we would stress the fact that even in paradise themind of man
needed and enjoyed a supernatural revelation . What we object

to is the reason given for the need that man had o
f supernatural

revelation even in paradise . The reason fo
r

this need , according

to the Roman Catholic view , is virtually a defect in the original
constitution o

f

man . This implies that man is naturally , accord

in
g

to his original constitution , prone to error a
s

well as to truth .

The reason for this is that the god o
f

Roman Catholicism does

not control “whatsoever comes to pass . ” Man is , accordingly , not
exclusively confronted with that which reveals God . Man is also

confronted with the ultimately non -rational . On such a concep
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tion of reality in general it is natural that man 's constitution
should be thought of, on the one hand , as of itself possessing th

e

truth and , on the other hand , as never able , b
y

it
s

natural action ,

to come into possession o
f

the truth .

On such a basis too , the addition o
f supernatural to natural

revelation would not remedy matters . It would b
e
a
s true o
f

supernatural a
s o
f natural revelation that either it would not

reach man o
r

else if it did reach man h
e would not be in need

o
f
it .
If natural revelation does not so envelop man a
s tomake it

impossible for h
im

to look a
t anything that does not speak o
f

God ,

then supernatural revelation will not d
o

this either . If natural
revelation does not speak of such a God a

s b
y

his counsel sur
rounds man completely , then neither can supernatural revelation
speak o

f

such a God . But if it did , per impossible , speak o
f

such

a God , it could mean nothing to themind of man a
s Rome con

ceives o
f
it . The revelation o
f
a self -sufficient God can have no

meaning for amind that thinks o
f

itself a
s ultimately autonomous .

The possibility fo
r
a point o
f

contact has disappeared . The whole
idea o

f

the revelation o
f the self -sufficient God o
f Scripture drops

to the ground ifman himself is autonomous o
r self - sufficient . If

man is not himself revelational in the internal structure o
f his

being , he can receive n
o revelation that comes to him from

without . 29

On the other hand , if man is in any sense autonomous h
e
is

not in need o
f

revelation . If he is then said to possess the truth

he possesses it a
s

the product o
f

the ultimately legislative powers

o
f his intellect . It is only if h
e

can virtually control b
y

means o
f

the application o
f

the la
w

o
f

non -contradiction a
ll

the facts o
f

reality that surround h
im , that he can know any truth a
t a
ll .

And thus , if he knows any truth in this way , he , in effect , knows

a
ll

truth .

On the Roman Catholic position , then , man is , with the cave
dwellers o

f

Plato , by virtue of his own constitution , adapted to

semi -darkness . Revelation would not d
o

him any good , even
though we might think o

f

him a
s
in need o
f it . If revelation is

to come to him , it must come to hi
m

a
s the truth came to one o
f

2
9Masselink ' s position follows that of Hepp and with it that of Thomas

Aquinas .
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Plato ' s cave -dwellers , in an accidental fashion . Or else man is ,

with the accidentally liberated cave -dweller of Plato , not in need

o
f supernatural revelation ; potentially h
e

has all truth within his
reach .

IV

THE REFORMED POSITION

The fully Biblical conception o
f

the point o
f

contact , it ought
now to b

e

clear , is the only one that can escape the dilemma of

absolute ignorance o
r absolute omniscience .

The one great defect o
f

the Roman Catholic and the Armin
ian view is , as noted , that it ascribes ultimacy o

r

self - sufficiency

to themind of man . Romanism and Arminianism d
o

this in their

views of man a
s

stated in their works o
n systematic theology . It

is consistent for them , therefore , not to challenge the assumption

o
f ultimacy a
s

this is made b
y

the non -believer . But Reformed
theology , as worked out b

y

Calvin and his recent exponents such

a
s Hodge ,Warfield , Kuyper and Bavinck , holds that man ' s mind

is derivative . As such it is naturally in contact with God ' s reve
lation . It is surrounded b

y

nothing but revelation . It is itself
inherently revelational . It cannot naturally b

e

conscious o
f
itself

without being conscious of its creatureliness . For man self -con
sciousness presupposes God -consciousness . Calvin speaks of this

a
s

man ' s inescapable sense of deity .

For Adam in paradise God -consciousness could not come in

a
t

th
e

end o
f
a syllogistic process o
f reasoning . God -conscious

ness was for him the presupposition o
f

the significance o
f

his
reasoning o

n anything .

T
o

the doctrine o
f

creation must be added the conception o
f

the covenant . Man was created as a historicalbeing . God placed
upon h

im

from the outset o
f history the responsibility and task o
f

reinterpreting the counsel o
f

God a
s expressed in creation to him

self individually and collectively . Man ' s creature -consciousness
may therefore be more particularly signalized a

s covenant -con
sciousness . But the revelation of the covenant to man in paradise

was supernaturally mediated . This was naturally the case inas
much a

s it pertained to man ' s historical task . Thus , the sense of

obedience o
r

disobedience was immediately involved in Adam ' s
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consciousness of himself . Covenant consciousness envelops crea
ture -consciousness. In paradise Adam knew that as a creature of
God it was natural and proper that he should keep the covenant
that God had made with h

im . In this way it appears that man ' s

proper self -consciousness depended , even in paradise , upon his
being in contact with both supernatural and natural revelation .

God ' s natural revelation was within man a
s well as about him .

Man ' s very constitution a
s
a rational and moral being is itself

revelational to man a
s

the ethically responsible reactor to revela
tion . And natural revelation is itself incomplete . It needed from
the outset to be supplemented with supernatural revelation about
man ' s future . Thus the very idea of supernatural revelation is cor
relatively embodied in the idea o

f

man ' s proper self -consciousness .

It is in this way that man may b
e

said to be b
y

his original

constitution in contact with the truth while yet not in possession

o
f

a
ll the truth . Man is not in Plato ' s cave . He is not in the

anomalous position o
f having eyes with which to see while yet

he dwells in darkness . He has not , as was the case with the cave

dwellers o
f

Plato , some mere capacity for the truth that might
never come to fruition . Man had originally notmerely a capacity

for receiving the truth ; he was in actual possession o
f

the truth .

The world o
f

truth was not found in some realm far distant from

him ; itwas right before him . That which spoke to his senses n
o

less than that which spoke to his intellect was the voice o
f God .

Even when h
e

closed h
is eyes upon the external world h
is internal

sense would manifest God to him in his own constitution . The
matter o

f his experience was in no sense in need of a mere form
with which h

e might organize the raw material . On the contrary

the matter o
f

his experience was lit up through and through .

Yet itwas lit u
p

fo
r

him b
y

the voluntary activity o
f

God whose

counsel made things to b
e what they are . Man could not be

aware o
f

himself without also being aware o
f objects about him

and without also being aware of his responsibility to manage

himself and a
ll things for the glory of God . Man ' s consciousness

o
f objects and o
f

self was not static . It was consciousness in

time . Moreover , consciousness of objects and of self in time
meant consciousness o

f history in relationship to the plan o
f

God
back o

f history . Man ' s first sense of self -awareness implied the
awareness o

f

the presence o
f God as the one for whom he had a

great task to accomplish .
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It is only when we begin our approach to the question of the
point of contact by thus analyzing the situation as it obtained in
paradise before the fall of man that we can attain to a true con
ception of the naturalman and his capacities with respect to the
truth . The apostle Paul speaks of th

e

natural man a
s actually

possessing the knowledge o
fGod (Rom . 1 : 19 - 21 ) . The greatness

o
f his si
n

lies precisely in the fact that “when they knew God ,

they glorified him not a
s God . ” No man can escape knowing

God . It is indelibly involved in his awareness o
f anything what

soever . Man ought , therefore , as Calvin puts it , to recognize

God . There is no excuse fo
r

h
im if h
e

does not . The reason for
his failure to recognize God lies exclusively in h

im . It is due to

his willful transgression o
f

the very law o
f his being .

Neither Romanism nor Protestant evangelicalism can d
o full

justice to this teaching o
f

Paul . In effect both o
f

them fail to

surround man exclusively with God ' s revelation . Not holding to

the counsel o
fGod a
s all - controlling they cannot teach that man ' s

self -awareness always pre -supposes awareness o
f God . Accord

ing to both Rome and evangelicalism man may have somemeas
ure o

f

awareness o
f objects about him and o
f

himself in relation

to them without being aware at the same time of his responsibility

to manipulate both o
f

them in relation to God . Thus man ' s con
sciousness o

f objects , of self , of time and of history are not from
the outset brought into a

n exclusive relationship o
f dependence

upon God . Hinc illae lacrimae !

Of course ,when we thus stress Pauls teaching that al
l

men

d
o

not have a mere capacity for but are in actual possession o
f

the knowledge o
f God , we have a
t once to add Paul ' s further

instruction to th
e

effect that a
ll

men , due to th
e

si
n

within them ,

always and in all relationships seek to “suppress ” this knowledge

o
f God ( Rom . 1 : 18 , American Standard Version ) . The natural

man is such a one a
s constantly throws water o
n

a fire he cannot
quench . He has yielded to the temptation o

f

Satan , and has
become h

is bondservant . When Satan tempted Adam and Eve

in paradise h
e sought to make them believe that man ' s self

consciousness was ultimate rather than derivative and God -de
pendent . He argued , as it were , that it was of the nature of

self -consciousness to make itself the final reference point of al
l

predication . He argued , as itwere , that God had n
o control over

all that might come forth in the process o
f

time . That is to say ,
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he argued , in effect, that as any form of self -consciousness must
assume it

s

own ultimacy , so it must also admit its own limitation

in the fact that much that happens is under n
o control a
t

a
ll .

Thus Satan argued , as it were , that man ' s consciousness o
f

time
and o

f time ' s products in history , is , if intelligible at al
l
, intelli

gible in some measure independently o
f God .

Romanism and Evangelicalism ,however , do not attribute this
assumption o

f autonomy o
r ultimacy o
n the part o
f

man a
s due to

si
n . They hold that man should quite properly think of himself

and o
f

his relation to objects in time in this way . Hence they do
injustice to Paul ' s teaching with respect to the effect o

f

si
n

o
n

the interpretative activity o
f man . As they virtually deny that

originally man notmerely had a capacity for the truth but was

in actual possession o
f

the truth , so also they virtually deny that
the naturalman suppresses the truth .

It is not to be wondered a
t

that neither Romanism nor Evan
gelicalism are little interested in challenging th

e
“philosophers ”

when these , as Calvin says , interpret man ' s consciousness without
being aware o

f

the tremendous difference in man ' s attitude to

ward the truth before and after the fall . Accordingly they d
o not

distinguish carefully between the naturalman ' s own conception

o
f

himself and the Biblical conception o
f

h
im . Yet fo
r
the ques

tion o
f

the point of contact this is all -important . If we make our
appeal to the natural man without being aware o

f

this distinc
tion we virtually admit that the natural man ' s estimate of himself

is correct . Wemay , to be sure , even then ,maintain that he is in
need o

f

information . We may even admit that h
e

is morally

corrupt . But the one thing which , on this basis , we cannot admit ,

is that his claim to be able to interpret a
t

least some area o
f

experience in a way that is essentially correct , is mistaken . We
cannot then challenge his most basic epistemological assumption

to the effect that his self -consciousness and time -consciousness

are self -explanatory . We cannot challenge h
is right to interpret

a
ll

his experience in exclusively immanentistic categories . And

o
n this everything hinges . For if we first allow the legitimacy of

the natural man ' s assumption o
f himself a
s the ultimate reference

point in interpretation in any dimension we cannot deny his right

to interpret Christianity itself in naturalistic terms .
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The point of contact for the gospel, then , must be sought
within the natural man . Deep down in his mind every man
knows that he is the creature of God and responsible to God .
Every man , at bottom , knows that he is a covenant -breaker . But
every man acts and talks as though this were not so . It is the
one point that cannot bear mentioning in his presence. A man
may have internal cancer. Yet it may be the one point he will
not have one speak of in his presence . He will grant that he is
not feeling well . Hewill accept any sort ofmedication so long
as it does not pretend to be given in answer to a cancer diagnosis .
Will a good doctor cater to him on this matter ? Certainly not .
He will tell his patient that he has promise of life, but promise of
life on one condition , that is, of an immediate internal operation .
So it is with the sinner . He is alive but alive as a covenant
breaker . But hi

s

own interpretative activity with respect to a
ll

things proceeds o
n the assumption that such is not the case . Ro

manism and evangelicalism , b
y

failing to appeal exclusively to

that which is within man but is also suppressed b
y

every man ,

virtually allow the legitimacy o
f

the natural man ' s view o
f him

self . They d
o not seek to explode the last stronghold to which

the natural man always flees and where h
e always makes his final

stand . They cut off the weeds a
t

the surface but do not dig u
p

the roots o
f

these weeds , fo
r

fear that crops will not grow .

The truly Biblical view , on the other hand , applies atomic
power and flame -throwers to the very presupposition o

f

the nat
ural man ' s ideas with respect to himself . It does not fear to lose

a point o
f

contact b
y

uprooting th
e

weeds rather than b
y

cutting

them off a
t

the very surface . It is assured o
f
a point of contact

in the fact that every man is made in the image of God and has
impressed upon him the law o

f

God . In that fact alone he may
rest secure with respect to the point o

f

contact problem . 80 For
that fact makes men always accessible to God . That fact assures
us that every man , to be a man a

t all ,must already be in contact
with th

e

truth . He is so much in contact with th
e

truth that

8
0 Here , as throughout this chapter , it appears that I do not start my

analysis o
f

the knowledge o
f

the natural man from the " absolute ethical

antithesis " a
s Masselink contends , but from the sense of deity in the way

Calvin does .
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much of his energy is spent in the vain effort to hide this fact
from himself . His efforts to hide this fact from himself are bound
to be self- frustrative .
Only by thus finding the point of contact in man 's sense of

deity that lies underneath h
is own conception o
f

self -conscious
ness a

s ultimate can webe both true to Scripture and effective in

reasoning with th
e

natural man .



CHAPTER VI

CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS ( THE PROBLEM
OF METHOD )

A discussion of the problem of methodology naturally fol
lows upon that of the problem of the point of contact . If we have
discovered what we shall think of the person to whom we are to
make our address in the interest of winning him to an acceptance

of Christianity , wemust next inquire as to the way by which we
shall lead him to a knowledge of the truth .
The Christian view of man and the Christian view of method

are alike aspects of the Christian position as a whole . So also the
non -Christian view of man and the non -Christian view of method
are alike aspects of the non -Christian position as a whole . That
such is indeed the case will appear as we proceed . For the
moment the point is dogmatically asserted in order to indicate
the plan of procedure fo

r

this chapter .

Our concern throughout is to indicate the nature o
f
a truly

Protestant , that is a Reformed , apologetic . A Reformed method

o
f apologetics must seek to vindicate the Reformed life and

world view a
s Christianity come to it
s

own . It has already be
come plain that this implies a refusal to grant that any area o

r

aspect o
f reality , any fact or any law o
f

nature o
r o
f history can

be correctly interpreted except it be seen in the light of the main
doctrines o

f Christianity . But if this b
e

true , it becomes quite
impossible for the apologist to d

o what Roman Catholics and
Arminians must do on the basis o

f their view o
f Christianity ,

namely , agree with the non -Christian in his principles of meth
odology to see whether o

r not Christian theism b
e

true . From

the Syllabus o
n

1 All the material o
f

this chapter is taken from

Christian Apologetics .

113
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the Roman Catholic and the Arminian point of view the question

of methodology , like that of starting -point, is a neutral matter .
According to these positions the Christian apologist can legiti
mately join the non -Christian scientist or philosopher as he, by
his recognized methods , investigates certain dimensions of real

it
y
. Neither the follower of Thomas Aquinas nor the follower o
f

the “ judicious Butler ” would need , on his principles , to object
when , for instance , A . E . Taylor says : "Natural science , le

t

me
say again , is exclusively concerned with the detection o

f

laws o
f

nature , ' uniformities o
f sequence in the course o
f

events . The
typical form o

f

such a la
w

is the statement that whenever certain
definitely measurable events occur some other measurable event

will also be found to occur . Any enquiry thus delimited obviously
can throw n

o light o
n the question . . . whether God exists or

not , the question whether the whole course o
f

events among

which the man o
f

science discovers these uniformities o
f sequence

is o
r
is not guided b
y
a supreme intelligence to the production o
f

a
n intrinsically good result . " The Reformed apologist , on the

other hand , would compromise what he holds to be of the essence

o
f Christianity if h
e agreed with Taylor . For h
im the whole o
f

created reality , including therefore the fields o
f
research with

which the various sciences deal , reveals the same God o
f

which
Scripture speaks . The very essence of created reality is it

s reve
lational character . Scientists deal with that which has the im
print o

f

God ' s face upon it . Created reality may be compared to

a great estate . The owner has his name plainly and indelibly

written a
t

unavoidable places . How then would it be possible

fo
r

some stranger to enter this estate ,make researches in it , and
then fairly say that in these researches h

e

need not and cannot be

confronted with the question o
f ownership ? T
o change the fig

ure , compare the facts of nature and history , the facts with which
the sciences are concerned , to a linoleum that has it

s figure in

delibly imprinted in it . The pattern o
f

such a linoleum cannot be
effaced till the linoleum itself is worn away . Thus inescapably

does the scientist meet the pattern o
f

Christian theism in each

fact with which h
e

deals . The apostle Paul lays great stress upon
the fact that man is without excuse if he does not discover God

2 Does God Exist ? London , 1947 , pp . 13 , 14 .
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in nature . Following Paul's example Calvin argues that men
ought to see God , not a god , not some supernatural power , but
the only God , in nature . They have not done justice by the facts
they se

e

displayed before and within them if they say that a god
exists o

r

that God probably exists . The Calvinist holds to the
essential perspicuity o

f

natural a
s well as Biblical revelation .

This does not imply that a non -Christian and non -theistic inter
pretation o

f reality cannot be made to appear plausible . But it

does mean that no non -Christian position can b
e

made to appear

more than merely plausible .

Roman Catholic apologists can , therefore , to the extent that
their own theology does not teach the perspicuity o

fnatural reve
lation ,with consistency use the method of the natural man . Just

a
s Rome , having a semi -pagan conception of the nature o
f

man ,

can agree with the naturalman ' s conception of the starting -point

in knowledge , so also , having a semi -pagan concept of the nature

o
f

the objects man must know , can , to a large extent , agree
with the naturalman ' s conception o

f

the method o
f knowledge .

Arminian apologists also , to the extent that their theology is

faulty , can consistently agree with the non -believer o
n the ques

tion o
fmethodology . Believing to some extent in the autonomy

and ultimacy o
f

human personality Arminianism can , in a meas
ure , agree o

n the question o
f starting -point with those who make

men the final reference point in al
l

human predication . S
o also ,

believing to some extent in the existence o
f

facts that are not
wholly under the control and direction o

f

the counsel o
f

God ,

Arminianism can agree o
n th
e

question o
f

method with those fo
r

whom the object o
f knowledge has nothing a
t all to do with the

plan o
f

God .

In contradistinction from both Roman Catholics and Armin
ians , however , the Reformed apologist cannot agree a

t a
ll

with

themethodology o
f

the natural man . Disagreeing with the nat
ural man ' s interpretation o

f

himself a
s

the ultimate reference
point , the Reformed apologist must seek h

is point o
f

contact with

the natural man in that which is beneath the threshold o
f

h
is

working consciousness , in the sense o
f deity which h
e

seeks to

suppress . And to d
o

this the Reformed apologist must also seek

a point o
f

contact with the systems constructed b
y

the natural
man . But this point of contact must be in th

e

nature of a head
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on collision . If there is no head -on collision with the systems of
the natural man there will be no point of contact with the sense
of deity in the naturalman . So also , disagreeing with the natural
man on the nature of the object of knowledge , the Reformed
apologist must disagree with h

im o
n

the method to b
e employed

in acquiring knowledge . According to th
e

doctrine o
f

the Re
formed faith a

ll

the facts o
f

nature and o
f history are what they

are , dowhat they d
o

and undergo what they undergo , in accord
with th

e

one comprehensive counsel o
f

God . All thatmay be

known b
y

man is already known by God . And it is already

known b
y

God because it is controlled b
y

God .

The significance o
f

this for the question o
f

method will be
pointed out soon . For the moment this simple fact must be sig

nalized a
s the reason which precludes the possibility o
f agreement

o
n methodology between the Reformed theologian and the non

Christian philosopher o
r scientist . Wemay mention one point

that brings out the difference in methodology between the two
positions . It is the point with reference to the relevancy o

f

hypotheses . For the non -Christian any sort of hypothesis may ,

a
t

the outset of an investigation , be as relevant as any other .

This is so because o
n

a non -Christian basis facts are not what
they are because o

f

the systematic relation they sustain to God .

On a non -Christian basis facts are “ rationalized ” for the first time
when interpreted b

y

man . But fo
r

one who holds that th
e

facts

are already part o
f
a
n ultimately rational system by virtue o
f the

plan o
f

God it is clear that such hypotheses a
s presuppose the

non -existence o
f

such a plan must , even from the outset of his
investigation , be considered irrelevant .

REASONING B
Y

PRESUPPOSITION

These things being as they are itwill be our first task in this

chapter to show that a consistently Christian method o
f apolo

getic argument , in agreement with it
s

own basic conception o
f

the starting point ,must be b
y

presupposition . To argue b
y pre

supposition is to indicate what are the epistemological and meta
physical principles that underlie and control one ' smethod . The
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Reformed apologist will frankly admit that his own methodology
presupposes the truth of Christian theism . Basic to a

ll

the doc
trines o

f

Christian theism is that o
f

the self -contained God , or , if

we wish , that of the ontological trinity . It is this notion o
f the

ontological trinity that ultimately controls a truly Christian meth
odolgy . Based upon this notion o

f

the ontological trinity and
consistent with it , is the concept of the counsel of God according

to which al
l

things in the created world are regulated .

Christian methodology is therefore based upon presupposi
tions that are quite the opposite o

f

those o
f

the non -Christian .

It is claimed to b
e o
f

the very essence o
f any non -Christian form

o
fmethodology that it cannot be determined in advance to what

conclusions it must lead . To assert , as the Christian apologist is

bound to d
o if he is not to deny the very thing he is seeking to

establish , that the conclusion o
f
a true method is the truth o
f

Christian theism is , from the point of view o
f

the non -Christian ,

the clearest evidence o
f

authoritarianism . In spite o
f this claim

to neutrality o
n the part o
f

the non - Christian the Reformed apolo
gist must point out that every method , the supposedly neutral
one n

o less than any other , presupposes either the truth o
r

the
falsity o

f

Christian theism .

The method o
f reasoning b
y

presupposition may be said to

b
e

indirect rather than direct . The issue between believers and
non -believers in Christian theism cannot be settled b

y
a direct

appeal to " facts ” or “ laws ” whose nature and significance is a
l

ready agreed upon b
y

both parties to the debate . The question

is rather a
s
to what is the final reference - point required to make

the " facts ” and “ laws ” intelligible . The question is a
s
to what the

" facts ” and “ laws ” really are . Are they what the non -Christian
methodology assumes that they are ? Are they what the Christian
theistic methodology presupposes they are ?

The answer to this question cannot b
e finally settled b
y

any

direct discussion o
f " facts . ” It must , in the last analysis , be

settled indirectly . The Christian apologist must place himself
upon the position o

f his opponent , assuming the correctness o
f

his method merely for argument ' s sake , in order to show him that

o
n such a position the " facts ” are not facts and the “laws ” are not

laws . Hemust also ask the non -Christian to place himself upon

the Christian position for argument ' s sake in order that he may
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be shown that only upon such a basis do “facts” and “laws” appear
intelligible .
To admit one's own presuppositions and to point out the pre

suppositions of others is therefore to maintain that a
ll reasoning

is , in the nature of the case , circular reasoning . The starting
point , themethod , and the conclusion are always involved in one
another .

Let us say that the Christian apologist has placed the posi
tion o

f Christian theism before his opponent . Let us say further
that h

e

has pointed out that his own method o
f investigation o
f

reality presupposes the truth o
f

his position . This will appear to

his friend whom h
e
is seeking to win to a
n acceptance o
f the

Christian position a
s highly authoritarian and out of accord with

the proper use o
f

human reason . What will the apologist d
o

next ? If he is a Roman Catholic o
r

a
n Arminian he will tone

down the nature o
f Christianity to some extent in order to make

it appear that the consistent application o
f h
is friend ' s neutral

method will lead to a
n acceptance o
f Christian theism after all .

But if he is a Calvinist this way is not open to him . He will
point out that the more consistently his friend applies his sup
posedly neutral method themore certainly he will come to the
conclusion that Christian theism is not true . Roman Catholics
and Arminians , appealing to the “ reason ” o

f

the natural man a
s

the natural man himself interprets his reason , namely a
s autono

mous , a
re bound to use the direct method o
f approach to the

naturalman , themethod that assumes the essential correctness of

a non -Christian and non - theistic conception o
f reality . The Re

formed apologist , on the other hand , appealing to that knowledge

o
f

the true God in the natural man which the naturalman sup
presses b

y

means o
f

his assumption o
f ultimacy , will also appeal

to the knowledge o
f

th
e

true method which the natural man
knows but suppresses . The natural man a

t

bottom knows that
he is the creature of God . He knows also that he is responsible

to God . He knows that he should live to the glory o
f

God . He
knows that in a

ll

that he does h
e should stress that the field o
f

reality which h
e investigates has the stamp o
f

God ' s ownership
upon it . But he suppresses his knowledge o

f himself a
s h
e truly

is . He is the man with the iron mask . A true method o
f apolo

getics must seek to tear of
f

that iron mask . The Roman Catholic
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and the Arminian make no attempt to do so . They even flatter
it
s

wearer about his fine appearance . In the introductions o
f

their books o
n apologetics Arminian a
s

well a
s Roman Catholic

apologists frequently seek to set their “opponents ” a
t

ease b
y

assuring them that their method , in its field , is all that any Chris
tian could desire . In contradistinction from this , the Reformed
apologist will point out again and again that the only method
that will lead to the truth in any field is that method which recog

nizes the fact that man is a creature o
f God , that he must there

fore seek to think God ' s thoughts after him .

It is not as though th
e

Reformed apologist should not interest
himself in the nature o

f

the non -Christian ' smethod . On the con
trary h

e

should make a critical analysis o
f
it . He should , as it

were , join his " friend ” in the use of it . But he should do so self
consciously with the purpose of showing that its most consistent
application not merely leads away from Christian theism but in

leading away from Christian theism leads to destruction o
f

reason

and science aswell .

A
n

illustration may indicate more clearly what is meant .

Suppose we think of a man made o
f water in an infinitely ex

tended and bottomless ocean o
f water . Desiring to get out of

water , hemakes a ladder of water . He sets this ladder upon the
water and against the water and then attempts to climb out of
the water . S

o hopeless and senseless a picture must be drawn

o
f

the naturalman ' smethodology based as it is upon the assump
tion that time o

r

chance is ultimate . On his assumption his own
rationality is a product o

f

chance . On his assumption even the
laws o

f logic which he employs are products o
f chance . The

rationality and purpose that h
e may b
e searching fo
r

are still
bound to b

e products o
f

chance . So then the Christian apologist ,

whose position requires him to hold that Christian theism is really

true and a
s

such mustbe taken a
s

the presupposition which alone
makes the acquisition o

f knowledge in any field intelligible ,must
join his “ friend ” in h

is hopeless gyrations so a
s

to point out to

him that his efforts are always in vain .

It will then appear that Christian theism , which was first
rejected because o

f it
s supposed authoritarian character , is the

only position which gives human reason a field for successful
operation and a method o

f

true progress in knowledge .
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Two remarks may here bemade by way ofmeeting the most
obvious objections that will be raised to this method of the Re
formed apologist . The first objection that suggests itself may be
expressed in the rhetorical question “Do you mean to assert that
non -Christians do not discover truth by the methods they em
ploy ? ” The reply is that wemean nothing so absurd as that . The
implication of the method here advocated is simply that non
Christians are never able and therefore never do employ their own

methods consistently . Says A . E . Taylor in discussing the question
of th

e

uniformity o
f

nature , “ The fundamental thought ofmodern
science , at any rate until yesterday , was that there is a ‘universal
reign o

f

la
w ' throughout nature . Nature is rational in the sense

that it has everywhere a coherent pattern which we can pro
gressively detect by the steady application o

f our own intelli
gence to the scrutiny o

f natural processes . Science has been built
up all along o

n the basis o
f

this principle o
f

the 'uniformity o
f

nature , ' and the principle is one which science itself has n
o

means

o
f demonstrating . No one could possibly prove its truth to an

opponent who seriously disputed it . For all attempts to produce

‘evidence for the 'uniformity o
f

nature ' themselves presuppose
the very principle they are intended to prove . " 3 Our argument

a
s

over against this would b
e

that the existence o
f
the God o
f

Christian theism and the conception o
f

his counsel a
s controlling

all things in the universe is the only presupposition which can
account for the uniformity o

f

nature which the scientist needs .
But the best and only possible proof fo

r

the existence of such a

God is that his existence is required fo
r

the uniformity o
f

nature

and for the coherence o
f

a
ll things in the world . We cannot

prove the existence o
f beams underneath a floor if b
y

proof we
mean that they must be ascertainable in the way that we can see
the chairs and tables o

f

the room . But the very idea of a floor as

the support of tables and chairs requires the idea o
f beams that

are underneath . But there would b
e

n
o

floor if no beams were
underneath . Thus there is absolutely certain proof for the exist
ence o

f

God and the truth o
f

Christian theism . Even non -Chris
tians presuppose it

s

truth while they verbally reject it . They
need to presuppose the truth o

f

Christian theism in order to

account fo
r

their own accomplishments .

3 Idem , p . 2 .
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The second objection may be voiced in the following words:
"While a Christian can prove that his Christian position is fully

as reasonable as the opponent 's view , there is no such thing as
an absolutely compelling proof that God exists , or that the Bible
is theword ofGod , just as little as anyone can prove its opposite . ”

In this way o
f putting the matter there is a confusion between

what is objectively valid and what is subjectively acceptable to

the natural man . It is true that no method o
f argument for Chris

tianity will b
e acceptable to the natural man . Moreover , it is

true that the more consistently Christian ourmethodology , the
less acceptable itwill be to the natural man . We find something
similar in the field o

f theology . It is precisely the Reformed faith
which , among other things , teaches the total depravity o

f

the

naturalman , which ismost loathsome to that natural man . But
this does not prove that the Reformed faith is not true . A patient
may like a doctor who tells him that his disease can be cured by

means of external applications and dislike the doctor who tells
him that h

e

needs a major internal operation . Yet the latter
doctor may be right in his diagnosis . It is the weakness of the
Roman Catholic and th

e

Arminian methods that they virtually

identify objective validity with subjective acceptability to the
natural man . Distinguishing carefully between these two , the
Reformed apologist maintains that there is an absolutely valid
argument for the existence o

f

God and for the truth o
f

Christian

theism . He cannot do less without virtually admitting that God ' s

revelation to man is not clear . It is fatal fo
r

the Reformed apolo
gist to admit thatman has done justice to the objective evidence

if he comes to any other conclusion than that of the truth of

Christian theism .

A
s

fo
r

the question whether the natural man will accept the
truth o

f

such a
n argument , we answer that hewill if God pleases

by his Spirit to take the scales from his eyes and the mask from
his face . It is upon the power of the Holy Spirit that the Re
formed preacher relies when h

e

tells men that they a
re lost in si
n

and in need o
f
a Savior . The Reformed preacher does not tone

down his message in order that it may find acceptance with the
natural man . He does not say that his message is less certainly

true because o
f

it
s

non -acceptance b
y

the natural man . The
natural man is , b

y

virtue o
f

h
is creation in th
e

image o
f

God ,
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always accessible to the truth ; accessible to the penetration of
the truth by the Spirit of God . Apologetics , like systematics , is
valuable to the precise extent that it presses the truth upon the
attention of the natural man . The natural man must be blasted
out of his hideouts , his caves , his last lurking places . Neither
Roman Catholic nor Arminian methodologies have the flame

throwers with which to reach him . In the all-out war between
the Christian and the natural man as he appears in modern garb

it is only the atomic energy of a truly Reformed methodology

that will explode the last Festung to which the Roman Catholic
and the Arminian always permit h

im

to retreat and to dwell in

safety . "

SCRIPTURE

It has been pointed out that the difference between a Roman
Catholic -Arminian and a Reformed type of argument lies in the
fact that the former is direct and the latter is indirect . The
former grants the essential truthfulness o

f

the non -Christian
theory o

f

man and o
f

method , while the latter challenges both .

This difference will appear again and appear in its fundamental
importance still more strikingly if the question o

f

the place o
f

Scripture in apologetics is brought u
p

for consideration . A few
remarks o

n this subject must suffice .

For better or for worse the Protestant apologist is committed

to the doctrine o
f Scripture a
s the infallibly inspired final revela

tion o
f God to man . This being the case , he is committed to the

defense o
f

Christian theism a
s

a unit . For him theism is not
really theism unless it is Christian theism . The Protestant apolo

gist cannot be concerned to prove the existence o
f

any other God
than the one who has spoken to man authoritatively and finally

through Scripture .

The entire debate about theism will be purely formal unless
theism be taken a

s the foundation o
f Christianity . But if it is so

4 The use o
f

such martial terminology is not inconsistent with the

Christian principle o
f

love . He who loves men most will tell them the truth
about themselves in their own interest .
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taken it is no longer theism a
s

such but Christian theism that is

in debate . Pantheist , deists and theists , that is bare theists , may
formally agree that God exists . Socrates , in arguing about the
nature o

f piety within Euthyphro says that men “ join issue about
particulars . ” S

o if the whole debate in apologetics is to be more
than a meaningless discussion about the that of God ' s existence
and is to consider what kind o

f

God exists , then the question o
f

God ' s revelation to man must be brought into the picture . Even
before th

e

entrance of si
n , as already noted ,man required super

natural positive revelation a
s
a supplement to revelation in the

created universe around and within him . T
o understand God ' s

general revelation in the universe aright it was imperative for
man that he see this revelation in relationship to a higher revela
tion with respect to the final destiny of man and the universe .

If then even man in paradise could read nature aright only in

connection with and in the light of supernatural positive revela
tion , how much the more is this true o

f

man after the fall . In

paradise the supernatural revelation o
f

God to man told him that

if he would e
a
t

o
f

the forbidden tree h
e would surely die . Hav

ing eaten o
f

this fruit he could therefore expect nothing but
eternal separation from God as his final destiny . OfGod ' s inten
tion to save a people for his own precious possession h

e

could

learn nothing from nature . Nor was this involved in the pre
redemptive supernatural revelation that had been vouchsafed to

him in paradise . It had to come b
y

way o
f post -lapsarian super

natural revelation . Covenant -breakers could expect nothing but
covenant wrath . That God meant to bring covenant -breakers
back into covenant communion with himself through the covenant

o
f grace could in n
o wise be discovered other than b
y super

natural redemptive revelation . B . B . Warfield brings out this
point when h

e says that in addition to believing the supernatural

fact , that is , God as a transcendent , self -existent being and in the
supernatural act exemplified in creation and providence , the .

Christian must also believe in supernatural redemption . “ As

certainly a
s the recognition o
f

the great fact o
f
si
n

is a
n element

in the Christian ' s world -conception , the need and therefore the
actuality o

f

the direct corrective act o
f

God - of miracle , in a word

-enters ineradicably into his belief . ” 5

5 Studies in Theology , p . 38 .
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But supernatural redemption in itself would not be of any

avail. “ For how should we be advantaged by a supernatural re
demption of which we know nothing ? Who is competent to

uncover to us the meaning of this great series of redemptive acts
but God himself ? . . . Two thousand years ago a child was born
in Bethlehem , who throve and grew up nobly , lived a life of
poverty and beneficence , was cruelly slain and rose from the
dead . What is that to us? After a little , as his followers sat
waiting in Jerusalem , there was a rush as of a mighty wind, and
an appearance of tongues of fire descending upon their heads .
Strange : but what concern have we in it al

l
? We require the

revealing Word to tell u
s

who and what this goodly child was ,

why he lived and what he wrought by his death , what it meant
that he could not be holden o

f
the grave and what those cloven

tongues o
f

fire signified - before they can avail as redemptive facts

to u
s . " Going a bit beyond this it may b
e

asserted that sinful
man would naturally want to destroy a supernatural revelation
that portrays h

is

si
n

and shame and tells h
im that h
e
is helpless

and undone . This is out of accord with the pride that is a prime

mark o
f

the sinner . Hence the necessity for the inscripturization

o
f

the God -given post -lapsarian supernatural revelation o
f

God

to man .

Thus the Bible , as the infallibly inspired revelation ofGod to

sinfulman , stands before us as that light in terms of which a
ll

the

facts o
f

the created universe must be interpreted . All of finite
existence , natural and redemptive , functions in relation to one
all - inclusive plan that is in the mind of God . Whatever insight

man is to have into this pattern o
f

the activity o
f

God he must
attain b

y

looking a
t all hi
s

objects o
f

research in the light o
f

Scripture . “ If true religion is to beam upon u
s , our principle

must be , that it is necessary to begin with heavenly teaching , and
that it is impossible for any man to obtain even the minutest
portion o

f right and sound doctrine without being a disciple o
f

Scripture . ” ?

What has been said so far on the subject o
f Scripture has dealt

primarily with it
s place in Protestant doctrine . What bearing

does this fact have upon the place o
f Scripture in Christian apolo

6 Idem , p . 42 .

? Institutes , Bk . I , Chap . V
I , Sec . 2 .
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getics? And what bearing does it have upon the method of
apologetics in general ?
In the first place it must be affirmed that a Protestant accepts

Scripture to be that which Scripture itself says it is on it
s

own
authority . Scripture presents itself as being the only light in

terms of which the truth about facts and their relations can be
discovered . Perhaps the relationship o

f

the sun to our earth and

th
e

objects that constitute it ,may make this clear . We d
o not

use candles , or electric lights in order to discover whether the
light and the energy o

f

the sun exist . The reverse is the case .

We have light in candles and electric light bulbs because of the
light and energy o

f

the sun . So we cannot subject the authorita
tive pronouncements o

f Scripture about reality to the scrutiny o
f

reason because it is reason itself that learns o
f

it
s proper function

from Scripture .

There are , no doubt , objections that occur to one at once
when h

e hears the matter presented so baldly . We cannot deal
with these fully here . For the moment it is o

f
the greatest im

portance that this simple but basic point be considered apart

from all subsidiary matters . All the objections that are brought
against such a position spring , in the last analysis , from the
assumption that the human person is ultimate and a

s

such should

properly act a
s judge o
f

a
ll

claims to authority that are made b
y

any one . But if man is not autonomous , if he is rather what
Scripture says h

e
is , namely , a creature of God and a sinner before

his face , then man should subordinate his reason to the Scriptures

and seek in the light o
f
it to interpret his experience .

The proper attitude o
f

reason to the authority o
f Scripture ,

then , is but typical of the proper attitude o
f reason to the whole

o
f

the revelation o
f

God . The objects man must seek to know

are always o
f

such a nature a
s God asserts they are . God ' s reve

lation is always authoritarian . This is true of his revelation in

nature n
o

less than o
f

his revelation in Scripture . The truly
scientific method , the method which alone can expect to make
true progress in learning , is therefore such a method a

s

seeks

simply to think God ' s thoughts after him .

When these matters are kept in mind , it will be seen clearly

that the true method fo
r

any Protestant with respect to the Scrip

ture (Christianity ) and with respect to the existence o
f

God
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( theism ) must be the indirect method of reasoning by presup
position . In fact it then appears that the argument for the Scrip

ture as the infallible revelation of God is, to a
ll

intents and
purposes , the same as the argument for the existence o

f

God .

Protestants are required b
y

the most basic principles o
f

their
system to vindicate the existence o

f

n
o other God than the one

who has spoken in Scripture . But this God cannot be proved to

exist by any other method than the indirect one o
f presupposi

tion . No proof for this God and fo
r

the truth o
f

his revelation in

Scripture can b
e

offered b
y

a
n appeal to anything in human

experience that has not itself received it
s light from the God

whose existence and whose revelation it is supposed to prove .

One cannot prove the usefulness o
f the light o
f

the sun fo
r

the
purposes o

f seeing b
y

turning to the darkness o
f
a cave . The

darkness o
f

the cave must itself be lit u
p b
y

the shining o
f

the

sun . When the cave is thus lit up each o
f

the objects that are in

it “ proves ” the existence and character o
f

the sun b
y

receiving

their light and intelligibility from it .

Now the Roman Catholic is not committeed to any such
doctrine o

f Scripture a
s

has been expressed above . He can there
fore build u

p

his apologetics by the direct method . He can , as

has already been shown , to a large extent agree with the natural
man in his conception o

f

both the starting point and the method

o
f

human knowledge . He can therefore join the non -Christian in

his search fo
r

the existence or non -existence of God by the use

o
f

reason without any reference to Scripture . That is , he and
the natural man can seek to build u

p

theism quite independently

o
f Christianity . Then when the Romanist has , together with his

friend the natural man , built the first story of the house to the

satisfaction o
f

both , he will ask his friend to help in building the

second story , the story of Christianity . He will assure his friend
that hewill use the same principles o

f

construction fo
r

the second
story that they have together employed in their common con
struction o

f

the first story . The second story is , according to

Rome , to be sure , the realm o
f

faith and o
f authority . But then

this authority is but that of the expert . Romeknows of no abso
lute authority such a

s Protestantism has in it
s

doctrine o
f Scrip

ture . Rome ' s authority is the authority o
f

those who are experts

in what they sa
y

are reported to b
e

the oracles o
f

God . These
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oracles receive their authoritative illumination from the expert

interpreters of them , from the Pope first of al
l
. But such a con

cept o
f authority resembles that which Socrates referred to in

The Symposium when h
e spoke o
f

Diotima the inspired . When
the effort a

t
rational interpretation failed him , Socrates took

refuge in mythology a
s
a second best . The “hunch ” of the wise

is the best that is available to man with respect to that which

h
e

cannot reach b
y

themethods o
f

autonomous reason . No "wise
man ” ought to object to such a conception o

f

the “ supernatural . ”

Itmerely involves the recognition that he has not yet discovered
the truth about al

l

o
f reality by means of reason . S
o

then the

natural man need not really object , even from his own point of

view , to the presentation of supernatural revelation a
s
it is offered

to him b
y

the Roman Catholic apologist .

If the Roman Catholic method of apologetic for Christianity

is followed then Christianity itself must be so reduced a
s

to make

it acceptable to the naturalman . Since Rome is more than will
ling to grant th

e

essential correctness o
f

the starting point and
method o

f

the natural man in the “ realm o
f nature ” he cannot

logically object to the conclusion o
f

the natural man with respect

to supernatural reality . The natural man need only to reason

consistently along the lines o
f

his starting point and method in
order to reduce each o

f

the Christian doctrines that are presented

to him to naturalistic proportions .

A
s

fo
r

the Arminian way of reasoning , it is , as already noted ,

essentially the same as that o
f Rome . The method followed b
y

Bishop Butler follows closely that of Thomas Aquinas . Accord
ing to Butler some o

f

those who have n
o belief in o
r knowledge

o
f Christianity a
tall have , none the less , quite rightly interpreted

the “ course and constitution o
f

nature . ” The cave has already

been lit up b
y

means o
f light that was not derived from the sun .

B
y

the use o
f

the empirical method those who make n
o pretense

o
f listening to Scripture are said o
r

assumed to have interpreted

nature for what it really is . It is no wonder then that the contents

o
f Scripture too must be adjusted to the likes of the natural man .

He will not accept them otherwise . And Butler is anxious to

win him . So he says to him : “Reason can , and it ought to judge ,

not only of themeaning , but also of themorality and the evidence ,

o
f

revelation . First , it is the province of reason to judge o
f

the
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morality of Scripture ; i.e., not whether it contains things different
from what we should have expected from a wise , just , and good
Being ; for objections from hence have now been obviated ; but
whether it contains things plainly contradictory to wisdom , jus
tice , or goodness - to what the light of nature teaches us of God .”8
Since even in the interpretation of “ nature” the natural man must
and does himself admit that he cannot know everything , he can
certainly , without compromising himself in the least , allow that
what Scripture claimsabout “supernatural ” things may probably

be true . Already accustomed to allowing for a measure of dis
continuity even in his interpretation of the " course and constitu
tion of nature ” why should he not allow for a little more of this
same sort of discontinuity in realms about which he admits that
he still may learn ? Such a concession will not break the principle
of continuity that he has employed in a

ll

his interpretations o
f

things that h
e knows ; his principle of continuity needs merely to

be stretched . The naturalman does not object to stretching his
principle o

f continuity if he is compelled to d
o

so b
y

virtue o
f

the
irrationality o

f reality ; the only thing to which h
e strenuously

objects is the submission o
f

his own principles o
f continuity and

o
f discontinuity to the counsel o
f

God .

It appears then that a
s

Arminianism together with Roman

Catholicism is willing to join the naturalman in his supposedly

neutral starting point and method , so also Arminianism is forced

to pay for these concessions by having the natural man to some

extent dictate to him what sort of Christianity h
e may or may not

believe . If the natural man is given permission to draw the floor
plan for a house and is allowed to build the first story o

f

the house

in accordance with his own blueprint , the Christian cannot escape
being controlled in a large measure by the same blueprint when
he wants to take over the building of the second story of the
house . Arminianism begins b

y offering to the natural man a

Christian theology that has foreign elements in it . As over
against the Reformed faith the Arminian has fought fo

r

the idea

o
f

man ' s ultimate ability to accept or reject salvation . His argu

ment on this score amounts to saying that God ' s presentation o
f

his claims upon mankind cannot reach down to th
e

individual

8 The Works o
f

Bishop Butler , edited b
y
W . E . Gladstone , New York ,

1896 , Vol . I , p . 238 .
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man ; it can only reach to the infima species . God has to await
the election returns to see whether he is chosen a

s God o
r
is set

aside . God ' s knowledge therefore stands over against and de
pends to some extent upon a temporal reality which h

e

does not
wholly control . When the Arminian has thus , ashe thinks , estab
lished and defended human responsibility against the Calvinist he
turns about to defend the Christian position against the natural
man . But then h

e

soon finds himself a
t

the mercy o
f

the natural
man . The natural man is mercilessly consistent . He simply tells

th
e

Arminian that a little autonomy involves absolute autonomy ,

and a little reality se
t

free from the plan o
f

God involves a
ll

reality set free from the plan o
f

God . After that the reduction
process is simply a matter o

f

time . Each time the Arminian
presents to the natural man one of the doctrines o

f Christianity ,

the natural man gladly accepts it and then “naturalizes ” it .

It is no valid objection against this contention to say that
certainly many Arminians d

o not hold to any naturalistic concep

tion o
f Christianity . For the question is not so much now what

individual Arminians believe . Their belief at best involves a

compromise with naturalism . But the point we are making now

is about the method o
f apologetics that fits in with Arminian

theology . And o
n that score we must , in simple honesty , assert

that this method is essentially the same a
s

the method o
f

Roman
Catholicism and is essentially reductionistic and therefore self
frustrative . It appears then that the first enemy of Arminianism ,

namely Calvinism , is its best friend . Only in the Reformed Faith

is there a
n uncompromising statement o
f

the main tenets o
f

Christianity . All other statements are deformations . It is but to

be expected that only in the Reformed Faith will we find a
n un

compromising method o
f apologetics . Calvinism makes no com

promise with the naturalman either o
n his views o
f

the autonomy

o
f

the human mind o
r

o
n his views of the nature of existence as

not controlled b
y

th
e

plan o
f God . Therefore Calvinism cannot

find a direct point o
f

contact in any o
f

the accepted concepts o
f

the natural man . He disagrees with every individual doctrine

o
f

the natural man because h
e disagrees with the outlook o
f

the
naturalman as a whole . He disagrees with the basic immanent
istic assumption o

f

the natural man . For it is this basic assump

tion that colors all his statements about individual teachings . It
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is therefore this basic assumption of the natural man that meets

it
s

firstmajor challenge when it is confronted b
y

the statement o
f

a full - fledged Christianity .

The Reformed apologist throws down the gauntlet and chal
lenges h

is opponent to a duel o
f

life and death from the start .

He does not first travel in the same direction and in the same
automobile with the natural man for some distance in order then
mildly to suggest to the driver that they ought perhaps to change

their course somewhat and follow a road that goes at a different
slant from the one they are o

n . The Reformed apologist knows
that there is but one way to the truth and that the natural man

is travelling it , but in th
e

wrong direction . The service stations
along the highway will service cars going in either direction .

And a
s

there are seemingly more cars going in the wrong direc
tion than there are going in the right direction , the upkeep of

the road will be supplied largely b
y

those going in the wrong

direction . Speaking together at one of these service stations , two
travellers going in opposite directions may be in perfect agree

ment when they eulogize the turnpike o
n which they are travel

ling and the preumim quality o
f gasoline which they are getting .

But like Bunyan ' s Christian the Reformed apologist will tell his
friend that the way h

e
is going leads to the precipice . He points

to the signs made by the builder of the road which a
ll point the

opposite way from that which his friend , the natural man , is

going . And when the reply is made b
y

the natural man that he
has been very successful in his trip so fa

r , and that he too has
been following signs , signs which point in the direction in which

he is moving , the Reformed apologist will wipe out such o
f

these

signs a
s

are near a
t

hand and will challenge his friend to wipe

out any of the signs he has ignored .

The Roman Catholic and the Arminian apologist would not

b
e

in a position to wipe out any of the signs that point in the
wrong direction . A

n

Arminian apologist meeting the natural
man a

s both stop a
t one o
f

the service stations is in a strange

predicament . Since h
e
is a Christian he should really speak to

the natural man about the fact that he is following the wrong
signs . His belief in creation demands of him that he warn h

is

new acquaintance against following the wrong signs . But since
he himself holds to a measure of autonomy forman and since this
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undermines his own belief in creation , he can at best say to his
friend that it is doubtful which signs are right . Then as fa

r

a
s

his “neutral ” apologetic method is concerned , the Arminian , in

the interest o
f getting his friend to g
o

in the right direction ,

admits that the signs that point in the wrong direction are right .

He himself goes in the wrong direction fo
r

some distance to
o

with

the natural man . He fully agrees with the natural man when
together they start on their wrong course and h

e

still fully agrees

o
n the way to the city of destruction . Then suddenly h
e puts o
n

the brakes and turns around , expecting that h
is friend will do

the same . Thus in the whole business he has dishonored his God

( a ) b
y

practically admitting that his revelation is not plain and

( b ) b
y

himself running away from God in h
is interpretation o
f

natural revelation and in his subjection o
f supernatural revela

tion to the illegitimate requirements o
f

the naturalman . Mean
while h

e

has failed in his purpose o
f persuading the naturalman

to g
o

in the right direction . The Roman Catholic and Arminian
views of theology are compromising ; in consequence the Roman
Catholic and the Arminian method o

f apologetics is both com
promising and self -frustrative .

III

BLOCK -HOUSE METHODOLOGY

A final pointmust be made before concluding this chapter .

We have seen that the proper method for Protestant apologetics

is that o
f presupposition instead o
f

the direct approach . But the
theology o

f

Rome and th
e

theology o
f

Arminianism does not per
mit o

f

such a
n argument . Roman Catholics and Arminians must

o
f necessity argue b
y

way o
f

direct approach . As deformations

o
f

Christian theism they contain n
o

clear challenge to the position

o
f

the natural man ti
ll
it is to
o

late .

We have also seen that the method of presupposition requires
the presentation o

f

Christian theism a
s
a unit . But the theology

o
f

Roman Catholics compels them to deal with theism first and

with Christianity afterwards . Assigning to reason the task o
f

interpreting nature without dependence upon Scripture , this
theology is bound to prove the truth o

f

theism first . The theism
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that is proved in this way cannot be the only theism that any

Christian should want to prove , namely , Christian theism . Yet
having proved some sort of theism by “ reason ,” the Roman Cath
olic is bound by virtue of his theology to prove a type of Chris
tianity that will fit on to the deformation of theism it has “ estab

lished . ” And what holds true of Roman Catholicism holds true
fundamentally also o

f

Arminianism .

It remains now to indicate more fully than has been done
that the Roman Catholic and Arminian method o

f reasoning is

bound , not merely to cut the unity o
f

Christian theism in two , but

is bound even to prove it
s

theism piece b
y

piece . Romanism and
Arminianism lead not merely to dualism but to atomism in

methodology .

A truly Protestant method o
f reasoning involves a stress upon

the fact that the meaning o
f every aspect o
r part o
f

Christian

theism depends upon Christian theism a
s
a unit . When Prot

estants speak o
f

the resurrection o
f Christ they speak o
f

the

resurrection o
f

h
im who is the Son o
f

God , the eternal Word
through whom the world was made . The truth o

f

theism is

involved in this claim that Christians make with respect to the

domain o
f history . And what is true of the resurrection of Christ

is true with respect to a
ll

the propositions about historical fact
that are made in Scripture . No proposition about historical fact

is presented for what it really is till it is presented as a part o
f

the system o
f

Christian theism that is contained in Scripture . T
o

say this is involved in the consideration that a
ll

facts o
f

the

created universe are what they are b
y

virtue o
f the plan o
f

God

with respect to them . Any fact in any realm confronted b
y

man

is what it is as revelational through and through o
f

the God and

o
f

the Christ of Christian theism .

But if this is true - and it would seem to be of the very es
sence o

f

the Biblical point of view to say that it is true - then it

follows that thewhole claim o
f

Christian theism is in question in

any debate about any fact . Christian theism must be presented

a
s

that light in terms o
f

which any proposition about any fact
receives meaning . Without the presupposition o

f the truth o
f

Christian theism n
o

fact can b
e distinguished from any other

fact . T
o say this is but to apply themethod of idealist logicians

in a way that these idealist logicians , because of their own anti
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Christian theistic assumptions , cannot apply it . The point made
by these logicians is that even the mere counting o

f particular

things presupposes a system o
f

truth o
f

which these particulars

form a part . Without such a system o
f

truth there would be no
distinguishable difference between one particular and another .

They would b
e

a
s impossible to distinguish from one another as

the millions of drops of water in the ocean would b
e indistin

guishable from one another b
y

the naked eye . “ The main point

is this , that al
l

counting presupposes and depends upon a quali

tative Whole , and that the Collective Judgment asserts a generic
connection within it

s group . Hence n
o mere particulars can b
e

counted . ”

It may b
e objected that one fact differs from other facts

precisely because none o
f

them are rationally controlled . Is it

not the insertion o
f individual facts into a logically concatenated

system that makes these facts lose their individuality ? Has not
Kant taught u

s

that , if we are to have logical concatenation
between the individual facts of our experience at all ,we can have

it just to the extent that we give u
p

the impossible ideal o
f

knowing individual things in themselves ?

In reply we need only to observe that this way o
f escape is not

open to th
e

Reformed apologist . The Reformed apologist must ,

if he is at the same time a Reformed theologian , hold to what the
average scientist and philosopher today will look upon a

s the

most hopeless form o
f

rationalism h
e

has ever met . The histor
ical forms o

f

rationalism have done either o
f two things . If they

were reasonably consistent then they were ready to deny the
existence and meaning o

f individuality in history altogether .

Parmenides claimed that the “ great question , Is it or is it not ? ”

was to be determined b
y

what man can consistently say about

it . 10 This was consistent raltionalism . Parmenides was therefore
ready to assert the non -existence and meaninglessness o

f individ
ual historical factuality . On the other hand , if rationalists were
consistent they held to the same ideal of individuation by means

o
f complete logical description o
n the part of man but they

realized that such a description cannot b
e accomplished . Leibniz

9F . H . Bradley : The Principles of Logic , Vol . I , p . 369 .

1
0 Burnet : Greek Philosophy , Part 1 , Thales to Plato , London , 1920 ,

p . 67 .
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was not less a rationalist in his hopes and ambitions than was

Parmenides . He does not hesitate to make the possibility of
knowledge depend upon a knowledge of possibility .” Yet, Leib
niz questions whether man can ever attain to the perfect analysis ,
which would carry him back , without finding any contradiction ,

to the absolute attributes of God .11 Thus , in spite of himself,
Leibniz has to allow for the actual existence of individual, ulti
mately changing things . But then to do so he has to sacrifice
his system of logic. He recognizes temporal individuality but can
do so only at the expense of logical system . Thus the rationalist
agrees with the irrationalist that individuality in fact can exist
only at the expense of logical system . And the idealist logicians ,

such as F . H . Bradley and Bernard Bosanquet , a
re

n
o exceptions

to this rule . But in contradistinction from the rationalist and the
irrationalist , and in contradistinction from the forms of thought

that seek some sort o
f

combination between these two , the Re
formed apologist must hold both to the idea o

f

absolute system

and to that o
f genuine historic fact and individuality . He does

not hold to " truths o
f

fact ” a
t

th
e

expense o
f
" truths o
f reason . ”

He holds to truths o
f

fact only because to him they are truths o
f

reason . But then it is obvious that he is not himself , as a human
being , able to show the exhaustive logical relationships between
the facts o

f history and nature which are in debate a
s between

believers and disbelievers in Christian theism . In consequence
he must maintain that the truths of fact presented in Scripture

must be what Scripture says they are or else they are irrational
and meaningless altogether . The true Christian apologist has his
principle o

f discontinuity ; it is expressed in his appeal to the
mind o

f

God a
s

all -comprehensive in knowledge because all
controlling in power . He holds his principle o

f discontinuity

then , not at the expense of all logical relationship between facts ,

but because of the recognition of his creaturehood . His principle

o
f discontinuity is therefore the opposite o
f

that o
f

irrationalism

without being that o
f

rationalism . The Christian also has his
principle o

f continuity . It is that of the self -contained God and
his plan for history . His principle of continuity is therefore the
opposite o

f

that o
f

rationalism without being that of irrationalism .

1
1Martin , Clark , Clarke , Ruddick : A History o
f

Philosophy , New York ,

1941 , p . 396 .
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Conioining the Christian principle of continuity and the

Christian principle of discontinuity we obtain the Christian prin
ciple of reasoning by presupposition . It is the actual existence

of the God of Christian theism and the infallible authority of the
Scripture which speaks to sinners of this God thatmust be taken

as the presupposition of the intelligibility of any fact in the world .
This does not imply that itwillbe possible to bring the whole

debate about Christian theism to full expression in every discus
sion of individual historical fact. Nor does it imply that the
debate about historical detail is unimportant . Itmeans that no
Christian apologist can afford to forget the claim of his system

with respect to any particular fact. He must always maintain
that the " fact” under discussion with his opponentmust bewhat
Scripture says it is, if it is to be intelligible as a fact at a

ll . He
must maintain that there can b

e
n
o

facts in any realm but such

a
s actually d
o exhibit the truth o
f

the system o
f

which they are

a part . If facts are what they are as parts of the Christian theistic
system o

f

truth then what else can facts d
o but reveal that system

to the limit o
f

their ability as parts of that system ? It is only a
s

manifestations o
f

that system that they are what they are . If the
apologist does not present them a

s

such h
e

does not present them
for what they are .

Over against this Christian theistic position , any non -Chris
tian philosophy virtually denies the unity o

f

truth . It may speak
much o

f
it and even seem to contend for it , as idealistic philoso

phers d
o , but in the last analysis non -Christian philosophy is

atomistic . This follows from the absolute separation between
truth and reality that was introduced when Adam and Eve fell
away from God . When Satan tempted Eve to eat of the forbid
den fruit he tried to persuade her that God ' s announcement of

the consequences o
f

such a
n act would not come true . That was

tantamount to saying that n
o assertion in terms of a rational

scheme could predict the course ofmovement o
f

time -controlled
reality . Reality , Satan practically urged upon man , was to be
conceived o

f

a
s something that is not under rational control .

Every non -Christian philosophy makes the assumption made b
y

Adam and Eve and is therefore irrationalistic . This irrationalism
comes to most consistent expression in various forms of empiri

cism and pragmatism . In them predication is frankly conceived

o
f
in atomistic fashion .
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On the other hand when Satan tempted Eve he virtually

asked her to become a rationalist . He asked her to take the
position that she needed not to obtain any information about the
course of factual eventuation from any source but her own mind .
Prior to any tendency that had developed in the course of his
torical events she, following Satan 's advice , made what was
tantamount to a universal negative judgment about temporal
reality . She took for granted that punishment could not come as
a consequence of her eating of the forbidden fruit . This rational

is
m appears most consistently in such men a
s

Parmenides . But
even the inconsistent rationalists are really a priorists ; they make
concessions only because they cannot realize their ideal .

Inmodern times Kanthas combined the principles of ration
alism and empiricism . “He described the contribution o

f

reason

to knowledge a
s exactly so and so and the contribution o
f

sense a
s

exactly such and such . ” 12 This position of Kant is the dominating
position that confronts u

s today . It is usually spoken o
f

a
s phe

nomenalistic . It is characterized b
y

a
n attempt to bridge the

gulf between fact and mind that was brought into the world a
s

the consequence o
f

the si
n

o
f

Adam . But it cannot be a remedy

for this dualism . Phenomenalism is still basically atomistic inas
much a

s

it stillmaintains that factuality in itself is non -rational in

character . A
t

the same time phenomenalism is still rationalistic

in that whatever o
f unity it thinks it finds in this atomistically

conceived reality virtually proceeds from the human mind . A
t

least this rationality is not taken a
s proceeding from themind o
f

God . The rationalizing effort that is inherent in phenomenalism

would , if successful , destroy all individuality . Its rationalizing
effort is admittedly a step - b

y
-step affair . That this is so is evident

from the fact that it
s

rationalizations a
re rationalizations o
f ad

mittedly non -rational material . Phenomenalism builds u
p

it
s

island of rationality by taking dirt from it
s

center and patching

it on to it
s

side , much a
s

the Chicago lake front was built u
p

gradually with dirt hauled into the water from the land . The
difference is that the phenomenalists have n

o right to think o
f

a bottom underneath the water into which they throw their dirt .

The dilemma that confronts the non -Christian methodology

in general , and that o
f

modern phenomenalism in particular , is

1
2 Gordon H . Clark in Christian Opinion , January , 1945 .
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therefore that one must either know everything o
r

one cannot
know anything . One assumption is that unless one knows the
terms o

r objects o
f propositions in the fulness o
f

their relation
ships one does not know them a

t a
ll
. A second assumption is

that the terms of propositions are not merely unknown but ulti
mately unknowable in a

ll

their relationships . And what is called
scientific knowledge is a cross between knowing everything about
nothing and knowing nothing about everything . “ A completed
rational system having nothing outside o

f it nor any possible

alternative to it , is both presupposed and beyond the actual
attainment o

f any one moment . " 18
The point we are now concerned to stress is the atomistic

character o
f

the non -Christian methodology . The idea o
f system

is for it merely a limiting notion . It is merely a
n ideal . What is

more , it must forever remain but an ideal . T
o become a reality

this ideal would have to destroy science itself . It would have to

demolish the individuality o
f

each fact as it became known . Thus
there would n

o longer be knowledge o
f
a fact that is different

from any other fact . The method o
f

non -Christian science then
requires that to be known facts must be known a

s part o
f
a

system . And since the Christian idea o
f

system a
s due to the

counsel o
f

God is b
y

definition excluded , it is man himself that
must know this system . But to know the system h

e must know

it intuitively . He cannot know it discursively because discursive
thought , if it is to be in contact with reality at al

l , must partake

o
f the piecemeal character of non - rational being . Each individ

ual concept that pretends to be a concept with respect to things

that have their existence in the world o
f

time must partake o
f

the d
e

facto character o
f

these facts themselves . In consequence

each judgment or each proposition that is made b
y

discursive
thought about temporal existence is also characterized b

y

the d
e

facto character of temporal existence itself . Each proposition
then , as far as al

l

practical purposes are concerned , would have

to b
e thought o
f a
s standing essentially b
y

itself and a
s intelli

gible b
y

itself . There could b
e

n
o logically necessary connection

between the various judgments o
f

discursive thought ; there could
only b

e

a
n intuition that , as F . H . Bradley puts it , somehow

Reality contains the harmony that is not found in appearance .

1
8

Cohen : Reason and Nature , New York , 1931 , p . 15
8
.
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If at this point the idea of God is introduced and it is said
that while man of necessity cannot know otherwise than dis
cursively and therefore cannot know all things but that God
knows intuitively and therefore does know a

ll things , the reply
would b

e that such a God must then stand in a non -rational rela
tion to the universe and to the knowledge which man possesses .

Always bound to think atomistically man could know nothing o
f

a God who knows intuitively and yet knows individuality and
concrete historical factuality . Aristotle ' s God is just such a God .

T
o the extent that h
e knows intuitively h
e knows nothing o
f

individual existence . He knows himself and men only to the

extent that they are exhaustively classified and when they are so

classified and h
e

therefore knows them , he does not know them .

And Aristotle ' sman knows nothing o
f Aristotle ' s God as Aristotle ' s

God knows nothing o
f Aristotle ' s man .

It is not difficult to see that the Christian position requires

the apologist to challenge this whole approach in the interest o
f

the knowledge o
f

the truth . If man ' s necessarily discursive .

thought is not to fall into the ultimate irrationalism and scepti

cism that is involved in modern methodology wemust presuppose

the conception o
f the God that is found in Scripture . Scripture

alone presents the sort o
f

God whose intuition o
f
system is not

bought a
t

the price o
f

his knowledge o
f individuality , and whose

knowledge o
f individuality is not bought a
t

the expense o
f

intui

tional knowledge o
f

system . But such a God must really be
presupposed . He must be taken as the prerequisite o

f

the pos
sibility and actuality o

f relationship between man ' s various con
cepts and propositions o

f knowledge . Man ' s system o
f knowl

edge must therefore be a
n analogical replica o
f

the system o
f

knowledge which belongs to God .

We need not now pursue this matter further . It must rather
be pointed out in this connection that since Roman Catholicism
and Arminianism are committed to a neutral starting point and
methodology they are bound also to fall into the atomism o

f non
Christian thought . Since they will not look at al

l

the facts a
s

facts o
f

the Christian theistic system , and flatly refuse to maintain
that anything but a Christian theistic fact can exist at al

l , and

with this claim challenge the non -Christian methodology from
the outset of the argument , they are bound to be carried away to
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a non -Christian conclusion . It is of the essence of both the
Romanist and the Arminian method of argumentation to agree

with the non -Christian that individual propositions about many

dimensions of reality are true whether Christianity is true or not .
Neither Roman Catholics nor Arminian apologists are in a posi

tion to challenge the naturalman 's atomistic procedure . Their
own theologies are atomistic . They are not built along consist
ently Christian lines . Their individual doctrines are therefore
not presented as being what they are exclusively by virtue of
their relation to the main principles of the Christian position .
Their contention that the Reformed faith is wrong in thinking of
all things in th

e

world asbeingwhat they are ultimately in virtue

o
f

God ' s plan with respect to them compels the Roman Catholic
and the Arminian apologist to admit the essential correctness o

f

non -Christian atomism . And herewith they have a
t

the same

time lost a
ll power to challenge the non -Christian methodology

a
t

the outset o
f

it
s

career . Instead they themselves become the
victims o

f

this method . Since the principles o
f

their theology

will not permit them to argue b
y

way o
f presupposition , their

own piece -meal presentation of Christian theism constantly comes

to a sorry end . It is as though a
n armywere sending out a few

individual soldiers in order to wrest some atoll from a powerful

concentration o
f
a
n enemy ' s forces . There can be n
o joining

o
f

issues at the central point of difference , the interpretation b
y

exclusively immanentistic categories or the interpretation in terms

o
f

the self -sufficient God , unless it be done b
y

way o
f presuppo

sition . And the Reformed apologist has a theology that both
permits and requires him to d

o

this .



CHAPTER VII

CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS ( AUTHORITY AND
REASON )

The general principles of methodology that have been dis
cussed in th

e

preceding chapter must now b
e applied more fully

to the problem o
f authority . Here , if anywhere , the difference

between the Protestant and the Roman Catholic methodology

becomes clearly apparent . For Rome the authority of the church ,

in particular that of the Pope , speaking e
x cathedra is ultimate ;

for Protestantism the Scripture stands above every statement o
f

the church and it
s

teachers .

The question that now requires fuller discussion is a
s
to how

the Roman Catholic and how the Protestant approaches the non
believer o

n the question o
f authority .

Non -CHRISTIAN VIEWS

T
o

answer this question it is well that we begin by asking
what place the non -believer himself attributes to authority . And

in order to discover the place allowed to authority by the natural
man it is imperative to note what he means b

y authority .

There are those , of course , who deny that they need any
form o

f authority . They are the popular atheists and agnostics .

Such men say that they must b
e

shown b
y
“ reason " whatever

they are to accept a
s true . But the great thinkers among non

Christian men have taken n
o

such position . They know that they

1 A
ll

thematerial o
f

this chapter is taken from the Syllabus o
n Christian

Apologetics .

140
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cannot cover the whole area of reality with their knowledge .
They are therefore willing to admit that there may be others who
have information that they themselves do not possess . In every
day life this sort of thing is illustrated in the idea of the expert . A
medical doctor knowsmuch about the human body that th

e

rest

o
f u
s
d
o

not know . Then among medicalmen there are those who ,

because o
f natural ability , industry and opportunity , make such

discoveries a
s their fellows do not make . So everywhere and in

all respects the lesser minds are bound to submit to the authority

o
f greater minds .

In putting the matter in this way the nature o
f

the authority

that can b
e

allowed b
y

the natural man is already indicated .

The natural man will gladly allow fo
r

the idea o
f authority if

only it be the authority o
f

the expert in the use o
f

reason . Such

a conception o
f authority is quite consistent with the assumption

o
f

the sinner ' s autonomy .

On the other hand the conception o
f authority a
s something

that stands "above reason ” is unacceptable to th
e

natural man .

But it is not easy to distinguish in every instance when authority

is considered to b
e
"above reason . ” There are some forms of

authority that might seem , at first sight , to be “above reason ”
while in reality they are not . Some discussion o

f

this matter

must therefore precede our analysis o
f

the difference between
the Roman Catholic and the Protestant methods o

f presenting

the authority o
f Christianity to the naturalman .

Let u
s

note then some of the forms of authority that are
quite acceptable to the natural man because , to his mind , they

d
o not violate the principle o
f autonomy .

First there is the need for authority that grows out of the
existence o

f

the endless multiplicity o
f

factual material . Time
rolls it

s

ceaseless course . It pours out upon u
s

a
n endless stream

o
f

facts . And the stream is really endless o
n the non -Christian

basis . For those who d
o not believe that a
ll

that happens in

time happens because o
f

th
e

plan o
f

God , the activity o
f time is

like to that , or rather is identical with that , of Chance . Thus the
ocean o

f

facts has n
o

bottom and n
o

shore . It is this conception

o
f

the ultimacy o
f

time and o
f pure factuality o
n which modern

philosophy , particularly since the days o
f Kant , has laid such

great stress . And it is because of the general recognition o
f

the
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ultimacy of chance that rationalism of the sort that Descartes ,
Spinoza and Leibniz represented , is out of date . It has become
customary to speak of post-Kantian philosophy as irrationalistic .
It has been said that Kant limited reason so as to make room
for faith . Hence there are those who are willing to grant that
man 's emotions or his will can get in touch with such aspects of
reality as are not accessible to the intellect . The intellect , it is
said , is not the only , and in religious matters not even the pri
mary , instrument with which men come into contact with what
is ultimate in human experience . There is the world of the
moral imperative , of aesthetic appreciation , of the religious a
priori as well as the world of science . There is in short the world
of “mystery ” into which the prophet or genius of feeling or of

willmay lead us.
It is of the greatest import to note that the naturalman need

not in the least object to the kind of authority that is involved in
the idea of irrationalism . And that chiefly for two reasons. In
the first place the irrationalism of our day is the direct lineal
descendent of the rationalism of previous days. The idea of pure
chance has been inherent in every form of non -Christian thought

in the past. It is the only logical alternative to the position of
Christianity according to which the plan of God is back of a

ll .

Both Plato and Aristotle were compelled to make room for it in

their maturest thought . The pure “non -being ” of the earliest
rationalism o

f

Greece was but the suppressed “ otherness ” o
f

the

final philosophy o
f

Plato . S
o too the idea o
f pure factuality o
r

pure chance a
s ultimate is but the idea o
f " otherness ” made ex

plicit . Given the non -Christian assumption with respect to man ' s
autonomy the idea o

f

chance has equal rights with the idea of

logic .
In the second place modern irrationalism has not in the least

encroached upon the domain o
f

the intellect a
s

the natural man
thinks o

f it . Irrationalism has merely taken possession o
f

that

which the intellect , b
y

it
s

own admission , cannot in any case con
trol . Irrationalism has a secret treaty with rationalism b

y

which

the former cedes to the latter somuch o
f
it
s territory a
s the latter

can a
t

any given time find the forces to control . Kant ' s realm o
f

the noumenal has , as it were , agreed to yield so much o
f

it
s

area

to the phenomenal , as the intellect b
y

it
s

newest weapons can
manage to keep in control . Moreover , by the same treaty irra
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tionalism has promised to keep out of it
s

own territory any form

o
f authority thatmight be objectionable to the autonomous intel

lect . The very idea of pure factuality or chance is the best guar

antee that no true authority , such as that of God a
s

the Creator

and Judge o
f

men , will ever confront man . If we compare the
realm o

f

the phenomenal a
s
it has been ordered by the autono

mous intellect to a clearing in a large forest we may compare the
realm o

f

the noumenal to that part o
f

the same forest which has

not yet been laid under cultivation b
y

the intellect . The realm

o
fmystery is on this basis simply the realm o
f

that which is not
yet known . And the service o

f
irrationalism to rationalism may

be compared to that o
f

some bold huntsman in the woods who
keeps a

ll lions and tigers away from the clearing . This bold
huntsman covers the whole o

f the infinitely extended forest , ever
keeping away al

l

danger from the clearing . This irrationalistic
Robin Hood is so much o

f
a rationalist that he virtually makes a

universal negative statement aboutwhat can happen in a
ll

future

time . In the secret treaty spoken o
f

h
e

has assured the intellect

o
f

the autonomous man that the God o
f Christianity cannot pos

sibly exist and that n
o man therefore need to fear the coming o
f

a judgment . If the whole course o
f history is , a
t

least in part ,
controlled by chance , then there is no danger that the autono
mous man will ever meet with the claims of authority a

s the
Protestant believes in it . For the notion o

f authority is but the
expression o

f the idea that God by his counsel controls al
l

things

that happen in the course o
f history .

There is a second kind o
f authority that the naturalman is

quite ready to accept . It does not spring , as did the first , from
the fact that the intellect can b

y

definition not control the whole
realm o

f chance . It springs from the fact that even that which
the intellect does assert about the objects of knowledge is , of

necessity , involved in contradiction . F . H . Bradley ' s great book ,

Appearance and Reality , has brought out this point with the
greatest possible detail . The point is not that the many philoso
phers who have speculated o

n the nature of reality have actually

contradicted each other and themselves . The point is rather that

in the nature o
f the case a
ll logical assertion with respect to the

world o
f temporal existence must needs b
e , it is said , self -contra

dictory in character .

On the assumptions of the natural man logic is a timeless
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impersonal principle , and facts are controlled by chance . It is
by means of universal timeless principles of logic that the natural
man must, on his assumptions , seek to make intelligible assertions
about the world of reality or chance . But this cannot be done
without falling into self -contradiction . About chance no manner
of assertion can be made . In it

s very idea it is the irrational .

And how are rational assertions to b
e

made about the irrational ?

If they are to b
e

made then it must b
e

because the irrational is

itself wholly reduced to the rational . That is to say if the natural
man is to make any intelligible assertions about the world o

f

“ reality ” o
r
“ fact ” which , according to h
im

is what it is fo
r

n
o

rational reason a
t

a
ll , then h
e must make the virtual claim o
f

rationalizing the irrational . To be able to distinguish one fact

from another fact h
e

must reduce a
ll

time existence , al
l

factuality

to immovable timeless being . But when h
e has done so h
e has

killed all individuality and factuality a
s conceived o
f

o
n his basis .

Thus the natural man must o
n the one hand assert that all reality

is non - structural in nature and o
n the other hand that a
ll reality

is structural in nature . Hemust even assert on the one hand that
all reality is non -structurable in nature and o

n the other hand
that he himself has virtually structured a

ll

o
f

it . Thus all his
predication is in the nature o

f

the case self -contradictory .

Realizing this dilemma , many modern philosophers have
argued that any intellectual system o

f interpretation is therefore

n
o

more than a perspective . No system , these men assert , should
pretend to b

e

more than a system " for us . ” We have to dealwith
reality a

s
if it will always behave a
s we have found it behaving

in the past . The world o
f appearance formed by means of the

exercise o
f

the intellect must be taken a
s
" somehow ” similar to

the world o
f Reality . And thus we seem to have come again

upon the idea o
f mystery , the world o
f
" faith ” and o
f
"authority ”

where prophets and seers may suggest to us the visions they have
seen in the night .

Such then seems to be the present situation . Modern phi
losophy in practically a

ll
o
f

it
s

schools admits that a
ll

it
s specu

lations end in mystery . Speaking generally ,modern philosophy

(and science ) is phenomenalistic . It admits that ultimate reality

is unknowable to man . All systems of interpretation are said to

b
e necessarily relative to the mind o
f

man . And so it seems a
t

first sight that modern philosophy ought , on its own principles ,
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to admit that there is a dimension of reality that is beyond it
s

reach and aboutwhich it ought therefore to be ready to listen by

the avenue o
f authority . Modern philosophy would seem to b
e

ready therefore to listen to the voice of “ religion . ” S
o fo
r

in

stance Dorothy Emmet views the matter . “ The heart o
f religion ,

a
s

fa
r

a
s I can see it , seems to be an intuitive response to some

thing which evokes our worship . Let me first explain what I here
understand b

y
‘ intuitive . I am using theword to mean a kind o
f

apprehension which is reached b
y

methods other than those o
f

critical reflection . It is the kind of apprehension we use when
we grasp the character of a person , or the demands of a situation ,

without being aware o
f

the steps b
y

which we have arrived a
t

our judgment . ” ? On such a view itmight seem that one should b
e

able to accept the authority o
f

Jesus . And Miss Emmet can allow
for the authority o

f Jesus . But it is still nomore than the author

it
y

o
f

the expert . For those who think a
s she does , Jesus is

nothing more than the kind o
f person they would like to b
e and

could be if only they lived u
p

to their own ideals .

The natural man then assumes that he has the final criterion

o
f

truth within himself . Every form o
f authority that comes to

him must justify itself b
y

standards inherent in man and operative

apart from the authority that speaks .

But what has been said has dealt only with modern philoso
phy . A word must be added aboutmodern theology . Surely we
shall find here amore ready recognition o

f

the need o
f authority !

More than that we shall expect to find here the advocates o
f

authority ! But in this we are disappointed . Modern theology

is , to be sure , ready to defend the need and place o
f authority .

But it will defend n
o authority that is not acceptable to modern

philosophy and science . It too advocates the authority o
f

the

expert only .

MODERN THEOLOGICAL VIEWS

It needs no argument to prove this contention true with re

spect to Schleiermacher , the father of modern theology . His
great work The Christian Faith is largely controlled in it

s epis

2 Philosophy and Faith , London , 1936 , p . 84 .
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temology by the principles of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason . He
speaks, to be sure , of the religious man and of his absolute de
pendence upon God . He seems to limit the claims of the human
intellect . He says that by means of itwe cannot reach God . It
is by our feeling of dependence that we have contact with God .
But in al

l
this h

e is simply setting forth a religious phenomenal

is
m . It is no virtue to decry the autonomous intellect if one sets

u
p
in it
s

stead a
n autonomous feeling . And that is precisely what

Schleiermacher does . In his theology it is still the human person
ality a

s

such that has the final criterion o
f

truth within itself .

For a contemporary discussion o
f

the relation between au
thority and reason o

n the part o
f
a great churchman and a great

philosopher we may turn to the work of A . E . Taylor , The Faith

o
f
a Moralist . Taylor pleads for a place fo
r

authority in human

thought . But no authority , he says , can be absolute . An abso
lute authority could not be transmitted through history and if it

could be transmitted it could not be received . The mind of man
contributes to all that it receives . Kant has taught us this once
for a

ll

and we cannot depart from it . Hence n
o orthodox doctrine

o
f authority can ever b
e accepted . Such is the burden o
f Taylor ' s

argument and it is typical o
f what one hears in varying forms . 3

The late archbishop William Temple also asks fo
r

n
o higher

authority than that o
f

the expert in his work , Nature , Man and
God , London , 1925 . The spiritual authority of revelation , he con
tends , “depends wholly upon the spiritual quality o

f

what is

revealed . ” And whether what is revealed be spiritual , of that ,
argues Temple in effect ,man himself must ever be the final judge .
But what of Karl Barth and Emil Brunner ? Have they not

bravely contended for the “ absolutely other ” God ? Are not they

the " theologians o
f

the Word ” ? Look at the lashing Barth gives

the " consciousness theologians , ” the followers o
f

Schleiermacher
and Ritschl , just because they have been virtual ventriloquists ,

speaking in the name of God that which in reality proceeds only

from themselves (Dogmatik , 1927 ) . Note too with what increas
ing consistency through the periods o

f

h
is development Barth has

set h
is theology over against that o
f
“modern Protestantism . ” A

true theology , argues Barth , has it
s

chief canon in the first com

3 London , 1931 , Vol . II , p . 200 ff .

4 Page 347 .
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mandment , “ Thou shalt have no other gods before me” instead of
in the logic of Aristotle or Kant. A true theology must break
with a

ll systems o
f philosophy , with a
ll

the Promethean construc
tions o

f

the human intellect and reach man in the depth o
f

his
being with the voice o

f

God ' s authority speaking in its own name .

Here then it would seem that among all the " types of modern
theology ” we have found one that stands u

p

like a Daniel against
modern philosophy and science with the voice of the living God .

Sad to say , however , the " absolutely other ” God o
f

Barth is

absolutely other only in the way that a sky -rocket is “absolutely
other ” to the mind o

f

the child . Barth ' s god has first been cast up

into the heights b
y

the projective activity o
f

the would - be auton
omous man . In all his thinking Barth is , in spite of his efforts to

escape it , still controlled b
y

some form o
f

modern critical philoso
phy . And this means that the mind of man is always thought of

a
s contributing something ultimate to a
ll the information it re

ceives . Accordingly the “absolutely other ” god o
f

Barth remains

absolute just so long as h
e
is absolutely unknown . In that case

he is identical with the realm o
f mystery which the autonomous

man admits o
f

a
s existing beyond the reach o
f his thought . It

then has n
o

more content and significance than the vaguest con
ception o

f something indeterminate . There is no more meaning

in the idea o
f

God a
s

Barth holds it than there was in the idea of

the apeiron , the indefinite , of Anaximander the Greek philosopher .

On the other hand when the god of Barth does reveal himself he
reveals himself wholly . For Barth God is exhaustively known if

he is known a
t

a
ll . That is to say to the extent that this god is

known h
e
is nothing distinct from the principles that are opera

tive in the universe . He is then wholly identical with man and
his world . It appears then that when the god o

f

Barth is wholly
mysterious and a

s

such should manifest himself by revelation
only , he remains wholly mysterious and does not reveal himself .

On the other hand when this god does reveal himself his revela
tion is identical with what man can know apart from such a

revelation . Thus there is absolute authority which either says

nothing o
r when it says something has lost it
s

character as author

it
y . And the fact that Barth thinks of revelation dialectically

means in this connection only that his god is both absolutely

hidden and absolutely revealed simultaneously . And this can be
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maintained only if the very idea of authority as orthodox Chris
tianity conceives of it on the basis of the Creator -creature dis
tinction has first been discarded . If this distinction is maintained
there can be no such dialectical relationship between the hidden
and the revealed character of God . In that case God cannot , to
be sure , ever reveal himself exhaustively . The mind of man is
finite and knows only by thinking God 's thoughts after him . But
what it knows it then knows truly . It has at its disposal the
revelation o

f
God . This revelation does not hide God while it

reveals him ; it reveals him truly , though not exhaustively .

What has been said about Barth holds , with minor changes ,

also for Emil Brunner and for such other theologians a
s Rein

hold Niebuhr , Richard Niebuhr , Nels R . Ferré , John A . Mackay

and Elmer George Homrighausen . In their theology , as in that

o
f

Barth , it is the autonomous religious consciousness that divides
itself into two sections after the style o

f Dr . Jekyll andMr . Hyde .

The higher aspect addresses itself to the lower aspect and insists
upon obedience to it

s

voice . Thus men tell themselves that they
have listened to and obeyed the voice o

f
Jesus or o

f

God , while
they have only obeyed themselves .

It appears then that , in Protestant circles at least , there seems

in our day to be general agreement a
s
to the nature o
f authority

and the relation it is to sustain to reason . There is a quite general
acceptance o

f authority but it is merely the authority o
f

the ex
pert . And this authority presupposes that , in the last analysis ,

man is dealing with a
n ultimately mysterious environment . It

takes for granted that God , no less than man , is surrounded b
y

mystery . It is no wonder that those who work o
n the principle

o
f

the autonomy o
f reason have n
o difficulty in accepting such a

concept o
f authority . The followers o
f

the autonomous reason

have , in modern times , themselves asserted the need of the idea

o
f

the ultimately mysterious . The Mysterious Universe , the uni
verse in which facts are what they are for no rational reason , is

the presupposition both o
f

modern science and o
f

modern phi
losophy . And this position is not challenged b

y

modern theology .
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III
THE ROMAN CATHOLIC VIEW

Is it then to the church of Rome that wemust go in order to
find a challenge to this modern concept of reason as autonomous ,
and of authority as merely that of those who have probed the

realm of utter darkness a little more deeply than others ? At first
sight thismight seem to be the case . A. E . Taylor relates a little
story that might seem to point in that direction . “ It relates," he
says , “ that a Roman Catholic theologian was in conversation with
an outsider , who remarked that there seemed to be no real differ
ence between the position of Rome and that of a well -known and
highly respected ‘Anglo -Catholic .' 'Pardon me,' replied the theo
logian , 'we are at the opposite pole from X . He holds every
doctrine we hold , but holds them all for the entirely irrelevant
reason that he thinks them true .'” . But this story in and by itself
would not give an adequate notion of the Roman Catholic posi

tion either on th
e

meaning o
f authority o
r
o
n it
s

relation to reason .

A brief word must therefore be said o
n the subject .

T
o

ascertain the Romish concept o
f

reason , wemay start
from the fact that by Roman Catholic theologians Aristotle is
taken to b

e

the “ philosopher par excellence , as St . Thomas is the
theologian . ” Now theology , says Maritain , presupposes certain
truths of the “natural order . ” These truths are naturally known

to a
ll

men and are worked out scientifically by the philosophers

and particularly b
y

Aristotle . “ The premises o
f philosophy are

self -supported and are not derived from those o
f theology . " ?

Ettienne Gilson expresses the same thought when h
e says : “ The

heritage o
f Greek thought , even when cut to the minimum and

judged most critically , is still worthy of admiration . So true is

this that a number of the Fathers were convinced that the pagan

thinkers had access to the Bible without admitting it . One first
being , the supreme principle and cause o

f nature , source of al
l

intelligibility , of al
l

order , and of all beauty , who eternally leads

a life o
f happiness , because , being thought itself , it is an eternal

5 The Faith o
f
a Moralist , II , 198 .

6 J . Maritain : An Introduction to Philosophy , London , 1937 , p . 91 .

7 Idem , p . 12
6
.
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contemplation of it
s

own thought , all that was taught b
y

Aristotle ;

and if we compare his theology to the ancient mythologies we
will see at a glance what immense progress human reason had
made since the era o

f

Chronos and Jupiter without the aid o
f

Christian Revelation . Doubtless there were many lacunae , and
numberless errors mingled with these truths . But they were still
truths . Discovered b

y

the natural reason o
f

the Greeks , they
owed nothing to faith ; still discoverable today , with even greater
ease , b

y

the same natural reason ,why should they owemore to

faith in our own reason than in Aristotle ' s ? ” 8

Besides this "natural order ” which can be discovered b
y

reason apart from faith , there is the order of faith . And a
s the

assertions b
y

reason in th
e

natural order do not depend for their
validity upon faith , so those in the order o

f

faith d
o

not depend

for their validity upon the assertions o
f

reason . “ The affirma
tions o

f

Catholic faith ultimately depend o
n n
o reasoning , fallible

o
r otherwise , but o
n the Word o
f

God . For indeed whatever
reason is able to know about God with a perfect knowledge ,

precisely because it is thus knowable , cannot essentially belong

in the order o
f

faith . ” .

The order o
f

nature a
s

se
t

forth b
y

autonomous reason and

th
e

order o
f

faith accepted exclusively o
n authority both deal

with God and his relation to man . The question that at once
appears is as to how itmay be known that the God of reason and
theGod o

f

faith are the same God . There is the more reason for
asking this question inasmuch a

s it is admitted that the reason
which discovers the truths o

f

the natural order is “wounded . ”

" The true Catholic position consists in maintaining that nature

was created good , that it has been wounded , but that it can b
e

a
t least partially healed b
y grace if God so wishes . " 10 Itmight

seem that grace must first restore the powers o
f

reason a
t

least

to the extent o
f healing it
s wounds before reason can function

normally . And Gilson does in fact speak o
f
a Christian philoso

phy which is the product o
f
a reason that is restored b
y

grace .

Such a philosophy , he argues , is the best philosophy . It is the
best philosophy because in it reason best comes to it

s

own . But

8 Christianity and Philosophy , London , 1939 , pp . 35 , 36 .

Idem , p . 56 .

1
0

Idem , p . 21 .
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even so the problem remains the same. Here it is Aristotle who
has by means of his wounded reason constructed the truths of
the natural order as noted . Is then the God whom Aristotle
discovers the sameGod of whom Christian theology speaks ?
Gilson himself confronts us with the seriousness of the prob

le
m

when h
e

says in pointed fashion that reason o
r philosophy

can deal only with essences and not with existence . Yet it is of

the existence o
f

God that it is supposed to speak .

"When , for instance , Aristotle was positing his first self
thinking Thought a

s

the supreme being , he certainly conceived

it as a pure Act and a
s

a
n infinitely powerful energy ; still , his god

was but the pure Act of a Thought . This infinitely powerful
actuality o

f
a self -thinking principle most certainly deserves to

b
e

called a pure Act , but it was a pure Act in the order ofknow
ing , not in that of existence . Now nothing can give what it has
not . Because th

e

supreme Thought o
f Aristotle was not 'Hewho

is , ' it could not give existence : hence the world of Aristotle was
not a created world . Because the supreme Thought of Aristotle
was not th

e

pure Act of existing , its self -knowledge did not entail
the knowledge o

f

a
ll being , both actual and possible : the god of

Aristotle was not a providence ; he did not even know a world
which he did not make and which he could not possibly have
made because he was the thought of a Thought , nor did he know
the self -awareness of 'Him who is . ' " 11

Taking over this philosophy o
f Aristotle , St . Thomas was

bound , in consequence , to “ translate all the problems concerning
being from the language o

f

essences into that o
f

existences . ” But
could h

e

d
o

so without suppressing reason ? Was it St . Thomas
the theologian who , because o

f

h
is

faith , was able to make this
transposition from the realm o

f

abstract essences to that of exist

ence ? If it was , then n
o progress has been made in solving the

problem o
f

the relation o
f authority and reason . In fact the prob

lem then seems to b
e

more difficult than ever . For the god o
f

Aristotle has then begun to appear to be quite different from the
God o

f the Christian faith . Aristotle ' s god , it is admitted , has not
created theworld and does not know the world . If such a god is

the natural outcome of the activity o
f

reason when it is not en
lightened b

y

faith does it not seem a
s though faith will have to

1
1God and Philosophy , London , 1941 , p . 66 .
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reverse the decisions of reason with respect to God ? A philoso
phy that deals with essences only would seem to resemble a

merry -go-round hovering above reality but never touching it .
Yet according to Rome, St. Thomas the Christian theologian need
not at a

ll

ask S
t . Thomas the autonomous philosopher to reverse

his decisions o
n the fundamental question about the existence o
f

God .
It would appear then that S
t
. Thomas the theologian might

appear with the God o
f

Moses , the “He who is , ” in order to pre
sent him fo

r

acceptance to S
t . Thomas the philosopher . If the

God o
f

Moses , the Creator and controller of the world , is the one

to b
e accepted b
y

S
t . Thomas the philosopher , he must first be re

duced from a
n existent God to a pure essence , from the “He who

is ” to the “ it that is not . ” St . Thomas the philosopher is bound ,

by the principles o
f

his reason , to bring the information given
him by St . Thomas the theologian into orderly relation with the
body o

f

his beliefs about reality in general . And this involves
the rejection o

f

the existence o
f
a God whose existence and

knowledge cannot b
e

thus related . There would seem to b
e

n
o

escape from the conclusion that if we start with autonomous
reason and contend that it deals with essences only , the being

which comes to expression through these essences is a being

whose very existence is that o
f correlativity to the human mind .

Kant and his followers were not illogical when they drew this
conclusion . We cannot start with Aristotle without eventually
falling prey to Kant .

Gilson seeks desperately to escape this conclusion . Like all
Roman Catholic apologists he must at some time o

r

other face
this question a

s
to how the “He who is ” o
f Moses and the “ it

that is not ” o
f

Aristotle are related . He does so b
y

arguing a
s

follows : "Beyond a world wherein ' to be ' is everywhere at hand ,

and where every nature can account for what other natures are
but not for their common existence , there must be some cause
whose very essence it is ' to be . T

o posit such a being whose
essence is a pure Act of existing , that is , whose essence is not to

be this and that , but ' to be , ' is also to posit the Christian God a
s

the supreme cause o
f

the universe . " 12 But this argument does not

1
2

Idem , pp . 71 , 72 .
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escape the dilemma just mentioned . The logical implication of
themethod of Aristotle is his " god ,” the " it that is not.” That has
been asserted by Gilson himself and it is clearly correct . That is
the only god that is accessible to reason alone . Yet Gilson con
stantly speaks as though “ the existence of one God , the sole
Creator of the world ” is also accessible to reason .13 And this God
is supposed to be accessible to reason in the way that is shown in
the quotation just given . But how can a god who is not and a
God who is the Creator of th

e

world both b
e

the logical impli
cation o

f

the one truemethod o
f philosophy ?

Yet it might seem that we have reached a position which
involves the idea o

f absolute authority for at least one dimension

o
f

life . The order of faith and al
l

that it contains is to be accepted
purely o

n authority . Here then we seem to have reached the

idea o
f absolute rather than expert authority . Before we have

finished with the Roman Catholic view o
f

the relation o
f authority

to reason , however , there are further matters to be considered .

In the first place it has been noted how valiantly Gilson seeks

to defend the idea o
f

the autonomy o
f

reason . If then the dimen
sions of reason and o

f

faith are finally to be brought together into
union with one another there will have to b

e
a compromise . If

there is one thing o
n which Roman Catholics insist , it is that only

o
n their position is it possible to d
o justice to the statement o
f

S
t
. Paul that every man naturally knows something o
f God , with

out compromising the uniqueness o
f

th
e

Christian faith . In other
words they maintain that it is in their system a

s
a whole that there

is a true union o
f

the natural and the supernatural . But it is not
difficult to see that if the autonomy of reason is to b

e maintained

and the absolute authority o
f

faith a
s well , any union between

them must be one of compromise .

In the second place we may discover the nature of the com
promise if we g

o

back to the Roman Catholic conception o
f

the

nature o
f

man , and especially o
f

man ' s freedom in relation to

God . According to Roman Catholic theology man has a measure

o
f autonomy over against the plan o
f

God . God has to await

man ' s decisions o
n many points . Thus God does not really con

trol whatsoever comes to pass . And this means that man ' s ulti

1
3 Christianity and Philosophy , p . 60 .
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mate environment is only partly under God 's direction . All of
this implies, in effect, that on the basis of Roman Catholic theol
ogy there is mystery for God aswell as fo

r

man . God himself is

therefore o
n

this basis surrounded b
y

brute fact . Man ' s dealings
are partly with God but also partly with brute fact . It is no

wonder then that , holding this doctrine of the ultimacy o
f the

mind and will ofman in its theology , Romish theology should rec
ognize the legitimacy o

f

the idea o
f autonomy in the field o
f

philosophy . Even when it speaks of Christian philosophy , as

Gilson does , it must still base this philosophy upon the idea of

autonomy . And even when it speaks of the original perfection of

man when his reason was not "wounded ” Rome still holds to the

idea o
f autonomy for the mind and will of man to some extent .

In a
ll stages and in a
ll respects o
f
it
s thinking it is committed to

this idea . In all stages and in al
l

respects it is therefore also

committed to the idea o
f

brute fact as a part o
f

man ' s ultimate
environment .

Now it is this fact that Rome is always and everywhere com
mitted to the idea o

f

brute fact a
s

such , to eventuation apart from
the counsel o

f

God , that is al
l
-determinative o
n the question o
f

it
s conception o
f

the relation o
f

reason to authority . Rome simply

has not the materials with which to build a really Christian con
cept o

f authority . A truly Christian concept of authority pre
supposes that in a

ll

h
e

does man is face to face with th
e

require

ment of God . But how could man be face to face with the
requirement o

f

God if God does not control al
l

things ? How

could God face man with his requirements there where h
e has no

power to rule ? It is only o
n the idea of the comprehensiveness o
f

the plan o
f

God that a true concept o
f authority can b
e

based .

And this is to say , in effect , that only o
n the idea o
f

the covenant

a
s
a
ll comprehensive with respect to every phase o
f human life

can the idea o
f authority find a footing .

Our conclusion then is that while the Roman Catholic notion

o
f authority seems a
t

first sight to b
e very absolute - in fact even

more absolute than that o
f

Protestantism - it is in reality not abso
lute at a

ll
. Its idea o
f autonomy wins out in every case . And so

it comes to pass that the Roman Catholic doctrines of faith are in

every instance adjusted to the idea o
f

human autonomy . T
o be

sure , the natural man is said to be fallen , but he has fallen but a
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little way ; even in the state of rectitude he justly insisted on
autonomy . Does the fallen character ofman consist in his using
this autonomy unwisely ? To be sure , the Christian man is healed
by grace; but even when he is healed he is still advised to exercise
his autonomous will to some extent over against the plan of God .
The concept of covenant obedience does not fi

t

in anywhere in

Roman Catholic theology o
r philosophy . Our conclusion must

therefore be that even Rome offers nothing in the way o
f author

it
y

that is clearly different from the idea o
f

the expert a
s

this is

willingly granted by the natural man .

The Roman Catholic concept o
f

tradition only corroborates
what has been said . In its “Decree concerning the canonical
Scriptures ” the Council of Trent speaks of “ unwritten traditions ”

which are a
s
it were transmitted from hand to hand . These un

written traditions are accorded the same authority a
s Scripture .

Christian truth , it is said , has come to us b
y way of two distinct

streams , one o
f which is found in Scripture and the second o
f

which is found in tradition . To be sure this tradition may , to

some extent at least , be itself reduced to writing . Yet there is no

body ofwritings which the church officially accepts as containing

the written statement o
f

what it accepts a
s tradition . It is the

living voice o
f the Church speaking in it
s

official ministers , and
especially through the Pope , that is the final guardian of this
tradition . Tradition is therefore finally that which the church
propounds from time to time .

The bearing o
f

this conception o
f

tradition o
n the questions

o
f authority and it
s

relation to reason must now b
e

drawn . The
hierarchy o

f

the church in general , and of the Pope in particular ,

is not to be thought o
f
a
s

itself subject to the final and compre

hensive revelation o
f God . There is no place anywhere in the

whole of Roman Catholic thought for the idea that any human
being should b

e wholly subject to God . On the contrary , the
position o

f Rome requires the rejection of the counsel of God a
s

all -determinative . Hence the Pope himself , as he makes up his
mind with respect to the infallible pronouncement that his office
requires o

r permits h
im to make from time to time ,must seek as

a
n expert to interpret the meaning o
f

brute fact , of being in

general . What the Bible teaches him he will be required to

relate to what his autonomous reason teaches him with respect to
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being in general . The result is that the voice of God as the con
troller and governor of man and the universe can never speak

through the voice of the Pope . Those who listen to the voice of
the Pope are listening to the voice of an expert who is supposed ,
for some wholly non -rational reason , to be able to peer more
deeply into the realm of “Being ” than other men .
It appears then , that so far from being the defender of the

true Christian concept of authority and of reason , Rome offers a
compromise on both ideas and therefore on the relation between

them . Holding to a concept of reason that is not itself inter
preted in terms of the doctrine of God as self -contained it can
offer no concept of authority that really stands above reason . It

s

authority therefore is the galling authority o
f one man dealing

with "being in general ” and guessing about it , over another man
also dealing with “being in general ” and guessing about it . It is

the authority that brings men into bondage .

The entire position o
f Rome then with respect to authority

and it
s relations to reason illustrates the weakness o
f

Roman
Catholic apologetics in general . It has no clear -cut position that
can b

e

contrasted with that o
f

the natural man . It cannot there
fore challenge the position o

f

the natural man with any effective
ness a

t

any point . Assuming the correctness of th
e
starting point

and themethod o
f

the natural man in the natural sphere it cannot
logically a

sk

men to accept the authority o
f

God even in th
e

spiritual sphere .

IV

THE ARMINIAN VIEW

It will appear to many a
s
a very strange thing to say that

Arminian theology is similar to that of Romanism o
n the question

o
f authority . Yet this is really the case . Of course it is true that

evangelical Arminians reject the ritualism and the hierarchy o
f

Rome . It is also true that individual Arminians are much better

in their practical attitude toward Scripture than their system o
f

theology permits them to b
e . It is only of this system o
f theology

thatwe speak . And of it - there is no escape from it - the assertion
must be made that its conception o
f

reason is similar to that o
f



CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS (AUTHORITY AND REASON ) 157

Rome and therefore it
s conception o
f authority cannot b
e very

different from that o
f

Rome .

There is nothing o
n which Arminian theology is more in

sistent than that the Reformed doctrine o
f election does injustice

to man ' s responsibility . Yet the Reformed doctrine of election is

but the consistent expression in the field o
f

man ' s relation to God

o
f the general teaching o
f Scripture that a
ll things in history

happen b
y

the plan o
f

God . The Arminian doctrine o
f responsi

bility therefore presupposes the rejection o
f

the idea o
f

the plan

o
f God a
s all -inclusive . And this means that the idea of brute

fact is one o
f

the basic ingredients o
f

the Arminian position . Man

is therefore once again partly related to God and partly to some

form o
f
"being in general . ” And this in turn means that God

himself is confronted with that which determines his powers and
actions . He is limited b

y

the facts o
f Reality about h
im and his

knowledge is accordingly surrounded b
y mystery .

Thus we are back a
t

that arch foe o
f Christianity , namely ,

the idea o
f human ultimacy o
r autonomy . This idea ofautonomy

expresses itself in modern times by holding that in all that comes

to man h
e gives as well as takes . Modern philosophy has , par

ticularly since the day o
f

Kant , boldly asserted that only that is

real for man which h
e has , in part at least , constructed for himself .

Nor is this modern form o
f

manifestation o
f

the would b
e

autonomous man illogical . In every non -Christian concept o
f

reality brute facts o
r

chance plays a basic role . This is so be
cause any one who does not hold to God ' s counsel as being man ' s

ultimate environment , has no alternative but to assume or assert
that chance is ultimate . Chance is simply th

e

metaphysical cor
relative o

f

the idea o
f

the autonomous man . The autonomous
man will not allow that reality is already structural in nature by
virtue o

f

the structural activity o
f God ' s eternal plan . But if

reality is non - structural in nature then man is the one who for
the first time , and therefore in a

n absolutely original fashion , is

supposed to bring structure into reality . But such a structure
can be only " fo

r

him . ” For , in the nature of the case ,man can
not himself as a finite and therefore temporally conditioned being ,

control the whole o
f reality . But al
l

this amounts only to saying

that modern philosophy is quite consistent with it
s

own principles

when it contends that in a
ll

that man knows h
e gives as well as
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takes . It is merely the non -rational that is given to him ; he him
self rationalizes it for the first time. And so that which appears

to him as rationally related reality is so related primarily because

he himself has rationalized it .
The modern form of autonomy expresses itself then both in

a negative and in a positive fashion . Negatively it assumes or
asserts that that which is “out there ,” that is, that which has not
yet come into contact with the human mind , is wholly non
structural or non -rational in character . We are not now con
cerned so much to point out that this assumption is itself not very

reasonable to make for one who claims to limit his assertions to

what human experience can control . Human experience can
hardly establish the universal negative assertion about the whole

of reality and therefore about al
l

future eventuality that is im
plied in the assumption o

f

the average modern philosopher o
r

scientist . What it is ourmain concern , however , to point out now

is that the Arminian theologian is not in a good position to

challenge this modern man in his attitude toward the authority

o
f Scripture .

What is the attitude toward the idea o
f Scripture that we

would expect to find o
n the part o
f

modern man ? Will he readily
accept the idea ? Will he be open -minded with respect to the

" evidence ” for the Scriptural teaching with respect to such doc
trines a

s creation , providence , and miracles ? Will he be open
minded with respect to revelation given about future eventua
tion ? That is to say ,will he be ready to accept information about
that which happens in a realm totally beyond human experience

o
rwhat has happened , does happen and will happen by way o
f

influence from that realm that is totally beyond human expe

rience upon the realm o
f

human experience ? The answer is

obvious . The entire idea o
f inscripturated supernatural revela

tion is notmerely foreign to but would b
e

destructive o
f

the idea

o
f autonomy o
n which the modern man builds his thought . If

modern man is right in his assumption with respect to his own
autonomy then h

e cannot even for a moment logically consider
evidence for the fact o

f

the supernatural in any form a
s appearing

to man . The very idea of God a
s self -contained is meaningless

o
n his principles . The idea of such a God , says the modern fol

lower o
f

Kant , is fine a
s
a limiting notion . Taken a
s
a limiting
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notion it is quite innocent and even useful . For then it stands
merely for the ideal of exhaustive rationality . And science re
quires such an ideal. But the idea of such a God as taken by

orthodox Christians , that is as a constitutive rather than as a
limiting concept, is meaningless ; it would kill the idea of pure
facts as the correlative to pure rationality . And the idea of pure

fact as a limiting concept is as necessary to modern science as is
the idea of pure rationality .
It is therefore logically quite impossible for the naturalman ,

holding as he does to the idea of autonomy , even to consider the
" evidence ” for the Scripture as the final and absolutely authorita
tive revelation of the God of Christianity . The God of Christian

it
y
is for him logically irrelevant to human experience . It would

therefore be a
s sensible to talk about his revealing himself either

in nature o
r
in Scripture a
s
it would b
e

to ascribe to the man in

the moon the perpetration o
f

somemurder in one ' s neighborhood .

This way o
f putting the matter may seem to some to be ex

treme . Yet we believe it to be strictly in accord with the facts .

There are , to be sure , some among modern philosophers , particu
larly those o

f

the theistic and personalist schools , who seem to b
e

favorably disposed to what they call a positive religion . And
among the positive religions they will pick out Christianity a

s
the most acceptable . Mention may again b

e made o
f
A . E .

Taylor . In his recent book Does God Exist ? Taylor argues for

" the existence o
f

God . ” But since he works o
n the assumption

o
f

the autonomy o
f

man , the kind of god h
e

believes in is , after
all , a finite deity . When h

e deals with the tenets o
f

historic
Christianity Taylor makes perfectly clear that , on his principles ,

one could not accept them a
s being what they are presented a
s

being in Scripture . Speaking o
f the resurrection o
f

Jesus he says :

" That S
t . Paul and the other Apostles believed this is as certain

a
s any fact of past history can b
e ; it is quite another question

whether that belief was not a mistaken interpretation o
f

their

experiences . Since it is a familiar fact that men d
o

sometimes
misinterpret their experience , there is nothing in principle irra
tional in the suggestion that S

t . Paul and the other Apostles did
this , and n

o man can prove beyond a
ll

shadow o
f

doubt that they
did not . " 14 Taylor simply assumes that every human mind , that

1
4 London , 1947 , p . 127 .
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of an apostle no less than that of any other man , contributes in an
original sense to what it receives. The result is that even if he
could believe in a self -contained God -which on his premises he
cannot - Taylor cannot believe that any man could receive any

revelation from such a God without to some extent, in the very
act of reception , confusing it with his own experiences that
operate independently of this God .
The whole attitude of the modern man with respect to the

idea of authoritative revelation such as is given in Scripture may

therefore be summed up in the following points . Such a God
as Scripture speaks of simply does not exist . This idea of the
non - existence of God is involved , as has been noted , in the as
sumption of brute factuality . In the second place , if such a God
did exist he could not manifest himself in the world that we
know . For that world is known to be something other than the
revelation of God ; it is known to be a combination of brute
factuality and the rationalizing activity of autonomous man with
respect to them . In the third place , even if such a God did
reveal himself in such a world as is known to be something other
than a manifestation of him , no man could receive such a revela
tion without falsifying it. In the fourth place, if in spite of these
three points a revelation had been received in the past it could

not be transmitted to men of the present time without their again
falsifying it. In the fifth place , if in spite of everything such a
revelation of such a God as the Bible speaks of came to man
today he in turn could not receive it without falsifying it.
Now , Arminianism has no valid argument for the idea of

Biblical authority with which to challenge the position of mod
ern man . Its own concept ofman , as acting independently o

f

the
plan o

f God to some extent , and therefore it
s

own view o
f

the

human mind a
s being ultimate in some respects , paralyzes it
s

apologetical efforts . Like the Roman Catholic , the Arminian
apologist is bound to start with his opponent o

n

a supposedly

common basis . The Arminian must grant that his opponent has
rightly interpreted much o

f

human experience in terms o
f the

autonomy o
f

the human mind and the ultimacy o
f

chance . But if

the naturalman who works with the idea o
f autonomy can cor

rectly interpret the phenomenal world aright without God , why

should h
e

b
e ready to turn about suddenly and interpret spiritual
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things in terms of God ? If he is consistent with himself he will
not do so .
As has been noted earlier , the Arminian is bound to present

the Christian position in atomistic fashion . He will therefore
first speak to the non -believer about the possibility of supernat

ural revelation as though the word possibility meant the same
thing for the naturalman and for the believer . But it does not.
For the natural man the idea of possibility is on the one hand
identical with chance and on the other hand with that which the

naturalman himself can rationalize . For him only that is prac
tically possible which man can himself order by h

is logical facul
ties . But the word possibility means for the Christian that which
may happen in accord with the plan o

f
God .

Secondly the Arminian may speak to the natural man o
f

the
probability o

f supernatural revelation a
s

though the word prob
ability meant the same thing for the believer and for the non
believer . But it does not . For the non -believer the meaning o

f

th
e

word probability is involved in his concept o
f

the idea o
f

possibility a
s just before discussed . Therefore , as Hume has

effectively shown in his criticism o
f

the empirical probability

argument for Christianity , there can b
e

n
o presumption a
t a
ll
for

the eventuation o
f

certain things rather than o
f

others , once one
allows the idea of chance in his system a

t

a
ll . There can b
e

n
o

probability that God will supernaturally reveal himself to man

unless it is certain that without the presupposition o
f

such a

revelation man ' s experience , even of the realm o
f natural things ,

is meaningless .

In th
e

third place the Arminian will speak to the natural man
about the historical fact of revelation a

s recorded in Scripture .

Hewill stress the fact that Christianity is a historical religion . To

that h
e will add that therefore it is simply a matter o
f

evidence

whether o
r

not , say , the resurrection o
f Christ , is a fact . On this

question , he will insist , anybody who is able to use the canons o
f

historical study is as good a judge as any other . The proof fo
r

the resurrection is then said to be just the sort of proof that men
demand everywhere in questions o

f history . .

But this argument about the facts of supernatural revelation
again forgets that the natural man ' s entire attitude with respect

to the facts that are presented to him will naturally b
e

controlled
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by his notions of possibility and probability as already discussed .
He may therefore grant that a man named Jesus of Nazareth
arose from the dead. He need not hesitate , on his principles , to
accept the fact of the resurrection at a

ll . But fo
r

h
im that fact

is a different sort of fact from what it is for the Christian . It is

not the same fact at all . It is in vain to speak about the fact
without speaking o

f

the meaning o
f

the fact . For the factness o
f

the fact is to any mind that deals with it that which h
e

takes it

to mean . It is his meaning that is virtually the fact to him . And

it is impossible even to present the fact for what it really is ,

namely , that which it is according to it
s interpretation a
s given

in Scripture , to the naturalman , if one does not challenge his
notions o

f possibility and probability that underlie his views of

the facts of history . To talk about presenting to him the fact of

the resurrection without presenting it
s meaning is to talk about

a
n abstraction . The resurrection either is what the Christian

says it is , or it is not . If it is , then it is as such that it actually
appears in history .

Yet the Arminian position is committed to the necessity o
f

presenting the facts o
f Christianity a
s being something other than

h
e

himself as a Christian knows they are . He knows that it is

the Son o
f

God who died in his human nature and rose again

from the dead . But the fact of the resurrection about which h
e

speaks to unbelievers is some nondescript something o
r other

about which believers and non -believers are supposed to be able

to agree .
In the fourth place , then , the Arminian will speak to the

unbeliever about the Bible a
s the inspired and infallible revela

tion o
f

God . Hewill argue that it is the most wonderful book ,

that it is the best seller , that all other books lose their charm
while the Bible does not . All of these things the unbeliever may
readily grant without doing any violence to h

is own position and
without feeling challenged to obey it

s

voice . It means to him
merely that some experts in religion have somehow brought to

expression some of the deep fellow feeling with Reality that they

have experienced . Their position allows for sacred books and
even fo

r
a superior book . But the one thing it does not allow

for is an absolutely authoritative book . Such a book presupposes
the existence and knowability o
f

the self -contained God o
f Chris
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tianity . But such a God , and the revelation of such a God in the
universe and to man , are notions that, as has already been ob
served , the natural man must reject . So he will naturally also
reject that which is simply the logical implicate , of the idea of
such a God and of such a revelation . The very idea of si

n , be
cause o

f

which the idea o
f

a
n externally promulgated super

natural revelation of grace became imperative , is meaningless for
him . For him si

n

o
r

evil is a metaphysical action that is inherent

in the concept o
f

Chance .

THE REFORMED VIEW

Enough has now been said to indicate that the Roman Cath
olic and th

e

Arminian methods , proceeding as they do b
y

way o
f

accepting the starting point and the method o
f

the naturalman
with respect to a supposedly known area of experience , are self
refuting o

n the most important question o
f

the Bible and it
s

authority . We repeat thatmany Arminians are much better than
their position . We also stress the fact that many o

f

the things

that they sa
y

about points o
f

detail are indeed excellent . In other
words our a

im is not to depreciate the work that has been done
by believing scholars in the Arminian camp . Our a

im is rather

to make better use o
f

their materials than they have done b
y

placing underneath it an epistemology and metaphysic which

make these materials truly fruitful in discussion with non
believers .

Such a foundation it is that is furnished in the Reformed
position . But it is furnished by the Reformed position simply

because this position seeks to b
e consistently Christian in it
s

starting -point and methodology . And here it must be confessed
that those o

f

u
s

who hold this position are a
ll

too often worse
than our position . Those who hold the Reformed position have

n
o

reason for boasting . What they have received they have
received b

y

grace .

The Reformed position seeks to avoid the weaknesses o
f

the

Roman Catholic and the Arminian positions . Since these posi

tions have now been discussed a
t length it will be immediately
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challenge te
ly

th
is

that fo
r

what

apparentwhat is meant . Since the natural man assumes the idea

o
f

brute fact in metaphysics and the idea of the autonomy of the
human mind in epistemology , the Reformed apologist realizes
that he should first challenge these notions . He must challenge
these notions in everything that he says about anything . It is

these notions that determine the construction that the natural
man puts upon everything that is presented to him . They are
the colored glasses through which h

e

sees a
ll

the facts . Now
Romanism and Arminianism also seek to present to th

e

unbe
lievers the facts o

f Christianity . We have seen that in reality
their own false interpretations o

f

the facts o
f Christianity mean

that they d
o

not really present the facts fully fo
r

what they are .

But to the extent that they d
o present the facts a
s they are , they

still d
o not challenge the natural man to take off his colored

glasses . And it is precisely this that the Reformed apologist seeks

to d
o . He will first present the facts fo
r

what they really a
re and

then h
e will challenge the naturalman b
y

arguing that unless
they are accepted for what they are according to the Christian
interpretation o

f

them , no facts mean anything a
t a
ll .

Here then are the facts , or some o
f

the main facts that the
Reformed apologist presents to the natural man . There is first
the fact o

f

God ' s self -contained existence . Second , the fact of

creation in general and o
f

man a
smade in God ' s image in par

ticular . Third , there is the fact o
f

the comprehensive plan and
providence o

f

God with respect to all that takes place in the

universe . Then there is the fact of the fall of man and h
is subse

quent sin . It is in relation to these facts and only in relation to

these facts that the other facts pertaining to the redemptive work

o
f

Christ , are what they are . They would not be what they are
unless the facts just mentioned are what they are . Thus there is

one system o
f reality o
f

which all that exists forms a part . And
any individual fact of this system is what it is in this system . It

is therefore a contradiction in terms to speak o
f presenting certain

facts to men unless one presents them a
s

parts o
f

this system .

The very factness o
f any individual fact o
f history is precisely

what it is because God is what he is . It is God ' s counsel that is

the principle o
f individuation for the Christian man . God makes

the facts to be what they are .

T
o b
e

sure , man ' s actions have their place in this system .
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But they are not ultimately determinative ; they are subordinately
and derivatively important . Hence the idea of human autonomy

can find no place in the truly Christian system any more than

can the idea of chance . The human being is analogical rather
than original in all the aspects of its activity . And as such it

s

activity is truly significant .

It is natural that only the supernatural revelation of God can
inform man about such a system a

s that . For this system is o
f

a nature quite different from the systems o
f

which the natural
man speaks . For the latter a system is that which man , assumed

to be ultimate , has ordered by his original structural activity .

The naturalman virtually attributes to himself that which a true

Christian theology attributes to the self -contained God . The
battle is therefore between the absolutely self - contained God of

Christianity and the would - bewholly self -contained mind o
f

the

natural man . Between them there can be no compromise .

The idea o
f supernatural revelation is inherent in the very

idea o
f

this system o
f Christianity which we are seeking to pre

sent to the naturalman . But if this is so then the idea of a super

natural , infallibly inscripturated revelation is also inherent in this
system . Man a

s the creature o
f

God needs supernatural revela
tion and man , become a sinner , needs supernatural redemptive
revelation . He needs this revelation in infallibly inscripturated

form lest h
e

himself destroy it . As a hater of God h
e

does not
want to hear about God . The naturalman seeks to suppress the
pressure o

f

God ' s revelation in nature that is about him . He
seeks to suppress the pressure o

f

conscience within him . So h
e

also seeks to suppress the idea o
f

the revelation o
f grace that

speaks in Scripture . In every case it is God a
s

his Creator and

a
s his judge that asks o
f

him to listen and b
e

obedient . How can
the autonomous man be obedient o

n h
is own assumptions ? He

cannot b
e

obedient unless h
e

reverses his entire position , and this
he cannot do of himself . It takes the regenerating power of the
Spirit to do that .

Having reached this point the Roman Catholic and the A
r

minian may argue that itwas in the interest of avoiding this very
impasse that they sought to make their point o

f

contact with the

natural man o
n a neutral basis . The reply o
f the Reformed

apologist is as follows . Good preaching , he will say ,will recog
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nize the truth of Scripture that man has been blinded by si
n ,

and that h
is will is perverted toward seeking self instead of God .

But how can deaf ears hear , and blind eyes see ? That is to say
preaching is confronted with the same dilemma as is apologetical
reasoning . In both cases the Roman Catholic and the Arminian
tone down the facts o

f

the gospel in order to gain acceptance fo
r

them o
n the part o
f

the natural man . In neither case will the
Reformed apologist d

o

so . In both cases h
e will challenge the

natural man at the outset . Both in preaching and in reasoning

and every approach to the naturalman should be both - the Re
formed theologian will ask the sinner to do what he knows the
sinner o

f

himself cannot do . The Reformed Christian is often

Reformed in preaching and Arminian in reasoning . But when

h
e
is a
t

a
ll

self -conscious in his reasoning h
e will seek to d
o
in

apologetics what he does in preaching . He knows that man is

responsible not in spite o
f but just because he is not autonomous

but created . He knows that the idea of analogical o
r covenant

personality is that which alone preserves genuine significance for
the thoughts and deeds o

f

man . So he also knows that he who is

dead in trespasses and sins is none the less responsible for his
deadness . He knows also that the sinner in the depth o

f

his heart

knows that what is thus held before him is true . He knows he is

a creature o
f

God ; he has been simply seeking to cover u
p

this
fact to himself . He knows that he has broken the law ofGod ; he

has again covered u
p

this fact to himself . He knows that he is
therefore guilty and is subject to punishment forever ; this fact

to
o

h
ewill not look in the face .

And it is precisely Reformed preaching and Reformed apolo
getic that tears themask off the sinner ' s face and compels him to

look a
t

himself and the world for what they really are . Like a

mole the natural man seeks to scurry under ground every time
the facts a

s they really are come to his attention . He loves the
darkness rather than the light . The light exposes h

im

to himself .

And precisely this neither Roman Catholic o
r

Arminian preaching

o
r reasoning are able to do .

As to the possibility and likelihood o
f

the sinner ' s accepting
the Christian position , it must be said that this is a matter of th

e

grace o
f God . As the creature of God , made in the image o
f

God , he is always accessible to God . As a rational creature h
e
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can understand that one must either accept the whole of a system

of truth or reject the whole of it. He cannot understand why a
position such as that of Roman Catholicism or of Arminians
should challenge him . He knows right well as a rational being
that only the Reformed statement of Christianity is consistent
with itself and therefore challenges the non -Christian position at
every point. He ca

n
understand therefore why the Reformed

theologian should accept the doctrine o
f Scripture a
s the infallible

Word of God . He can understand the idea of its necessity , its

perspicuity , its sufficiency and it
s authority a
s being involved in

the Christian position a
s
a whole .

But while understanding them a
s being involved in the posi

tion o
f Christianity a
s
a whole , it is precisely Christianity a
s
a

whole , and therefore each of these doctrines as part of Christian

it
y , that are meaningless to him a
s long a
s h
e
is not willing to

drop his own assumptions o
f autonomy and chance .

It follows that on the question o
f Scripture , as on every other

question , the only possible way for the Christian to reason with

the non -believer is b
y

way o
f presupposition . Hemust say to

the unbeliever that unless he will accept the presuppositions and
with them the interpretations o

f Christianity there is n
o

coherence

in human experience . That is to say , the argument must be such

a
s to show that unless one accept the Bible for what true Prot

estantism says it is , the authoritative interpretation o
f

human life

and experience a
s
a whole , it will be impossible to find meaning

in anything . It is only when this presupposition is constantly
kept in mind that a fruitful discussion of problems pertaining to

the phenomena o
f Scripture and what it teaches about God in

his relation to man can be discussed .



CHAPTER VIII

COMMON GRACE AND SCHOLASTICISM

In the last chapter of the second part of this study , I
shall deal more directly with the criticism contained in

Daane's book .
The present chapter will serve as a background for that

criticism . Most of itwill be taken verbatim from a syllabus

on A Christian Theory of Knowledge . This was written in
1953 , but Daane had no access to it . He deals exclusively
with the book on Common Grace . He makes only one ref
erence to Particularism and Common Grace and to A Letter

on Common Grace saying that they rest squarely on the
theology presented in Common Grace .
The purpose of the present chapter is to show that the

doctrine of common grace cannot be artificially attached to a
set of doctrines that are not themselves carefully distin
guished from Romanism .
The issue facing us in the criticisms voiced by Masselink ,

the De Boer 's, Daane , and others is whether one can build
up a theology piece -meal or not.
As pointed out before , Roman Catholic theology is built

up from pre -fabricated sections. The first story is built by

reason . Christians and non -Christians first together build a
natural theology . They conclude that a god very probably
exists .

The second story is built by Evangelical Protestants.
1Daane : A Theology of Grace , Grand Rapids , 1954 , Preface .
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They hold to the Bible but still retain the idea of the
autonomy of reason to some extent.
The third story is built by Calvinists , who add their

" five points” to the doctrines they share with the Romanists

( theism ) and to the doctrines they share with the Evangel

icals against sacerdotalism .
This is the procedure involved in the Apologetics of

" old Princeton ." According to it a natural theology is first
built up in conjunction with Romanism . Then the doctrines
of Evangelicalism are proved with Evangelicalism against

Romanism . Finally the five points are proved against both
Evangelicalism and Romanism .
Masselink is outspoken in his approval of this method . He
has, to be sure , a mild criticism to offer of it but speaks of
the difference between it and themethod of Kuyper asbeing
merely one of emphasis , and his defense of Hepp 's idea of
" central truths” which believers and unbelievers have in

common with no essential difference, is, to a
ll

intents and
purposes , a defense o

f

natural theology . The open espousal
by Cecil De Boer of the scholastic conception o

f degrees o
f

knowledge would lead him , were he to offer us any apolo
getic method o

f

his own , to a method like that of old Prince
ton . Similarly , Jesse De Boer ' s defense of “ classic realism ”

would not permit him to build up an apologetic , were he to

offer any of his own , that would challenge the autonomy of

reason .

Now the question is whether we are to have a theory o
f

common grace that will fit in with a scholastic type o
f nat

ural theology and with a type o
f apologetics pursued b
y

old

Princeton o
r whether we shall have a theory o
f

common

grace that fits naturally into the system o
f

truth called the
Reformed Faith .

We have on the one side those who deny common grace .

They employ to some extent , a non -Christian principle o
f

interpretation in doing so . We have o
n the other side those

who affirm a scholastic theory o
f

common grace . Our hope
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would seem to lie in following neither the one nor the other .

If we refuse to turn off the road o
n the left side with those

who deny common grace we may b
e charged with a tend

ency toward Arminianism . If we refuse to turn off the road
o
n the other side wemay be charged with anabaptism . So

for instance Professor Louis Berkhof , and others ,who formu
lated the three points o

f

doctrine o
n common grace in 1924

were spoken o
f
a
s virtual Arminians b
y

Rev . George M .

Ophof , and others . On the other hand they were called ana
baptists b

y

the late Dr . Ralph Janssen .

Janssen ' s views on common grace were like the natural
theology advocated a

t

old Princeton . According to Janssen

there are general principles o
f justice , etc . , on which Chris

tians and non -Christians agree . That is to say , there is a
n

area o
f interpretation in the moral realm where the differ

ence between the Christian and the non -Christian principles

does not need to come into view .

Hepp ' s views are similar to those of Janssen , and Jans
sen ' s views o

n natural law and natural theology largely

coincided with those o
f

the old Princeton apologetic .

The present advocates o
f

this semi -scholastic theory of

common grace are seeking to suggest that their view is “ the

traditional view ” and therefore also that o
f

the " three points ”

o
f

1924 . But this remains to be proved . It cannot be proved .

T
o say that God has a favorable attitude to al
l

men , includ
ing the reprobrate , already calls attention to the fact that
there is n

o

sameness without qualification . To say that God
restrains the si

n

o
f

men presupposes the idea o
f

total de
pravity and excludes the notion o

f
a neutral territory o
f

interpretation . To say that the unregenerate d
o civic right

eousness is again to reject the idea that the works o
f the

regenerate and the non -regenerate proceed at any point from
the same principle .

It is therefore o
f capital significance to distinguish this

semi -scholastic view o
f

common grace from that which finds
expression in the “ three points . ”
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The criticism by Dr. S. J. Ridderbos offered on my view
affords an opportunity to do this . Ridderbos presents my
views with a large measure of objectivity and then gives his
reasons for holding to a view similar to that of Hepp.

As there is a difference between Reformed theologians con
cerning natural theology , so there is a similar difference between
them on the question of common grace .
The broader question involved in both natural theology and

common grace is that of the knowledge of the non -believer .
Must he be thought of as rightfully judging in terms of hi

s

own
autonomous principle whether the Bible is the Word o

f

God ?

Must Christians approach the non -believer o
n

a neutral basis ,

thereby admitting that th
e

epistemological principles o
f

th
e

nat
ural man are essentially right at least for the interpretation o

f

general revelation ?

In o
ld Princeton apologetics th
e

answer given to these ques

tions was in the affirmative ; in the view o
f

Abraham Kuyper and
his followers the answer given to these same questions was in

the negative .

ALL MEN UNAVOIDABLY KNOW GOD

When Kuyper gave this unequivocal negative answer , how
ever , he d

id not thereby intend to deny that the unbeliever has
any true knowledge in any sense of the term . Disclaiming orig

inality Kuyper closely follows Calvin in insisting that every man

knows God . Does not Paul th
e

Apostle plainly teach this in his
epistle to the Romans ? Every man , said Calvin , has a sense of

deity within him . Men have “ in their own persons a factory
where innumerable operations o

fGod are carried o
n . . . . " This

is revelation within men . Itmay b
e

called subjective in the sense
that it is mediated through the constitution o

fman himself . It is

none the less objective to man a
s

a
n ethically responsible creature

o
f God . As ethical reactor to God ' s revelation man must reflect

2 The rest o
f

the material o
f

this chapter is taken from the Syllabus o
n

A Christian Theory o
f

Knowledge .
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upon himself as made by God in order to own that he comes from
God and owes al

l

o
f

his praise to God .

Secondly , man has round about him the clearest possible
evidence o

f

the power and divinity o
f

God .

In attestation o
f his wondrous wisdom both the heavens

and the earth present us with innumerable proofs , not only
o
f

those more recondite proofs which astronomy ,medicine ,

and a
ll

the natural sciences , are designed to illustrate , but
proofs which force themselves o

n the notice o
f

the most

illiterate peasant ,who cannot open his eyes without behold
ing them .

Thus the knowledge o
f

God is inherent in man . It is there

b
y

virtue o
f

his creation in the image o
f

God . This may b
e

called innate knowledge . But as such it must b
e distinguished

from the innate ideas o
f idealist philosophy . For the innate

knowledge a
s Calvin thinks o
f
it is based upon the idea o
f

man ' s

creation in the image o
f

God . And as such it is correlative to

the idea o
f revelation to man mediated through the facts o
f

his

environment which are also created b
y

God . In contrast with
this the innate knowledge o

f

Descartes and idealist philosophy is

based o
n the idea o
f

the autonomy o
f

man .

Following Calvin , then , Kuyper did not tone down the clar

it
y

o
f

the revelation o
f

God toman . In this respect he is in agree

ment with Warfield . Both men are equally anxious to follow
Calvin a

s

Calvin simply followed S
t
. Paul in the idea that God

has never left himself without a witness to men . He witnessed

to them through every fact o
f

the universe from the beginning

o
f

time . No rational creature ca
n

escape this witness . It is the
witness o

f

the triune God whose face is before men everywhere

and a
ll

the time . Even the lost in the hereafter cannot escape

the revelation o
f

God . God made man a rational -moral creature .

Hewill always be that . As such he is confronted with God . He

is addressed by God . He exists in the relationship o
f covenant

interaction . He is a covenant being . T
o not know God man

would have to destroy himself . He cannot do this . There is no

non -being into which man can slip in order to escape God ' s face
and voice . The mountains will not cover him ; Hades will not

3 Institutes , B
k . I , Chap . V , Se
c
. 2 .
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hide him . Nothing can prevent hi
s

being confronted "with him
with whom we have to do . ” Whenever h

e

sees himself , he sees
himself confronted with God .

Whatever may happen ,whatever si
n may bring about , what

ever havoc it may occasion , it cannot destroy man ' s knowledge o
f

God and his sense o
f responsibility to God . Sin would not be sin

except for this ineradicable knowledge o
f

God . Even si
n

a
s
a

process o
f

ever - increasing alienation from God presupposes fo
r

it
s background this knowledge o
f

God .

This knowledge is that which allmen have in common . For
the race o

f

men is made o
f

one blood . It stood a
s
a unity before

God in Adam . This confrontation o
f all men with God in Adam

b
y

supernatural revelation presupposes and is correlative to the

confrontation o
f

mankind with God b
y

virtue o
f creation . If

then the believer presents to the unbeliever the Bible and it
s

system o
f truth a
s God speaking to men , hemay rest assured that

there is a response in the heart o
f

every man to whom he thus
speaks . This response may b

e , and often is , unfavorable . Men
will reject the claims of God but , none the less , they will own
them a

s legitimate . That is , they will in their hearts , when they
cannot suppress them , own these claims . There are n

o atheists ,
least o

f
a
ll
in the hereafter . Metaphysically speaking then , both

parties , believers and unbelievers , have a
ll things in common ;

they have God in common , they have every fact in the universe

in common . And they know they have them in common . All
men know God , the true God , the only God . They have not
merely a capacity for knowing him but actually d

o

know him .

Thus there is not and ca
n

never b
e

a
n absolute separation

between God and man . Man is always accessible to God . There
can b

e

n
o

absolute antithesis in this sense o
f

the term . In this
respect Protestant theology , and in particular Reformed theology ,

stands over against the analogia entis idea o
f

Romanist theology .

On a Romanist basis man might , as it were , escape from the face

o
f

God . Hemight fall entirely into the realm o
f non -being . He

is so near to it to begin with that h
e
is always in danger o
f falling

into it . From the outset of his existence it took supernatural
grace to keep him from falling into it . There is therefore o

n the

basis o
f

Romanism n
o inescapable revelation o
f

God within the
constitution o

f

man .
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And what is true of God 's revelation mediated through man
is true also with respect to God 's revelation to man mediated
through the facts of the universe about him . According to

Romanism these to
o

d
o

not clearly and inescapably reveal God
to man . They too are to
o

near the realm o
f

non -being to reveal

God clearly . Thus the Romanist principle of discontinuity is out

o
f

accord with the teaching o
f

the apostle Paul with respect to

the inescapable knowledge that a
ll

men have o
f

God . There is

n
o

true commonness o
f knowledge o
n this basis between men .

For each man may individually slip into non -being . Thus n
o

believer can approach a
n unbeliever knowing that the unbeliever

must respond to him in terms of a common relationship that both
sustain to God .

And where there is no true basis for a common knowledge

there is n
o

true basis for the unity of science . Only in Protestant
thought , and more particularly in Reformed thought , with it

s in

sistence that God controls whatsoever comes to pass , and with it
s

insistence that every man a
s

man is an addressee o
fGod , is there

unity o
f

science . On this basis only the unity of science is guar
anteed . Every man can contribute to the progress of science .

Every man must contribute to it . It is his task to d
o so . And h
e

cannot help but fulfill his task even if it be against his will .

It is on this sort of basis that Kuyper and Warfield alike
maintained the basic unity o

f

science . God is certain to attain
his end with mankind . In the face o

f

Satan , he will cause men

to develop and bring to fruition the potentialities that h
e

himself

has deposited within the universe . Whether willingly o
r un

willingly , whether conspicuously o
r inconspicuously , al
l

men ,
and Satan too , contribute to the realization o

f the purpose o
f

God

with man and his universe . The last and final song of the
redeemed is the song o

f

creation and it
s glorious consummation

(Rev . 4 : 11 ) .

But from what has been said it has already becomeapparent

that it is through Christ that the unity of science is to be attained .

T
o

n
o good purpose d
o

we speculate o
n what might have been

if Adam had not sinned . To be sure , it is well to use this idea

o
fwhat might have happened a
s
a limiting concept in the Chris

tian sense o
f

the term . When Adam was confronted with the
choice o
f

obedience and disobedience it was a real choice that
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was given h
im . But this is not to say that God had not deter

mined from before the creation o
f

the world what would actually

take place . In th
e

last analysis only that could take place which ,

according to the ultimate will of God , was going to take place .

Only that was possible in the ultimate sense which God had de
termined . And God had determined that through Christ a

s

Redeemer mankind would accomplish the task assigned it . Only

o
n the basis of thework o
f

Christ , then , does the unity o
f

science
actually exist and will it be actually consummated . True , the
work o

f

Christ must be thought o
f
a
s immediately and directly

effecting the salvation o
f

men . But in saving men and in saving

mankind Christ saves science . The unity o
f

science may there
fore b

e

said to b
e Christological in a secondary sense .

II

NATURAL THEOLOGY

On a Romanist basis this Christological basis of the unity

o
f

science cannot b
e

and is not maintained . On their basis the
Christ could not and did not accomplish one finished act of world
salvation . Only in a universe that is unified by the plan o

f

God

can there b
e
a once -for - a
ll

and finished act o
f redemption , affect

ing the whole race of man . And only o
n

the basis o
f
a world in

which every fact testifies o
f God can there b
e
a Word o
f

God

that testifies of itself a
s interpreting every other fact .

The unity o
f

science a
s

Romanism conceives o
f it is not a

unity based upon the plan o
fGod inclusive of a
ll things and upon

the work o
f Christ as saving al
l

things . Rome ' s principle of dis
continuity allows for n

o exclusive confrontation o
f man with

God , for n
o

si
n

that is exclusively self - conscious opposition to

God and fo
r

n
o redemption that is in principle th
e

complete

return to and service o
f

God .

Positively the Romanist idea o
f

the unity o
f

science rests

upon a principle o
f continuity that involves the virtual denial o
f

the difference between the Creator and the creature . Romanism
has taken over the non -Christian ,more especially the Aristotelian ,

notion o
f

the unity o
f

science . According to this notion a
ll

knowledge is o
f

universals . All knowledge is based upon the
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assumption of some measure of identity of being manifesting it
self in both God and man . If Christ is to be fitted into this idea
hemust be thought of as a universal ideal . He must virtually be
reduced to a principle of unity in reality . Christianity then is not
" accidental ” and restorative in Kuyper 's sense of the term ; it is
merely supplementative to the natural. The natural and the
supernatural , the created and the soteriological are only grada
tionally distinct from one another .
But to understand the Romanist idea of the unity of science

one must take the two principles , that of discontinuity and that
of continuity , together . These must be taken as correlative of
one another . And when they are taken as correlative of one
another the idea of the unity of science involves an ever receding

ideal of the identity of thought , whether human or divine , with
reality as a whole . The ideal is ever receding because reality is
utterly discontinuous . The ideal , if realized , would destroy the
unity of science because then a

ll

th
e

facts investigated would

have lost their individuality in one abstract blank being . But the
ideal cannot b

e realized . And the reason fo
r

this is that the
principle o

f discontinuity o
r individuality employed is a wholly

irrational one . In other words , the facts to be investigated d
o

not form a part o
f any system a
t a
ll . It is useless to speak o
f

their essence since n
o

one can know what their essence is . No
one could ever find a fact and know in what way it differed from
other facts .

It is true , of course , that the Aristotelian character of the
Romanist position is mitigated b

y

the teachings o
f

the church

with respect to man ' s creation by God . That is , the Romanist
position holds to the principles as outlined only in the fields o

f

natural revelation , and philosophy . In these fields it owns " the
legitimate autonomy o

f

reason . ” Even so Romanist theology is

itself adjusted to the idea o
f

the autonomy o
f

reason in the field

o
f

the natural revelation . The total result is that no intelligible o
r

tenable philosophy o
f

the unity o
f

science is offered .

It follows too that Romanism has n
o adequate challenge for

modern thought and it
s

notion o
f

the unity o
f

science . It is of

some importance to see what this modern idea is . It is , in short ,

but a continuation of the Greek idea . But it is more relentless
and consistent in working out the Greek idea . To be sure , there
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is an important difference between the “objective ” approach of
ancient and the “ subjective ” approach of modern philosophy .
But from the Christian point of view both are still subjective .
Modern thought ismore consistently subjective than was ancient
thought . In the case of Kant's philosophy the human subject is
frankly made the source of unity in human experience and there
fore the source of unity in science . This was involved in the fall
of man . And it was inherent in Greek philosophy , in that of
Plato and of Aristotle no less than in that of the Sophists . But in
modern times man has boldly asserted that he can identify him
self first before he speaks of God . Hewill identify God after he
has first identified himself . And this is notmerely amethodologi
calmatter , due to the fact that man must psychologically think
of himself first before he can think of God . It is a matter of
ultimate metaphysics . It is the idea that man is ultimate . Man
as ultimate can and must identify himself in terms of himself .
He must therefore also virtually use the law of contradiction as a
means by which to determine what is possible and what is
impossible in reality .
It was necessary to say this much by way of introducing the

difference between Reformed men on the question of common
grace . It would seem clear that any doctrine of common grace
that is to be held by Reformed men must be in accord with and
a part of the main body of Reformed doctrine . In particular
one can scarcely claim to hold intelligently to Calvin 's doctrine
of common grace unless one sees it in relation to the whole of
Calvin 's theology , and in particular unless one sees it as it stands
in relation to Calvin 's doctrine of the clarity of God 's revelation
to man through man himself . More particularly still, the differ
ence between Calvin 's views on man 's creation in the image of
God and the Romanist view of man as participant in the same
being with God is of basic significance for the question of
common grace .

It has already been indicated that this difference has a direct
bearing both upon the idea of what is properly called natural

and what is properly called redemptive . For Calvin creation
itself is directly and clearly revelational of the creative and sus
taining activity of God . Man is therefore naturally in contact
with the expressed will of God . For the supernatural revelation
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of God to Adam was natural to him . This supernatural revela
tion is part of the normal or natural state of affairs for man . For
Romanism the natural fo

r

man is that which is participant in the
same being with God . At the same time that which is participant

in the same being with God is near to non -being and tends to slip

back into non -being .

What then is the redemptive fo
r

Calvin ? And what is it for
Romanism ? T

o answer this question a previous question must
first b

e

considered . As there are differing views of the natural ,

so there are differing views o
f

evil o
r

si
n . For Calvin si
n

is self
conscious rebellion o

n the part o
f

the creature against his Creator
and Benefactor . Even those who have sinned in Adam but not
after the similitude o

f

Adam are covenant breakers . They are
responsible with Adam for the pre -redemptive supernatural rev
elation a

s
it was conjoined to original natural revelation . For

Romanism si
n

is only partly disobedience to God ; it is also slip
ping back into non -being . With Calvin the idea o

f

si
n

is e
x

clusively ethical ; with Rome si
n

a
s ethical is in large part re

duced to a metaphysical lack . It is of the utmost importance to

lay great stress o
n the ethical character of Reformation theology

a
s

over against Romanist theology . Reformed theology differs
from Evangelicalism in the fact that it holds tenaciously to this

ethical character o
f Christianity , while evangelicalism tends to

veer to the idea o
f

si
n

a
smetaphysical defect . With it
s concep

tion o
f

the human will as in part autonomous , evangelicalism
naturally tends to the idea o

f

Romanism .

For Calvin redemption is exclusively ethical . S
in did not

lower man in the scale of being . Sin did not take away from man
any o

f

the natural powers that God had given him . S
in did not

tend to destroy the metaphysical situation . T
o be sure , sin had

physical effects . It brought disease and death into the world .

But the idea that the created world would have been destroyed

b
y

si
n
is a
n abstraction . It was not God ' s intention that it should .

Hence it was from the beginning ultimately impossible that it

should . The created world has no tendency to slip back into non
being . The fact that it needs each moment to be sustained b

y

God does not prove that it has such a tendency . This fact only
shows it

s actually dependent character . God intended from th
e

beginning to uphold the universe a
s dependent upon himself .
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In particular si
n

did not destroy any of the powers that God
gave man a

t
the beginning when h

e

endowed him with his image .

T
o be sure , here too there have been weakening results . But

man still has eyes with which to observe and logical ability with
which to order and arrange the things that he observes . So far
from si

n being inherently destructive o
f

the metaphysical situa
tion , it is rather true that the continuation o

f

this situation is the
presupposition o

f
si
n

in it
s ethical character .

For Romanism redemption is therefore a
t

least in part meta
physical . For Romanism the natural tended even at the outset ,

before the fall , toward non -being . It therefore needed the super
natural in order to draw it upward away from non -being . The
supernatural must from the beginning remedy a defect inherent

in the natural . The supernatural is therefore something that lifts
man u

p
in the scale o
fbeing . The tendency to slip into non -being

is , on the Romanist view , a real possibility . It is an ultimate
possibility . Romanism uses the notion o

f

abstract possibility a
s

a
n aspect o
f

it
s theory o
f being . S
o then the redemptive is still

largely what the original supernatural was , vi
z
. , a counteracting

agent against the tendency o
f

finite being to slip into non -being .

Redemption thus is not "accidental , ” it is not primarily ethical .
The distinction between nature and grace a

s

used in Romanist
thinking and the distinction between nature and grace a

s

used in

Reformation thinking are therefore quite different in meaning .

T
o set the doctrine o
f

common grace in the proper perspec

tive therefore requires setting o
ff Reformed theology a
s
a whole

from Romanist and also from evangelical thinking . On a Roman
ist basis even special grace is largely thought o

f along the lines

o
f lifting man in the scale o
f being . O
n

it
s

basis common grace

would therefore b
e only gradationally different from special or

saving grace . No other than gradational differences are possible
once one holds to the human will a

s
in somemeasure autonomous ,

and once one holds to the idea of man a
s participant in the same

being with God . The idea o
f saving grace is then the offering to

all men o
r

a
t least to groups o
f

men the real or ultimate possi
bility o

f

salvation along with the equally ultimate possibility o
f

destruction . In no case can God overcome completely the
tendency o

f

finite being to slip into non -being .

What holds for Romanism o
n this point also holds to some
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extent for evangelicalism . Here to
o

saving grace is limited b
y

abstract possibility and therefore b
y

man ' s ultimate ability to

resist thewill or pleading of the Spirit of God . The idea of grace
is in part reduced from it
s high ethical concept to one o
fmeta

physical gradation .

On the basis o
f

the Reformed view , however , saving grace

is conceived o
f

o
n wholly ethical lines . The metaphysical pre

supposition o
f conceiving the idea o
f grace thus exclusively along

ethical lines is the fact that God controls whatsoever comes to

pass . This rules out al
l

abstract possibilities . It involves that
man is always confronted with the revelation o

f

God ' s will . It

means that when he sinned ,man sinned against this known reve
lation o

f

God . Man is responsible for sin , and he alone is respon
sible for si

n . When man sins he is therefore wholly depraved .

There was n
o

excuse for his sinning in the fact that his being , as

finite ,was inherently defective , or in the fact that God ' s will for
him was not wholly clear . On the other hand , it was God ' s will
that sin should come into the world . He wished to enhance his
glory by means o

f
it
s punishment and removal .

But to hold strictly to man ' s utter responsibility for si
n

and
yet to the fact that it was God ' s ultimate intention that it should
come into the world through man , requires that one think ana
logically . And thinking analogically is thinking concretely . It

means thinking from the analogical system o
f

truth revealed in

Scripture . It involves accepting thatwhich is apparently , though
not really , contradictory . All the concepts offered in Scripture

therefore are supplemental o
f

one another . It is not possible to
begin with one doctrine , and deduce from that one doctrine cer
tain other doctrines that must “ logically follow from it , ” except
one a

t

the same time keep in mind that there a
re other doctrines

that a
re , of necessity , in apparent contradiction to the first

doctrine from which the beginning was made .

III

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN REFORMED THEOLOGIANS

The difference between Reformed theologians o
n the ques

tion o
f

common grace may now b
e

noted . There are those who

d
o not think it necessary to distinguish thus sharply between the
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Romanist and the Reformed conception of things in order to have
a true conception of common grace and of the purpose it serves

in connection with the problem of the unity of science . Dr. S . J.
Ridderbos specifically denies the necessity of doing the sort of
thing that has been done so far in this chapter . He does so in a
booklet dealing with various criticisms of Dr. Abraham Kuyper's
concept of common grace . The title of the booklet is Rondom het
Gemene -Gratie -Probleem ( Kampen 1949 ) . In this pamphlet

Ridderbos criticized the present writer's views on common grace
set forth in a brief publication under that title (Philadelphia

1947 ) . As this criticism represents quite clearly a point of view
held by other Reformed theologians besides Ridderbos , it will be
dealt with briefly here .
The present writer undertook in his booklet to meet the

challenge of Etienne Gilson , a great modern Romanist apologist ,

which he made to the Calvinistic idea of the sensus deitatis .
This was done in connection with Bavinck 's conception of th

e

cognitio dei insita .

The question to be considered here is that o
f

the koinai

ennoiai , the notiones impressae , the cognitationes insitae . It

is but natural that Roman Catholic theology , which holds
that th

e

natural reason can discover certain truths about
God , should hold that there are ideas about God that a

re

wholly common to the believer and the non -believer . Gilson
expresses this point o

f

view when h
e argues that we can dis

cover the same truths that Aristotle discovered , b
y

the same

reason unaided by special revelation . Gilson further argues

that Calvin , in holding to an “ impression o
f divinity ” o
r

“ common notion " or " innate idea ” o
r
“religious aptitude ” in

man , and in saying that " experience ” attests the fact that

God has placed in all men a
n innate seed o
f religion , vir

tually holds to the same position a
s that to which the Roman

Catholic holds . He thinks the Calvinist faces a
n antinomy

in connection with his view o
n this point .

A
t

first sight , it would seem that there could not be

a better solution . But it is still true that this knowledge

is confronted b
y

the problem just a
s certainly a
s
is the

rational certitude which the Thomistic proofs of the
existence o

f God claim to attain . Either it is a natural
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certitude , in which the right to criticize the Catholic
position and to suppress pure philosophy is lost ; or it is
a supernatural certitude , in which case it would become
impossible to find a place for that natural knowledge of
God , which is exactly what one was pretending to
conserve .

The question now is whether the innate knowledge of
which Bavinck speaks is of such a nature as to be able to
escape the dilemma before which Gilson places the Calvin
istic position . We believe Gilson is fair enough in demand
ing that Reformed theology shall come to a self - conscious
defense of it

s

notion o
f

natural theology in general . It can
not fairly limit itself to diminishing the area o

r reducing

somewhat the value o
f

the natural theology o
f

Roman Cath
olic theology . As long a

s the natural theology o
f

the Re
formed theologian is still the same in kind a

s

that o
f

the

Roman Catholic theologian , he will find it difficult to escape

the dilemma with which Gilson confronts it . 5

The question was then asked whether Kuyper and Bavinck ,

great modern exponents o
f

Calvin ' s views , have been wholly
successful in setting off their thought clearly o

n the idea o
f

innate
knowledge and common notions from that o

f

Romanism . The
answer given is that they are not . Though they insist that true
natural theology is that which interprets nature in the light o

f

Scripture they have sometimes employed the notions o
f brute

fact and o
f abstract universals ( p . 52 ) . How does this appear in

the question o
f

innate knowledge ? It appears in the fact that
the idea o

f

innate knowledge a
s Calvin sees it is clearly based

upon the idea o
fman in God ' s creation . As such it is correlative

to the idea o
f cognition dei acquisita , the gathering together o
f

facts that are also assumed to be created b
y

God . O
f

course ,

both Kuyper and Bavinck agree with this view o
f

Calvin . They
even set o

ff this notion clearly from the idea o
f innate knowledge

which rests upon the concept o
f

man a
s ultimate , and from the

idea of acquired knowledge a
s
it derives from the idea o
f

Chance .

But though they d
o this , they also a
t

times adopt in their process

4 Christianity and Philosophy , p . 41 .

5 Van T
il : Common Grace , Philadelphia , 1947 , pp . 51 , 52 .
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of reasoning the non -Christian principles of continuity and of
discontinuity .
When they do this they seek for common notions between

believers and unbelievers that a
re not exclusively based upon the

idea o
f

the sensus deitatis . They then ignore the difference be
tween the idea o

f fact and logic a
s it springs from the position

that is based upon the notion o
f the autonomous man , and the

idea o
f fact and logic which springs from the position that is

based upon the notion o
f

the ontological trinity .

Yet the idea o
f

fact a
s it is based upon the notion o
f

the
autonomous man is that of utterly irrational differentiation . And

the notion of logic as it is based upon the idea of man a
s autono

mous is that o
f

system that is above and inclusive o
f

the distinc
tion between God and man . A Reformed theologian will need

to follow Kuyper and Bavinck when they call us back to Calvin

in this matter . For the idea of common notions as based upon
Romanism is largely that which is based upon the concept of

human autonomy . With the acceptance of the Romanist idea of

common notions Christianity has lost it
s uniqueness . For then

the natural man is given the right to interpret the words of Scrip

ture in terms of a system that it can exhaustively penetrate . On
the other hand the natural man is assumed to be right when he
takes for granted that the facts d

o not a
t

all convey to man the

revelation o
f

God . For facts are then irrational in character . In

short , the naturalman is then given the right to do what Kuyper
says he will surely d

o when confronted with the Bible and it
s

system o
f

truth , namely , reduce it to naturalistic proportions .

Against this type o
f argument Ridderbos contends that it was

a mistake to accept the challenge o
f

Gilson . The difference
between Romanism and the Reformed faith must be sought in

that the former does not and the latter does teach the doctrine o
f

common grace . The Reformed position with respect to the
knowledge o

f sinful man differs both qualitatively and quanti
tatively from the teaching o

f

Romanism o
n the same subject

because o
f

the doctrine o
f

common grace .

First , he says , there is the qualitative difference . For Ro
manism the idea o

f

natural knowledge is natural without quali

6 Rondom Het Gemene -Gratie -Probleem , Kampen , 1949 , p . 42 .
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fication. Romanism does not believe in the doctrine of total
depravity . It therefore thinks that the sinner, though wounded
through si

n , still is naturally able to know God .

On the other hand Reformed theology does believe in total
depravity . In consequence , Reformed theology teaches that man

b
y

nature has no knowledge o
f God o
r
o
f morality a
t

a
ll . For

Romanism natural knowledge o
f

God springs from a human

situation which is not totally despoiled b
y

si
n .

If in spite of this according to the Scriptures and the

Confession there are remnants o
f
a true knowledge o
f

God

to be seen in man , then this must be explained in terms o
f

common grace , through which God has restrained human
depravity .

If we speak exactly , he adds , we should therefore place
quotation marks about the phrase , “natural knowledge o

f

God . ”

It might better be called “ common grace knowledge . ”

In addition to this qualitative distinction between the Re
formed position and that o

f

Romanism there is , says Ridderbos , a

quantitative one . The Reformed Confessions speak of small rem
nants o

f

the knowledge o
f God and o
fmorality possessed by the

natural man . And these small remnants must be upheld b
y

common grace . Not holding to total depravity and not holding

to common grace , Romanism works out a natural theology of full
proportions .

O
f

these two points , the qualitative and the quantitative dif
ference between the Reformed Faith and Romanism , the former

is certainly for Ridderbos the more important . The difference in

quantity is due to the difference in quality .

The question now is whether Ridderbos succeeds in signal
izing the qualitative difference between Romanism and the Re
formed faith by simply inserting the ideas of total depravity and

o
f

common grace into a complex o
f

doctrines assumed to b
e

essentially the same for both . Can Romanist theology and phi
losophy be repaired b

y

thus inserting a block o
f material here

and there into a
n edifice that is otherwise left unmolested ? Can

the ideas o
f

total depravity and common grace be woven into the
main motif of Romanism , that of analogia entis ? It is that which

to the
diffehether

Riaan
Romani

? Idem , p . 40 .
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must be done if one refuses to accept and answer the challenge of
Gilson referred to above. Protestants, and especially followers of
Calvin , ca

n
scarcely afford to allow the legitimacy o

f

the idea

that finite being has a tendency to slip back into non -being . Yet

it is this which Ridderbos virtually does when he asserts that ,

were it not for common grace , every last bit of natural knowledge

o
f

God and o
fmorality would have disappeared . He argues that

except fo
r

the restraining force o
f

common grace God ' s voice even

in general revelation would have been silenced altogether .

But how could the voice o
f God ' s revelation in man b
e si

lenced altogether unless man himself were destroyed ? Will not
men in the abode o

f

the lost have knowledge o
f

God and o
f

morality ? Is it not precisely because they then have a
ll

too clear

a knowledge o
f

God and o
f morality that they suffer before the

face o
f

God ? T
o say so is fully in line with Calvin ' s views . It is

even o
f

the essence o
f

his view that men are what they are a
s

inherently knowers o
f

God . Yet evil spirits and the lost receive

n
o

common grace . Common grace is a
n attitude o
f

favor o
f God

toward men a
s

men , as creatures made b
y

himself in his own
image . Common grace is the giving of good gifts to men though
they have sinned against him , that they might repent and mend
their evil ways . Common grace provides fo

r

the doing o
f rela

tively good deeds b
y

sinfulmen who are kept from working out

to it
s

full fruition the principle o
f

total depravity within them .

Common grace thus is a means b
y

which God accomplishes
through men h

is purpose in displaying his glory in the created
world , in history , before the judgment day . S

o there is n
o

common grace in hell .

Of course Ridderbos knows al
l

this very well . He asserts it

plainly . Yet he insists that the whole of general revelation must
be suspended from common grace . And he insists that the whole

o
f general revelation would disappear except for common grace .

When h
e

then faces the fact that Satan and the lost cannot be

thought o
f
a
s recipients o
f

common grace h
e

avers that even in

their case there is a restraining force o
f God that keeps them

confronted with the general revelation o
f

God .

It is this last point that shows conclusively that Ridderbos

thinks o
f

the idea o
f

finite , rational creatures a
s slipping back

into the realm o
f

non -being a
s
a serious possibility . Man needs
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a restraining force , in addition to ordinary providence , in order
to keep from falling into non -being. This restraining force is, in
the nature of the case , not ethical in character . It does not in
tend to restrain the working of the sinful principle in man . It is
not the means by which the potentialities of creation are to be
brought to light. It is simply and purely metaphysical in char
acter . Without this restraining force Satan and the lost would
escape the punishment of God ; they would escape him because
they would be no more . Sin is therefore a force which , unless
restrained , would lead to the destruction of finite rational crea
tures themselves. S

in is n
o longer an exclusively ethical oppo

sition o
n the part o
f

creatures o
f

God against the will of God .

For si
n

then presupposes a measure o
f autonomy in man b
y

which h
e

can destroy his own being and with it the revelation o
f

God . Why else should it b
e necessary for God to introduce a

force after the entrance o
f

si
n

fo
r

the maintenance o
f

created

reality ?

Now for Ridderbos common grace does in the course o
f

human history what this metaphysical restraining force does in

hell . To be sure common grace also does more than that . It also
gives good gifts to men ,makes them love the truth in a sense ,

causes them to produce civil righteousness . But the point now

o
f importance is that for Ridderbos common grace in history and

the restraining force in hell both maintain the general revelation

o
f

God to man . In history this force is gracious in character ;
after history is finished this is n

o longer the case .

Thus , both th
e

doctrine o
f total depravity and the doctrine

o
f

common grace are in somemeasure unintentionally adjusted

to the Romanist idea o
f

the analogy o
f being . There is no escap

ing this so long as one thinks o
f

Protestantism , and especially of

the Reformed Faith , as merely adding some building blocks to

the edifice which is in part constructed along Romanist lines .

Then there is n
o maintaining o
f

the exclusively ethical character

o
f

Reformation theology . To maintain this ethical character one
needs ,with Calvin , to presuppose the idea that man is inherently

and inescapably , in history and after the consummation o
f his

tory , in the realm o
f

the blest and in the realm o
f the damned , in

his very being revelational o
f

the will of God . It is only thus that

si
n

retains it
s ethical nature . It is only thus that si
n

ca
n

b
e total
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depravity both in extension and in intension . It is only thus that
th
e

fruition o
f

si
n

ca
n

b
e

tasted in th
e

realm o
f

the lost , for only
thus is si

n
seen to b

e

si
n against the original gracious revelation

o
f

God to mankind .

Only by presupposing this utterly revelational character of

man is it possible to maintain the exclusively ethical character o
f

saving o
r special grace . Christ came to save men from si
n . Did

h
e

come in part , at least , tomaintain the metaphysical status quo ?

Surely not . Sin is exclusively ethical hostility to God . It is this
ethical hostility to God that Christ came to remove . To be sure ,

si
n

must be spoken o
f
a
s
in intent destructive o
f

the work o
f

God .

And since the work o
f Christ is indispensable a
s the only means

b
y

which the work o
f God through man in history could b
e

accomplished , this work of Christ is itself a part of the providence

o
f

God . In this respect the work o
f

Christ may be said to b
e

"essential ” to the plan o
f God . A
t

the same time this work is

" accidental ” in Kuyper ' s use o
f the term . For it is only because

o
f
si
n

a
s ethical hostility to God that the work o
f

Christ "became ”

"essential . ” These two notions are supplementary o
f

one another .

They limit one another .

Once more , only by presupposing the ultimately revelational
character o

f

man in the way that Calvin , following Paul and
opposing Aquinas , does , is it possible to maintain the exclusively
ethical character of the doctrine o

f

common grace . And only by

maintaining it
s exclusively ethical character can common grace

be properly related to saving grace . When both are interpreted

in exclusively ethical terms then both are seen o
n the one hand

to b
e
“accidental ” and o
n the other hand to b
e
"essential . ” They

are then both seen to be “ accidental ” in opposition to the Roman

is
t

idea that supernatural grace is naturally necessary and “ essen

tial ” to man a
s
a finite being . And they are then both seen to b
e

" essential ” against the Romanist idea that finite existence may
slip back into non -being . In other words only by maintaining
Calvin ' s doctrine of the sense o

f deity , as involved in the idea of

the exhaustively revelational character o
f

man a
s man , is it pos

sible tomaintain the distinctively Protestant , and more especially

th
e

distinctively Reformed , principles o
f discontinuity and o
f

continuity over against these principles in Roman Catholic

theology .
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A word must now be said about the idea of “ common no
tions ” referred to in the quotation given above . The present
writer made a distinction between notions that are psychologi
cally and metaphysically , that is revelationally , common to a

ll

men , and common notions that are ethically and epistemologi
cally common . The reason for this distinction lies in the differ
ence between a view that is based upon the concept o

f

the

creation o
f

man in the image o
f God and who thus has within

him the ineradicable knowledge o
fGod , and a view that is based

upon man as participantwith God in one general being . Allmen
have common notions about God ; all men naturally have knowl
edge o

f

God . In this sense there is , as Calvin points out on the
basis o

f

Paul ' s letter to th
e

Romans , a natural knowledge o
f God

and with it of truth and morality .

It is this actual possession o
f

the knowledge o
f

God that is

the indispensable presupposition o
f

man ' s ethical opposition to

God . There could b
e

n
o

absolute ethical antithesis to God o
n

the part of Satan and fallen man unless they are self -consciously

setting their own common notions , derived from the folly of sin ,

against the common notions that are concreated with them . Paul
speaks o

f sinfulman a
s suppressing within him the knowledge o
f

God that h
e

has . How does he do this ? He does this by assum
ing his own ultimacy . For with this idea o

f

his own ultimacy

goes the idea that God and man are aspects o
f

the same reality .

They are then a part of a Reality that is on the one hand utterly

discontinuous with itself , a Reality in which Chance is king , and

o
n

the other hand a Reality that is in principle exhaustively

determnied b
y

it
s

own internal relations and is in principle ex
haustively known to man and God alike . It is these notions o

f

human autonomy , of irrational discontinuity and o
f rationalistic

continuity that are the common notions o
f

sinful or apostate

mankind .
O
r

else what does the doctrine o
f

total depravity mean ?

If these common notions were allowed to come to fruition
the mandate given to man by God at the beginning o

f history

could not and would not be fulfilled . There would be no possi
bility even o

f finding a single fact in a universe o
f

Chance . Indi
vidual men would have n

o

common notions with othermen , they
would not even be able to distinguish themselves from other



COMMON GRACE AND SCHOLASTICISM 189

men . Observation of facts would be impossible because the idea
of a fact is, on this basis , unintelligible . And if facts were found
they could not be brought into a pattern . How could logic ever
be said to have any bearing upon reality in a universe of Chance ?
But if it were granted to have a bearing , this logic would be
inherently destructive of the facts of reality and of their indi
viduality . For their identity would be lost in one abstract blank ,
in some such way as Parmenides said that they would be . There
would benoGod distinct from man . There would be no creation
out of nothing . There would be no Fall. There would be no
historic Christianity . There would be one common blur.
Kuyper has well brought out the fact that the natural man ,

working on the principles of his adoption must , to be logical ,
deny al

l

that Christianity stands for .

It is this fact , that the natural man , using his principles and
working o

n his assumptions ,must be hostile in principle a
t every

point to the Christian philosophy o
f

life , that was stressed in the

writer ' s little book , Common Grace . That al
l

men have a
ll things

in common metaphysically and psychologically , was definitely
asserted , and further , that the natural man has epistemologically
nothing in common with the Christian . And this latter assertion
was quailfied by saying that this is so only in principle . For it is
not till after the consummation o

f history that men are left wholly

to themselves . Till then the Spirit of God continues to strive with
men that they might forsake their evil ways . Till then God in

his common grace , in his long -suffering forbearance , gives men
rain and sunshine and all the good things of life that they might
repent . The primary attitude o

f

God to men a
smen is that o
f

goodness . It is against this goodness expressing itself in the
abundance o

f good gifts that man sins . And even then God pre
vents the principle o

f

si
n

from coming to full fruition . He re
strains the wrath o

f man . He enables him by this restraint to

cooperate with the redeemed o
f

God in the development o
f

the

work h
e gave man to d
o .

But all this does not in the least reduce the fact that as far

a
s the principle o
f

the naturalman is concerned , it is absolutely

o
r utterly , not partly , opposed to God . That principle is Satanic .

It is exclusively hostile to God . If it could it would destroy the
work and plan o

f

God . So far then asmen self -consciously work
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from this principle they have no notion in common with the be
liever . Their epistemology is informed by their ethical hostility
to God .

But in the course of history the natural man is not fully self
conscious of h

is

own position . The prodigal cannot altogether
stifle his father ' s voice . There is a conflict of notions within him .

But he himself is not fully and self -consciously aware o
f this

conflict within him . He has within him the knowledge o
f God

by virtue of his creation in the image of God . But this idea o
f

God is suppressed b
y

his false principle , the principle o
f auton

omy . This principle o
f autonomy is , in turn , suppressed b
y

the
restraining power o

f

God ' s common grace . Thus the ideas with
which h

e daily works d
o

not proceed consistently either from the

one principle o
r

from the other .
Ridderbos also says that the natural man ' s ideas of God and

o
f morality are vague . But for him this vagueness is not due to

the fact o
f

the conflict just now discussed . He has no interest in

distinguishing clearly between the knowledge o
f

the natural man

that comes from his creation and his knowledge a
s it is implied in

the idea o
f autonomy . He thinks it is a mistake to distinguish

between common notions derived from the image o
fGod in man

and common notions that proceed from the idea o
f autonomy .

Thus h
e

cannot take the principle o
f autonomy in it
s full serious

ness o
f opposition to the truth . Thus too he cannot account for

the unity o
f

science upon clearly Christian principles alone .
That such is the case may be briefly indicated with respect

to twomatters mentioned b
y

Ridderbos himself .

In th
e

first place there is the question o
f

the non -Christian ' s

contribution to the progress of science . In the second place there

is the question o
f

the theistic proofs . Is it not obviously true that
non -Christian scientists have contributed largely to the progress

o
f

science ? Can they not weigh ? Can they not count ? Can
they not see ? Do they not have logical powers a

s good as those

o
f

the believer ? Did not Abraham Kuyper , the great protagonist

o
f

the idea o
f
a twofold science , the science o
f regenerate and the

science o
f

non -regenerate men , himself maintain that in the field

o
f

externals and in the field o
f

formal thought the subjective

element o
f regeneration need not and should not be taken into

account ? How then can one say that epistemologically th
e

believer and the non -believer have nothing in common ?
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In reply it may be said that only if si
n

and salvation be
thought o

f along metaphysical rather than along ethical lines is

it possible that such questions can arise . If sin is seen to b
e

ethical alienation only , and salvation a
s

ethical restoration only ,

then the question o
f weighing and measuring o
r

that o
f logical

reasoning is , of course , equal o
n both sides . Al
l

men , whatever
their ethical relation to God , can equally use the natural gifts o

f

God . How could men abuse the gift of God if they could not
even use it ? And what a

n easy way o
f escape for sinners it

would b
e
if the result o
f

their folly was nothing more serious
than the loss o

f

their natural powers , and with it the loss o
f re

sponsibility . The presupposition o
f

a modern war is that both
parties to it shall be equally able to use the weapons o

f

such a

war .

Moreover , only if both parties , the unbeliever and the be
liever , have equal natural ability to use the gifts of God can there
be a

n all -inclusive antithesis between them . The argument be
tween Christians and non -Christians involves every fact in the
universe . If it does not involve every fact it does not involve
any fact . If one fact can be interpreted correctly o

n the assump

tion o
f

human autonomy then a
ll

facts can . If the Christian is to

be able to show the non -Christian objectively that Christianity

is true and that those who reject it do so because they hold to
that which is false , this must be done everywhere o

r

else it is not
really done anywhere .

Still further , it is when we presuppose with Calvin that al
l

men inherently know the truth , because they and the universe
about them aremade b

y

God , and then if we assert with Calvin
that all men are spiritually a

t enmity against God so that they

are anxious always and everywhere to suppress the truth , thatwe
can also speak with Calvin o

f

God ' s common grace by which men
are able to cooperate with believers in building the structure of

science . As far as natural ability is concerned the lost can and

d
o

know the truth and could contribute to the structure o
f

science
except for the fact that for them it is too late . A

t

the consum

mation o
f the age the lost will be compelled to own that their

efforts to build the structure o
f

science in terms o
f

human auton
omy , of chance and determinism , or irrationalism and rationalism ,

was not a
n ethically honest effort . Not that they were , while

building , wholly self -conscious o
f their own ethical hostility .
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They were restrained from being fully self - conscious by common
grace . They were restrained by common grace, employing the
pressure of God 's presence in his revelation to men upon them .
With the prodigal son they saw something of the folly of their
way while yet they were ethically unable to do anything but
walk that way to the bitter end .
It is thus in the mixed situation that results because of the

factors mentioned , ( 1) that every man knows God naturally ( 2 )
that every sinner is in principle anxiously striving to efface that
knowledge of God and ( 3 ) that every sinner is in this world still
the object of the striving of the Spirit calling him back to God ,

that cooperation between believers and unbelievers is possible .
Men on both sides can , by virtue of the gifts of God that they
enjoy, contribute to science . The question of ethical hostility

does not enter in at this point . Not merely weighing and meas
uring , but the argument for the existence of God and for the
truth of Christianity , can as readily be observed to be true by
non -Christians as by Christians . Satan knows all too well that
God exists and that Christ was victor over him on Calvary . But
the actual situation in history involves the other factors men
tioned . Thus there is nowhere an area where the second factor ,
that ofman 's ethical hostility to God , does not also come into the
picture . This factor is not so clearly in evidence when men deal
with external things ; it is more clearly in evidence when they

dealwith the directly religious question of the truth of Christian

it
y
. But it is none the less present everywhere . It is present in

the field o
f weighing and measuring , in the field o
f externals a
s

well as in the field o
f

more directly religious import . It is present
here in that the naturalman attempts to impose his false philoso
phy o

f fact upon the things that h
e weighs and measures . This

is not theoretically the case so long a
s h
e

uses these facts fo
r

non
scientific purposes . It is even then practically the case . Even
then h

e does not seek to obey Paul ' s injunction to men to the

effect that whether they eat or drink they should d
o

a
ll things to

the glory o
f God . But it is theoretically the case when they seek

to work scientifically . In that case non -believers use a non
rationalistic principle o

f

individuation . They assume that the
facts they weigh and measure are not created and controlled b

y

God . They assume this with respect to every fact . Thus they
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assume that God does not speak to men through these facts . On
the other hand they assume that th

e

powers o
f logic given them

b
y

their creator a
re not so given them . They virtually assume

that by these powers they can determine what is possible and
what is impossible .

It is this irrationalist -rationalist idea of fact that appears ,

with variations , in the writers o
n the philosophy o
f

science .

Generally speaking they follow the lead o
f Kant ' s philosophy o
f

fact and o
f logic . There is fo
r

them first the abstract possibility

o
f any sort o
f

fact existing . Facts in this sense have n
o determin

able nature . They belong in Kant ' s noumenal realm . They are
unknown and unknowable . This idea is directly and completely
destructive o

f

the doctrines o
f

creation and providence . Sec
ondly the facts that are known , that is those that somehow come
into contact with the human mind , are known by virtue o

f the
original ordering effect of the human mind upon the raw stuff of

experience . These are the facts of science . They are taken a
s

much a
s given . What they are depends not upon the ultimate

determinative character o
f

God but upon the ultimate determina

tive character o
f

man , who virtually takes the place o
f

God .

Every fact then that has scientific standing is such only if it does
not reveal God , but does reveal man as ultimate . No other facts
are allowed a

s being facts unless they are a
s

raw material gener

alized into a system that keeps out God . They are “statistically

standardized correlations o
f

existential changes . ” Existential
changes as such are irrational . But they are standardized b

y

the
original , not derivative , organizing action o

f

man a
s

autonomous .

Only then are they facts with scientific standing . It is thus that

in the very act of th
e

observation o
f

facts the non -Christian does ,

so far as he works according to his principle , do what Kuyper says

the naturalman always does , namely , suppress the truth o
f

God

into naturalistic categories .

But the third factor must still come into play . The natural
man does not thus self -consciously work from his principles .

There is operative within him the sense o
f deity ; he cannot efface

it without effacing himself . And the significance o
f

this meta
physical situation is again and again brought home to him b

y

the
striving o

f

God ' s Spirit through common grace . In consequence

h
e

cannot but see that God is good ; that he has been long - suffer
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in
g

with h
im in h
is

sins , that the Father is calling him back . God

is really good to a
ll

men . He deals with them a
s
a class . As such

they are the recipients o
f

his good gifts to them . And as such h
e

makes men conscious o
f

his goodness , of his desire that sinners
should turn unto h

im . To be sure their salvation and their con
version is not an ultimate possibility . It is not that any more
than the idea o

f Adam ' s not falling into si
n

was an ultimate pos
sibility in the plan o

f

God . Both are significantly real challenges

to men a
s

men and the second in particular is a significant chal
lenge to sinners a

s

sinners , though neither weremeant as ultimate
possibilities b

y

God .

And by the striving of the Spirit men cannot be wholly in
sensitive to this goodness o

f
God . Their hostility is curbed in

somemeasure . They cannot but love that which is honest and
noble and true . They have many virtues that often make them
better neighbors than Christians themselves are . And a

s

such
they can cooperate with believers in seeking the truth in science .

They can contribute by virtue o
f

their metaphysical constitution ;

they can cooperate b
y

virtue o
f

the ethical restraint o
f

common
grace .

Thus it is that the idea o
f

the unity o
f science is conceived

o
f along Christological lines . For common grace is then itself

conceived o
f along Christological lines . All men have not only

the ability to know but actually know the truth . This is so even

in the case o
f

those who d
o not know a
ll

the truth that they would

need to know in order to b
e

saved . Allmen know that God exists
and is their judge . Secondly , all men have become sinners
through Adam ' s fall . All men therefore suppress the truth that
they know . This suppression is perfect in principle . It is due

to hatred o
f

God ; it is due to deadness in si
n . Sinners use the

principle o
f Chance back o
f
a
ll things and the idea o
f

exhaustive
rationalization a

s the legitimate aim o
f

science . If the universe
were actually what these men assume it to be according to their
principle , there would be no science . Science is possible and
actual only because the non -believer ' s principle is not true and
the believer ’ s principle is true . Only because God has created
the universe and does control it b

y

his providence , is there such a

thing a
s science a
t a
ll . Thus the unity o
f

science cannot be built

o
n
“ common notions ” that are common between believers and
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non-believers because their difference in principle has not been
taken into consideration . Common grace is not a gift of God
whereby his own challenge to repentance unto men who have
sinned against him is temporarily being blurred .
Common grace must rather serve the challenge of God to

men to repentance . It must be a tool by means of which the
believer as the servant of Christ can challenge the unbeliever to
repentance . Believers can objectively show to unbelievers that
unity of science can be attained only on th

e

Christian theistic

basis . It is the idea of God ' s controlling whatsoever comes to

pass that forms the foundation o
f

science . And n
o

one can o
r

does believe that idea unless b
y

the sovereign grace o
f

God
through Christ he has repented from his si

n . Thus it is Chris
tianity that furnishes the basis of the structure of science .

Ifmen will not repent and accept Christianity then they will
still contribute to the structure of science . But then their contri
butionswill be in spite of themselves as ethically responsible be
ings . Itwill be through themselves as creatures of God but it

will be in spite of them a
s alienated from God . If they would

enjoy the fruits o
f

their labors they must , b
y

the grace o
f

God ,

come into the fold o
f

God .

A word may now b
e

said about the theistic proofs . The dif
ference o

f opinion regarding them between Reformed men is the
same in nature a

s the difference with respect to the idea o
f
“ com

mon notions ” and “ facts . ” There are those who , like Ridderbos ,

want to ignore the difference between common notions that are
common metaphysically and therefore psychologically and com
mon notions that spring from either the root idea o

f autonomy

o
r

from the idea o
f regeneration . There are those who , like

Ridderbos , want to ignore the difference between a Christian and

a non -Christian philosophy o
f

fact in certain limited areas o
f

interpretation . They would use the idea o
f

common grace in the

interest o
f
a
n

area o
f commonness with little o
r

n
o difference .

This position , it has been shown , leads away from Calvin
and back to Thomas Aquinas . It is no wonder that Ridderbos ,

and they who believe like him , also has a view o
f the theistic

proofs that involves a return to a natural theology of the Roman

is
t

sort . And this to
o

h
e

seeks to accomplish through the idea o
f

common grace . He does not , indeed , discuss the matter of the



196 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

istic proofs more than in passing form . But he says in effect that,
as the result of ignoring the distinctions between common notions
psychologically and common notions epistemologically conceived ,
it is possible to regard the proofs as having value as witnesses to

God . They are not then to be regarded as having mathematical
cogency but they are means by which the Christian position can
be defended before the " natural reason ” as well as any other
position can .

Because Van T
il

denies , that believers and unbelievers
have anything in common epistemologically , he cannot ap
preciate the “proofs ” a

s being witnesses . But when with
Bavinck one allows for a certain epistemological common

ness , then one can put the question a
s

to what one can
accomplish in this territory with the proofs for the existence

o
f

God . And then one will come to the conclusion , that
nothing can bemathematically demonstrated in this field , but
that the Christian position can be defended before the

“ natural reason ” a
s

well as that o
f

others . 8

A few remarks must suffice in this connection . The proofs
may be formulated either o

n
a Christian o
r

o
n

a non -Christian
basis . They are formulated o

n

a Christian basis if , with Calvin ,

they rest clearly upon the ideas o
f

creation and providence . They
then appeal to what th

e

natural man , because h
e

is a creature of

God , actually does know to be true . They are bound to find

immediate response o
f

inward assent in the naturalman . He
cannot help but own to himself that God does exist .

When the proofs are thus formulated they have absolute
probative force . They are not demonstrable in the sense that this

word is often taken . As often taken , the idea of demonstration

is that o
f

exhaustive penetration by the mind o
f

man ; pure de
duction o

f

one conclusion after another from a
n original premise

that is obvious . Such a notion o
f demonstration does not com

port with the Christian system . That system is analogical . Man
cannot penetrate through the relations o

f the Creator to the

creature . But this does not in the least reduce the probative force

o
f

the proofs . Man is internally certain o
f

God ' s existence only
because his sense o

f

deity is correlative to the revelation o
f God

about h
im . And a
ll

the revelation o
f

God is clear .

8 Idem , p . 47 .
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If then they are used as witnesses it is because they have

absolute probative force . They could not be used as witnesses if
they had no probative force . To what God would they witness
unless to the true and only living God ? And if they witness to
the true God theymust witness to him as being what he is. And
he is that One who cannot but exist. And when he is seen to be
such the world is, in the same act , seen of necessity to be existing
as the creation of God .
Thus the Christian -theistic position must be shown to be not

as defensible as some other position ; it must rather be shown to
be the position which alone does not annihilate intelligent human
experience .
In other words Ridderbos tones down the objective claims

of God upon men by saying that there is no absolute probative

force in the proofs for the existence of God . This is in line with
the idea of seeking common notions in some twilight zone of semi
neutrality between believers and unbelievers . And this is also

in line with the idea that there is an area of factual interpretation

where the difference between autonomy and regeneration need
not to be taken into account . This is in line , in short, with the
Romanist notion of natural theology which holds that man does
justice by the evidence if he concludes thatGod probably exists .
But al

l

this is out o
f

line with Calvin ' s Institutes which stress with
greatest possible force that the revelation o

f

God to man is so

clear that it has absolute compelling force objectively .

On the other hand the position o
f

Ridderbos virtually allows
that the proofs have some probative force even when they are not
clearly founded upon a Christian basis . He says that the Chris
tian position can a

s well b
e

defended a
s any other . But even if

it be said that Christianity is more probably true than is the non
Christian position this is still to allow that objectively something

can be said for the truth o
f

the non -Christian position . Some
thing objectively valid can be said for idol worship a

s well as for
worship o

f the true God . In other words on his general approach
Ridderbos cannot show negatively that if one interprets life o

n

the assumption o
f

human autonomy there is nomeaning to human
experience .

Thus lowering th
e

objective claims of the gospel , thus re

ducing the challenge o
f

God and his servants upon sinful men
by allowing that the principles of these sinful men have a measure
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o
f objective validity in them , is the natural result of the doctrine

o
f

common grace advocated by Ridderbos .

Herewith we are le
d

back to the question o
f Scripture a
s

identifying itself a
s

the Word o
f

God and o
f

the system o
f

truth
se
t

forth in Scripture a
s that in terms o
f which alone human

experience in a
ll

o
f

it
s aspects hasmeaning . The ideas of natural

theology , discussed in the preceding chapter , and the idea o
f

common grace ,discussed in this chapter ,must themselves b
e in

terpreted in terms of this self -attesting Scripture . If they are
used independently o

f Scripture in order b
y

means of them to

effect a common territory o
f quasi - or complete neutrality be

tween those who believe in God and those who d
o not , they are

apologetically worse than useless . For then they make it impos

sible to distinguish clearly between the Christian and the non
Christian position . And in doing so the non -believer is not clearly

shown why h
e

should forsake his position . If it be allowed that
he can interpret any aspect of experience in terms of his princi
ples without destroying the very idea o

f intelligibility , he has a

full right to claim that there is then n
o

reason why he cannot in

terms o
f his principles interpret the whole of experience . “ Ye

are my witnesses . ” That is the word of the covenant God to

those h
e

has redeemed . They are such and can b
e such only if

they bear witness to a God who cannot do otherwise than bear
witness o

f

himself b
y

means o
f

himself . Christians can bear
witness of this God only if they humbly but boldly make th

e
claim

that only o
n the presupposition o
f

the existence o
f

this God and

o
f

the universe in a
ll
it
s aspects as the revelation o
f

this God is

there any footing and verge for th
e

interpretative efforts o
f

man .
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OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED





CHAPTER IX

THEOLOGICAL PROBLEMS

The reader now has before him a fair sample of what

I believe and how I seek to defend it. This will make it
possible fo

r

him to judge the individual points raised by my

critics . In discussing some o
f

these points , I shall follow
the pattern o

f

the first section . Objections of a theological
nature will be considered first . Then those pertaining to

the problem o
f being , knowledge and ethics will be taken

u
p
. Finally , objections o
r questions relative to my method

o
f apologetics will be analyzed .

THE BIBLE

The preceding section ought to convince the reader that

I base a
llmy thinking o
n

the Bible a
s

the infallible Word o
f

God . I have closely adhered to Scripture a
s self -attesting . "

1 . I have therefore opposed the Romanist view o
f tradi

tion and Scripture a
s o
n
a par with one another .

2 . I have criticized the Evangelical view ( Arminian and
Lutheran ) of Scripture because they d

o not require the

human mind to subject itself in all its teaching to Scripture . ?

1 A fuller discussion o
f my view o
f Scripture is found in a Syllabus , A

Christian Theory o
f Knowledge . This was written in the summer o
f

1953

before the articles in th
e

Calvin Forum appeared .

2 Cf . the magazine Torch and Trumpet , Vol . I , Nos . 4 and 6 .
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3. I have opposed the modernist view of Scripture as
“expert authority .”

4 . I have rejected the neo -modern ( Barthian ) view of
Scripture because it refuses to make the text of Scripture
directly identical with the Word of God .*

5. I have rejected the views of empiricists , rationalists ,
idealists, realists , pragmatists , etc ., because their thinking

rests upon human experience , rather than upon Scripture .
The structure ofmy thought can therefore scarcely be

said to be informed by “Hegelian rationalism and modern

existentialism ” as Daane asserts. The little book on Common
Grace to which he limits his discussion , no less than any
thing else I have written , derives it

s

structure from the

Scriptures . Speaking o
f

the God o
f

Christians , it says : “We
accept this God upon Scriptural authority . In the Bible
alone d

o we hear o
f

such a God . Such a God , to be known

a
t a
ll , cannot be known otherwise than by virtue o
f

his own
voluntary revelation . Hemust therefore b

e
known fo

r

what

h
e
is , and known to the extent that h
e
is known , b
y

authority

alone ” ( p . 8 ) .

There would b
e

much more plausibility in charging me
with holding to an extreme rather than a loose view o

f Scrip
ture . For I do not think it true to say that a

ll

orthodox

Protestants hold to the same view o
f Scripture . I have

argued that the Reformed Faith implies a Reformed doc
trine o

f Scripture . The Reformed Faith differs from Evan
gelicalism in that the latter is less truly Biblical in it

s

doctrines than the former . This is due to the fact that Evan
gelicalism attributes to man some measure o

f autonomy .

And this involves the idea that while the Scripture wants to

be accepted a
s God ' s Word o
n it
s

own assertion , Evangeli

calism looks for “motives o
f credibility ” outside o
f Scripture .

8 C
f
. my essay o
n
“ Nature a
n
d

Scripture ” in The Infallible Word , a

symposium , Philadelphia , 1946 .

4 Cf . my The New Modernism , Philadelphia , 1947 ; and , “Has Karl
Barth Become Orthodox ? ” in the Westminster Theological Journal , May
1954 .
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When Reformed theologians join the Evangelicals in
looking for such “motives of credibility ” outside of Scripture
they are, to that extent , I contend , untrue to their own view
of Scripture as self -attesting. A “ Biblical or Reformed phi
losophy of history both presupposes and is presupposed by

the idea of the Bible as testifying to itself and as being the
source of it

s

own identification . ” : “ It is precisely because
God is the sort o

f

God that he is that hi
s

revelation is in the

nature o
f

the case self -attesting . ”

Now such a
n
“extreme ” view o
f Scripture may be said

to lead to "biblicism . ” Biblicism underestimates the value

o
f

God ' s general revelation .

But why should the idea o
f

the Bible a
s self -attesting

imply any injustice o
r underestimation o
f

God ' s revelation

in the universe ? All o
f

God ' s revelation is self -attesting .

Every fact in the universe reveals God clearly . Even the

" evil ” o
f

the universe manifests the wrath o
f God upon the

si
n

o
f

man . “ In particular it should b
e

noted that such a

God a
s

the God o
f Scripture speaks o
f
is everywhere , and

everywhere self -attesting . " 8

Moreover , in paradise , supernatural revelation , that is ,
thought -communication o

n the part o
f

God , accompanied
God ' s revelation in the created universe . Natural revelation
therefore required supernatural revelation a

s

it
s supplement

even apart from the fact o
f

sin . Even in paradise Adam

had to regard all the facts of his natural environment in the
light of the goal that God set for man in his supernatural

revelation .

After the entrance o
f
si
n God in his grace revealed his

plan o
f redemption for man and the universe . And it is this

supernatural -redemptive revelation that we find inscriptur

ated in the Bible . It is therefore not to depreciate natural

5 A Christian Theory o
f Knowledge , p . 15 .

8 Idem , p . 17 .

? Masselink charges that there is in Reformed circles a reconstructionist
movement o

f thought . This movement is said to be Biblicistic , and I am

said to b
e part o
f

this movement .

8 A Christian Theory o
f Knowledge , p . 17 .
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revelation to say that it must , to be understood aright, be
seen in terms of the system of truth revealed in Scripture .
And Scripture in turn cannot be seen for what it is

except it be by the testimony of the Holy Spirit enabling man
to see the Bible , and therewith natural revelation , in their
true light.
Another charge is to the effect that I think of the Bible

as presenting us with a deductive system of truth . Daane
speaks of “abstractionism which mars the theology of Van

T
il . ” Herman Hoeksema "employed a
n abstract method

fo
r

the denial of common grace ” but “ in the rest o
f

h
is the

ology h
e

is not a
n abstract theologian ” ( p . 27 ) . But I am

bound from beginning to end by " existential dialectics ” ( p .

6
0 ) .

Cecil De Boer expresses a similar objection when he
says : " The new apologetic tends to talk about God a

s though

He were the ultimate presupposition o
r the major premise

o
f
a deductive system . 10 Jesse De Boer remarks : “ In talking

a
s

if God is 'part of a ‘system o
f

truth ' Van Til is talking
himself out o

f

classic Christian modes of thought . ” 11

The facts are quite otherwise . In the syllabus o
n A
n

Introduction to Systematic Theology it is said that God is

incomprehensible to man because self -dependent and self
contained . Man can , in the nature of the case , find nothing

in the universe that is not revelatory o
f

this incomprehensible

God . All things in the universe exist by virtue o
f

their

creation by the will of God . And man can know nothing

o
f

God ' s purpose with a
ll things except through supernatural

thought revelation with respect to it . Man cannot know
anything , let alone deduce anything , about the nature o

f

God except God reveals something o
f himself by voluntary

revelation . And a
s
a finite creature man can d
o

n
o more

than make a
n analogical reproduction o
f

the revelation o
f

God .
: A Theology o
f

Grace , p . 60 .

1
0 Calvin Forum , August September 1953 , p . 5 .

1
1

Idem , p . 12 .
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It follows that the creeds of the church do not constitute
deductive systems derived from the master concept of God .
They are rather statements containing, so far as possible , all
the various facets of truth about God and his relation to the
world . There is coherence in these creeds but it is not the
coherence of deduction . The famous doctrine of the two

natures of Christ as set forth in the Chalcedon creed exhibits

the fact that the church was unwilling to submit the appar
ently contradictory materials of Scripture to the require

ments of a deductive system .
In A Christian Theory of Knowledge I have dealt more

fully with this subject.
But I do , of course , confess that what Scripture teaches

may properly be spoken of as a system of truth . God identi
fies the Scriptures as his Word . And he himself , as he tells
us, exists as an internally self -coherent being. His revelation
of himself to man cannot be anything but internally coherent.
When therefore the Bible teaches that God controls by his
plan , whatsoever comes to pass , it does not also teach that
God does not control whatsoever comes to pass . If such were
the case , God 's promises and threats would bemeaningless .
At this point, Calvinism and Lutheranism , as se

t

forth

in Francis Pieper ' s work , Christian Dogmatics , part com
pany . With unquestioned desire to follow Scripture wher
ever it may lead him , Pieper virtually holds that itmay lead
him anywhere . Itmay teach " thatGod intends what is never
accomplished . ” God “ intends to save the world through

Christ . ” Nevertheless “God ' s purpose is not accomplished

in a part o
fmankind . ” 12

This approach is irrationalist in character . If God ' s will

o
f

decree can b
e

resisted , he is , as Luther would say “ a

ridiculousGod . ” The nature of his power would b
e undis

tinguishable from the nature o
f

man ' s cause . The distinction
between God a

s original or ultimate cause and man a
s deriv

ative and dependent cause would be done away . Thenause

1
2

Francis Pieper : Christian Dogmatics , St . Louis , 1950 , II , 27 .
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Luther 's words are applicable : “ But if I know not the dis
tinction between our working and the power of God , I know
not God Himself .”
It is apparent then that the Reformed doctrine of God

as by his counsel controlling whatsoever comes to pass and

the Reformed doctrine of Scripture as containing an abso
lute system of truth stand or fall together . Lutherans and
Arminians object to the idea that God ultimately controls
the destiny of al

l
men . To them this spells determinism and

is out o
f

accord with the free will of man . According to

Evangelicalism the freedom o
f

man involves his ability even

to frustrate the plan o
f

God . When Adam was created free ,

this involves , according to the Evangelical , that he was in

the ultimate sense free to si
n

o
r not to si
n . There was a
n

equal ultimacy between the two possibilities .

Over against Evangelicalism the Reformed Christian

maintains that there was n
o equal ultimacy asbetween these

two possibilities . Adam was placed before a genuine choice .

His own lot and that of al
l

men after him , was made de
pendent upon it . Formaking the wrong choice h

e
is driven

out of paradise . Because o
f

his wrong choice the work o
f

Christ ' s redemption , to save men from the wrath to come ,

became a necessity . For all that it remains true that the fall

o
f

man did not happen outside the plan o
f

God . In his
inscrutable will it was God ' s pleasure that Adam should fall .
The Evangelical speaks o

f

this position o
f

the Calvinist

a
s being determinist . He thinks he is defending human

responsibility over against the Calvinist . The Calvinist idea
that human choices take place within the plan o

f God seems

to him to kill their significance . But he forgets that the
only alternative is to make human choice operate in a vac
uum , in chance . One either makes God and his plan the
source and bound o

f possibility fo
r

man o
r one makes chance ,

that is pure possibility , the source and bound both o
f

God

and o
f

man .
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01 God .

a. Daane's Objections
Now Daane chooses against th

e

historic Reformed posi
tion o

n this matter . In Common Grace I was speaking o
f

Calvin ' s argument against Pighius . ( This will engage u
s

again when we come to the question o
f

the reality of second

causes . ) I was defending Calvin ' s view that second causes
have genuine significance not in spite o

f , but just because of

the fact that they act in accord with the one ultimate Cause

o
r plan o
f

God . Pighius argued that unless the human will

is ultimate , it is not free and therefore not responsible . Cal
vin argues that man ' s choice is free and responsible just

because it is within and therefore subject to the ultimate
will ofGod .

Yet Daane calls this determinism . I argued against
ultimate possibilities outside the plan o

f

God . Daane con
cludes that therefore I deny " genuine possibilities that d

o

not become actualities in history . " 18 A
s

was the case with
Pighius , so with Daane , a genuine possibility may and must
be outside the plan of God . As Pighius called Calvin ' s
position deterministic , so Daane calls my position , a simple
restatement of Calvin ' s , deterministic .

( It is no marvel then thatmy views should appear to

him also to b
e rationalistic . ) - The Calvinist holds that God

controls whatsoever comes to pass . For him the ultimately
possible is only that which God has planned shall actually

take place . The Reformed idea o
f Scripture , as already

noted , presupposes and is presupposed b
y

this idea . But
the Evangelical speaks o

f

determinism and rationalism when

h
e

hears such things . Daane does likewise .

But Daane does more than side with the Arminian
against the Calvinist position o

n the question o
f

human

choice . In his dissertation , Kierkegaards Concept of the
Moment , he expressed admiration for this existentialist phi
losopher ' s conception o

f history . Kierkegaard does not be

1
8
A Theology o
f

Grace , p . 68 .
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O on

lieve in the God of Scripture . He does not think of God as
having incommunicable attributes , as being self -contained .
He does not believe in temporal creation or the historical
fall . In fact he is violently opposed to a

ll

these truths . For
him they form part o

f
a System o
f

truth . And truth , accord
ing to Kierkegaard , is not a system . He does not distinguish
between the non -Christian , Hegelian idea o

f

system which
envelops God and the Christian idea o

f

God ' s internal , self
consistent existence . For him any system , Christian o

r

non
Christian , is anathema . In short Kierkegaard replaced the
non -Christian “ rationalism ” o

f Hegel with a
n equally non

Christian “ irrationalism ” o
f

h
is own . " In his Concluding

Unscientific Postscript h
e argues a
t great length against the

possibility o
f

there being any such thing a
s

absolute truth

identifiable anywhere in history . His thinking is obviously
controlled by the basic principles o

f
Immanual Kant , for

whom everything that man knows is relative to the human
mind . Kierkegaard ' s views are a

s definitely opposed to

historic Christianity a
s

a
re

those o
f Hegel .

Yet Daane speaks with deep sympathy o
f
this modern

existential irrationalism o
f Kierkegaard . “ It was to the task

o
f smashing Hegel ' s System and re - introducing Christianity

into Christendom , and thereby teach men what it means

to exist , that Kierkegaard devoted a frail body but a pene

trating intellect , a withering sarcasm , and a brilliance o
f

humor . " 15 T
o be sure Daane has h
is

criticism o
n Kierke

gaard , but he speaks of Kierkegaard ' s concept of the Mo
ment as being “orientated in the direction o

f

the Christian
Faith . " 16

I shall quote Daane at length in this connection .

1
4 I put these terms in quotation marks because I think that Hegel ' s

“ rationalism " involves irrationalism and Kierkegaard ' s “ irrationalism " in

volves rationalism . The contrast between these two is within the scheme o
f

rationalism -irrationalism that marks all non -Christian thought .

1
5 Daane ' s dissertation is available in typewritten form a
t

Princeton
Theological Seminary ; it was submitted in 1947 , p . 13 .

1
6

Idem , p . 14 .
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Becoming for Hegel, was a conceptual becoming . We shall
now discover that fo

r

Kierkegaard , Becoming is paradoxical and

" qua ” paradoxical defies a
ll

rational comprehension . 1 ? In the be
lief that Hegelianism not only destroyed Ethics and Christianity ,

but existence itself , and defining existence a
s the conjunction o
f

the temporal and the eternal , in his most fundamental book , The
Concluding Unscientific Postscript , Kierkegaard formulates his
whole approach to Rationalism in terms o

f

the Finite and the

Eternal , and attacks Hegel on his concept of Time . 18 T
o
a direct

revelation there is no possible faith -response . Whether Kierke
gaard is correct in his analysis o

f
the divine motif for the form o

f

the " incognito , " is a question that need not detain u
s , since it is

not germane to our discussion , but he is undoubtedly correct in

his assertion that God does not desire to overwhelm u
sby a direct

revelation o
f

himself , but effects the type of relationship which
necessitates that the believer b

e related to God by faith alone ;

i . e . , precisely as one who believes . That this One , in the form o
f

a servant , is God is surely not immediately apprehensible to any

human faculty . Themere human perception can merely say that
this is “ flesh o

fmy flesh , and bone ofmy bone . ” Any more ade
quate comprehension must admit the relevancy o

f

the statement

that " Aesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee ” ; i . e . , not the
flesh and blood o

f Christ , nor your flesh and blood , Peter , “but
my Father which is in heaven . ” Even the miracles of Jesus a

re

not direct revelations o
f

God in immediacy , for their recognition

a
s

miracles is contingent upon the prior belief that this one is

God . Moreover the very revelatory purpose of the miracle lies
beyond itself , for which reason the New Testament never speaks

o
f

miracles except in conjunction with the idea o
f
a “ sign , " and

since a sign always points beyond itself , [ it ] indicates that even
the revelational significance o

f

the miracle does not lie in imme
diacy . Nor were the miracles of Jesus intended to b

e

a
n unam

biguous proof of his divinity . Such a method o
f proof would

have been inept in an age when miracles were not regarded a
s

something extraordinary for , according to Matthew 1
2 : 27 , popu

lar belief conceded the ability o
f working miracles even to the

sons o
f

the Pharisees .

1
7

Idem , p . 47 .

1
8

Idem , p . 63 .
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Nor is there a " direct recognition ” of God in Nature . Nature
is indeed the work of God , but only th

e

handiwork o
f

God is

directly present ;God is not . This is the divine elusiveness , that
God has absolutely nothing obvious about him . It cannot imme
diately occur to anyone that God exists , yet his very invisibility
corresponds to his omnipresence . . . . If God were given in

Nature in immediacy , then a direct and external relationship

would obtain . Immediacy corresponds to aestheticism , and a

direct God -relationship is th
e

essence o
f paganism ; but God in

Nature qua “ incognito ” destroys the immediacy and thus com
pels faith to take pains to find God through self -activity , which
involves a

n irruption o
f

inwardness . 19 The essential Paradox is

that God became in individual Man ; that the Eternal became
that which is against it

s very nature ; i . e . , temporal . As such it is

th
e

Paradox , and in such a Paradox lies the possibility of offense . 20

From this standpoint , one can understand the motif that
underlies Kierkegaard ' s strong disavowal of the value of apolo
getics , and his insistence o

n the necessity o
f contemporaneousness

with the Paradox . No proofs , speculative o
r historical ,may stand

between the individual and Christ so as to make the vision of

Christ a glorious one and thus keep the individual from seeing
only the Christ o

f

the Humiliation , Paradox , Offense , which is

th
e

only Christ in which one ca
n

believe , fo
r

a
n aesthetic o
r

rational glorification o
f Christ is to render Christ into something

men can know o
r admire , but b
y

that very token to render him

into something that cannot b
e

believed . 21 It is the writer ' s con
tention that Kierkegaard ' s deepest criticism o

f

the above three
interpretations o

f Reality is a criticism o
f their Moment , and it is

further the writer ' s contention that Kierkegaard ' s most basic and
determinative category is his concept o

f

the Moment , which de
termines the peculiar characteristics and motifs of his thought

and writings . It is at this point that Kierkegaard makes h
ismost

effective critique o
f

non -Christian thought , and makes his great

est contribution to Christian thought . We turn then in our next
chapter to a closer examination o

f Kierkegaard ' s concept o
f the

Moment . 22

1
9

Idem , pp . 73 , 74 .

2
0

Idem , p . 88 .

2
1

Idem , p . 95 .

2
2

Idem , p . 116 .
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So fa
r

then it appears that Daane ( a ) espouses the idea

that there is such a thing a
s genuine historical possibility

independent o
f

the plan o
f

God and ( b ) expresses sym
pathy with if not complete agreement with Kierkegaard ' s

concept o
f

the Moment according to which there is no plan

o
f

God back o
f history and n
o will of God directly and

plainly expressed in history . Consonant with both o
f

these

points Daane charges me with holding to a rationalistic
position because I defend the idea that there is a God who
has a plan fo

r

history and who makes this plan directly and
clearly known to man in Scripture .

In The New Modernism I had defended the idea that
though Christianity is surely not a deductive system , or an

aspect of the coherence o
f

the Reality o
f

which idealists
speak , yet it is directly identifiable and intelligently defensi
ble . I argued , as I have done constantly , that unless we
may presuppose the God of the Bible then there is n

o

ration

ality in human experience . God ' s revelation in nature and

in Scripture is inherently clear . Men have n
o

excuse for not

worshipping God .

All this is flatly contrary to Kierkegaard ' s views . For
Kierkegaard there is n

o

clear , not even a direct revelation of

God either in nature or in Scripture . And so there can b
e

n
o intellectual defense o
f Christianity . And Daane agrees

a
t

both points with Kierkegaard .

In the first place Daane rejects the view so greatly

stressed b
y

Calvin that God speaks clearly to man in nature

and history . When men see si
n

g
o unpunished , says Cal

vin , they ought to conclude that there is a final judgment

coming . All men were from the beginning represented in

Adam . And to Adam God gave supernatural revelation

about his purpose with history . For this revelation , con
joined a

s it was in paradise with natural revelation , al
l

men

are responsible . They have n
o excuse .

But Daane argues as though men d
o

have a
n excuse

since revelation in history , is “ incomplete and always incon
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clusive.” Daane speaks of Kierkegaard 's view of Christ and

it
s

relation to history and says :

This is not necessarily to deny that history contains a revela
tion o

f Christ . The writer , Kierkegaard notwithstanding , believes
that it does , but it is a denial that any part of history gives con
clusive demonstration o

f

God in Christ . History surely reveals
God , but history is ever a

n incomplete process , and there the
revelation is incomplete and always inconclusive . When the his
torical process shall be complete then only will the revelation b

e

conclusive , but since this is the " telos ” of history it will also be
the “ finis ” of history . Until then the just must live by faith .

Thus Kierkegaard ' sMoment , through it
s

insistence upon contem

poraneousness , prevents Christian Faith from becoming sheer
knowledge whether o

f

a
n intellectual o
r historical kind . The

Moment becomes a denial o
f
“ intelligam u
t

credo . " 23

In the second place Daane maintains that the Kierke
gaard conception o

f

the Moment safeguards the Christian
religion against al

l

would -be intellectual defenders . He says :

Kierkegaard ' s Moment is also a safeguard against the ever
present temptation in Christian Theology to define faith a

s

a

" credo u
t

intelligam . ” The Moment not only insists that Christ
can only b

e

known through faith ,but that faith ever remains faith
and does not undergo a transformation into knowledge . 24

In The New Modernism I argued that such a position

a
s

that o
f Kierkegaard , in denying that there is any direct

and clear revelation o
f

God to b
e

found anywhere , is irra
tionalist . I further argued that taking the God of Scripture

a
s

the presupposition o
f

our thought gives u
s
a sound and

the only sound argument for the existence o
f

God , since
with such a God there is an intelligible basis for human
experience , and without such a God there is n

o

such ground .

But with Kierkegaard Daane throws Hegelianism and his
toric Christianity into one basket and labels them a

s
“ration

2
8

Idem , p . 150 .

2
4

Ibid .
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2726

alist.” The only conception of system that comes into his
discussion is the non -Christian one, in which

. . . reason , in th
e

act o
f comprehending the particular , a
r

rives at it
s

universal by abstraction , thereby leaving particularity

behind , and as a consequence arrives at an abstract universal . 25

This is Kierkegaard ' s view o
f

the function o
f

reason .

But Daane apparently knows n
o other . When I criticize

Kierkegaard from the point o
f

view that God controls his
tory b

y

his plan ,my criticism is said to be “ launched b
y

one
standing outside o

f

existence . " 28

A
t

this point Kierkegaard gives a strong warning against the
danger of abstractionism in theology , which Dutch theology has
not always avoided , and a

s
a consequence has sometimes moved

in a direction that tended to deny the validity o
f

existence and
history . . . . When the plan o

f

God is so employed that God ' s

relationship to th
e

world and the world ' s relationship to God is

rationalized and fixed , so that the plan o
f God becomes a norm

for thought and life prior to existence , life is rendered meaning
less , and God ' s relationship to the world becomes a

n eternal
static , rather than a temporal -dynamic relationship . T

o

those

who employ this type o
f theological method , Kierkegaard cries ,

“ Away from speculation . " 27

Before heeding this warning it should b
e

recalled that
for Kierkegaard “ speculation " includes the idea o

f

direct and

finished revelation in history . “ Away from speculation , ” as

Kierkegaard thinks o
f

speculation , involves “away with the
Bible ! ” as historic Christianity thinks o

f

the Bible . T
o hold

to the idea that the loci o
f theology a
s

set forth by Reformed
theologians keep u

s

from facing the Christ person to person ,

is to listen to Kierkegaard ' s warning . The Christ of Kierke
gaard can nowhere be found . And faith in this Christ is

faith in a blank .

2
5

Idem , p . 151 .
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It is not thus that Reformed theologians are wont to
speak . When Daane so largely defends Kierkegaard 's views
one cannot help but wonder whether the structure of his
thought is taken from the Scripture or from existentialism

as it has been taught at Princeton Seminary since it
s reorgan

ization in 1929 .

The structure o
f my thought is simply Biblical in the

orthodox sense o
f

the term . Daane has not produced and
can produce n

o
evidence to the contrary . But there ismuch

evidence that his objection to my position a
s being rational

is
t

and determinist springs from sympathy with the irration
alism o

f Kierkegaard
Underlying Daane ' s charge that the structure o

f my
thought is not Biblical but speculative lies a different con
ception o

f Scripture than that historically entertained by
Reformed theology . Reformed theology thinks of Scripture

a
s
a directly discernible expression o
f the will o
f

God for
man . Modern existentialism , on the other hand , is based o

n

the idea that human experience makes it
s

norms and ideals

a
s
it moves . For it “ to exist ” involves knowing nothing in

the way o
f

absolute truth . Daane has apparently been
deeply influenced in his thinking by this modern form o

f

non -Christian thought .

b . Jesse De Boer ' s View
Something similarmust be asserted with respect to Jesse

De Boer . He too has a different view of revelation in Scrip

ture and history than has historically been held b
y

Reformed
theology . As the basic structure of Daane ' s thinking has
been influenced b

y

dialectical existentialism so the basic

structure of Jesse De Boer ' s thought has been informed by

“ classical realism . " This fact appears at various points .

In a
n article , Notes o
n

the Relation o
f Theology and

Philosophy , he discusses a little book entitled Christianity

and Reason . The book is a symposium dealing with the re
lation o
f

faith to reason . None of the contributors to this
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book holds to anything remotely resembling an orthodox
view of Scripture or of the system of truth contained in

Scripture . Howard Dykema Roelofs deals with the two
men who walked to Emmaus . What was it they saw and
recognized ?

And what was recognized was not the man Jesus; if this
were what they recognized , the disciples would have had new
doubts ; did Jesus really d

ie , would h
e

not die again soon and “ fo
r

keeps ” ? And would not his vanishing have produced new prob
lems ? Yet the two men hurried to Jerusalem to report that they

had seen Christ ! That is , they recognized Christ , not Jesus ;

therefore , a report could bemade , no problems were produced b
y

the vanishing . Thus the common sense object served to present

a something not itself , the natural revealed the supernatural .

This pattern persists through a
ll

the appearances o
f Christ after

the resurrection ; it occurs also in the burning bush and in the

voice heard b
y

Samuel . Sometimes the sensible object is a won
der ormiracle ; yet it is natural in respect of the kind of properties

that are apprehended . 28

According to Roelofs Jesus is not the Christ ; he is only

a pointer to the Christ . When Jesus reveals himself to

Thomas and tells h
im

to put his hands into the wounds in

his side , this “ common sense ” object is not the Christ , but
only a pointer to the Christ . And when Jesus interprets

his own life in terms of the Old Testament as the infallible
revelation o

f

God with respect to the Messiah that should

come , Roelofs insists that the ambiguity in the religious data

is ineradicable . “ Thus theology cannot confirm it
s proce

dures o
f stating or testing conclusions b
y

going back to data .

The ambiguity in the data is ineradicable . ” 29 Representing
the view o

f Roelofs Jesse De Boer says :

Because o
f the ambiguity in both data and interpretation ,

theology cannot demonstrate it
s

conclusions and it is possible to

reject theology in toto without being stupid . Confirmation o
f

2
8 Calvin Forum ,May 1952 , p . 201 .
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Idem , p . 202 .
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theology is found only in action , in a life of prayer and obedience .
Why does God leave matters so ? Perhaps in order to preserve

our freedom . Were God 's self -disclosure compelling , we could
not be free to believe or to ignore him .30

Now , to be sure , the position of Jesse De Boer is not
identical with that of Roelofs.

The conclusions of Roelofs do not satisfy me entirely and
may not satisfy others . Itwill be useful for a critic , I believe , to
reconsider the implications of Kuhn 's essay , to note certain re
marks of Roelofs himself , and to ponder the papers of Hammond
and Wild .31

Says Jesse De Boer :

Roelofs observes that it is confusing to doubt theology on the
ground of general scepticism . This is not only confusing , it is
instructive : unless theology and religious experience ( including
a reception of revelation ) can defend or assume the efficacy of
reason to know objects of any kind , it cannot carry on discussion
of God . Roelofs is confident that reason can know such objects
as water ; if so, has he not already performed the task of testing
such philosophies as are entirely incompatible with the attain
ment of knowledge of God? Kuhn's exhibition of the weaknesses
of those types of theology that embrace questionable philosophi
cal theses points up the need fo

r

and the possibility o
f
a kind o
f

critical activity which will safeguard the base of operations if
only by negative dialectic . Theology needs the help o

f affirma

tive ontology , says Kuhn . Wild ' s paper is a strong and forth
right argument for the sort o

f presupposition which has to b
e

made if there is to be any metaphysics o
r theology a
t all . . . .

And , finally , I wish to recommend the essay of Hammond a
s

contributing a clear study o
f

the kind o
f thinking ( essentially

analogical ) which goes into the interpretation o
f religious expe

rience and th
e

construction o
f theology . Where Roelofs prepares

u
s
to recognize interpretation , Hammond discusses the structure

o
f

the thinking present in it . 32

8
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The quotations given involve , of course , the question of
apologetics. For themoment I note only the view of Scrip

ture taken by the writers with whose position Jesse De Boer
expresses agreement.
The position of Roelofs is incompatible with the ortho

dox idea of Scripture . The orthodox view maintains that
Scripture gives an infallible interpretation of the events of
redemption it records . For Roelofs such an idea of Scripture

is not only unnecessary but impossible. God simply cannot
make himself plain to us.

With respect to every means there is a threshold se
t

b
y

our
capacities . We can see lightning , learn how to produce it , prove
our knowledge is knowledge b

y producing lightning o
n demand .

B
y

what in the heavens is God ' s existence to b
e made certain ?

B
y
a sign ? Every sign requires interpretation , and al
l

interpre

tations are ambiguous . B
y

his own presence ? Not as incarnate

in human form . That was tried and gave n
o proof . The pres

ence must b
e

God in his own nature , nakedly himself . And man

is to see and know . There is to b
e

n
o fright , no overwhelming

o
f our present independence and freedom . We are to know be

yond the peradventure o
f
a doubt that God is , for we are to see

him face to face , and are to confirm what we see b
y

the test o
f

the second look . We are to d
o

this and live . More ,we are to

retain our present capacity to ignore him . We could not . Even

if we lived , we should no longer be free . That is the issue ,

knowledge versus human freedom . We cannot have both and b
e

men . But freedom and faith are possible . 83

For Roelofs the Bible , being a
n interpretation o
f

such

events a
s the incarnation , is inherently ambiguous . And

such is , he argues , o
f necessity the case . Since we are men ,

we are free , and freedom does not comport with the ortho
dox view o

f Scripture a
s a
n

absolute interpretation o
f

human

life . T
o say that there is such a thing a
s
a body o
f knowl

edge se
t

forth in Scripture which man must accept on its

3
3 Christianity and Reason , ed . by E . D . Myers , New York , 1951 , pp .

143 , 144 .
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own authority , would be to require man to give up his free
dom . His freedom consists in his right to stand above all
interpretations , including that interpretation found in the
canon of the Old and New Testaments , and to judge them
by a criterion independent of al

l

such interpretations . This
criterion is reason , reason such a

smarks and identifies men

a
s

free .

But in this life these free men can have no knowledge

o
f

God . For al
l

knowledge is a matter o
f

interpretation and

all interpretation is inherently ambiguous . If free men are

to have any contact a
t
a
ll with God it must be b
y

faith a
s

opposed to knowledge . It is not clear that reason ' s ability

to know “objects of any kind ” is possible unless knowledge

o
f

God is possible . At any rate in the case o
f Roelofs ,

knowledge o
fGod is clearly impossible , fo
r
it involves inter

pretation o
f inherently ambiguous data conveyed to u
s b
y

interpretations which the interpreters themselves can a
t

best

believe ,not know . And so the knowledge o
f
“objects o
f any

kind ” such a
s

water , must b
e intelligible apart from the

existence o
f

God , apart from their creation and providential

control by God . Thus the Bible could not reveal to man
anything about nature o

r history , about the phenomenal
world . And this phenomenal world does not reveal o

r
mani

fest God . That is to say , on the position taken b
y

Roelofs

there is no natural revelation any more than there is super

natural -redemptive revelation . Man cannot know anything

about God from natural phenomena any more than he can
know anything about God from “ religious phenomena . ” For

in both cases one would have to know aboutGod a
s the one

who is beyond “ the second look . ” And such knowledge is

not knowledge , it is faith . And in any case a
ll
“religious

phenomena ” are or involve natural phenomena . Jesus o
f

Nazareth was a man in and a
s
a part o
f

the phenomenal

realm . According to Roelofs he could not be identified in

history asbeing the Son o
f

God . But to say this is in effect

to deny natural as well as “ religious ” phenomena a
s being

revelational o
f

God . Either one holds the entire system o
f
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orthodox Christianity , including the clarity of both natural
and supernatural -redemptive revelation , or one denies the
entire system . Roelofs in effect denies the entire system .
And De Boer does not object .
Jesse De Boer is also quite pleased with Kuhn 's position .

" It is difficult , however , to overestimate the value of Kuhn 's
contribution and I shall begin with it .” 34 Kuhn seeks to
expose , says De Boer, certain modern distortions of philoso
phy . Kuhn showed how Pascal rejected the position of
Descartes, Kierkegaard confused philosophy with Hegelian

is
m

and Barth identifies reason with what themodern prag

matist or positivist , taught b
y

Nietzsche and other post

Kantians , says it is .

Reason , says Barth , limits it
s object , masters its object , and

assumes a
n identity o
f

knower and known . Now this is carica
ture , of course ; it has “nothing to d

o

with the Platonic - Aristo
telian account ,which is sternly realistic and demands the subject ' s

submission to the nature o
f things . 85

If theologians desire a balanced view o
f

the relation o
f

philosophy to theology , argues Kuhn , they must not take

these modern conceptions o
f philosophy a
s really represent

in
g

philosophy at it
s

best .

This movement o
f

philosophy may b
e roughly described a
s

leading from idealism toward naturalistic pragmatism , and in it
s

general tendency , it is a movement away from the classic , i . e . ,

Platonic -Aristotelian , tradition . 36 The thinking of Plato and Aris
totle "was dominated b

y

what Goethe calls Seinsfrommigkeit .

They approached reality with reverential awe a
s spectators o
f
a

more -than -human spectacle . ” . . . Only a
t
a relatively recent

date , knowledge came to be interpreted o
r misinterpreted , as

domination . The heathen idol which Barth overthrows does not
bear th

e

features o
f
a Greek god . Hemerely brushes a modern

gimcrack from the mantlepiece . 87

3
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Kuhn 's argument is, as De Boer asserts , both positive
and negative . It is negative in that it rejects the modern
idealist -pragmatic view of philosophy . It is positive in that
it calls us back to the Seinsfrommigkeit of the Platonic
Aristotelian tradition . Theologians would not speak nega
tively of philosophy if only they saw it fo

r

what it is a
t
it
s

best . They would , then rather rejoice in the positive onto
logical foundation that the Seinsfrommigkeit of this tradi
tion furnishes to Christianity . “ Theology needs the help o

f

affirmative ontology , says Kuhn . ” 38

What is the nature of this affirmative ontology ? It is ,

a
s already noted , to look at Reality in some such way a
s

Plato and Aristotle looked a
t
it . The Reformers did not

appreciate this fact .

With the doctrines o
f

the total depravity o
fman and servum

arbitrium a philosophical approach to the knowledge o
f God

became a venture o
f little promise . 39

T
o b
e

sure Kuhn tells u
s , " the Bible a
s the document

o
fGod ' s dealings with His chosen people and of the earthly

life , teaching , suffering and resurrection o
f

our Lord Jesus

Christ is the revealed basis o
f

our faith . ” But what does the
Bible offer ? Does it offer us a system o

f

truth , a final
interpretation o

f God ' s dealings with man ? Says Kuhn :

In the process o
f appropriating revealed truth we tr
y

to

think it , and so build u
p
a theology . But evidently the materials

furnished b
y

th
e

Bible are not sufficient fo
r

constructing a the
ology . For whereas theology is essentially systematic , the Bible

is essentially historical . In rearing it
s

doctrinal edifice , theology
needs systematic -constructive , non -Biblical concepts . To obtain

these concepts theology must apply to philosophy , thereby con
tracting a debt to the Greeks . 40

The Greeks have furnished us with the idea o
f theory .

8
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To this Hellenic theoria we owe our astronomy and physics,
our airplanes and atomic bombs. Applied to reality as a whole
rather than to one of it

s

limited aspects , theoria engenders phi
losophy . “Christ came into the world to save sinners . ” It is pos
sible to understand the meaning o

f

this affirmation and to accept

it a
s

true without having any dealings with Greek science . But

a
s

soon a
s , dissatisfied with a
n elementary understanding , we

ask : “What is si
n
? ” “What isman ? " "What is salvation ? " In other

words , as soon as we become theologians , we take in hand a

business o
fwhich the evangelists and apostles knew nothing , but

which we have learned from th
e

Greeks . 41

Kuhn realizes that Christianity must b
e

free to g
o

beyond Plato and Aristotle . Yet :

Because o
f
it
s intrinsically speculative character the endeavor

o
f theology has become historically continuous not only with

Greek science in general but especially with that more emphati
cally Greek enterprise which Aristotle called sometimes “ first phi
losophy ” and sometimes theology . And it is , to say the least ,

improbable that Christian theology should b
e

able to break away

from this adopted ancestry without destroying itself .

This surplus over and above mere formal method which
theology receives from the Greeks a

s

a
n implication o
f

theoria

may be described a
s affirmative ontology . It involves the fol

lowing principles : ( a ) reality is a meaningful whole existing
independently o

f our knowledge o
f
it - the principle o
f classical

realism ; ( b ) man is endowed with a faculty for understanding ,

however dimly , the meaning o
f

reality - the principle o
f

classical

rationalism ; ( c ) being and goodness ( " value " ) belong together ;

b
y

discovering that which is ,man becomes apprised of what he

should d
o - the principle o
f

classical pragmatism . These three
principles , basic to philosophy from Plato o

n , are summed u
p

in

the assertion : "man finds himself living in a cosmos . ” 42

This then is the upshot o
f

Kuhn ' s contribution . Nega
tively it is to argue that Christian theology cannot live o

n

4
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Idem , p . 161 .

4
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p
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good terms with modern idealism and pragmatism . Posi
tively it is to argue that Christian theology is not only con
sonant but interwoven with the “ classic realism ” of the
Platonic-Aristotelian position . But Kuhn senses clearly that
a theology thus interwoven with and dependent upon the
ontology of “ classic realism ” cannot be an orthodox theology .
It cannot allow for the idea that the human mind as created
depends ab initio upon supernatural revelation and the re
generation of the Holy Spirit in order to see reality for what
it is. In particular it cannot allow for the idea that there
is in Scripture a finished revelation of God to man .
On this point Kuhn 's position is, from the point of view

of orthodox Christianity , no better than any of the modern
viewshe rejects. When he says that theology is essentially
systematic , the Bible essentially historical ” he rejects the
classic Christian doctrine of revelation no less than does Karl
Barth . He assumes that the “ historical ” is irrational ; it is

not the expression of God 's plan . Accordingly theology as
"systematic ” is for him an original systematization by the

mind ofman of the raw material of history ; it is not the re
interpretation by a creature of the truth revealed in Scripture .
And Jesse De Boer endorses the general position of Kuhn .

A word must also be said about the viewsof John Wild .
Says De Boer :

Wild 's paper is a strong and forthright argument fo
r

the sort

o
f presupposition which has to bemade if there is to be any meta

physics o
r theology a
t a
ll . 48

Wild also speaks o
f
“ classic realism . ” He to
o
is opposed

to :
. . . certain types o
f philosophy , including most of those which

are currently influential -positivism , naturalism and idealistic
pantheism . [ These are ) radically inconsistent and irreconcilable
with Christianity : 44

4
8

Forum ,May 1952 , p . 202 .

4
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Wild sums up h
is positive views under three headings :

1 . The world is made u
p

o
f contingent , substantial entities

existing in a
n order o
f

real relations , which is independent o
f

human opinion and desire . This is an assertion o
f pluralistic

realism . . . .

2 . These real substances , accidents , and relations ca
n

b
e

known b
y

the human mind a
s they are in themselves . This thesis

is a
n assertion o
f epistemological realism o
r

rationalism . . . .

3 . Such knowledge , especially that treating of human nature ,

can provide u
s

with immutable principles fo
r

the free guidance

o
f

human action both individual and social . 45

He adds a little later :

Of course , the fundamental reason fo
r

believing in these

principles is that they can b
e

seen to be true , and will stand up

under the careful scrutiny o
f

the individual intellect . 46
These three theses Wild asserts “are in definite accord

with dogmas o
f

the faith . ” 47 Still further he discusses naturalSses

theology .

Given the background o
f
a realistic analysis o
f

natural
change , the casual arguments , based upon observed empirical
facts ,must be accepted .

And a realistic philosophy is able not only to prove the
existence o

f God but also to demonstrate a number of his
attributes such as absolute simplicity , transcendence , infinity ,

perfect activity , immutability , eternity , immateriality , per
sonality , freedom

. . . and finally the Creator of the world not b
y

any necessary

emanation but b
y
a free act o
f

choice , neither indeterminate
caprice nor the result o

f any moral necessity . 48 Of course one
need not be a Christian to hold a

ll

the foregoing doctrines . As a

matter o
f fact , most of them have been held b
y

non -Christian
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philosophers of different civilizations , fo
r

example , by Plato and
Aristotle . What we have stated is not religion a

t
a
ll . It ismerely

sound philosophy . Nevertheless ,religious revelation presupposes
knowledge o

f

this kind . 49

Mankind in general , says Wild , has a vague idea of

such a God :
But this knowledge , even when carefully formulated and re

fined , gives us only a public knowledge o
f

the first cause through

his various effects . It tells us nothing o
f

his inner , private life ,

so to speak , and of his personal attitude toward u
s . The content

o
f dogmatic theology which is summarized in the Creeds is such

a revelation made b
y

the eruption o
f

God himself into the matter
and flesh o

f

human history . 50

This eruption centers in the incarnation .

God is always present everywhere , butnot in amanner which
we can directly understand and appreciate . He is eternal ; we
are temporal . He is immaterial ; we are material . The gulf is

too great . The limitations of our nature make it impossible for

u
s
to come into any warm and living relationship with such a

being . In order that we might enjoy such a relationship God
had to enter into the world o

f

matter , taking upon himself all the
limitations o

f

human flesh , and living a finite human life in Forma
servi . In this way , he could become sensibly and physically pres
ent to u

s , and could exert a
n effect upon the material events o
f

human history without interfering with human freedom , b
y

appealing to u
s and acting upon a
s

a man among men . 51

That Wild ' s position is n
o more accordant with the

classic Protestant doctrine o
f Scripture than is that o
f Roe

lofs and Kuhn is immediately apparent . For Wild the com
ing o

f Christ into the world was necessary ,not because of sin

but because o
f

human finitude . Wild ' s thinking is not in

formed by the Biblical account o
f

the origin and fall o
f

man .

4
9

Idem , p . 31 .

8
0

Ibid .

6
1

Idem , p . 32 .



THEOLOGICAL PROBLEMS 225

According to this account God walked and talked with man

in intimate personal communion . It was because Adam ,

representing all men , broke the covenant God made with
him that al

l

men are "born and conceived in sin . ” In prin
ciple they now hate God and their fellow -men . God re

deemed a people to himself a
t

the price o
f

the death o
f

his

Son . And Scripture gives the infallible interpretation o
f

this redeeming grace o
f

God .
Having no room for the fall of man in their systems ,

Calvin says , the philosophers throw everything into con
fusion . They have no room for the fall and therefore none
for redemption in their system . Wild is quite consistent in

giving no place to Scripture a
s

the word o
f God a
t

all in his

philosophy o
f

life .

Yet Jesse De Boer has the highest praise fo
r

Wild .

Wild ' s paper is a strong and forthright argument for the sort

o
f presupposition which has to b
e

made if there is to b
e any

metaphysics o
r theology a
t a
ll . 52 But surely there can be n
o

orthodox , le
t

alone Reformed , theology without Scripture .

I have dwelt thus long upon the subject of Scripture
because it is basic to everything that follows . The orthodox
Protestant doctrine o

f Scripture does not fi
t into the phi

losophy o
f

modern existentialism for which Daane has shown

such sympathy . But neither does it fit into the philosophy

o
f
“ classic realism . ” There is n
o more place for the Biblical

picture of man , as a creature o
f God and a
s fallen into si
n

a
t

the beginning o
f history in classic realism " than there is in

modern idealism o
r pragmatism . In “ classic realism ” n
o

less

than in modern philosophy man is assumed to be “ free . ”

And this being free is interpreted , as noted in the case o
f

Roelofs , Kuhn and Wild , to mean that man stands above
any interpretation o

f life such a
s Scripture gives . Classic

realism is just as hostile to the idea o
f Scripture a
s is modern

existentialism . T
o accept Scripture in the orthodox sense o
f

5
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the term , “ classic realism ” as much as modern philosophy
would have to destroy the presuppositions on which it is
built .

II
THE DOCTRINE OF GOD

On the question of the doctrine of God I may now be
brief . The preceding section has shown that I take the
doctrine of God from Scripture . John Vriend has summed
up my view as follows :
But this God must be what he declares himself to be : the

tr
i
-personal , self -subsisting God . Any attenuation a
t

the outset

is fatal . “ The Father , the Son and the Holy Ghost are each a

personality and together constitute the exhaustively personal God .

There is an eternal , internal , self - conscious interaction between
the three persons o

f

the Godhead . . . . Each is a
smuch God a
s

are the other two . . . . The diversity and the unity in the God
head are therefore equally ultimate ; they are exhaustively cor
relative to one another and not correlative to anything else . ”

This Trinity is called the ontological Trinity . By the use of the
adjective Van Til , following Reformed theology in general , in
tends to set of

f

the concept o
f

God a
d intra , or as he is in himself ,

from the concept o
f

God a
d

extra , or as he produces effects out
side o

f himself . When , therefore , we talk o
f the ontological

Trinity , we contemplate God apart from the cosmos over which

h
e presides .

Van T
il deliberately sets his jaw against the separation o
f

the existence o
f

God from his nature . We cannot intelligibly
talk about an existing " somewhat ” apart from it

s
“whatness . ” De

notation means nothing apart from connotation . The moment
we assert " h

e
is ” the question arises “who is . ” 53

A
s

the preceding section shows and a
s

Vriend has

observed this conception o
f

God is taken directly from
Scripture .

5
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We accept this God upon Scriptural authority . In the Bible
alone do we hear of such a God . . . . We do not first set out
without God to find our highest philosophical concept in terms
of which we think we can interpret reality and then call this
highest concept divine . This was, as Windelband tells us, the
process of the Greeks .54 This has been the process of all non
Christian thought . It is from this process of reasoning that we
have been redeemed . On such a process of reasoning only a
finite god can be discovered .55

Secondly , it will be observed that I have carefully
sought to combine all themajor attributes of God as revealed
in Scripture in order to avoid making deductions on the
basis of one attribute by itself.
Thirdly , it may be noted that I have stressed the idea

of Calvin that since God is self -contained , no knowledge of
his nature is available to man except such as is voluntarily

revealed to him by God . There is no access to an under
standing of the nature of God apart from the revelation given
to man by the will of God .
Fourthly , it may be observed , as Vriend rightly notes,

that I consider it of the greatest importance to distinguish
between God 's being and works ad intra , such as the eternal
generation of the Son from the Father and the eternal pro
cession of the Holy Spirit from both the Father and the
Son , and the works of God ad extra , such as creation and
providence .

a. Daane's Objections
When Daane discusses my view of the ontological Trin

ity, he says that I deal with it as an abstraction .
Why does he not allow God 's virtues to become an integral

part of h
is principle o
f interpretation ? Hegel also regarded the

Trinity a
s the highest concrete universal , but it became in his

thought a purely formal , impersonal , and empty concept contain

5
4 History o
f Philosophy , Eng . tr . , New York , 1901 , p . 34 .

6
5

Common Grace , p . 8 .
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ing none of God's virtues and attributes . The mere recognition
of the Trinity as a concrete universal does not provide a Christian
principle of interpretation . Van Til overlooked this rather ob
vious fact when he selected not God's grace nor any other of
God 's virtues , nor al

l

o
f

God ' s virtues , nor Christ himself , but the
one -many principle a

s his highest principle o
f interpretation for

any and a
ll

the problems o
f history . Is not this a
n

act o
f ab

straction o
f

the highest kind ? Does the Bible present the one
many principle a

s

the highest principle o
f interpretation ? Is it

presented in th
e

Scriptures a
s

the key to the interpretation o
f

every problem , including the problem o
f sins

I think the evidence not only warrants but compels the
opposite conclusion from that which Daane has drawn .

There is nothing on which I have laid so much stress as on

the idea that the Bible is for the Christian the source -book

o
f

information about God a
s

he is in himself , and about his
relation to the world . The Christian is not to take the formu
lation o

f

his problems nor his answers to them from a phi
losophy which is not itself , in its basic principles , drawn
from Scripture . The Christian is not even to reason from

his idea o
fGod , taken from Scripture , in a deductive fashion .

Hemust always ask what Scripture itself says about God ' s

relation to the world . When charged with holding to that
which is contradictory , he must still cling to his principle ,
knowing that that which appears contradictory to man be
cause o

f

h
is finitude , is not really contradictory in God .

b . The God of Idealism
The charge thatmy view o

f

God resembles that of ideal
istic philosophy has n

o

more foundation in evidence than

does the charge that I think of the ontological trinity a
s

a
n

abstract principle o
f

One -and -Many . The basic distinction
between the works o

f

God a
d intra and the works of God

a
d extra is constantly employed in what I have written in

order to distinguish between the Christian and a
ll

forms o
f

Th .

5
6
A Theology o
f

Grace , p . 103 .
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non -Christian thought. Vriend expressed this point well
when he says in description ofmy views:
Christianity stands or falls , epistemologically and otherwise ,

with the doctrine of temporal creation . Any tampering with this
doctrine is damaging to the whole system . Pantheism or Pan
cosmism is the ultimate heresy .
The doctrine means , roughly , that God chose to give tem

poral embodiment to a pre-interpreted pattern of things which
would publish , each in its own key , the magnificence of his attri
butes . Man , “his masterpiece o

f
self -portraiture , " was appointed

vice regent of this created realm . But he was never to forget

that his was a derived and not an original authority . In the realm

o
f thought , conformably to this status , he was to be a re -inter

preter o
f

the patterns God had laid down - a task for which h
e

was equipped to perfection . 57

Vriend has done no more than summarize what I have
stated over and over again when he says that temporal crea

tion is a
s important fo
r

me as is the doctrine o
f

God ' s self
contained existence . And there is no one school of non
Christian thought against which I have argued more fre
quently for the necessity o

fholding to temporal creation than
against idealist philosophy .

As documentation o
f

this , I shall take first a few pas
sages from the syllabus o

n A
n

Introduction to Systematic

Theology . Chapter II deals with the question o
f

methodol
ogy . How does the Christian method o

f theology differ

from other methods ?

Wemay speak of the method o
f Christian theism a
s being

the method o
f implication . B
y

that we bring out that there is

both a
n
a priori and a
n
a posteriori aspect to the method o
fChris

tian theism . The a posteriori aspect element is represented in

what Hodge speaks of as the gathering and arranging the facts

o
f Scripture . The a priori aspect appears in the fact that it is the

facts o
f Scripture that we gather and not facts in general . O
r ,

6
7

Forum , October 1952 , p . 35 .
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wemay say that the a priori element lies in the fact that we in
terpret a

ll

the facts with which wedeal in th
e

light o
f Scripture . 58

But then , the argument a
t

once sets o
ff

the Christian

method from that o
f

the idealism , of such men a
s

F . H .

Bradley and B . Bosanquet . And what is the issue between
Christianity and idealism ? It can b

e

focussed in the con
cept o

f temporal creation which Christianity affirms and

idealism denies . Idealists speak of Reality which for them
includes God and man . And then this Reality has an eternal

and a temporal aspect .
For the idealist logicians , the term “ eternity ” really means no

more than a permanent aspect of temporal things . Bosanquet
speaks o

f

this when h
e says that reality is an eternal novelty . He

says that , in the first place , it is an eternal novelty , but he also
says that , in th

e

second place it is an eternal novelty . 59

Over against this idealist position the Christian main
tains that :

Before the world was , God existed from a
ll eternity a
s
a self

conscious and self -sufficient being . From the Christian point of

view , it is impossible to think o
f

the non -existence o
f

God . It is

very well possible to think of the non -existence o
f

the world . In
fact ,we believe that the world once upon a time did not exist ; it
was created by God out of nothing . 60

We see then that the method o
f Christian theism must be

distinguished most carefully from the method o
f

idealist philoso
phy . With a

ll

it
s

insistence o
n the fact that there must be a
n

ultimate a priori aspect o
f knowledge , idealism has at the same

time insisted that there is an equally ultimate a posteriori aspect

to knowledge . This means that for idealist logic , just as for
other non -Christian logic , the Christian concept of God is vir
tually discarded a

t the outset . It is taken for granted that the
universe is just a

s

ultimate a
s
is God . It is taken fo
r

granted that

5
8 Syllabus on A
n

Introduction to Systematic Theology , p . 8 .

5
9

Idem , p . 9 .

6
0

Idem , p . 10 .
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God must furnish the a priori aspect and the universe must fur
nish th

e
a posteriori aspect o
f knowledge . The equal ultimacy

o
f

the one and the many within the Godhead apart from the
universe is denied . 61
The sum o

f
the matter is that according to idealism , as

according to any non -Christian view “God andman must b
e

thought o
f
a
s correlative to one another . ” “ In contrast to

this , Christianity holds that God existed alone before any
time existence was brought forth . ”
Since , therefore , God created this world it would b

e impos

sible that this created world should ever furnish a
n element o
f

reality o
n

a par with him . The concept o
f

creation a
s

entertained

b
y

Christians makes the idealist notion o
f logic once for a
ll im

possible . The doctrine of creation is implied in the God -concept

o
f Christianity ; deny the doctrine o
f

creation and you have de
nied the Christian concept o

f God . A created being or created
reality in general cannot furnish a novelty element that is to

stand o
n
a par with the element of permanency furnished by the

Creator . If one believes in the creation doctrine a
t

a
ll , one has

to s
a
y

that the novelty element o
f

th
e

universe is subordinate to
the eternal plan o

f

God . 82

The significance of the doctrine of temporal creation is

said to b
e
“ implied in ” the Christian doctrine of God . Does

this mean that temporal creation is a logical derivative from
the doctrine o

f

God ? No , just the reverse . The Bible
teaches the doctrine o

f

the self -contained God . It also
teaches the doctrine o

f temporal creation . The one would
bemeaningless without the other . The Bible gives a “ system

o
f

doctrine . ” One doctrine fi
ts onto the other . There is

the historical fall o
f

man and there is the historical redemp

tion through Christ . Is it illegitimate then for a Christian

to say that one doctrine is implied in another ? Is it evidence

o
f

idealism to use such language ? If one makes very plain

6
1

Idem , p . 11 .

6
2

Idem , p . 12 .
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that ( a ) the Bible as the infallible word of God is the source
of what he believes , ( b ) that his doctrine of God is that of
the self-contained being , who is infinitely , eternal and un
changeable in his being , wisdom , power , goodness and truth ,

and ( c ) that this God had a plan according to which he
brought the world of temporal -spatial being into existence ,
is it then not permissible to say that these doctrines imply

one another ? When Cecil De Boer says that I try to make
a case for “ the Christian religion by reducing the relation
between God and the created universe to a purely logical
one," and that by doing so “ [ I am reducing ] the Deity to a
part of a system of which creation is also a part” 68 he gives
no evidence . If he looked for evidence, he would find that
the idea of the self - contained God and the idea of temporal

creation ismade basic to a
ll

that is said .

c . Orlebeke ’ s Difficulty
There is one form o

f expression that I have employed
which by itselfmight sound like idealism . I have said that
God ' s interpretation , his thought , precedes and is construc
tive o

r constitutive o
f

facts . Orlebeke says that this raises a

question :

The question is this : what relation obtains between the
knowledge o

f

God and the being o
f

created facts ? Orthodox
Christianity has maintained that the cosmos came into existence
by virtue of a divine creative act , and that this existence is con
tinuously maintained b

y

divine power . It has also held that God
has a comprehensive plan for history , and that every event occurs
according to his will in conformity with that plan . Further , God
necessarily knows , comprehensively and exhaustively , every fact ,

whether past , present or future . In harmony with these truths
Professor Van Til says :

Scripture teaches that every fact in the universe exists and
operates by virtue o

f

the plan o
f

God . There are no brute facts
for God . A

s
to h
is

own being , fact and interpretation are co

6
8

Forum , August -September 1953 , p . 5 .
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extensive . . . and as to th
e

universe , God ' s interpretation logi
cally precedes the denotation and connotation o

f all facts o
f

which it consists .

Somewhat more radical , however , is a later assertion that

" For Christianity , God ' s thought is constitutive . B
y

God ' s

thoughts d
o

the facts o
f

the universe come into existence . ” There
lurks here a curious ambiguity . It is one thing to say that God ' s

thought logically precedes facts , and another thing to say that

God ' s thoughts enter into the being of facts . Are we to under
stand that the knowledge o

f God cannot be distinguished from
the objects o

f

that knowledge ? If it is possible to say that God ' s

thought is constitutive o
f

facts , is it not also necessary to say that

facts are constitutive o
fGod ' s knowledge , and therefore ofGod ? 64

The following remarks may here b
e

made . The doc
trine o

f temporal creation permeates the syllabus o
n Chris

tian -theistic - Evidences from which Orlebeke quotes n
o

less

than it does the other syllabi . And creation is the fulfillment

o
f God ' s plan . Now I have argued against Spinoza , who

argues for the identity of knowledge and being . I have often
argued against Kant , fo

r

whom the being o
f

facts that are
known depends upon their being organized by the construc
tive o

r

constitutive activity o
f

the mind o
f

man , assumed to

be autonomous . I have argued against the idealists , fo
r

whom God and the universe are correlative . I have argued
against other schools of philosophy , classic realism among

them , and always o
n the ground that they deny the self

existent God and temporal creation , thus making the uni
verse constitutive o

fGod as much a
s God constitutive o
f

the
universe .

In the immediate context o
f

Orlebeke ' s quotation , my
argument deals with the current scientific ideal as influenced
by Kant ' s notion of the limiting concept .

It is difficult to think o
f
a greater contrast than that between

this Kantian limiting concept and the notion o
f

God a
s

the con
stitutive Creator and interpreter o

f

the facts o
f

the universe . The

6
4

Idem , p . 15 .
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latter thinks of God as self -determinative , and man -determinative .
The former thinks of man as self -determinative and God -deter
minative . The latter interprets reality in terms of God . The
former interprets reality in terms of man .65

In the paragraph from which Orlebeke quotes the state

ment that God 's thought is constitutive we read :
We are certain of God 's existence. We are certain that the

universe was created by God. We are certain that man fell into

si
n b
y

eating o
f

the fruit of the forbidden tree . 66

When , therefore , I say that " by God ' s thoughts do the
facts o

f

the universe come into existence ” I mean the same

a
s

when I say that b
y

God ' s plan they come into existence .

God ' s thought or plan about the world is brought into exe

cution b
y

creation and providence . Thus things a
re what

they a
re b
y

virtue o
f God ' s plan , realized in creation and

providence ; God ' s thought is in this sense constitutive of the
facts o

f

the universe . In view o
f

the fact that the argument

o
f

the entire syllabus is against every form o
f

correlativism ,

it would seem reasonable that my words about the con
stitutive character o

f

God ' s thought in relation to created

fact be interpreted a
s expressing the ideas o
f

creation and
providence .

6
5 Syllabus o
n

Evidences , p . 55 .

8
6

Idem , p . 53 .



CHAPTER X

CHRISTIAN METAPHYSICS

It is said that “ for Van Til the metaphysical situation
is of only secondary significance." The first section and the
preceding chapter have shown that the reverse is true. I am
interested in defending the metaphysics that comes from
Scripture . This involves: ( a ) the doctrine of the self -con
tained God or ontological trinity , (b ) the plan or counsel of
this God pertaining to created reality, ( c ) the fact of tem
poral creation as the origin of all the facts of the universe ,
( d ) the fact of God 's providential control over all created
reality including the supernatural , and ( e ) the miraculous
work of the redemption of the world through Christ .

This metaphysic is so simple a
n
d

so simply Biblical that
non -Christian philosophers would say that it is nothing but
theology .

I rejoice in the work of Christian philosophers like Vol
lenhoven , Dooyeweerd and Stoker . I have tried to under
stand and profit from their writings since 19262 but to my
beginning students , coming from all sorts o

fbackgrounds , I

must stress the basic points and make them plain .

S
o I point out that the Bible does contain a theory o
f

Reality . And this theory o
f Reality is that o
f

two levels o
f

being , first , o
f

God a
s

infinite , eternal , and unchangeable

1 Van Halsema in the Calvin Forum , December 1953 , p . 85 footnote .

Van Halsema gives n
o quotation and only one reference . This reference

only proves that I do not accept the metaphysics o
f

the British empiricism .

2 I wrote a review o
f

Vollenhoven ' s De Noodzakelykkeid eener Christe
lyke Logica in the Calvin Forum soon after its appearance .

235
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and , second , of the universe as derivative , finite , temporal ,
and changeable . A position is best known by it

s

most basic
differentiation . The meanings of all words in the Christian
theory o

f being depend upon the differentiation between
the self -contained God and the created universe .

The history o
f

non -Christian philosophy shows that it

is built upon a monistic assumption . It has no place in it
s

thought fo
r

the basic differentiation that is fundamental to

a true Christian metaphysic . Greek philosophers , together
with all men , were descendants o

f

Adam . They were repre

sented in Adam ; they sinned in Adam . As sinners they were

a
s

anxious to suppress the Creator -creature distinction a
s are

all other sinners . They simply assumed that all Reality is

a
t

bottom one , that is , they assumed that God does not have
incommunicable attributes . When Thales said that All is

Water , he gave evidence o
f

this monistic assumption .

There is in Greek philosophy n
o

room for God a
s self

contained and a
s therefore transcendent above the universe .

T
o b
e

sure , Greek philosophers spoke of God a
s above and

beyond the universe . But the kind o
f

god thus thought of

a
s beyond the universe is not the creator and controller o
f

the world . He is , or rather it is , indeterminate .

The God o
f

Greek philosophy is no doubt often spoken

o
f
a
s existing objectively . And I do notminimize the differ

ence between “ classic realism ” and modern idealism . There

is a sense in which the philosophy o
f

the ancients is better
than that o

f

the moderns . In spite o
f

the fact that they , as

well asmodern thinkers , assume the ultimacy and normalcy

o
f

themselves and the whole world , they recognize , u
p

to a

point , that reality and law d
o not depend upon themselves .

Even so , the Greeks were n
o less covenant -breakers than are

the modern thinkers . Their adopted principle o
f interpre

tation assumes that there is no God who is the creator and
judge o

f

man .

3 Compare the sketch o
f

Greek philosophy in the syllabus o
n Apolo

getics (1947 ) and the extensive discussion o
f

both ancient and modern
philosophers in the syllabus on Metaphysics ( 1932 ) .
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It is not merely that the Greeks had not yet heard of
such a God . It is rather that in Adam , they had heard this
God speak to them and in Adam they had virtually denied

h
is

existence . They had with a
llmen in Adam , their repre

sentative , denied that space - time reality is dependent upon

God , created and controlled b
y

him . They had with allmen

in Adam assumed that possibility is not subject to God but
that God is subject to abstract possibility . When Adam , for

a
llmen , refused to take God ' s prediction o
f punishment for

disobedience seriously , he virtually said that the facts and
laws of the universe are not under God ' s control but operate
by virtue ofChance . This is ultimate and utter irrationalism .

At the same time , in the same act of disobedience Adam
virtually assumed that what God threatened would come to

pass could not come to pass . Assuming that he did not want

to die , wemust think o
f

him a
s rejecting the idea that phys

ical and spiritual death could come a
s the result o
f eating

the forbidden fruit . This was ultimate and utter rationalism .

Now allmen , since Adam , have been both utterly irra
tionalistic and utterly rationalistic . I hold this to be the

direct implication o
f

the idea that Adam ' s fall involved all
men . It is , of course , only Reformed theology that takes
this view , although it is obviously taught in Romans 5 : 12

and elsewhere in Scripture . Consequently , the history o
f

philosophy will look differently from the point of view o
f

Reformed thought than it does from the point o
f

view o
f

Romanism o
r

Arminianism . Romanism and Arminianism

hold to a measure o
f autonomy fo
r

the human will . And
with it they reject the representative position o

f

Adam , the
first man . They d

o not recognize that a
s the result of the

fall o
f
a
ll

men in Adam , they are born and conceived in si
n ,

and want therefore to suppress the truth about their own

creaturehood , even a
s they are , in spite of themselves , com

pelled , in a sense , to admit it .

A
s

the result of this defect , this non -biblical element in

their theology , the Romanist and the Arminian o
r Evangel

ical will think differently of “ classic realism ” than does the
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Reformed person . The Romanist and the Evangelical will
not sense the element of suppression of the truth present in
Greek philosophy . He will tend to take the textbooks often
written by non -Christians at face value when they speak of
the Greeks as being innocent children of wonder who , for
the first time found unity in human experience . They will
not observe themonistic assumption underlying Greek phi
losophy. They will not note that as the God of the Greeks
is involved in or correlative to the world , so the world and

it
s history is not controlled b
y

the plan o
f

God .

Perhaps most important of a
ll , they will not observe

that “Greek theism ” cannot serve a
s
a foundation for Chris

tianity . The God o
f

Aristotle , for instance , is at best a
n

abstract impersonal , non -creative principle of specific unity .

It is quite impossible to identify this principle o
f

cosmic o
r

acosmic unity with the idea that the God o
f Scripture is One .

Wild is quitemistaken when in the essay discussed he speaks

a
s though the Christian idea of the trinity can be added to

the Greek idea of the unity of God . The oneGod o
f

Aristotle

retains it
s

oneness only if kept in abstraction from the world .

It
s

correlative plurality is th
e

universe o
f pure non -being

o
r

chance .

When therefore the God o
f

Aristotle is said to b
e pure

act , this idea is correlative to the idea o
f pure potentiality o
r

chance . It is only if one looks at the history of Greek phi
losophy in the light o

f

the representative character o
f

Adam

that one will not be deceived b
y

the similarity o
f words .

It is for such reasons as these , as I have stated them in

several syllabi , that I cannot share the enthusiasm for Greek
metaphysics and it

s

modification and development a
smani

fest in Cecil and Jesse De Boer .

Is it not significant that themen whose “ classic realism ”

Jesse De Boer praises so generously all hold to a Romanist

o
r

Anglican view o
f

the relation o
f

reason to faith ? None o
f

them believes the story o
f

the Bible , taken in the historic



CHRISTIAN METAPHYSICS 239

Protestant sense , to be true . The only type of authority they

can and do fi
t

into their view o
f reality is that o
f

the expert .

The Greeks themselves , notably Plato , were willing to admit
the authority o

f
experts a

s

second best . But the story of the

human race a
s

told with absolute authority in Scripture

cannot , except b
y

force , be attached to “ classic realism . "

But “classic realism ” is the historic mother o
f

modern

philosophy . Windelband is not wrong when h
e says that

the principle o
f
" inwardness ” o
f

human self -sufficiency and

" freedom " was latent in the Greek point o
f

view . He was
wrong only in asserting that this same spirit is the hall -mark

o
f
S
t . Augustine ' sbasic view . For St . Augustine was a Chris

tian . To him the triune God existed from all eternity in and
by himself . And Augustine believed in temporal creation

which is not merely absent from but wholly incompatible

with Greek philosophy

Thus in trying to teach men Christian apologetics , and

in that process briefly surveying the history o
f philosophy ,

a basic issue must b
e

made between those who b
y

grace

believe and those who d
o not believe the story o
f

the Bible .

Ι

Dr . BUSWELL ' S OBJECTIONS

A criticism o
fmy views has been written b
y

Dr . J . Oliver
Buswell , Jr . and the following is a quotation a

t length from
my reply which he kindly published in h

is magazine , The
Bible Today . This will serve to show the nature o

fmy the
ory o

f reality in response to criticism akin a
t points to that

made in The Calvin Forum articles . The article deals with
the question o

f

God and his relation to the world , with the
question o

f the place of Adam ,with the question o
f

the sig

nificance o
f

second o
r

created causes and contingency , al
l

o
f

which have come forward in the present discussion .
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PRESUPPOSITIONALISM

THE BIBLE IS INFALLIBLE

My primary interest is now , as it always has been , to teach
what the Bible contains as the infallible rule of faith and practice

in the way of truths about God and his relation to man and the
world . I believe in this infallible book , in the last analysis , be
cause “ of the inward work of the Holy Spirit, bearing witnessby
and with the word in my heart.” Your readers may obtain a

little pamphlet Why I Believe in God in which I have se
t

forth
my views in popular form , from Rev . Lewis Grotenhuis , Rt . 2 ,

Phillipsburg ,New Jersey .
THE GOD O

F

THE BIBLE DIFFERS FROM ALL OTHER GODS

In speaking o
f

the God o
f

the Bible it is , I believe , of the
utmost importance that we speak of him first as he is in himself
prior to his relation to the created world and man . Reformed
theologians therefore distinguish between th

e

ontological and the
economical Trinity , the former referring to the three persons o

f

the Godhead in their internal relations to one another , the latter
referring to the works o

f

this triune God with respect to the cre
ated universe . With respect to the ontological Trinity I try to

follow Calvin in stressing that there is no subordination o
f

essence

a
s

between the three persons . As Warfield points out when
speaking o

f

Calvin ' s doctrine of the Trinity “ . . . the Father , the
Son , the Spirit is each this one God , the entire divine essence
being in each ” ; (Calvin and Calvinism , p . 232 ) . In the syllabi to

which you refer and with which you are familiar , I have spoken

o
f

the equal ultimacy o
f

the one and the many o
r

o
f unity and

diversity in the Godhead . I use this philosophical language in

order the better to be able to contrast the Biblical idea o
f

the
Trinity with philosophical theories that are based upon human
experience as ultimate . When philosophers speak of the one and
many problems they are simply seeking for unity in the diversity

o
f

human experience . In order to bring out that it is Christianity

alone that has that for which men are looking but cannot find I

use the terminology o
f philosophy , always making plain thatmy

meaning is exclusively derived from the Bible a
s

the word o
f
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God . “ In the Bible alone do we hear of such a God . Such a
God , to be known at all, cannot be known otherwise than by
virtue of his own voluntary revelation . He must therefore be
known for what he is, and known to the extent that he is known ,
by authority alone” ( Common Grace , p . 8 ) .
Take now these two points together ( a ) that I have con

sistently stressed the necessity of asking what God is in himself
prior to his relation to the created universe and ( b ) that I have
consistently opposed a

ll

subordinationism within the self -con
tained Trinity and it will appear why I have also consistently
opposed correlativism between God and the universe and there
fore correlativism between God and man . B

y

correlativism I

understand a mutually interdependent relationship like that o
f

husband and wife or the convex and the concave side o
f

a disk .

I know o
f
n
o

more pointed way of opposing a
ll

forms o
f identity

philosophy and a
ll

forms o
f

dialectical philosophy and theology .

I have also spoken of this self -contained Trinity a
s
" our concrete

universal . ” Judging merely b
y

the sound o
f

this term you charge

mewith holding Hegelianism . I specify clearly that my God is

precisely that which the Hegelian says God is not and yet you
insist that I am a Hegelian .

I have further said that in God , as he exists in himself , apart
from his relation to theworld , thought and being are coterminous .

Are they not ? Is God ' s consciousness not exhaustively aware o
f

his being ? Would you believe with Brightman that there is a

" given ” element in God ? God is light and in him is n
o

darkness

a
t all .

God ' s DECREE CONTROLS ALL THINGS

I further hold that the self -sufficient triune God “ from a
ll

eternity d
id , by the most wise and holy counsel of his own will ,

freely and unchangeably ordain whatsoever comes to pass — . "

This is what Imean when I say that God is the ultimate cause

back o
f

a
ll things . In this terminology I am merely reproducing

Calvin ' s argument against Pighius in The Eternal Predestination

o
f God . (See Henry Cole , Calvin ' s Calvinism . ) Calvin speaks

o
f

remote and proximate causes . I simply use the word ultimate
instead o

f

remote . I do not think there is any essential difference
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between Calvin 's usage of the word remote and my usage of the
word ultimate .
In various works Calvin had maintained the all-inclusiveness

of the decree of God . This , Pighius had argued , was in effect to
make God the author of si

n . Calvin denies vigorously that he

makes God the author o
f

si
n . " I have with equal constancy , as

serted that the eternal death to which man rendered himself
subject so proceeded from his own fault that God cannot , in any
way , be considered the author of it " (Calvin ' s Calvinism , p . 127 ) .

Here Calvin makes the distinction between remote and proximate
causes . As the proximate cause o

f

si
n

man is guilty before God .

“But now , removing as I do from God all the proximate cause of

the act in the Fall of man , I thereby remove from him also a
ll

the

blame o
f

the act leaving man alone under the si
n

and the guilt ”

( Idem , p . 128 ) . But Pighius argues that ifman is the responsible

cause o
f

his si
n , then God ' s eternal reprobation must logically be

denied . He identifies Calvin ' s conception of proximate cause
with the cause , that is the only cause . T

o this Calvin replies
again b

y

means o
f

his distinction between remote and proximate

causes . There could b
e

n
o responsible proximate cause unless

there were also a
n all -comprehensive remote cause . He clinches

his point b
y

indicating that the doctrine o
f

free grace cannot be
maintained except upon the presupposition o

f
a remote o
r ulti

mate cause back o
f

the proximate cause . " If the wickedness of

man b
e

still urged a
s

the cause o
f the difference between the elect

and the non -elect , this wickedness might indeed b
e made to ap

pear more powerful than the grace o
f

God which he shows to
ward the elect , if that solemn truth did not stand in the way o

f

such a
n argument : ‘ I will have mercy o
n

whom I will have
mercy ' ” ( Idem , p . 80 ) . Dealing with the blindness of sinners
referred to in Acts 2

8 : 25 , 26 , Calvin says : “Some persons will here
erroneously and ignorantly conclude that the cause and beginning

o
f

this obduracy in the Jewswas their malicious wickedness . Just

a
s
if there were n
o deeper and more occult cause o
f

th
e

wicked
ness itself , namely , the original corruption o

f nature ! And a
s
if

they did not remain sunk in this corruption because , being repro

bated b
y

th
e

secret counsel o
f

God before they were born , they
were left undelivered ! ” ( Idem , p . 81 ) . Speaking still further of

th
e

cause o
f

the sinner ' s blindness and of the Evangelist John ' s
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exposition of the famous Isaiah passage on this subject Calvin
says : “Now , most certainly John does not here give us to under
stand that the Jews were prevented from believing by their sin
fulness. For though this be quite true in one sense , yet the cause
of their not believing must be traced to a fa

r

higher source . The
secret and eternal purpose and counsel o

f

God must b
e

viewed a
s

the original cause o
f

their blindness and unbelief ” ( Idem , p . 81 ) .

Again h
e adds : “ The unbelief o
f

the world , therefore , ought not

to astonish u
s , if even the wisest and most acute o
f

men fail to

believe . Hence , unless we would elude the plain and confessed
meaning o

f

the Evangelist , that few receive the gospel , we must
fully conclude that the cause is the will of God ; and that the
outward sound o

f

that gospel strikes th
e

ear in vain until God is

pleased to touch them b
y

the heart within ” ( Idem , p . 82 ) .

When therefore you object to my saying that “God is the

ultimate cause back o
f

whatsoever comes to pass ” you will also
need to reject Calvin ' s distinction between proximate and remote
causes . I was simply reproducing Calvin ' s argument against
Pighius . With Pighius you will have to say that man ' s deeds of

wickedness are the cause , the only o
r final cause o
f

his eternal

state . And therewith you have , as Calvin points out , virtually

denied the doctrine o
f

the sovereign grace o
f

God in the case o
f

the elect . I do not think that you can show how Ephesians 1 : 11

which says that God "worketh a
ll things after the counsel o
f his

own will ” is a “ very different statement from saying that God is

the ultimate o
r

remote cause back o
f

a
ll things , without falling

into Arminianism .

Iwasmuch surprised when you objected to my simple repro
duction o

f

Calvin ' s argument . I could not imagine that as a

Calvinist you would hold with Pighius against Calvin . S
o I

looked u
p your own discussion o
f

freedom in your book , “Sin and
Atonement . ” In your argument against determinism you assert :

"We hold that there is genuine and absolute freedom within cer
tain areas o

f

human life , a freedom for which God himself in his
infinite foreknowledge holdsman absolutely responsible ” ( p . 49 ) .

Then , speaking o
f your own choice of becoming a violinist o
r
a

missionary you add : “ There was a period o
f time when th
e

deci
sion though foreknown o

f

God was still indeterminate _ ” ( Idem ,

p . 50 ) . In opposing determinism you do not carefully distinguish
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between fatalism and Calvinism . You do not mention foreordi
nation but only foreknowledge . You speak of man having "abso
lute freedom ” in certain areas , and of the result as being “ inde
terminate ” without saying that it was indeterminate only in the
sense that you as aman did not know the outcome. Add al

l

this
to your peremptory rejection o
fmy reproduction o
f Calvin ' s argu

ment and the question cannot be repressed to what extent you

would hold to Calvin ' s position rather than to that o
f Pighius .

Do you think Charles Hodge ' s " great chapter distinguishing
between necessity and certainty , showing that complete certainty

is not dependent upon the idea o
f

necessity ” is out o
f agreement

with Calvin ' s doctrine o
f God a
s the remote cause o
f

all things ?

If you can show it to b
e

such it will surely be “anathema ” to me ;

if you cannot show it to be such why should you object to my
statement that God ' s decree is the ultimate though not the imme
diate cause o

f a
ll things ? Hodge says : “ Itmay , however , be re

marked that there is n
o difficulty attending the doctrine o
f fore

ordination which does not attach to that o
f foreknowledge . The

latter supposes the certainty o
f

free acts , and the former secures
their certainty ” ( Systematic Theology , II , p . 301 ) . O

r

again ,

being the cause o
f

a
ll things God knows everything b
y knowing

himself ; al
l

things possible , by the knowledge o
f

h
is power , and

a
ll things actual b
y

the knowledge o
f

his own purposes ” ( Idem I ,

p . 398 ) . Again , “ The futurition o
f

events , according to the Scrip

tures , depends o
n the foreordination o
f God who foreordains

whatever comes to pass ” ( Idem I , p . 400 ) .

w Your readers must certainly have been amazed a
t hearing

that I unequivocally teach that God is the author o
f

si
n . You

assert : “ To say that Calvin knew that his opponent could ‘rightly
insist that God is the cause o

f

si
n , ' is a direct contradiction of the

statement , based upon many scores o
f Scripture passages , that

‘neither is God the author o
f
si
n ' ” ( p . 76 ) . What did I actually

say ? " If God is the ultimate cause back o
f

whatsoever comes to

pass , Pighius can , on his basis , rightly insist that God is the author

o
f

si
n
” (Common Grace , p . 66 ) . First you misquote me . You

quote me as saying : on this basis while I say o
n his basis . Then

in your reproduction o
fmy argument you omit this al
l
- important

phrase o
n his basis . Omitting that phrase makes me say the exact

opposite o
f

what I actually said . Pighius denies th
e

validity o
f
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the distinction between remote and proximate causes . Accord
ingly he holds that a proximate cause in Calvin 's sense of the term
is no real cause and that the only real cause of si

n

o
n Calvin ' s

basis must b
e

God . Is he logically inconsistent with his own
assumption when h

e

reasoned thus ? He is not . Calvin does not
say that he is . He points to n

o

flaw in Pighius ' reasoning . In
stead h

e points to the necessity o
f introducing the distinction

between remote and proximate causes . Then and then only ,

Calvin argues , is it really possible to establish the exclusive re

sponsibility o
f

man for si
n
. For then , and then only , is the free

dom o
f

man really established and are secondary causes given a

true foundation . "

In this connection you further assert : “ It is o
f

course char
acteristic o

f

the school o
f thought to which Dr . Van Til belongs

to deny the possibility o
f any distinction between God ' s permis

sive decrees and his compelling decrees ” ( p . 46 ) . Was there any
necessity for thus lumping me with a “ school o

f thought ” and
asserting o

r suggesting that a
s
a member of such a school I must

hold so and so when a
s
amatter of fact I do speak of the permis

sion o
f God with respect to sin ? (See the Syllabus o
n Introduc

tion to Theology , Vol . II , p . 217 . ) But I am anxious that what
God permits be not set in contrast over against that which God
foreordains . In that case the will of man would again be thought

o
f a
s

the final or ultimate cause o
f

it
s

own acts and therewith

God ' s grace be denied . ( The reader may find Calvin ' s evalua
tion o

f

the idea o
f

God ' s permission of sin in Calvin ' s Calvinism ,

p . 244 . ) Are your “ permissive decrees ” in no sense " compelling

decrees ” ? Would you deny the ultimate efficiency o
f

God in

order to make room for the entrance o
f
si
n
? If you are not to

make your distinction between permissive and compelling de
crees to fall into a virtual argument for an Arminian conception

o
f the freedom o
f the will how can you avoid saying with Calvin

that “whatsoever men d
o , they d
o according to the eternal will

and secret purpose o
f God ” ? ( Idem , p . 205 . )

The same school of thought to which I am supposed to be
long is accustomed , you say , “ to stop in the ninth chapter o

f

Romans with th
e

great and profound truth o
f

the twentieth verse ,

* The reader is referred to The Bible Today (Vol . 42 , No . 7 ) fo
r

Dr .

Buswell ' s remarks o
n

this point .
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‘O man , who art thou that repliest against God ” without going
on to the twenty -second verse in which Paul “ so simply explains ”
why God brought Pharaoh into existence ( p. 46 ). Well I am not
in the habit of stopping with the twentieth verse any more than
was Calvin . But neither do I think that the twentieth verse gives
a merely arbitrary statement aboutGod while the twenty -second
verse gives a more profound reason fo

r

God ' s dealings with
Pharaoh . In complete contrast with Calvin ' s approach ( see

Calvin ' s Calvinism , p . 246 ) you assert , while speaking o
f the

passages o
f

Romans 9 : 20 , 21 and 9 : 22 , 23 : “ I do wish to empha
size very forcefully that the Apostle Paul does not stop with the
first merely arbitrary answer . He goes forward to suggest a fur
ther and a much more profound analysis o

f

God ' s plan of redemp
tion ” (What is God , p . 53 ) . I do not think thewill of God is an

arbitrary reason . I believe with Calvin that God ' s will “ is and
must b

e , th
e

highest rule o
f

a
ll equity ” (Op ci
t . , p . 19
0
) . I do

not think that th
e

explanation given in the twenty -second verse is

offered a
smore profound o
r more ultimate than the point made

in verse twenty . “ Taking , then , an honest and sober review o
f

the whole o
f this high and Divine matter , " says Calvin , “ the plain

and indubitable conclusion will be that the will of God is the one
principal and all -high cause of al

l

things in heaven and earth ”

( Idem , p . 246 ) . Or again , “ But as the will of God is the surest
rule of a

ll righteousness , thatwill ought ever to be to us th
e prin

cipal reason , yea - if I may so speak - the reason o
f a
ll

reasons ! "

( Idem , p . 247 . ) But Calvin desires that his distinction between
proximate and remote causes be always observed . It is because
his adversaries have failed to make this distinction which he
considers so essential that they have done him grave injustice .

“Our adversaries load u
s with illiberal and disgraceful calumny ,

when they cast it in our teeth that we make God the author of

si
n , by maintaining that his will is the cause o
f

all things that are
done ” ( Idem , p . 251 ) . Making the distinction between proxi
mate and remote causes enables Calvin to d

o full justice to the
longsuffering o

f

God without giving u
p

the decree o
f God a
s

basic to whatsoever comes to pass . *

* Calvin ' s distinction between God the remote o
r

ultimate Cause and
man the immediate o

r proximate cause answers my present critics as it did
Pighius and Dr . Buswell .
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CREATION OUT OF NOTHING

On the question of creation I believe that it pleased God
" fo

r

the manifestation o
f

the glory o
f

h
is eternal power , wisdom ,

and goodness , in the beginning , to create , or make o
f nothing , the

world , and a
ll things therein , whether visible o
r invisible , in the

space o
f

si
x days and all very good . ” This doctrine o
f

creation

fits in with the doctrine o
f

the ontological trinity . If God is fully
self -contained then there was no sort o

f

half existence and n
o

sort

o
f

non -being that had any power over against him . There was
therefore n

o impersonal la
w

o
f logic that told God what he could

do and there was no sort of stuff that had asmuch even a
s refrac

tory power over against God when he decided to create the world .

I have not merely held but have also frequently defended
this doctrine . I have defended it notmerely against those who
openly reject it or assert it to be impossible o

n the basis o
f logic

a
s

was the case with Parmenides . I have defended it against
those who assumed the existence o

f

some sort o
f limiting power

next to God . I have in particular defended it against a
ll

forms

o
f

modern dialecticism ,whether Hegelian o
r Barthian .

For al
l

that you chargeme with holding to something like a
Platonic realism . You first assert that I mean by “ autonomous
man ” “man a

s

a
n actually existing substantive entity ” ( p . 56 ) .

Then you add that you fear that I do not believe in man a
s being

created a
s

such a
n entity . As a matter of fact I have frequently

explained that b
y

the term “autonomous man ” Imean the idea of

a man who virtually denies his createdness . A
s

created in para

dise man was a distinct ontological entity over against God . As
made perfect h

e recognized that God his creator was also his
lawgiver . Of his own accord , according to the law o

f his own
being a

s God hadmade him , he was therefore a covenant keeper .

But with the entrance o
f
si
n

man was no longer willing to obey

the la
w

o
f

his maker . Hebecame a covenant breaker . He sought

to be a la
w

unto himself , that is , he sought to be autonomous .

Speaking o
fmy meaning o
f the word autonomous you say : " I do

not think h
e means eternal or uncreated . ” But why can I not

mean “uncreated ” when I assert that I do ? I do not say that al
l

men openly assert that they are non -created . What I have as
serted time and again is that men virtually assume o

r presuppose
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that they are non -created . If they do not assume or presuppose

that they are created then what else are they doing than assum

in
g

o
r presupposing that they are not created and therefore are

not responsible to their creator ? Is this too broad and sweeping
a statement to make about all sinners ? The daily newspaper is

unintelligible o
n any other basis . There are those who worship

and serve the creature and there are those who worship and serve
the Creator . This is the simple differentiation with which I am

concerned . I try to call men back to the recognition o
f

the fact

that they are creatures o
f

God b
y

challenging their false assump

tion o
f

their non -createdness , their autonomy or ultimacy .

A word may here be said about the relation o
f

the ontologi

cal Trinity to temporal creation . You assert the following : “ The
doctrine o

f paradox comes to its extreme expression in the words

. . . 'we have , in our doctrines of the ontological Trinity and tem
poral creation cut ourselves loose once and for a

ll

from corre
lativism between God and man ' ” ( p . 47 ) . Then you criticize my
rejection o

f

correlativism a
s though in rejecting it Iwere rejecting

the idea ofman ' s relatedness to and dependence upon God . Was
there any need for giving my words such a construction ? Even
the sentence following upon the one you quote shows that I am

arguing for the God of the Bible who is back of history ,who has
his plan for history against those who speak o

f
a comprehensive

reality which includes God and man in onewhole . Does it follow
that I reject the Bible with it

s

doctrine o
f God ' s creation ofman

and the world because I reject the teaching which connects God
necessarily with the world o

r

makes him a principle within the
world ?

A
t

this point Imay say a brief word o
n your statement , “ Van

T
il holds that holiness and truth are created by the will of God ”

( p . 53 ) . But I have neither said nor implied any such thing any
where . You refer to p

p
. 6 , 7 , 65 , of Common Grace . On p . 6 , I

a
m arguing against Platonic realism . Does thatmake me a nomi

nalist ? If I reject one error must I hold to a
n opposite error ? I

find nothing o
n p . 7 that has any bearing o
n the subject unless in

your mind it is the sentence , “Romanism and Arminianism have
virtually allowed that God ' s counsel need not always and every
where be taken a

s our principle o
f

individuation . ” Perhaps you
object to this because you hold that man has been created " to b
e
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the ultimate cause of the acts for which he ismorally responsible ”

(What is God , p. 38 ). Even so is there anything in what I say
here or anywhere else that justifies you in saying that I hold that
God 's will acts independently of his character ? On p . 65 I quote
Calvin to the effect that the will of God is “ the highest rule of
righteousness .” Do you disagree with Calvin ? Do you want to
by-pass the will of God in order thus to reach God 's character ?
Is Calvin also a nominalist ?

SIN AND IT
S

IMPLICATIONS

As far a
s I know my mind I hold si
n

to be that which the

Confession and catechisms say it is . This involves the historicity

o
f

the Genesis account .

I have defended that time and again , particularly against
Barth , Brunner and Niebuhr . It involves , I believe , also the cov
enant theology . God dealt with every man that was to come into
the world through Adam the first man a

s

their representative .

Even when they d
o not yet exist as historical individuals men are

thought of by God and treated by God through Adam the first
historically existent man . So in th

e

passage you quote I speak

o
f

a
ll

men a
s existing in Adam their common representative . You

yourself say , “ I sinned in Adam specifically and precisely because

he , an individual , represented me - stood a
s

the federal and rep
resentative head of a

ll

mankind in this original act o
f
si
n
” ( p . 57 ) .

Do I say anything else ? You say , “ I sinned in Adam . ” Did you
then not in some sense exist in Adam ? When I first say of sinners
that in paradise “ they d

o not yet exist ” obviously I mean as "his
torical individuals . ” When then I add in the next sentences , “yet
they d

o

exist . They exist in Adam a
s

their common representa

tive , " you speak of this a
s Platonic realism . I could say the same

thing o
f your position notmerely fo
r

a
s good a reason but for the

same reason . You yourself quote Genesis 2 : 15 - 17 and then add :

" In this passage we se
e

humanity in the image o
f

God in 'knowl
edge , righteousness , and holiness , ' given the opportunity o

f exer
cising free will , ” ( Sin and Atonement , p . 23 ) . Is this also Platonic
realism ?

You even g
o

so far as to say : " The reader will remember
that , for Van Til , Adam is not an individual but ‘mankind ' ” ( p .
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59 ) . You have not the least bi
t

o
f justification for making such a

charge . You admit that I believe in the infallibility o
f the Bible .

How could I believe in that unless I believed the historicity of

the Genesis story ? You claim to be familiar with the contents o
f

my class syllabi as well as with what I have published . The
article o

n

“Nature and Scripture ” in The Infallible Word is ut
terly unintelligible without the assumption o

f

the historicity o
f

the story o
f

Adam a
s

a
n individual in paradise . How could I

speak o
f

Adam a
s representing man in paradise unless I thought

o
f

Adam a
s the first individualman that lived ? I have defended

the historicity o
f

the Genesis account o
n more than one occasion ,

against Barth , against Hegel and against Niebuhr . Even in the

little pamphlet o
n Why I Believe in God I explained that in my

infancy a “ formula was read over me a
t my baptism which sol

emnly asserted that I had been conceived and born in sin , the
idea being that my parents , like all men , had inherited si

n

from

Adam , the first man and the representative o
f

the human race , "

adding a little further on that though later made acquainted with
the arguments fo

r

evolution and higher criticism I had not in the
least given u

p

the faith o
fmy childhood .

As to Common Grace its whole argument is surcharged with
the historicity o

f

the story o
f

the Bible .

Even in the immediate context o
f

the words you quote I

speak o
f

the relation o
f

the earlier and the later in history . “ To

set the problem before u
s

a
s clearly a
s possible , we d
o well to

think o
f
it in connection with Adam in paradise . Would it be

possible to maintain that only b
y

the later revelation o
f

God ' s
final purpose could anything b

e

known o
f

his attitude toward
man ? Then Adam would a

t the beginning have known nothing

o
f God ' s attitude toward him . No revelation of God ' s final pur

pose had yet been made . The whole future , as far as Adam ' s

knowledge was concerned , was conditioned b
y

his obedience or

disobedience ” ( p . 71 ) . From this point on I begin speaking
about man . “Man was originally created good . ” Even so I con
tinue to mention Adam a

s

a
n historical individual , and speak o
f

his “ representative act o
f

obedience o
r

disobedience . ” How could

I speak of Adam a
s engaged in paradise in a representative act if

I were identifying him with mankind ? Then o
n page 7
2 I go on

to speak o
f

the elect and the non -elect and o
f what they have in
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common . The argument is that in paradise , at the beginning of
history Adam acted for a

ll

o
f

them representatively . They have
had things done with respect to them b

y

their common repre

sentative . I am speaking of Adam in paradise a
t

the beginning

o
f history , when they did not themselves exist as historical in

dividuals . On page 73 the argument goes o
n

to the effect that
the original situation was a

n historically unfinished situation .

“Whether Adam ( the Adam who existed historically in paradise )

was to obey or disobey , the situation would b
e changed . ” Is it

wrong after a
ll

this to s
a
y
: "Weneed not hesitate to affirm , then ,

that in the beginning God loved mankind in general . That was
before mankind had sinned against God . A little later God hated
mankind in general . That was after mankind had sinned against
God ” ( p . 74 ) . Is itwrong to say , "When man first sinned h

e

did

not know God a
s fully a
swe know him now , but he did know

God for what h
e
is , as fa
r

a
s

h
e

knew h
im a
t

a
ll . And it was

mankind , not some individual elect o
r reprobate person that

sinned against God ” ? Have not a
ll

men who appeared o
r will

appear a
s

historical individuals after Adam sinned in Adam their

common representative in paradise ?

CHRIST AND HIS WORK

My reason for stressing this matter is that together with a
ll

orthodox believers I have frequently argued , as you know , that
the historicity o

f Christianity cannot be maintained unless the
historicity o

f

the Old Testament and in particular the historicity

o
f

the Genesis account be also maintained . But then , having
been “ deeply mired in Hegelian idealistic pantheism ” and hold
ing to God a

s the “ concrete universal ” I should , to be consistent ,

you argue , also deny the uniqueness of Christ . "What becomes

o
f

the incarnation ? ” ( p . 49 . ) But I hold to temporal creation and

to the incarnation in the orthodox sense o
f

the term not because

o
f
a
n inconsistency but because it is taught in Scripture . At the

same time the doctrines o
f

the self -sufficient God , of temporal

creation and o
f

the incarnation are not inconsistent with one an
other . They a

re a
ll part o
f

the one system o
f

doctrine o
f Holy

Writ .
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FOR WHOM Du CHRIST DIE ?

Charles Hodge with whose statement of the Reformed faith
you say you agree “with great delight in almost every point"
begins his chapter under the above given title by indicating what
is not involved in the question . He says ( a ) that it does not in
the first place , concern " the nature of Christ 's work ,” (b ) that
it does not concern " the value of Christ 's satisfaction . That Au
gustinians admit to be infinite,” ( c ) that it " does not concern the
suitableness of the atonement . What was suitable for one was
suitable fo

r

a
ll , ” ( d ) that it does not concern the actual applica

tion o
f

the redemption purchased b
y

Christ . The parties to this
controversy are agreed that some only , and not al

l
o
f mankind ,

are to be actually saved ” ( Systematic Theology , II , p
p
. 544 , 545 ) .

He concludes h
is introductory section b
y saying , “ The simple

question is , had the death of Christ a reference to the elect which

it had not for other men ? Did h
e come into the world to secure

the salvation o
f

those given to him b
y

the Father , so that the
other effects o

f

his work are merely incidental to what was done

for the attainment o
f

that object ” ( Idem , p . 546 ) .

He goes o
n

to argue that God from eternity “ determined to

save one portion o
f the human race and not another . ” He says

that it seems to b
e contradictory to say “ that the Father sent his

Son to die fo
r

those whom h
e

had predetermined not to save , as

truly a
s , and in the same sense that h
e gave him u
p

for those
whom he had chosen to make the heirs of salvation ” ( Idem , p .
548 ) . He points to Ephesians 5 : 25 where Christ is said to have
laid down his life for his Church . He points to John 1

5 : 13 where
Christ is said to have laid down his life for his friends . He points

to John 1
1 : 52 where the whole mission o
f Christ is summed up

in the task o
f gathering together in one the children o
f

God that

a
re

scattered abroad . Then he adds : “When mankind are divided
into two classes , the Church and the world , the friends and the
enemies o

f

God , the sheep and the goats , whatever is affirmed
distinctly o

f

the one class is impliedly denied o
f

the other ” ( Idem ,

p . 549 ) .

You assert that my “unqualified statement that 'Christ has
not died for all men ' is intolerable ” ( p . 47 ) . But I was again
simply reproducing Calvin ' s argument against Pighius . Pighius
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had argued that one who believed in the doctrine of election

could not consistently also believe in the genuineness of the
general offer of salvation to a

ll

men . Calvin replies that he be
lieves in both . Moreover , he offers his distinction between re
mote and proximate cause a

s the reason why h
e

can hold to both

without contradiction . Christ has not died for a
ll

men , in the
sense o

f intending actually to save them all . But the “special

reference ” o
f

Christ ' s work ( as Charles Hodge calls it ) with
respect to the elect does not make void the general call to re

pentance . From the immediate context of the words you object

to it appears that a
s

Calvin argued against Pighius I am arguing
against those who deny common grace fo

r

the genuineness o
f

the
general reference o

f

Christ ' s work . My statement therefore is

( a ) not unqualified , ( b ) is part of an argument which defends
rather than rejects the importance o

f what Hodge calls the

"merely incidental ” effects o
f

Christ ' s work , ( c ) is designed to

oppose the idea that the doctrines o
f Christianity which seem to

unbelievers to b
e contradictory are really contradictory . If my

position is intolerable to you that o
f Hodge must b
e

also .
APOLOGETICS

Coming now to a brief statement o
f

the method o
f

defense
that I use for the propagation ofwhat I believe and how it differs
from the traditional method I may note first that you have not ,

fo
r

a
ll

the length o
f your article , anywhere given a connected

picture o
fmy argument . Yet you at once characterize it in con

trast with your own as being “negative and universal . ” Without
the least bit o

f qualification I am said to deny “ that there is com

mon ground o
f reasoning between those who accept Christian

presuppositions and engage in the spread o
f

the gospel , and those
who d

o not accept Christian presuppositions and reject th
e

gospel ” ( p . 41 ) . The facts are fa
r

otherwise .

I am , to be sure , opposed to the traditional method o
f apolo

getics a
s

this has found it
s most fundamental expression in the

Summae o
f

Thomas Aquinas the Roman Catholic and in Bishop

Butler the Arminian . I seek to oppose Roman Catholicism and

Arminianism in Apologetics a
s I seek to oppose it in theology .

Does that make my main thesis universally negative ? I think
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there is a better and more truly Biblical way of reasoning with
and winning unbelievers than the Romanist Arminian method
permits .
To begin with then I take what the Bible says about God

and his relation to the universe as unquestionably true on it
s

own
authority . The Bible requires men to believe that h

e

exists apart

from and above the world and that h
e b
y

h
is plan controls what

ever takes place in the world . Everything in the created universe

therefore displays the fact that it is controlled b
y

God , that it is

what it is b
y

virtue o
f

the place that it occupies in the plan o
f

God . The objective evidence for the existence of God and of the
comprehensive governance o

f

the world b
y

God is therefore so

plain that h
e

who runs may read . Men cannot get away from
this evidence . They see it round about them . They see it within
them . Their own constitution so clearly evinces the facts o

f

God ' s creation o
f

them and control over them that there is no

man who can possibly escape observing it . If he is self -conscious

a
t
a
ll

h
e
is also God -conscious . Nomatter how men may tr
y

they

cannot hide from themselves the fact of their own createdness .

Whether men engage in inductive study with respect to the facts

o
f

nature about them o
r engage in analysis o
f

their own self
consciousness they are always face to face with God their maker .

Calvin stresses these matters greatly o
n the basis o
f Paul ' s teach

ings in Romans .

In maintaining the essential clarity o
f
a
ll

o
f

the created uni
verse a

s revelational o
f

God ' s existence and h
is plan Calvin is

nothing daunted even b
y

the fact o
f

si
n

and it
s consequences .

If there has been any “obscuration " in the revelation situation

o
n account o
f
si
n

this si
n

is in any case the fault o
f

man . If in

Adam , the first man ,who acted fo
r

me representatively , I have
scratched themirror of God ' s general revelation round about and
within me , I know a

t

bottom that it is I who have scratched it .

Men ought therefore , says Calvin , to conclude that when some
individual si

n

is not punished immediately it will be punished
later . Their consciences operate o

n this basis .

One thing should b
e particularly stressed in this connection .

It is the fact that man today is sinful because of what happened

a
t

the beginning o
f history . “We are told that man could never

have had any fruition o
f

God through the revelation that came
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to him through nature as operating by itself . There was super
added to God 's revelation in nature another revelation , a super
naturally communicated positive revelation . Natural revelation ,

we are virtually told , was from the outset incorporated into the
idea of a covenant relationship of God with man . Thus every
dimension of created existence, even the lowest , was enveloped
in a form of exhaustively personal relationship between God and
man . The ‘ateleological not less than the ‘teleological ,' the 'me
chanical no less than the 'spiritual,' was covenantal in character ”
( The Infallible Word , p . 259 ) . Even in paradise , therefore ,
supernatural revelation was immediately conjoined with natural
revelation . Revelation in and about man was therefore never
meant to function by itself . “ It was from the beginning insuffi
cient without it

s supernatural concomitant . It was inherently a

limiting notion ” ( Idem , p . 267 ) .

Having taken these two , revelation in the created universe ,

both within and about man , and revelation b
y

way o
f supernat

ural positive communication a
s aspects o
f

revelation a
s originally

given to man , we can see that natural revelation is even after the
fall perspicuous in character . “ The perspicuity o

f

God ' s revela
tion in nature depends for it

s very meaning upon the fact that it

is a
n aspect o
f

the total and totally voluntary revelation o
f
a God

who is self - contained ” ( Idem , p . 269 ) . God has a
n all compre

hensive plan fo
r

the universe . “He has planned a
ll

the relation
ships between a

ll

the aspects o
f

created being . He has planned
the end from the beginning . All created reality therefore actually
displays this plan . It is , in consequence , inherently rational ”

( Idem , p . 26
9
) .

At this point we may add the fact o
f Scriptural revelation .

God has condescended to reveal himself and his plan in it to

sinners . It is the same God who speaks in Scripture and in na
ture . But in Scripture h

e speaks of his grace to such a
s

have

broken his covenant , to such as have set aside his original revela
tion to them . And as the original revelation of God to man was
clear so is the revelation o

f

grace in Scripture . “ The Scriptures

a
s

the finished product o
f God ' s supernatural and saving revela

tion to man have their own evidence in themselves ” ( Idem , p .

In a
ll

o
f

this there is one thing that stands out . It is that
271 ) .
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man has no excuse whatsoever for not accepting the revelation
of God whether in nature , including man and his surroundings ,
or in Scripture . God 's revelation is always clear .
The first and most basic point on which my approach differs

from the traditional one is therefore that : (a ) I startmore frankly
from the Bible as the source from which as an absolutely authori
tative revelation I take my whole interpretation of life . Roman
Catholicism also appeals to Scripture but in practice makes it

s

authority void . Its final appeal is to the church and that is , in

effect , to human experience . Even Arminianism rejects certain
Scripture doctrines ( e . g . , election ) because it cannot logically
harmonize them with the general offer o

f

salvation . ( b ) I stress
the objective clarity o

f God ' s revelation of himself wherever it

appears . Both Thomas Aquinas and Butler contend that men
have done justice b

y

the evidence if they conclude that God
probably exists . ( I have discussed the views of Aquinas in The
Infallible Word and those of Butler in the Syllabus on Evidences . )

I consider this a compromise of simple and fundamental Biblical
truth . It is an insult to the living God to say that his revelation

o
f

himself so lacks in clarity that man , himself through and
through revelation o

f

God , does justice by it when he says that
God probably exists . “ The argument fo

r

the existence o
f

God

and for the truth o
f Christianity is objectively valid . We should

not tone down the validity o
f this argument to the probability

level . The argument may be poorly stated , and may never be
adequately stated . But in itself the argument is absolutely

sound . Christianity is the only reasonable position to hold . It

is not merely a
s

reasonable a
s

other positions , or a bit more
reasonable than other positions ; it alone is the natural and rea
sonable position for man to take . B

y stating the argument a
s

clearly a
s we can , we may be the agents o
f the Holy Spirit in

pressing the claims o
f

God upon men . If we drop to the level

o
f

the merely probable truthfulness o
f

Christian theism , we , to

that extent , lower the claims o
f

God upon men ” (Common Grace ,

p . 62 ) . Accordingly I do not reject “the theistic proofs ” but
merely insist on formulating them in such a way a

s not to com
promise the doctrines o

f Scripture . “ That is to say , if the theistic
proof is constructed as it ought to be constructed , it is objectively
valid ,whatever the attitude o

f

those to whom it comes may b
e
”
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( Idem , p. 49 ) . ( c ) With Calvin I find the point of contact fo
r

the presentation o
f th
e

gospel to non -Christians in the fact that
they are made in the image o

f

God and a
s

such have the in

eradicable sense o
f deity within them . Their own consciousness

is inherently and exclusively revelational o
f

God to themselves .

Noman can help knowing God for in knowing himself he knows
God . His self - consciousness is totally devoid o

f content unless ,

a
s Calvin puts it a
t the beginning o
f his Institutes , man knows

himself a
s
a creature before God . There are “ no atheistic men

because n
o man can deny the revelational activity o
f

the true
God within him ” (Common Grace , p . 55 ) . Man ' s own interpre
tative activity ,whether of the more or less extended type , whether

in ratiocination o
r intuition , is no doubt the most penetrating

means b
y

which the Holy Spirit presses the claims o
f

God upon

man ” ( Idem , p . 62 ) . Even man ' s negative ethical reaction to

God ' s revelation within his own psychological constitution is

revelational o
f God . His conscience troubles him when h
e dis

obeys ; he knows deep down in his heart that h
e

is disobeying

his creator . There is no escape from God fo
r

any human being .

Every human being is b
y

virtue o
f

his being made in the image

o
f

God accessible to God . And as such h
e

is accessible to one

who without compromise presses upon him the claims o
f
God .

Every man has capacity to reason logically . He can intellectually
understand what the Christian position claims to be . Conjoined
with this is the moral sense that h

e

knows h
e is doing wrong

when he interprets human experience without reference to his

creator . I am therefore in the fullest agreement with Professor
Murray when , in the quotation you give of him , he speaks of th

e

naturalman a
s having a
n
“ apprehension o
f

the truth o
f

the gospel

that is prior to faith and repentance . ” But I could not thus speak
with assurance that the naturalman could have any such appre

hension o
f

the truth o
f

the gospel if I held with the traditional
view o

f Apologetics that man ' s self - consciousness is something
that is intelligible without reference to God -consciousness . If

man ' s self - consciousness did not actually depend upon his God
consciousness there would b

e

n
o meaning to Romans 1 : 20 . Each

man would live in a world b
y

himself . No man could even have
that intellectual cognition o

f the gospel which is the prerequisite

o
f saving faith . In short if the universe were not what the Cal
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vinist, following Paul, says it is, it would not be a universe .
There would be no system of truth . And if the mind of man
were not what Calvin , following Paul, says it is, it could not even
intellectually follow an argument for the idea that the universe

is a universe . All arguments fo
r

such a universe would come to

him a
s

outside that universe .

Yet it is the very essence o
f

the positions o
f Aquinas and

Butler that human self -consciousness is intelligible without God
consciousness . Both make it their point of departure in reason
ing with the non -believers that we must , at least in the area o

f

things natural , stand o
n the ground o
f neutrality with them . And

it is of the essence of al
l

non -believing philosophy that self - con
sciousness is taken a

s intelligible by itself without reference to

God . Moreover the very theology o
f both Romanism and Ar

minianism , as already noted , requires a measure o
f

subtraction

o
f

the self -consciousness o
f

men from it
s creaturely place . ( d )

Implied in the previous points is the fact that I do not artificially
separate induction from deduction , or reasoning about the facts

o
f nature from reasoning in a priori analytical fashion about the

nature o
f

human -consciousness . I do not artifically abstract or

separate them from one another . On the contrary I se
e

induction

and analytical reasoning a
s part o
f

one process o
f interpretation .

I would therefore engage in historical apologetics . ( I do not
personally d

o
a great deal of this because my colleagues in the

other departments o
f

the Seminary in which I teach are doing it
better than I could d

o it . ) Every bit of historical investigation ,
whether it be in the directly Biblical field , archaeology , o

r
in

general history , is bound to confirm the truth o
f

the claims o
f

the
Christian position . But I would not talk endlessly about facts
and more facts without ever challenging the non -believer ' s phi
losophy o

f

fact . A really fruitful historical apologetic argues
that every fact is and must be such a

s proves the truth o
f the

Christian theistic position .

A fair presentation o
f my method o
f approach should cer

tainly have included these basic elements that underlie every
thing else . (See the syllabi on Apologetics and Introduction to

Theology , Vol . I . )

It is only in the light of this positive approach thatmy state
ments to the effect that epistemologically believers and non
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believers have nothing in common ca
n

b
e

seen for what it is .

Even in Common Grace it is evident that b
y

the sinner ' s epis
temological reaction Imean h

is

reaction a
s

a
n ethically respon

sible creature o
f

God . Does the sinner react properly to the

revelation o
f

God that surrounds him , that is within him and
that comes to him from Scripture ? A

s I have followed Calvin
closely in stressing the fact that men ought to believe in God

inasmuch a
s

the evidence fo
r

his existence is abundantly plain ,

so I have also closely followed Calvin in saying that n
o

sinner
reacts properly to God ' s revelation . Is this too sweeping a state
ment ? It is simply the doctrine o

f total depravity . All sinners
are covenant breakers . They have a

n axe to grind . They d
o

not want to keep God in remembrance . They keep under the
knowledge o

f God that is within them . That is they tr
y

a
s best

they can to keep under this knowledge for fear they should look

into the face o
f

their judge . And since God ' s face appears in

every fact o
f

the universe they oppose God ' s revelation every
where . They do not want to see the facts of nature fo

r

what
they are ; they do not want to see themselves for what they are .

Therefore they assume the non - createdness of themselves and o
f

the facts and the laws of nature round about them . Even though
they make great protestations o

f serving God they yet serve and
worship the creature more than the Creator . They tr

y

to make

themselves believe that God and man are aspects o
f

one uni
verse . They interpret al

l

things immanentistically . Shall we in

the interest o
f
a point o
f

contact admit that man can interpret
anything correctly if h

e virtually leaves God out of the picture ?

Shall we who wish to prove that nothing can be explained with
out God first admit some things a

t

least can b
e explained without

him ? On the contrary we shall show that al
l

explanations with
out God are futile . Only when we d

o

this d
owe appeal to that

knowledge o
f

God within men which they seek to suppress .

This is what I mean b
y

presupposing God fo
r

the possibility o
f

intelligent predication .

You ask what person is consistent with his own principles .

Well I have consistently argued that no one is and that least o
f

all the non -Christian is . I have even argued in the very booklet
that you review that if men were consistent they would b

e

end
products and that then there would b

e

n
o more reasoning with
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them . However since sinners are not consistent , and have what
is from their point of view an o

ld man within them they can en
gage in science and in th

e

general interpretation o
f

the created

universe and bring to lightmuch truth . It is because the prodi
gal is not yet at the swine trough and therefore still has o

f

the
substance o

f

the Father in his pockets that he can d
o that and

discover that ,which for the matter of it , is true and usable for
the Christian . Why did you omit this al

l

important element in

what I teach ? In a booklet largely written in the defense o
f

the

idea o
f
" commonness ” a
s

between believers and unbelievers
against those who deny it you find nothing but the opposite . If

your contention is that I have said precisely the opposite ofwhat

Iwanted to say you should in fairness a
t

least have discussed the
points just now discussed .

What then more particularly d
o Imean b
y

saying that epis
temologically the believer and the non -believer have nothing in

common ? Imean that every sinner looks through colored glasses .

And these colored glasses are cemented to his face . He assumes
that self -consciousness is intelligible without God -consciousness .

He assumes that consciousness of facts is intelligible without con
sciousness of God . He assumes that consciousness of laws is

intelligible without God . And h
e interprets a
ll

the facts and a
ll

the laws thatare presented to h
im in terms of these assumptions .

This is not to forget that he also , according to the o
ld man within

him , knows that God exists . But as a covenant breaker he seeks

to suppress this . And I am now speaking of him a
s the covenant

breaker . Neither d
o I forget that no man is actually fully con

sistent in working according to these assumptions . The non
believer does not fully live up to the new man within him which

in his case is the man who worships the creature above all else ,

any more than does the Christian fully live u
p

to the new man

within him , which in his case is the man who worships the
Creator above a

ll

else . But as it ismy duty a
s
a Christian to ask

my fellow Christians a
s well as myself to suppress the o
ld man

within them , so it is my duty to ask non -believers to suppress

not the o
ld man but the new man within them .

The necessity for this can be observed every time there is

some popular article o
n religion in one o
f

the magazines . There
was a questionnaire sent out recently b

y

one o
f

them asking a
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certain number of people whether they believed in God . By far
the greater number of them said that they did . But from further
questions asked it appeared that only a very small number be
lieved in the God of the Bible , the Creator and Judge of men .
Yet they said that they believed in God . From such an article it
is apparent that every sinner has the sense of deity and there
fore knows God as his Creator and Judge . But from such an

article it is also apparent that every sinner seeks in one way or

another to deny this . They are therefore without God in the
world . They must, as Charles Hodge so well points out , be
renewed unto knowledge (Colossians 3:10 ) as well as unto
righteousness and holiness (Ephesians 4:24 ).
Now neither Aquinas nor Butlermakes any such distinctions

as I have made . And in that they are but consistent . They do
not make the Creator -creature distinction absolutely fundamental
in their own thinking . How then could they consistently ask
others to do so ? It is of the essence of their theology to main
tain that God has made man so that he has such freedom as to

be able to initiate something that is beyond the counsel of God .
For them the human self therefore is supposed to be able to think
of itself as intelligible and of the facts and laws of the world as
manipulable and therefore intelligible apart from their relation
ship to God . I have already pointed out that fo

r

this reason the

traditional view o
f apologetics has n
o

universe and has n
o real

point o
f

contact in the unbeliever . If either Romanism o
r Armin

ianism were right in their view o
f the self -consciousness o
f

man

there could be n
o apologetics fo
r

Christianity a
t

a
ll . There

would be n
o a
ll
- comprehensive plan o
f

God . This much being

clear it can be seen that the Romanist and the Arminian will , in

consistencewith their own theology , not be able to challenge the
natural man ' s false assumptions . The traditional apologist must
somehow seek for a point o

f

contact within the thinking of the
natural man a

s this thinking has been carried o
n upon false as

sumptions . He cannot seek to stir u
p

the old man in opposition

against the new man in the non -Christian . He makes no use of

such a distinction . He will allow fo
r

gradational differences

within the natural man . He will even make a great deal of these .

T
o

him therefore the passages o
f Paul to the effect that every

man knows God and that man is made in the image o
f

God are
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interpreted so as to do injustice to other equally important teach
ing of Scripture to the effect that the natural man knoweth not
God . All this is compromising theology . It is no wonder that
the Romanist and the Arminian will also follow a compromising
apologetics .
The basic falseness of this apologetics appears in the virtual

if not actual denial of the fact that the natural man makes false
assumptions . Aquinas and Butler hold that the natural man ,
whom the Calvinist knows to be a covenant breaker and as such
one who interprets God himself in terms of the universe , has
some correct notions about God . I mean correct notions as to
content , not merely as to form . Anyone who says “ I believe in
God ," is formally correct in his statement, but the question is
what does he mean by the word God ? The traditional view
assumes that the natural man has a certain measure of correct
thought content when he uses the word God . In reality the
naturalman 's “God ” is always a finite God . It is his most effec
tive tool for suppressing the sense of the true God that he cannot
fully efface from the fibres of his heart .
The naturalman 's god is always enveloped within a Reality

that is greater than h
is god and himself . He always makes Real

ity , inclusive o
f
a
ll

that exists , the All the final subject of which
he speaks . With Thales he will say All is water , with Anaxi
menes All is ai

r
. With others he may b
e
a dualist or a pluralist

o
r
a
n atomist , a realist or a pragmatist . From the Christian point

o
f

view h
e still has a monistic assumption in that hemakes Real

it
y

to be inclusive of God and himself . And there is notmuch
that the traditional apologist can d

o about this . He has bound
himself to confusion in apologetics a

s he has bound himself to

error in theology . Hemust tie on to some small area o
f thought

content that the believer and the unbeliever have in common

without qualification when both are self -conscious with respect

to their principle . This is tantamount to saying that those who
interpret a fact as dependent upon God and those who interpret

that same fact as not dependent upon God have yet said some
thing identical about that fact .

All this is bound to lead to self -frustration o
n the part o
f

the

traditional apologist . Let us watch him for a moment . Think

o
f

him first a
s a
n

inductivist . As such h
e will engage in "his
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torical apologetics ” and in the study of archaeology . In general
hewill dealwith the " facts” of the universe in order to prove the
existence of God . He cannot on his position challenge the as
sumption of the man he is trying to win . That man is ready for
him . Think of the traditional apologist as throwing facts to his
non -Christian friend as he might throw a ball . His friend re
ceives each fact as he might a ball and throws it behind him in

a bottomless pit. The apologist is exceedingly industrious . He
shows the unbelieving friend a

ll the evidence for theism . He
shows all the evidence for Christianity , for instance , fo

r

the vir

g
in

birth and the resurrection o
f

Christ . Let us think o
f his

friend as absolutely tireless and increasingly polite . Hewill then
receive a

ll

these facts and toss them behind him in the bottom
less pit of pure possibility . " Is it not wonderful , ” he will say ,

"what strange things d
o happen in Reality . You seem to b
e
a

collector o
f

oddities . As for myself I am more interested in the
things that happen regularly . But I shall certainly try hard to

explain the facts you mention in accord with the laws that I

have found working so far . Perhaps we should say that laws are
merely statistical averages and that nothing ca

n

therefore b
e

said

about any particular event ahead o
f

it
s appearance . Perhaps

there are very unusual things in reality . But what does this
prove for the truth o

f your view ? "

You see that the unbeliever who does not work o
n the pre

supposition o
f

creation and providence is perfectly consistent
with himself when he sees nothing to challenge his unbelief even

in the fact o
f

th
e

resurrection o
f

Christ . Hemay be surprised
for a moment as a child that grows u

p
is surprised a
t

the strange

things of life but then when he has grown u
p

he realizes that

“ such is life . ” Sad to sa
y

the traditional Christian apologist has
not even asked his unbelieving friend to see the facts for what
they really are . He has not presented the facts at all . That is

h
e

has not presented the facts as they are according to the Chris
tian way o

f looking a
t

them and the Christian way o
f looking a
t

them is the true way o
f looking at them . Every fact in the uni

verse is what it is b
y

virtue o
f

the place that it has in the plan

o
f

God . Man cannot comprehensively know that plan . But he
does know that there is such a plan . Hemust therefore present
the facts o

f

theism and o
f Christianity , o
f

Christian theism , as
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proving Christian theism because they are intelligible as facts in
terms of it and in terms of it alone .
But this is also in effect to say that the Christian apologist

should never seek to be an inductivist only . He should present
h
is philosophy o
f

fact with his facts . He does not need to handle
less facts in doing so . He will handle the same facts but he will
handle them a

s they ought to b
e

handled .

Now look a
t the traditional apologist when h
e

is not a
n in

ductivist but an a priori reasoner . He will first show his fellow
worker , the inductivist , that he defeats his own purposes . He
will show that he who does not challenge the assumptions of his
non -Christian friends has placed himself o

n

a decline which in

evitably leads down from Locke through Berkeley to Hume , the
skeptic . Then for his own foundation h

e will appeal to some in

ternal ineffable principles , to some a priori like that o
f

Plato o
r o
f

Descartes . Hewill appeal to the law of contradiction either posi
tively o

r negatively and boldly challenge the facts to meet the
requirements o

f logic . Then h
e will add that the facts of Chris

tianity pass the examination summa cum laude . Well , they d
o .

And in passing the examination they invariably pass out o
f exist

ence too . He ca
n

only prove the immortality o
f

the soul if with
Plato h

e
is willing to prove also that man is divine . He ca
n

only

prove the universe to have order if with the Stoics h
e
is also will

ing to say that God is merely it
s principle o
f order . With the

Hegelian idealists such a
s Bradley and Bosanquet o
r Royce he

will prove all the facts of the Bible to b
e true by weaving them

into aspects of a Universe that allows for them a
swell as for their

opposites .

But usually the traditional apologist is neither a pure in

ductivist nor a pure a priorist . Of necessity he has to be both .

When engaged in inductive argument about facts h
e will there

fore talk about these facts as proving the existence o
f

God . If

anything exists a
t all , he will say , something absolute must exist .

But when h
e thus talks about what must exist and when h
e re

fuses even to admit that non -believers have false assumptions

about their musts , let alone being willing to challenge them o
n

the subject , he has in reality granted that the non -believer ' s con
ception about the relation o

f

human logic to facts is correct . It

does not occur to him that on any but the Christian theistic basis
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there is no possible connection of logic with facts at a
ll . When

the non -Christian , not working o
n the foundation o
f

creation and
providence , talks about musts in relation to facts h

e

is beating

the air . His logic is merely the exercise o
f
a revolving door in

a void , moving nothing from nowhere into the void . But in

stead o
f pointing out this fact to the unbeliever the traditional

apologist appeals to this non -believer a
s though by his immanen

tistic method h
e

could very well interpret many things correctly .

That this traditionalist type o
f apologetics is particularly

impotent in our day I have shown in my review o
f Dr . Richard

son ' s and Dr . Carnell ' s books o
n Apologetics . Dr . Richardson is

a modernist . But he says he holds to the uniqueness of the facts

o
f Christianity . A
t

the same time h
e holds that this holding to

the uniqueness o
f

Christianity and it
s

facts is not inconsistent

with holding to a form o
f

coherence that is placed upon human
experience a

s

it
s foundation . D
r
. Carnell is an orthodox be

liever . To an extent he has even tried to escape from the weak
nesses o

f

the traditional method o
f apologetic argument . But he

merely rejects it
s inductivist form . By and large he falls back

into traditional methodology . And just to that extent he has no
valid argument against Richardson . To the extent that he admits
the type o

f

coherence which Richardson holds to be valid h
e

has

to give up the uniqueness of the events o
f Christianity a
s he

himself holds them . On the other hand , to the extent that he

holds to the uniqueness o
f

events the way Richardson holds to

them , to that extent he has to give u
p

the coherence to which h
e

himself as an orthodox Christian should hold . (See The West
minster Theological Journal , November , 1948 . )

Your own handling o
f the question o
f

th
e

immutability o
f

God exhibits exactly the same difficulty . You speak o
f

the dy
namical self - consistency o

f

God a
s
a concept that will make it

quite easy to see how God ' s immutability can b
e

consistent with

the genuine significance o
f

facts in the course o
f history . But to

the extent that you explain how the immutability o
f God can b
e

consistent with the actuality o
f historical change you explain it

away . You g
o

so far as to define that very immutability in terms

o
f

God ' s constancy o
f relationship to the created temporal uni

verse . “God ' s immutability consists in his perfectly unified plan

in dealing with the world , which h
e

created , God ' s absoluteness



266 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

is in his perfectly consistent relatedness ” (What is God ? p. 32 ).
Now if God 's immutability is not first to be spoken of as an attri
bute that pertains to the character of God as he is in himself
apart from his relation to the universe , then there is no problem
any more because one of the factors of the problem has been
denied . To the extent that you have explained you have also
destroyed the fact to be explained . And to speak of self- con
sistency after first reducing the self to a relationship is meaning

less . On the other hand you do not really hold to the identity of
the being of God in himself with his relationship to the world .

That is also plain from your general discussion of God . But then
if you are to speak to an unbeliever with respect to the God who
is really self -contained and ask him to think of this God along

the lines of his own procedure , without challenging the assump
tions that underlie that procedure , then he will simply say that
such a God is so wholly beyond his experience that he can make
nothing of him and that such a God is therefore meaningless to
him . To this you can on your method offer him no adequate
answer .

The general conclusion then is that on the traditional method
it is impossible to set one position clearly over against the other

so that the two may be compared for what they are . Certainly

there can be no confrontation of two opposing positions if it
cannot be pointed out on what they oppose each other. On the
traditional basis of reasoning the unbeliever is not so much as
given an opportunity of seeing with any adequacy how the
position he is asked to accept differs from his own .
But al

l

this comes from following the Roman Catholic ,

Thomas Aquinas , or the Arminian , Butler . If one follows Calvin
there are n

o

such troubles . Then one begins with the fact that
the world iswhat the Bible says it is . One then makes the claims

o
f

God upon men without apologies though always suaviter in

modo . One knows that there is hidden underneath the surface
display o

f every man a sense o
f deity . One therefore gives that

sense o
f deity a
n opportunity to rise in rebellion against the

oppression under which it suffers b
y

the new man o
f

the covenant
breaker . One makes no deal with this new man . One shows
that o

n his assumptions a
ll things are meaningless . Science

would b
e impossible ; knowledge of anything in any field would
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be impossible . No fact could be distinguished from any other
fact . No la

w

could b
e

said to b
e

law with respect to facts . The
whole manipulation o

f

factual experience would be like the idling

o
f
a motor that is not in gear . Thus every fact - not some facts

every fact clearly and not probably proves the truth o
f Christian

theism . If Christian theism is not true then nothing is true . Is

the God o
f

the Bible satisfied if his servants sa
y

anything less ?

And have I , following such a method , departed radically
from the tradition o

f Kuyper and Bavinck ? On the contrary I

have learned a
ll

this primarily from them . It is Kuyper ' s Ency
clopedia that has , more than any other work in modern times ,

brought out the fact o
f

the difference between the approach o
f

the believer and o
f

the unbeliever . It is Bavinck ' s monumental
work which set a natural theology frankly oriented to Scripture

squarely over against that o
f

Romanism which is based o
n neu

tral reason . It is Bavinck who taught me that the proofs for
God a

s usually formulated o
n the traditional method prove a

finite god . I have indeed had the temerity to maintain that these
great Reformed theologians have in some points not been quite

true to their own principles . But when I have done so I have
usually tried to point out that when they did so and to the extent

that they did so they had departed from Calvin . 5

II

SECOND CAUSES

Cecil De Boer suggests that I do not d
o justice to

"second causes . ”

Incidentally , this practice o
f ignoring the actuality o
f

sec
ondary causes involves the danger o

f what has been called

" suffocating supernaturalism , " a habit of mind in which every
thing is referred to God in such a way a

s virtually to identify

both natural events and human actions with God ' s action . . . .

Of course , I need God ' s grace in order to believe , but it is I and
not God who does the believing - or the doubting , the repenting ,

and the suffering . In other words , if a human being , believer or

5 The Bible Today , April 1949 , and June -September 1949 .
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unbeliever ,wishes to gain true knowledge of a tree or a bar of
iron in terms of secondary causes, he must submit his thinking
to the objective existence of these things and their qualities as
God has established them .

On this point the following remarks seem to be in order :

In constantly setting the Christian position in terms of God 's
plan , as realized in creation and providence , I have argued for
the existence of " secondary causes ” as established by God ! And
I have done this over against the various forms of non -Christian
thought ,whether “ classic realism ” or modern idealism , in which
there is no place for God 's plan , his creation and his providence .

In their view “second causes ” become " first” or ultimate
causes ; there is then no ultimate cause back of them . As
ultimate , these second causes then rest on nothing better
than chance . Thus al

l

o
f

human experience is meaningless .

It is quite true that “ conversion did not make a Euclid out

o
f

the Phillipian jailor , ” but this is beside the point under
discussion . My interest is only to show that it takes a

n

ultimate cause ,God , if there are to be genuine second causes .

In other words it is only o
n the presupposition o
f

the truth

o
f Christianity that science is to be explained . I do not think

the "objectivity ” o
f
“classic realism ” o
r

o
f any form o
fmod

ern realism , such a
s we find represented b
y

John Wild and

his friends , allows for the ideas of creation and providence

in the Biblical sense o
f

the term . It is not "suffocating super
naturalism ” to aver that secondary causes are meaningless

without God , the Creator , as primary o
r

remote cause . Suf
focation o

f

science and o
f a
ll

human experience would take
place if either “ classic realism ” o

r modern idealism were

true . For then there would b
e

n
o

causes a
t

a
ll . All Reality

would b
e composed o
f irrational particulars . All would then

b
e

Chaos and Old Night .

* Calvin Forum , August September 1953 , p . 5 .

7 Ibid .
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III

CONTINGENCY

A point similar to that of second causes is that of con
tingency . Jesse De Boer claims that I mistake Morris R .
Cohen 's " description of natural science for a theological com
pendium .” Cohen said only that natural science is not con

cerned about origins. “And on this question Cohen is right .”
Obviously Van T

il

and Cohen are talking about quite dif
ferent matters , so that Van Til is mistaken if he supposes that he

contradicts Cohen . It might be useful to make a careful com
parison o

f

Van T
il ' s formulations of certain Christian doctrines

with the formulations in the Westminster Confession . I quote
Article II of Chapter V . “Although in relation to the foreknowl
edge and decree o

f

God , the first cause , al
l

things come to pass

immutably and infallibly , yet , b
y

the same providence , he or
dereth them to fall out according to the nature o

f

second causes ,

either necessarily , freely , or contingently . " There is no talk o
f

“presuppositions ” here , and there is no hint that second causes
have not a nature of their own which is open to understanding

and which expresses itself , in some cases , contingently . s

In reflecting on this I shall concentrate o
n the question

o
f contingency . Will the Christian deny that there is such

a thing a
s contingency ? In particular will those Christians

who subscribe to the Reformed Faith reject any position that
makes room for contingency ? Is it a sign o

f

Romanism o
r

Arminianism if not of paganism if one employs the word ?

The answer is clearly given in the section o
f

the West
minster Confession quoted by De Boer . The idea o

f con

tingency is clearly taught in it .

Then we turn to Cohen ' s description of contingency in

his chapter o
n The Metaphysics o
f

Reason and Scientific

Method . We find him using the idea of contingency . Ob

8 Forum , October 1953 , p . 33 .

9 Chapter IV in hi
s

Reason and Nature , New York , 1931 .
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viously we cannot reject what he says because he uses the
term . We shall have to inquire into themeaning of the term ;
what does he mean by contingency ? Does it mean some
thing similar to what the Confession means by the same
word ? When the Confession speaks of contingency it means
something that takes place in accord with God 's immutable
decree . The Confession defends the Reformed Christian
against the charge of determinism . Unbelievers , and Chris
tians of the Romanist or Evangelical persuasion , are ready

to charge that in making God 's counsel the ultimate ground
ofwhatever comes to pass Reformed Christians really make
God the author of si

n

and d
o injustice to the will of man as

well as to the genuine significance o
f contingency .

This sort of objection was raised b
y

Pighius against

Calvin , and the Confession speaks the language of Calvin .

It insists that God b
y

his counsel controls whatsoever comes

to pass . Accordingly , “ In hi
s

sight a
ll things are open and

manifest , his knowledge is infinite , infallible , and independ
ent upon the creature , so as nothing is to him contingent , or

uncertain . ” 20 Does this signify determinism ? Says the Con
fession : “God , from all eternity , did , by the most wise and
holy counsel o

f

his own will , freely , and unchangeably or

dain whatsoever comes to pass : yet so , as thereby neither is
God the author o

f

si
n , nor is violence offered to the will o
f

the creatures ; nor is the liberty or contingency o
f

second
causes taken away , but rather established . ” li

There is , to be sure , “ no talk of 'presuppositions here . ”

The Confession is not a philosophical treatise . But the Con
fession does make plain that b

y

the will of man , by second
causes and their contingency it means something that is

within the ultimately determinative plan of God .

On the other hand all non -Christian thought thinks o
f

the freedom o
f

man , of “second causes ” and of “contin
gency , ” as quite independent o

f

God ' s counsel , his creation

1
0 Chapter II , Article 2 of Westminster Confession .

1
1 Chapter II
I , Article 1 .
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and his providence . This marks its ultimate indeterminism .

One o
f

the ingredients in a non -Christian philosophy o
f

science is ultimate indeterminism . What a non -Christian
can d

o adventitiously , in spite of his principle , is not now in

question . But when a non -Christian scientist gives himself

a
n account of his method , he finds that there is a theory o
f

being presupposed in it and that this theory o
f being in

volves the idea o
f

the open universe , a universe not under
God ' s control .

T
o

b
e

sure , if you ask him about his method h
e will in

sist that h
e

is open -minded , that he will follow the facts
wherever they may lead him , even if they should lead him

to the position o
f

the Christian . But to begin with , he must
be allowed to make any hypothesis he pleases . And this
assumption o

f

the theoretical relevancy o
f

any hypothesis
already excludes the Christian position . The Christian be
lieves o

n the authority o
f Scripture that “ there is n
o con

tingency for God ” because h
e

controls a
ll things . The rele

vancy o
f

scientific hypotheses for man therefore falls within

the idea o
f

God ' s providence .

But Cohen , quite consistently from his point of view ,
finds that the idea o

f providence must be ruled out if science

is to b
e

free in themaking o
f hypotheses . He posits a meta

physics o
f

chance a
s th
e

foundation o
f the scientific method .

Contrary to the usual views of it , the principle o
f

sufficient

reason a
s actually relied o
n

in scientific procedure is not only
compatible with a domain o

f

chance , contingency or indetermi
nation , but positively demands it as the correlative of the univer
sality o

f

la
w . 12

Now in a universe o
f

chance it might seem that any
thing might happen . Might then the Christian position b

e

true , b
y

chance ? Cohen replies that though in scientific
procedure we need the idea of chance o

r

indeterminism we
also need , as its correlative , the idea of determinism . Other
wise we could not exclude the absurd .

1
2

Reason and Nature , p . 151 .
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It is frequently asserted that the principle of scientific
method cannot rule out in advance the possibility of any fact, no
matter how strange or miraculous . . . . Actually , however , cer
tain types of explanation cannot be admitted within the body

of scientific knowledge . Any attempt , fo
r

instance , to explain
physical phenomenon a

s directly due to providence o
r disem

bodied spirits , is incompatible with the principle o
f

rational
determinism . For the nature o

f

these entities is not sufficiently

determinate to enable u
s to deduce definite experimental conse

quences from them . The Will of Providence , for instance , will
explain everything whether it happens one way o

r another .

Hence , no experiment ca
n

possibly overthrow it . An hypothesis ,

however , which we cannot possibly refute cannot possibly b
e

experimentally verified .

Thus ruling out ghostly ,magical , and other supernatural in

fluences , it would seem that scientific method impoverishes our
view o

f

theworld . It iswell , however , to remember that a world
where no possibility is excluded is a world o

f

chaos , about which

n
o

definite assertion can b
e

made . Any world containing some
order necessarily involves the elimination o

f
certain abstract o

r

ungrounded possibilities such a
s fi
ll

the minds o
f

the insane . 13

Now a
ll

this is , to be sure , not metaphysics in the pre
Kantian sense o

f

the term . Cohen , like many other modern
thinkers , disavows man ' s ability to know ultimate reality .

In this they follow Kant in limiting human knowledge to the

realm o
f

the phenomenal . But for all its disavowal of hav
ing anything to d

o

with the alte Metaphysik this modern
phenomenalism does rest upon a

n

assumed metaphysics . It

could not well be otherwise . Cohen ' s exposition is itself a

clear indication that phenomenalism requires the exclusion

o
f

the idea o
f

the supernatural and even o
f providence .

Cohen seeks to make sure that his island o
f reality is safe

from any possible attack b
y

the supernatural , in short b
y

God a
s Christianity thinks o
f

him . Involved in his phe

nomenalism is a universal negative judgment to the effect
that the God o

f Christianity cannot exist . The facts and

1
8

Idem , p . 159 .
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laws of the universe are the resultant of a combination of
pure chance and pure determinism kept in balance with one
another as limiting concepts .

A completed rational system having nothing outside of it
nor any possible alternative to it, is both presupposed and be
yond the actual attainment of any one moment . It coincides in
part with the Bradleyan Absolute , but it is an ideal limit rather
than an actual experience . Unrealized possibilities are within it
precisely to th

e

extent that it contains endless time . 14 The idea

o
f

God with incommunicable attributes is reduced to the notion

o
f
a limit or idea . Eternity is not a
n attribute o
f

God in dis
tinction from man ; it is , as is the whole idea o

f

God , no more
than a

n ideal . “ Eternity may thus also b
e

viewed a
s

the limit

o
r ordering principle o
f
a series of expanding vistas . " 15

In one form o
r

another , modern phenomenalism is

widely prevalent . In the syllabus on Christian Evidences

I have dealt with a number of scientists who hold a position

similar to that o
f

Cohen . And in the syllabus on Christianity
and Psychology I have tried to show how the supposedly

neutral method o
f

science actually involves the negation o
f

Christianity . The importance of the subject warrants a

remark o
r two about the latter point .

In applying the scientific method to the question o
f

religion , there is first the assertion of open -mindedness . We
are told that the question whether o

r not religion has a
n

objective reference does not concern the psychologist o
f

religion . He is merely seeking to describe , not explain , the
religious consciousness . He wants the native witness o

f

that consciousness . So he asks the Christian , the Moham
medan , the Buddhist and various others what religion means

to them . The assumption back of this first point is to the
effect that n

o

one knows in advance that there is a true a
s

opposed to a false religion . Christianity , with it
s concept

o
f supernatural , infallible revelation , is put on a par with

1
4

Idem , p . 158 .

1
5

Idem , p . 156 .
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other religions . Abstract possibility is placed higher than
God .
Secondly , the question of criterion or standard is in

troduced . Which religion , if any , is better than other re
ligions ? Thus Christianity could never appear as the true
religion ; it ca

n , and does in th
e

case o
f many psychologists

o
f religion , appear as better than other religions .

Thirdly , the definitions of religion that come out of this
process o

f mere "description " invariably speaks of the ob
jective reference of religion a

s indeterminate . The God o
f

the average psychologists of religion is either a force within
the universe o

r

some sort of something beyond the universe .

It is anything but the self -contained and self -determinate
God o

f Christianity . Robert A . Millikan says : “ In three
words , I conceived the essential task of religion to b

e ' to

develop the consciences , the ideals and the aspirations of

mankind . ' ” 16 Similar definitions of religion have been ad
vanced b

y

Heber D . Curtis , Albert Einstein , and many
others ; Sir James Jeans tell u

s

that some millions of years
ago certain stars wandered blindly through space . “ In course

o
f

time ,we know not how ,when , or why , one of these cool
ing fragments gave birth to life . ” Thus in the same breath
we have a

n assertion o
f agnosticism , a denial o
f Christianity ,

and the assurance that Chance rules the world . 17

Here , then , is the picture as I am convinced ministers

o
f

the gospel should see it . Modern scientific methodolgy
pretends to be that o

f
a neutral , non -metaphysical descrip

tive procedure . As such it is in accord with modern post

Kantian philosophy which is also , by and large , phenomen

alistic .

Themodernist and neo -modernist minister feels that he

is in accord with both modern science and modern philoso
phy if he talks vaguely about a “wholly beyond ” and o

f

“ eternal values . ” And the modern minister is quite right .

1
6 Has Science Discovered God ? edited b
y
E . H . Cotton , p . 24 .

1
7 James Jeans : The Mysterious Universe , N . Y . , 1931 , p . 3 .
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He is permitted to use the terms God , Christ and the Holy
Spirit all he wants as long as they are no more than idealiza
tions and projections of the naturalman who does not want
to meet his Creator and judge .
It is the orthodox Christian who allows himself to be

deceived if he embraces the current form of dimensionalism
in which the supposedly neutral scientist describes the lower
aspect of reality . If the orthodox Christian accepts the “de
scription" of the “ neutral ” scientist in the realm of the phe

nomenal he should , to be consistent, also accept the vague
indeterminate deity of the modernist minister . We noted
before that orthodox Christianity does not comport with the
“ classic realism ” Jesse De Boer praises so highly . Still less
does it fi

t

onto the descriptive phenomenalism o
f post -Kant

ian science and philosophy . For the latter is basically sim
ilar to the position o

f

idealism , and idealism is n
o

friend o
f

Christianity .

Even so Romanism and Evangelicalism may be ex
pected to think o

f

classic realism a
s
a fine theistic foundation

for Christianity and of phenomenalism a
s

a
n innocent and

neutral description o
f

the lower dimension o
f reality . For

Romanism and Evangelicalism d
o not believe that whatso

ever comes to pass comes to pass b
y

virtue o
f

the counsel o
f

God .

They need not therefore object to the idea o
f
“ contin

gency ” o
f
“brute fact , ” and therefore to an utterly indeter

minist and indeterminate principle of individuation . When
modern scientific methodology needs the idea o

f

the “ open

universe ” o
f

facts that are what they are for n
o

reason a
t

a
ll ,

the Romanist and Arminian need not , from their point o
f

view , too greatly object . They would make the Bible itself
teach the indeterminate .

On the other hand when modern scientific methodology

needs the ideal o
f comprehensive description a
s
a correlative

to it
s

notion o
f

brute fact , Romanism and Evangelicalism

need not too greatly object . For their own rejection o
f

the

wote
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idea of the Reformed Faith is due to the fact that it is not,

in their view , possible that there should be an a
ll -determina

tive ultimate Cause and a
t

the same time a genuinely sig

nificant second cause .

Romanism and Arminianism have toned down the doc
trines o

f
creation and providence so a

s

to make them con
sistent with their “ experience ” o

f

free will . Their thinking

is therefore in some measure vitiated b
y

the indeterminist

determinist , irrationalist -rationalist methodology o
f non

Christian thinking . Accordingly they can , from their point

o
f

view , legitimately have common notions , as common in

terpretations o
f

the universe with the unbeliever .

In particular they can join with “ classic realism ” in the
formulation o

f
a natural theology . They can allow , that is ,

that the unbeliever can and does , together with him , inter
pret God ' s natural revelation aright . This point will engage
us further in the next chapter . For themoment we refer to

it in order to indicate that it is only those who are committed

to the Reformed Faith who hold the Christian doctrine o
f

reality with full seriousness . They alone are concerned to

maintain and press the significance o
f the doctrines o
f crea

tion and providence a
t the point even of identification and

ordering o
f space -time facts . They alone realize that once

it is admitted that space -time factuality can b
e identified ,

that one fact can b
e

assumed to have any determinate char
acter so that it may b

e differentiated from other facts apart

from the creative and providential activity o
f God , indeter

minism will creep in everywhere . Admit indeterminism in

the lowest dimension , that of arithmetic , and you are forced ,

in principle , to admit it everywhere . Only if God is the

ultimate self -determinate fact , and therefore the Creator

and sovereign providential determiner o
f

all the facts of the

world , do any of these have anything about them that marks
them a

s distinct , as individual and therefore a
s countable .

For that reason only the Calvinist is as much opposed to the
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“ brute facts” as they are presupposed in scientific method
ology as when they appear in theology .
And as alone the Calvinist is concerned to oppose in

determinism at the lowest level of existence so also he alone
is concerned to oppose determinism . Cohen and many others
exclude the idea of providence ormiracle on the ground that
if they were admitted the idea of testing hypotheses by brute
facts as demanded by scientific methodology would be done
for; it is again only the Calvinist who demurs . The Calvin

is
t

will not allow space -time facts to derive their determinate
character from the ordering activity o

f

the human mind a
s

though it were ultimate . The doctrines of creation and
providence , when seen in their bearing , both on the facts to

b
e

known and on the human mind that seeks to know them ,

require that man think o
f

himself as the finite re - interpreter

o
f
a reality that iswhat it is , ultimately , because of the deter

minative activity o
fGod with respect to it . Allow the prin

ciple that man is the ultimate source , the only source that

needs to b
e

mentioned , of the determinate character o
f

any o
f

the facts o
f

the universe and one has , in principle ,
dethroned the sovereign God everywhere .

Jesse De Boer says that I am :

Unduly concerned about establishing the certainty o
f

nat
ural science . Scientists d

o not need to be encouraged to defend

themselves o
r

to screw u
p

their confidence in their business .

General talk about the certainty o
f natural uniformity is n
o

a
id

to the search for fruitful hypotheses and for means o
f testing

them . There is no good reason for recommending the Christian
faith o

n the ground o
f

it
s playing a role vis a vi
s

natural science
like that o

f

the indulgent uncle who picks u
p

the gambling checks

o
f

h
is erring nephew . In strict language , the most important

and distinctive components o
f Christian faith are matters o
f

belief , not of knowledge o
r proof . 18

A little earlier when discussing the idea o
f

the uniform

it
y

o
f nature he says :

1
8

Forum , October 1953 , p
p
. 28 , 29 .
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At any rate, natural uniformity signifies a type of order
among natural events and things , not a relation of creatures to
God.19

Again :

Naturally , physics does not exhaust man 's knowledge about
natural things ; besides attending to those features of things

which physics investigates,man can also attend to the creature
liness of creatures and understand that the ground of their exist
ence is in God .20

Once more :

But the important question is, What can the Christian do
to defend himself ? I have suggested that he can do something
by offering a careful definition of the limitations and hierarchical
interrelation of the sciences , and by doing science without in
dulging in philosophical heresies .21

The reader will note , from our former discussion , from
these quotations, and especially if he re -reads the articles of
Jesse De Boer, that there is a considerable difference between
us.

De Boer apparently holds that one is not “ indulging in
philosophical heresies ” if only one holds to classic realism
rather than to modern idealism . I hold that classic realism ,
no more than modern idealism , allows for the Protestant
view of Scripture , that it cannot allow for the Biblical doc
trines of the Trinity , of creation or of providence .
De Boer apparently holds that one can first interpret

the order of nature scientifically in conjunction with non
Christians and afterwards attend to the creatureliness of

created things. In consonance with this he holds that the
" distinctive components of Christian faith are matters of
belief , not of knowledge or proof.”
I hold that one cannot attend to the creatureliness of
19 Idem , p. 28.

20Idem , p. 30.
21 Idem , p. 32.
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things at al
l

unless one does so a
t the beginning . It is when

a
s
a physicist I investigate what is proper to my field that I

attend to the creatureliness o
f things . This is not to engage

in worship while handling my laboratory equipment . I am

thinking only o
f Kuyper ' s famous slogan , Pro Rege . How

could I afterwards attend to the creatureliness of things if

first I have allowed , in effect , that they are not creatures ,

and that there is nothing created about them ? Here a
s
a

Christian I first allow that the ideas of creation and provi
dence are irrelevant as hypotheses since they cannot b

e

tested by brute facts . If I allow this then I am doing what
neither Kuyper nor Calvin would have thought of doing ,

namely thinking o
f

the uniformity o
f

nature , as not sig
nifying “ a relation of creatures to God . ” In fact I have
then excluded the creatureliness o

f things from my field o
f

investigations .

If then I afterward attend to this creatureliness and

therefore to the idea o
fGod a
s Creator , this becomes amat

te
r

o
f
“belief ” instead o
f
amatter o
f knowledge . My religion

then becomes a “ faith - construct , ” a practical rather than a
theoretical idea .

A sad example o
f

such dimensionalism which shares
theoretical knowledge o

f

the phenomenal realm with unbe
lievers and then reduces the Christ o

f

the Scriptures to a

projection is found in the theology o
f

President John A .

Mackay of Princeton Seminary . Once a great stronghold o
f

the Reformed Faith , Princeton now teaches modern dimen
sional philosophy instead o

f Christianity . 22

If then Christianity a
s interpreted in the Reformed

creeds , as championed b
y

Kuyper , Bavinck , Hodge , War
field and Machen , is to be presented to men today ,ministers
must learn to understand the riches o

f

their own position .

Christianity is the sine qua non o
f

the intelligibility o
f any .

thing . Why a
m I so much interested in the foundations o
f

2
2 C
f .my article o
n
"Dimensionalism o
r Christianity ” in The Presby

terian Guardian , June 1954 .
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science ? It is ( a ) because with Kuyper I believe that God
requires of us that we claim every realm of being for him ,
and (b ) because with Kuyper I believe that unless we press
the crown rights of our King in every realm we shall not long
retain them in any realm .



CHAPTER XI

CHRISTIAN EPISTEMOLOGY

From the first part of this work the readermay obtain a
general survey ofmy view of knowledge . It was there seen
to be involved in the historic Reformed position with respect
to Scripture , the self- contained God , the creation of all things
by God , the creation ofman in God's image , the fall ofman
as involving the principle that the sinner is in principle de
sirous of suppressing the truth but is in practice restrained
from fully doing so by God 's common grace .
This is , of course , simple or generic Calvinism . Histori

cally this position has been set over against that of Roman

is
m . It must also b
e distinguished from Evangelicalism .

And this may best be done when the issue is joined o
n the

question o
f

the nature o
f

God ' s revelation to man . What
then is the Reformed view o

f

revelation ?

nan .

I

THE PRESUPPOSITIONS O
F

REVELATION

First we note that

It is our notion o
f

God a
s

a
n absolute and absolutely self

conscious being that gives definite meaning to our concept o
f

revelation . Another main presupposition o
f

revelation is the
creation o

fman in God ' s image . As indicated in a
n earlier con

nection ,man ' s creation in God ' s image involves ( a ) the fact that

1 Introduction to Theology , 1951 , p . 63 .

281
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man 's ideal of knowledge should never be that of the complete
comprehension ofGod, and ( c ) the fact thatman 's knowledge is
nevertheless true .?

What we have now spoken of as the presuppositions of
revelation are nothing more than the presuppositions of a
truly Christian theistic theory of knowledge . God had in
himself all knowledge from a

ll eternity . Nothing could b
e

added to his store o
f knowledge in any process o
f

time . In

accordance with his plan , or , as wemay say , in accordance
with his interpretation , all finite things were made . Hence ,

all knowledge that any finite creature of God would ever
have , whether o

f things that pertain directly to God o
r

o
f

things that pertain to objects in the created universe itself
would , in the last analysis , have to rest upon the revelation

o
f God .

We are aware of the fact that this position with respect

to the revelation o
f

God lays u
s open to the charge o
f

a
n

ultimate dualism . Just as we are open to the charge o
f dual

is
m

when we say that God was al
l
-glorious from eternity and

yet created a world that should glorify him , so we are open

to the charge of dualism when we are careful to say that the
universe is not something supplementary to God . We be
lieve that God did not need to create the world ; God did
not need to reveal himself . Yet , when he did create the
world and did reveal himself , this creation o

r

revelation had

genuine significance .

THE FIELDS O
F

REVELATION

Some Christians will , as trained scientists , study the field

o
f
“nature , ” i . e . ,nature a
s it is “ on th
e

move , ” by virtue o
f

the plan o
f

God being realized in it . To them the revelation

o
f

God through nature is clear .

2 Ibid .
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God has created not only the facts but also the laws of phys

ical existence . And the two are meaningless except as correla
tives of one another .3

There would be no regularity of natural la
w except that

God a
s the ultimate Cause ” be back o
f it as creator and

sustainer .

Moreover , God has adapted the objects to the subjects of

knowledge ; that the laws of our minds and the laws of the facts
come into fruitful contact with one another is due to God ' s crea
tive work and to his providence , b

y
which a

ll things are main
tained in their existence and in their operation in relation to one

another . Hence , the knowledge that we have of the simplest
objects o

f

the physical universe is still based upon the revelational
activity o

f

God . *

Thus the truth o
f Christianity appears to be the im

mediately indispensable presupposition o
f the fruitful study

o
f

nature . In the first place without it the physical scientist
could have n

o

assurance that his hypotheses would have any

relevance to any of the facts in his field o
f study . For then

Chance would be supreme . There would then b
e

n
o

facts
distinguishable from other facts . Unless the plan and there
with the interpretation o

r thought o
f

God b
e

back o
f

a
ll

facts in their relations to a
ll

other facts , no idea , no hypoth
esis that the human mind could make with respect to them ,

would have any application to them .

Secondly , except for the truth o
f Christianity it would

be impossible to exclude one hypothesis rather than another .

It would b
e impossible to exclude such ideas as would enter

" into the minds o
f

the insane . ” This second point is involved

in the first .

In the third place , without the truth o
f Christianity

there would b
e

n
o possibility o
f

the testing o
f

one hypoth

esis a
s

over against another . The idea of testing hypotheses

8 Idem , p . 66 .

4 Idem , p . 67 .
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by means of "brute facts ” after the manner of Cohen , is
meaningless . Brute facts, i.e., facts not created and con
trolled by God , are mute facts . They have no discernible
character. They cannot, together , operate in regularity , thus
forming a uniformity of nature . Thus they cannot constitute
the reality which Christians and non -Christians know in

common in order by it to test the “hypotheses ” of the exist
ence or the non -existence of God . It is the truth of Chris
tianity alone that permits us to attach any significance to the
idea of testing of an hypothesis .
The question is therefore not whether

One can have true knowledge of phenomena in the sense of
accurate description without including God in the description ."

Naturally the human mind must concentrate on one
aspect of reality ; when he studies nature, a man must not
read his Bible . But if he wants to study nature fruitfully and
intelligently , hemust not harbor a philosophy of being and
of knowledge that does not enable him to distinguish one
fact from another and that cannot account for the relevance

ofhypothesis to fact.
Again the claim is not that the believer by being a be

liever is transformed into an expert botanist or physicist.” .
To become an expert botanist or physicist one must study
botany or physics. But to be an intelligent botanist or physi
cist there should be an intelligible science of botany or
physics . And no such intelligible science exists except on
a Christian basis.
Once more, the question is not ,whether the non -believer

knowsbotany , physics or any other science . The question is
that of two principles , the Christian and the non -Christian ,

which are opposed to one another .

As far as an ultimate point of view is concerned , the sinner

5 Cecil De Boer in the Forum , September 1953, p. 5.
6 Ibid .
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has been mistaken in his interpretation of the physical universe
no less than in his interpretation of God .”

Cecil De Boer says that I seem “ recently to have re
pudiated some of my earlier and more extreme assertions .”

And in his syllabi one occasionally finds such statements as

that created beings have a nature and activity of their own , and
that unbelievers have knowledge which is “ true as fa

r

a
s it goes . ” s

On this point Imay remark first thatmy position is n
o

less " extreme ” now than itwas earlier when it comes to the

difference between the Christian and the non -Christian prin
ciple o

f interpretation . I think that science is absolutely

impossible on the non -Christian principle .
Created beings would then have n

o nature o
f

their own for
they would have n

o

nature a
t

a
ll . “ Created minds ” would not be

minds at all .

O
n

the other hand my position is not now any more
concessive than it formerly was o

n the natural man ' s knowl
edge . I have never denied that he has true knowledge . My
appeal has constantly been to Calvin ' s position . Calvin
argues that a

s

created in God ' s image every man , of neces
sity , has a knowledge of God . This “ innate knowledge ” is

correlative to God ' s revelation in man ' s environment . And

tr
y

a
s h
e may the sinner cannot efface this knowledge . He

can only seek to suppress it . Without first knowing God he
could not seek to deny it . He must be originally in contact

with the truth in order to love and propagate the lie .

Meanwhile God calls men to conversion . His natural
gifts to them are calculated to make them return to God . "

And even a
s they continue to operate in opposition to God ,

they are restrained from working out to the fullest extent the
principle of wickedness within them . And a

s they are thus

? Theology , p . 84 .

8 Calvin Forum , August -September 1953 , p . 6 .

9 Romans , chapter 2 .
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restrained by God 's Spirit striving with them , their natural
powers are, so to speak , set at liberty for constructive work .
Says Calvin :

Still, however ,man 's efforts are not always so utterly fruitless
as not to lead to some result, especially when his attention is
directed to inferior objects . Nay , even with regard to superior
objects , though he is more careless in investigating them , he
makes some little progress. Here, however , his ability is more
limited , and he is never made more sensible of his weakness than
when he attempts to soar above the sphere of the present life.10

Commenting on this , the syllabus on Systematic Theol
ogy says :

From this quotation we can see that what Calvin is really
driving at is to point out that though a

ll

o
f

the natural man ' s

interpretations are from a
n ultimate point o
f

view equally un
satisfactory , there is a sense in which he knows something about
everything , about God aswell as about the world , and that in this
sense he knows more about the world than about God . This
distinction is not only true , but important to make . Many non
Christians have been great scientists . Often non -Christians have

a better knowledge o
f

the things o
f

this world than Christians
have .

The point I am interested in is to show that all the
knowledge non -Christians have , whether as simple folk by

common sense , or as scientists exploring the hidden depths

o
f

the created universe - they have because Christianity is

true . It is because the world is not what non -Christians
assume that it is , a world o

f

Chance , and is what the Chris
tian says that it is , a world run b

y

the counsel o
f

God , that
even non -Christians have knowledge .

When in his syllabus Masselink ignored the distinction ,

so basic to me ,between what is true in principle and what is

true because this principle is never worked out fully , I tried

to make the matter more clear in A Letter o
n Common

1
0 Institutes , II , ii , 13 .
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Grace .11 I shall not repeat the long quotations given there .
They were available to the writers of the Forum articles .
Masselink sees the “historic Reformed ” apologetics

threatened by my views.

Van T
il repeatedly states that the difference between the

Christian and the non -Christian in regard to what they have in

common is so great that a so -called neutral territory is impossi

ble . There is not even common territory between the two when

it comes to weighing articles (Common Grace , p . 42 ) , truly
knowing the flowers o

f

the field ( Junior Systematics , p . 23 ) . He
states that a non -Christian has no right “ to judge in matters o

f

theology o
r for the matter o
f

that in anything else ” ( Junior Sys

tematics , p . 26 ) . Van Til even states concerning the non - regen
erate , “ It is not that there is even a square inch of neutral terri
tory . It is not that in the field of civics or justice ,any more than

in any other particular dimension , men , to the extent that they
are epistemologically self -conscious , show any righteousness ”

(Common Grace , p . 87 ) . 12

The basic issue then between my critics and myself is

whether such a distinction is necessary . Masselink , to be
sure , insists on the necessity o

f making it in some connec
tions . On the other hand he consistently defends the views

o
f

Valentine Hepp to the effect that there are general truths
about God , about man and the world o

n which believers and

unbelievers in n
o

sense radically disagree . Hepp ' s views
are , as I have pointed out , not essentially different from the

o
ld Princeton Apologetics and the Romanist view o
f

nat
ural theology . In his syllabus o

n Common Grace and Chris
tian Education Masselink virtually ignored the difference
between them . In his book o

n General Revelation and Com
mon Grace he still speaks of “ the Apologetics of the Historic
Reformed theology ” which for him includes both the views

o
f Kuyper and Warfield .

1
1

In later writings Masselink continues to assert that I begin my think
ing with the " absolute ethical antithesis . "

1
2 Common Grace and Christian Education , 1951 , p . 86 .
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This historic Reformed method of apologetics as believed in
and practiced by both Old Princeton Theology and the Amster
dam theology was blest by God.18
Now the question is not whether the non -Christian can

weigh , measure , or do a thousand other things . No one
denies that he can . But the question is whether on his
principle the non -Christian can account for his own or any
knowledge . I argued that when two people, the one a
Christian and the other not a Christian , talk things out with
one another, they will appear to differ at every point.

In the interpretative endeavor the “ objective situation " can
never be abstracted from th

e
“ subjective situation . ” 14

le a

III

KUYPER O
N

WEIGHING AND MEASURING

Once and again Kuyper ' s views of "weighing and
measuring ” have come into the discussion . Says Kuyper :

“Whether something weighs two o
r

three milligrams , may

b
e

absolutely determined b
y

anyone able to weigh . ” 15

T
o show that I am in sharp disagreement with Kuyper

o
n this point ,my critics refer to the following sentence from

my Common Grace :

Weighing and measuring and formal reasoning a
re but a
s

pects o
f

one unified act o
f interpretation . It is either the would

be autonomous man , who weighs and measures what he thinks

o
f a
s

brute o
r

bare facts b
y

the help o
f what he thinks of as

abstract impersonal principles , or it is the believer , knowing
himself to be a creature of God , who weighs and measures what
he thinks of as God -created facts b

y

what h
e

thinks o
f

a
s God

created laws . 16

Is this a case where the disciple has gone much further

1
8 General Revelation and Common Grace , p . 182 .

1
4

Common Grace , p . 43 .

1
5 Kuyper : Encyclopaedie der Heilige Godgeleerdheid , II , p . 105 .

1
6

Common Grace , p . 44 .



CHRISTIAN EPISTEMOLOGY 289

than h
is master ? O
r
is it a case where the disciple has re

pudiated his master by a purist version that tends to “put

into the idea o
f

the antithesis a content which can only lead

to exaggerated , improbable , and even absurd results ” 21
7

I

may be permitted here to call attention to the following :

In the first place my basic commitment , as is apparent
even from the section from which the above quotation is

taken , is to Kuyper ' s doctrine of a twofold science .

1 . If Masselink wants to remain true to the basic com
mitment o

f Kuyper h
e will need to admit that the old Prince

ton Apologetics with it
s conception o
f

natural theology and
with it

s appeal to “neutral ” reason in apologetics is unten
able . Masselink will have to choose between Kuyper and
Warfield .

2 . IfMasselink wants to remain true to Kuyper ' s basic
view he will also be compelled to reject Hepp ' s notion of

" general truths ” which believers and unbelievers have in

common without principial difference .

3 . If Cecil De Boer wants to be true to this basic view

o
f Kuyper he will be compelled to reject his endorsement o
f

the Roman Catholic view o
f

truth .

This view is clearly based upon the notion that " reason ”

whether of the regenerate o
r o
f

the non -regenerate man is

able in terms o
f

it
s principle to interpret the world o
f phe

nomena correctly . This is tantamount to saying that there

is n
o principal difference between the Christian and the non

Christian , let us say , in the physical sciences . And this is

squarely opposed to Kuyper ' s intention when he asserts that
anyone can weigh o

r

measure . Kuyper is careful to affirm

in the immediate context that we must not conclude that

there is no principial difference between believer and un
believer even in the natural sciences .

But Cecil De Boer does in effect deny Kuyper ' s basic

1
7 Cecil De Boer , Forum , August - September 1953 , p . 4 .
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contention . He spurns the distinction which , following Kuy
per, I made between the regenerated consciousness which
in principle sees the truth and the unregenerate conscious
ness which by it

s principle cannot see the truth . With the
scholastics De Boer reduces this distinction between two
mutually exclusive principles , which was the ever -recurring
refrain in Kuyper ' s thought , to that of dimensionalism .

Regarding the general question o
f

what believers and un
believers know and d

o not know , and in what respect , and to

what extent they can “know truly , ” the only sensible way out
would seem to [ b

e
] that o
f recognizing degrees o
f knowledge

and levels o
f

truth . What the carpenter knows about a tree
when h

e

relates it to a house b
y

means o
f

his tools differs in kind

and degree from what the physicist knows when he relates it to

a bar o
f

iron b
y

means o
f

some atomic theory o
r other . And

what each knows is true , i . e . , “ true a
s

far a
s it goes , ” as our

friends o
f

the new apologetic would say in their rarer moments .

The Scholastics realized long ago that truth is a transcendental

idea , and that its unity is only a unity o
f analogy ; that is to say ,

truth is different a
s
it is applied to different realms . There are

many kinds of truth , and for each kind a different theory is

probably necessary . 18

Referring to his own statement above that “ truth is a

transcendental idea , and that its unity is only a unity o
f

analogy ; that is to say , truth is different as it is applied to

different realms , " Cecil De Boer says in a footnote : “Which

is something altogether different from saying that truth is

relative . ” It would b
e
a service in the present situation if

Cecil De Boer would undertake to show how the scholastic

idea o
f

truth a
s
a “ unity o
f analogy ” is “ something altogether

different from the idea that truth is relative .

The scholastic idea is based o
n the conviction that the

method o
f finding truth advocated b
y

Aristotle and the

method o
f finding truth advocated by Christianity can be

brought into a synthesis . But the method o
f Aristotle is

1
8

Idem , p . 6 .
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based upon the assumption that the world , including man , is
not created by God. It is based on the assumption that man
is not, as created in God's image, an analogue of God. In
other words the Christian idea that human knowledge is
analogous to God as set forth in the first part , cannot be
combined with the Aristotelian idea thatman is ultimate .
The synthesis of Aristotle and Christ is as monstrous as

is the synthesis of Kant and Christ . The main thrust of
Kuyper 's theology , and of that of Bavinck and Warfield as
well, is against this scholastic synthesis. In Reformed theol
ogy the ideas of Scripture , of the self-contained God of
Scripture , of temporal creation , of man 's being made in the
image ofGod , of the fall ofman as involving the setting of
the creature in the place of the creator , together form as well
as express an idea of analogy that is opposed to the idea of
analogy advocated by scholasticism .
The scholastic idea is that al

l

being is , as being , good .

Hence if there were to be an absolutely evil will in man he
would have n

o

more being a
t all .

This virtually constitutes a denial of the Reformed doc
trine o

f

total depravity . According to this doctrine a crea
ture , given existence o

r being b
y

God , does not lose any of

it
s being , does not “ tend to non -being ” when it sets itself in

ethical opposition to God . Satan has asmuch being now a
s

he had when h
e

was a
n angel . But he has an absolutely evil

will . And the sinner has a
s much being a
s has the saint .

But in principle , so the Reformed Confessions repeat as it

were in unison , the natural man hates God and his neighbor .

And this is a perfect hatred in principle even though it never
expresses itself fully in the course o

f

human history .

4 . Furthermore , we should note that if Jesse De Boer
wants to remain faithful to Kuyper ' s basic commitment he
will have to sever his relations with “ classic realism . ” This

is similar to scholasticism . He will also have to repudiate

the modern dimensionalism we saw him defend above . As
noted before , there is no basic difference between the “de
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grees of being ” and “degrees of knowledge ” advocated by
scholasticism and the dimensionalism ofmodern idealist and
phenomenalist thought . Both are based on the assumption

that man does interpret reality truly even if he leaves God

out of the picture .
5 .Moreover , it should be noted precisely on what point
I expressed disagreement with Kuyper . Kuyper sometimes
speaks of weighing and measuring as being and sometimes

as not being part of the interpretative enterprise . If these
things are spoken of as they take place thousands of times
in the transactions of everyday life, then they do not come
into the argument at al

l
. Why waste words o
n the idea that

non -Christians d
o not have good powers o
f perception , good

powers o
f reasoning , etc . Non -Christians have al
l

these . If

thatwere the issue , then the contention should b
emade that

non -Christians are blind , deaf , and have no powers o
f logical

reasoning a
t

all ; in fact , they should b
e non -existent .

A
n

easy victory it would be to prove that a theory of the

" absolute ethical antithesis ” that leads to such absurdities is

not that of the “historic Reformed ” view . Speaking o
f my

view o
f Apologetics Masselink says :

The task o
f apologetics then comes down to a proclamation to

the non -Christian that we have absolutely nothing in common . 19
But then the “absolute ethical antithesis ” would b

e re
duced to a

n absolute metaphysical antithesis . To be would
be tantamount to being a Christian and not to be would b

e

tantamount to not being a Christian . Christians would not
even be able to tell non -Christians that they have “nothing

in common ” ; there would b
e

n
o

non -Christians .

But the real issue appears from the fact that Kuyper ' s

argument involves the idea that weighing and measuring is

a
n aspect o
f

the interpretative enterprise . How can Kuyper
hold to this and be true to the thrust of his whole work o

n

1
9 General Revelation a
n
d

Common Grace , p . 17
8
.



CHRISTIAN EPISTEMOLOGY 293

the matter of a twofold science ? How can he claim that

the antithesis between the regenerate and the non -regenerate

appears at thewhole front of their endeavor and at the same
time assert that there is commonness of interpretation with
out difference at one point ?
My claim was that Kuyper is not altogether true to his

own principle . Kuyper argues that the two points can be
combined . He argues :

. . . fo
r

the commonness o
f

their territories o
n the ground o
f

their interpretative insignificance . It is because of the externality

o
f weighing and measuring , and it is because of the formality of

logic , that the three territories are said to be common to be
liever and non -believer . We are to hold , according to Kuyper ' s

argument , that , where si
n

has not changed th
e

metaphysical

situation , the difference between believer and unbeliever need
not be brought to the fore . 20

Now my point precisely was that “ in the interpretative
endeavor the ‘objective situation ' can never be abstracted
from the 'subjective situation . If we do abstract it we fall
into the scholastic position . ” 21 It is , o

f

course , equally true
that the “subjective situation " must never be abstracted from
the “ objective situation . ”

The two ideas must b
e

taken a
s supplementative and

therefore a
s mutually limiting concepts . If we hold the

notion that the metaphysical or objective situation has not

been changed because o
f

si
n we are in danger of making

deductions from it that are contrary to Scriptural teaching .

T
o illustrate this point le
t

u
s take the Reformed concep

tion o
f

the freedom o
f

the will of man . The Reformed creeds
assert that Adam was free to si

n

and free not to si
n . After

the fall he is said to be free only to si
n . A scholastic or an

Arminian might say : “Do you not assert that the essence of

man remains unchanged because o
f
si
n
? Is not man meta

re

contriake
thene
Refor

2
0Common Grace , p . 42 .

2
1

Idem , p . 43 .
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physically today what he was in paradise ? Is not freedom
part of the essence of man ? Then how can you say that
after the fall man is free only to si

n
? ”

T
o this a Reformed person will reply that the notion of

metaphysical freedom and the notion o
f

the image o
f

God in

the wider sensemust be supplemented b
y

the idea o
f

ethical

freedom , and the image of God in the narrower sense . T
o

make deductions from the idea that the essence o
f

man is

always the same without supplementing it with the fact that
the “nature ” o

f

man is depraved is to d
o what the scholastics

did . It is to speak of reason in fallen man a
s though it can

and does function normally o
r near to normally even after

the fall . And it is to escape from this scholastic method
that Reformed theology constantly supplements one Biblical
notion with another .

Now in the idea o
f

natural theology a
s itwas developed

by Romanism we have a specific result of the failure to sup
plement the idea of the unchanged essence o

f

man with the

idea o
f

the ethically changed nature o
f

man . Therefore ,

No valid answer can b
e given the scholastics b
y
the device

o
f reducing the area o
f

commonness to ever smaller proportions .

Any area of commonness , that is , any area of commonness with
out qualification however small , is a justification for larger areas

o
f

commonness , ti
ll

a
t

last there is but one common area . The
only valid answer to the Roman Catholic is to say that in the
whole o

f

the area o
f interpretative endeavor the subjective dif

ference makes it
s

influence felt . When thus regarded weigh
ing and measuring and formal reasoning are but aspects of one
unified act of interpretation . 22

Even counting , themerest arithmetical activity , is based
upon the idea o

f distinguishable entities . And there are n
o

such entities unless they exist b
y

virtue o
f

the thought , or

plan o
f

God expressed through creation and providence . It

takes the truth o
f Christianity to account fo
r

the fact that

2
2

Idem , p . 44 .
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men , al
l

men , even men who d
o

not believe in it , can weigh ,

measure and engage in intelligible manipulation o
f

their

environment .
Thus the idea o

f

the antithesis involves nothing extreme

o
r

absurd . It simply asserts that Christianity saves the whole
man , it saves h

im with his culture . It saves even the culture

o
f unbelievers . It provides for it
s absorption into the Chris

tian view o
f things without resulting in the destruction o
f

the essence o
f Christianity itself . It makes Kuyper ' s slogan

o
f

Pro Rege apply to the whole o
f

life , notmerely to worship .

It provides for the intelligent relationship o
f

common grace

to special grace in Christ .

None o
f

these things ca
n

b
e accomplished if we cling to

classic realism , scholasticism , modern dimensionalism , nat
ural theology and a common grace concept built on natural
theology . In al

l

these caseswe have assumed that the Chris
tian principle and the non -Christian principle can in some

areas be combined . At least we have ignored the fact that
they can nowhere be combined .

IV

KUYPER O
N

LOGIC

A
s
in the question o
f
" facts ” so in the case o
f
“ logic ” I

a
m said to depart from Kuyper . Kuyper says : “ There is not

a twofold ,but only one logic . ” 23 Speaking of my views Van
Halsema says :

He demurs when Kuyper asserts that " er is niet tweeërlei , er

is slechts ééne logica . ” That Van Tilmeans not simply that there

is n
o

common philosophy o
f logic , but also that the laws of

thinking are not held in common b
y

Christian and non -Christian

is apparent from his rejection o
f Kuyper ' s view , which includes

provision fo
r

the distinction between logic itself and the science

2
3 Encyclopaedie der Heilige Godgeleerdheid , II , 107 ; C
f
. Common

Grace , p . 42 .
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ISW

of it; and from the part of h
is

criticism o
f Hodge which implies

that Christian and non -Christian d
o not hold the law o
f non

contradiction in common , since each views the meaning o
f
“ is ”

and “ is not ” differently . 24

I have virtually answered this charge in the preceding

section . Van Halsema has not furnished any evidence to

show that even in my “ darker moments ” I demur in agreeing
with Kuyper that there is one logic if nothing more than
formal reasoning is in view . In the section referred to ,my
disagreement with Kuyper does not pertain to the question

whether formally believers and unbelievers think according

to the same logical laws . I do not maintain that Christians
operate according to new laws o

f thought any more than

that they have new eyes o
r

noses .
My only criticism o

f Kuyper was to the effect that this
concept o

f metaphysical sameness must again b
e supple

mented with the concept of ethical difference . The non
Christian uses the gifts o

f logical reasoning in order to keep

down the truth in unrighteousness .

But if we reason from the fact that there is one logic in

the formal sense to the conclusion that sinners can and often

d
o

draw the right conclusions about God then we are back

to the scholastic position . Kuyper has done much to liber
ate u

s

from this . A
t

this one point he was not fully true to
himself . Such was my argument . The question is definitely

about the philosophy o
f logic , not at all about formal logic .

The discussion o
f the views o
f Hodge to which Van

Halsema refers brings out the same point . The question is

not that o
f

the la
w

o
f

contradiction a
s
a formal principle .

All men do agree upon it a
s
a formal principle ; but the two

classes o
f

men differ on the question of it
s

foundation and appli
cation . 25

Theism holds that a
ll predication presupposes the existence

o
f God a
s

a self -conscious being , while anti -theism holds that

2
4

Forum , December 1953 , p . 85 .

2
5 Introduction to Theology syllabus , p . 38 .
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predication is possible without any reference to God . This at
once gives to the terms is and is not quite different connotations .
For the anti- theist these terms play against the background of
bare possibility . Hence is and is not may very well be reversed .
The anti -theist has, in effect , denied the very law of contradic
tion, inasmuch as the law of contradiction , to operate at al

l
,must

have it
s

foundation in God . 26
From the fact , then , that sinners have the same formal

powers of reasoning we are not to conclude that they can ,

o
n

their principle , ever draw the conclusion that God is the
source o

f possibility . They have always assumed the oppo
site . They have always assumed a philosophy o

f reality in

which pure o
r

abstract possibility envelops God . How
otherwise could they get God interwoven into the system

o
f

which they want him to be a part . If God has a
n abso

lutely self -determinate character , then the universe also has

a
n
“objectivity ” to which the mind o
f

man must submit it

self . Then man cannot by the power of his logic determine
the nature o

f

God . And that is what he , as a sinner , wants

to do .
T
o

seek to control reality , to be the source of “objectiv

it
y
” is not the ideal of the modern idealists only ; it was the

ideal o
f

classic realism just a
swell . It is the ideal of al
l

non
Christian thought . Parmenides expressed the ideal per
fectly when h

e roundly asserted that only that can exist

which it is possible for the mind , that is the human mind ,

to order exhaustively by means of consistent , non -contra
dictory thought .

When therefore the non -Christian employs the law o
f

contradiction upon the facts o
f Christianity these facts are

" naturalized . ” Quite likely the admission will first be made
that Christianity may possibly b

e

true . Anything can hap
pen . The existentialist philosopher , Kierkegaard , tells u

s

that this is precisely the meaning o
f

existence , its absolute
freedom to b

e

o
r

not to b
e . Karl Barth applies this to the

2
6 Ibid .
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notion of God and says that God is free , free that is to turn
completely into the opposite of himself ; all of which is to
say that Reality , inclusive of God and the world , is contin
gent, ruled by Chance .
Then secondly , this irrationalism and indeterminism

will be supplemented by rationalistic determinism . The
sinner , assuming himself by its means to be the determiner

o
f the nature o
f reality , will assert that orthodox Christian

ity cannot be true . To be true itwould have to become part

o
f

this indeterminist -determinist system which , according to

the would -be -autonomousman , can alone exist .

Now some such thing is bound to happen when the nat
uralman is allowed to stand a

s judge above the revelation

o
f

God . The Christian , in particular the Reformed Chris
tian , must not accord to “reason ” the “ prerogative of decid
ing whether a thing is possible o

r impossible . ” 27 Reformed
Christians , as Hodge himself has so well taught us , realize
that the sinner is ethically desirous o

f showing that h
e
is not

a responsible creature o
f

God . Reformed Christians should
realize that the non -Christian may have , and often does have

a brilliantmind . It may act efficiently , like a sharp circular
saw acts efficiently . We may greatly admire such a mind
for what , in spite o

f

it
s

basic principle and because o
f

the

fact thatGod has released it
s powers in his restraining grace ,

it has done . For al
l

that , it must not be forgotten that this
mind is still , be its name Aristotle , a covenant -breaker in

Adam .

Aristotle knew how to use logic . He came to the con
clusion that God is not the creator o

f

man , knows nothing ,

is not a person . His conclusion was consistent with his
premise . His logic was involved in his metaphysics a

s his
metaphysics was involved in his logic .

The scholastic position , according to which unredeemed
man can and sometimes does come to conclusions about the

2
7

Idem , p . 37 .
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existence and nature of God that are consonant with Chris
tianity, cannot be reconciled with the Reformed view of
God and man . Convinced as I was of this fact, I rejoiced
when Dr. D . H . Th . Vollenhoven published his work entitled
The Necessity of a Christian Logic (Amsterdam , 1932 ) . I
wrote in part:

It is generally agreed that a consistently Christian conception

of reality is quite different from a
ll

other conceptions o
f reality .

It is not so generally accepted that this distinctly Christian con
ception o

f reality implies a distinctly Christian conception o
f

scientific methodology . Many Christian scholars seem to take

for granted that if we are to reason intelligently with non
Christians wemust have a common or neutral methodology .

But are not one ' s conception of reality and one ' s conception

o
f methodology involved in one another ? We cannot help but

think they are . One ' s conception o
f reality is one ' s conception

o
f

the foundation o
f

the laws o
f logic . If men are “neutral ” in

theirmethodology , they say in effect , that as far as the possibili
ties involved in their investigations are concerned , God may o

r

may not exist . The facts and the laws of this universe may o
r

may not be sustained b
y

God . The law o
f

contradiction does
not necessarily have it

s

foundation in God . A may be A tomor
row o

r it may be not A tomorrow . Thus history precedes not
only the logic o

f

man but also the logic o
f God ; God himself

must search fo
r

truth . Eve was " neutral ” when she put Satan ' s

interpretation o
f history o
n

a par with God ' s interpretation o
f

history . She thought that the devil might be right . That seemed

to b
e

a
n innocent attitude . Apparently God d
id not think so .

He punished her with death for her "neutrality ” in methodology .

T
o doubt God is to deny h
im . Does not this hold everywhere ?

Neutrality toward God is in effect negation o
fGod . 28

From this discussion o
f Kuyper ' s ideas about facts and

logic , and my criticism , it ought now to be clear what the

issue was . The whole point of my criticism was that if we
are to enter fully upon the inheritance o

f Kuyper , we must

2
8

Forum , January 1936 , p . 142 . .
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stress the fact that while in one sense Christians and non
Christians have all things in common , there is another sense
in which they have nothing in common .

It is therefore in conjunction with the sinner's subjective
alienation from God , as a limiting concept merely , thatwe ca

n

speak o
f anything as not having been destroyed b
y

si
n . 29

v

SUPERNATURAL AND NATURAL REVELATION

Another point may b
e expressed in th
e

words of Jesse
De Boer :

As for Van T
il ' s radical statement that unless I presuppose

God and his counsel I cannot distinguish a hawk from a hand
saw , I see n

o point in hesitating to deny it . God ' s knowledge o
f

the difference between a
n apple and a tomato is not a premise

to which Imust appeal in order to justify my noting the differ
ence . . . . From the statement that I am a creature of God it

simply does not follow that my rational operations need to be
authenticated b

y

means of duplicates in God ' smind . 30

I have already noted that , according to Jesse De Boer ,

my view o
f

the relation o
f God to the scientistmay b
e com

pared to that o
f
a rich uncle who picks u
p

gambling checks
for his erring nephew . And Cecil De Boer speaks o

fmy
position a

s involving a “suffocating supernaturalism . ”

But there is nothing artificial about saying that if the
world and it

s facts are not what they are , ultimately , by the
counsel o

f

God , that then there can b
e

n
o distinguishing

between a hawk and a handsaw . As already discussed , the
only alternative to the counsel o

f

God a
s

the ultimate prin

ciple o
f

individuation is that o
f

Chance . In Chaos and Old
Night al

l
is blank .

The position I have outlined does , I know , lay stress o
n

2
9

Common Grace , p . 43 .

3
0 Calvin Forum , October 1953 , p . 27 .
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the direct and immediate importance of supernatural reve
lation . But again there is nothing artificial about this . On
the contrary Reformed theology has stressed the “natural
ness” of the relation of supernatural and general revelation .
It has shown that the two ideas involve one another . This
was true even before the fall of Adam . For God spoke
supernaturally to Adam about his task in relation to what

we now call science and philosophy .
After the entrance of si

n

into the heart o
f

man the form

o
f supernatural revelation had to change . It had to become

redemptive because o
f

the si
n

o
f

man . But the Bible is no

more supernatural than was the direct communication o
f

God with Adam in paradise .

Now there is , of course , a difference between the special
place occupied b

y

Adam and the place occupied b
y

a
ll

men .

Again there is a difference between prophets or apostles and

those who through them , as special recipients of supernatural
revelation , receive the will ofGod . Still further there is the
difference in our lives a

s Christians between our acts o
f

worship and our daily tasks .

There a
re

n
o divine duplicates in the picture anywhere ,

not even in the case o
f

apostles . Least of all are there divine
duplicates in the picture when we engage as scientists . We
then study the hawks and handsaws and a

ll things else b
y

means o
f

our powers o
f

observation , strengthened b
y

various
means . We use our God - given power of imagination and

o
f reasoning to devise hypotheses with respect to the be

havior of the factswe study . We test these hypotheses again
and again .

But in it a
ll we presuppose that God , the creator and

controller o
f

a
ll things , is the source o
f possibility . We

therefore devise such hypotheses and only such as are within
that which is possible according to the plan o

fGod so far as

it is known to u
s . We have definite supernatural informa

tion to the effect that Jesus Christ , after his resurrection ,

ascended into heaven . An hypothesis to the effect that h
is



302 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

body might have been petrified and therefore might possi
bly be found on earth is irrelevant to me as a Christian . To
the non -Christian it would be entirely relevant . I could not
be neutral on the subject without denying my Lord . And
so it is with respect to a

ll

the facts and teachings directly

revealed in Scripture .

Butwe have already discussed the question of the rele
vancy o

f hypotheses . The point now is that so far from
playing the part o

f
a rich uncle to an erring nephew , the

truth , Christianity , is immediately and naturally relevant to

every enterprise o
f

human beings .



CHAPTER XII

CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS

Everything that has been said so far has bearing upon

the question of apologetics . How shall Christians win un
believers to an acceptance of Christian truth ? Kuyper

speaks much of the fact that, since the entrance of sin , truth
must b

e

set over against error . Satan is the prince o
f

dark

ness . He instigated Adam to make alliance with him over
against God . But God in his grace sent his Son to establish

the kingdom o
f righteousness and truth .

There is a global war o
n between Christ and Satan .

All men are participants in this war . They all wear uni
forms ; they are al

l

for o
r against God . There are , that is ,

two principles opposed to one another . But those who fight

for truth must fight with spiritual weapons only . Their
opposition to Satan is in the interest o

f winning converts to

the love o
f God in Christ .

Jesse De Boer does not like this martial terminology .

But there is a real danger that people who talk themselves
into the mentality characteristic o

f

war , or slide into it , are likely

to grasp at any weapon and to stick a
t

n
o means for achieving

their ends .

But how can we avoid martial terminology and be true

to the Bible ? Is not Modernism and neo -Modernism preach
ing a gospel o

f

love that makes n
o ultimate distinction be

tween truth and falsehood ? Was Christ ' s assertion that he

1 Forum , August -September 1953 , p . 7 .
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came not to bring peace but a sword out of accord with his
love fo

r

sinners ?

Christians must present the truth in terms o
f

God the
Creator , ofman his creature and also o

f

this man ’ s rebellion
against God . Romanism and Evangelicalism d

o not want

to think o
f

the fall o
f

man a
s having immediate significance

fo
r

a
n argument between a Christian and a non -Christian .

The Reformed view o
f theology alone takes the Bible story

o
f

Adam ' s representation seriously . Hence the Reformed
view alone appreciates fully the significance o

f

the fall o
f

man fo
r

Apologetics .
The Reformed apologetic , therefore , does not take for

granted , as does the Romanist and the Evangelical , that be
cause men have “common notions ” about God by virtue o

f

their creation in God ' s image , that sinners and saints also
have common notions when they are epistemologically self
conscious . The Reformed apologetic , following Calvin , will
distinguish between what was true fo

r
Adam , then what is

true for the sinner , the natural man , and after that what is

true fo
r

the saint , the regenerated man .

After we have begun with the Adamic consciousness , and
then turned to the unregenerate consciousness , we must next con
sider the regenerate consciousness . The regenerate consciousness

is the Adamic consciousness restored and supplemented , but re
stored and supplemented in principle o

r standing only .

In the first place , the regenerated consciousness is the
Adamic consciousness restored . It recognizes afresh it

s

own
derivative character . It is able to d

o

so only because God has
regenerated it and thus made it confess it

s

ethical depravity .

God has quickened what was the natural man so that h
e

now

lives . The regenerate man can discern and d
o

that which is

spiritually good because it is God who works in him both to will
and to d

o . In the second place , the regenerated consciousness

is the Adamic consciousness supplemented . Adam was in the
position o

f

posse peccare , while the restored are in th
e

position

o
f

non posse peccare . “Whosoever is begotten o
f God doeth n
o

si
n , because his seed abideth in h
im ; and h
e

cannot si
n

because

h
e
is begotten o
f

God ” ( I John 3 : 9 ) .



CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS 305

In the third place th
e

regenerate consciousness is restored

in principle but not in degree . The struggle o
f Romans VII

remains th
e

struggle o
f

every Christian ti
ll

the day of his death .

“ If we say that we have n
o

si
n we deceive ourselves , and the

truth is not in u
s
” ( 1 John 1 : 8 ) .

If we keep a
ll

these distinctions between the Adamic , the
non -regenerate , and the regenerate consciousness in mind , we
can approach the question a

s
to the place o
f

reason in theology .

THE PLACE O
F

REASON IN THEOLOGY

In the first place , we can n
o longer figure with the Adamic

consciousness a
s actually existing a
t

the present time . We deal
only with the non -regenerate and the regenerate consciousness .

But the true meaning o
f

the fallen and the regenerate conscious

ness cannot bemaintained unless back of both lies the history o
f

Adam and his fall . This does notmean that it is a matter of in

difference whether o
r

not we take the Genesis narrative with
respect to Adam a

s historical . It is only if we do take this nar
rative a

s historical that a sound theology can b
e maintained .

Adam ' s si
n was the wilful transgression o
f

man to the known
revelation o

f

God . If we deny the historicity o
f

the Genesis nar
rative we shall be compelled to reduce man ' s responsibility for

si
n

so drastically that in reality nothing remains o
f
it . Man ' s

“ sinfulness ” is then virtually identical with " fate . ” Accordingly
such theologians a

s

Otto Piper ? and Nels F . S . Ferre : who vir
tually reduce the Genesis narrative to the status o

f myth , find
themselves compelled to deny also the historic Christian views

o
f

si
n , of Christ , and of the atonement .

In the second place , we cannot speak o
f

human reason in

general , or of the human consciousness in general , except in the
objective sense explained above . And a

s such we may call it a

limiting concept in the Christian sense o
f

the term . In other
words , it is a concept that should never be employed to d

o duty
by itself . All men have a sense of deity , but there is n

o man

2 God in History , New York , 1939 , p . XX , p . 58 .

3 The Christian Faith , New York , 1942 and Evil and the Christian
Faith , New York , n . d .
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who has not at the same time also something else that at once
colors his sense of deity . A

ll

men are either in covenant with

Satan o
r

in covenant with God . The former invariably seek to

suppress and therefore always misinterpret the general sense o
f

deity within them . The latter invariably seek to relate that
general sense o

f

diety to the revelation o
f

God in Christ .

While therefore it is o
f

the utmost consequence to recognize

the fact o
f
a “common consciousness ” of God a
s the revelational

pressure o
f

God o
n man , it is of no less importance to note that ,

in so far a
s

men are aware o
f

their most basic alliances , they are
wholly for or wholly against God a

t every point of interest to

man .
In th
e

third place , when we deal with the non -regenerate
consciousness , wemust think of it as it is according to it

s adopted

monistic assumption . Hence we cannot grant that it has any
right to judge in matters o

f theology , or , for the matter of that ,

in anything else . The Scriptures nowhere appeal to the unregen
erated reason a

s
to a qualified judge . On the contrary , Scripture

says over and over that the unregenerate reason is entirely un
qualified to judge . When Scripture says : “Come , le

t

u
s

reason
together , ” it often speaks to the people o

f God , and , if it does
speak to others , it never regards them a

s equal with God o
r

a
s

really competent to judge . The unregenerate man has knowl
edge o

f

God , that is o
f

the revelation o
f

God within him , the
sense o

f deity which he seeks to suppress . Scripture does appeal

to this sense o
f deity in man , but it does so and can d
o

so only
by denying that man , when acting o

n his adopted monistic as
sumption , has any ability o

r right to judge o
f

what is true o
r

false , right or wrong .

In the fourth place , though Scripture does not appeal to the
natural man a

s

to a competent judge and though it considers
the naturalman a

s blind to spiritual things , the Scriptures con
tinue to hold man responsible fo

r

his blindness .

In the fifth place , Scripture teaches u
s
to speak and preach

to , as well as to reason with blind men , because God , in whose
name we speak and reason , can cause the blind to se

e
. Jesus

told Lazarus while dead to arise and come forth from the grave .

The prophet preached to the dead bones in the valley ti
ll they

took o
n

flesh . S
o our reasoning and our preaching is not in vain
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inasmuch as God in Christ reasons and preaches through us.
Once we were blind ; God reasoned with us, perhaps through
some human agency, and we saw .*

I shall quote part of a summary of the type of argument
I have constantly used . It appeared in His (April , 1948 )
magazine of the Inter -Varsity Fellowship , as an answer to
Professor William Pepperell Montague 's article , “ Does the
Universe Have a Mind ? ” in the Saturday Review of Litera
ture of September 6 , 1947.

“Does the universe show any evidence in it
s

behavior o
f

being created and benign ? ” ( S . R . L . , p . 31 . ) “ To this time
honored theological question the answer must b

e
a flat negative .

Nature is tooth and claw , and life so constituted that each crea
ture can preserve it

s

existence only by devouring other creatures .

If there is a God , he is either not omnipotent o
r

not good , in

any sense o
f

the word 'good ' that the human conscience can
sanction . ”

That th
e

position taken b
y

Montague is fairly typical o
f

th
e

attitude o
f many modern philosophers and scientists needs n
o

proof . Even when men d
o not express themselves as vigorously

a
s

does Montague , their attitude toward Christianity and it
s

claims is frequently the same as his . It is therefore imperative
that Christians investigate their own attitude toward such a

criticism carefully .

When Christians look a
t

evil and suffering , they say that it

is the result o
f

the si
n

o
f

man (Romans 5 : 12 ) . They add that
the nature o

f

si
n

is therefore lack o
f conformity to and transgres

sion o
f the will of God . They assert further that God "hath

appointed a day , in the which h
e will judge the world in right

eousness b
y

that man whom h
e

hath ordained ; whereof he hath
given assurance unto a

ll

men , in that he hath raised h
im

from

the dead ” ( Acts 1
7 : 31 ) . Christians interpret the " fact ” of evil ,

therefore , in the light of a story . And the story they get from
the Bible ,which they claim to b

e

th
e

Word o
f

God . Moreover ,

what is true o
f the fact o
f

evil is true o
f every other fact . Chris

* Introduction to Theology syllabus , p
p
. 28 - 30 .
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tians interpret every fact in the light of the same story . For
them the nature of every fact in this world is determined by the
place it occupies in the story . The story they cannot get from
any other source than supernatural revelation .
The Christian finds that his conscience agrees to the truth

of the story . He holds that those who deny the truth of the
story have an axe to grind . They do not want the story to be
true ; they do not want the facts to be what the story says they

are . They “protest too much .” And by protesting too much they
testify , in spite of themselves , that their conscience does not tell
them that the story is untrue . Their conscience tells them the
reverse ofwhat they say it does .
The Christian finds, further , that logic agrees with the story .

Human logic agrees with the story , because it derives it
s mean

ing from the story . The facts of the world are what the story

says they are ; if logic would deal with facts rather than fancies

itmust itself , together with the facts , be a part o
f

the story . B
y

logic man must seek for coherence in his experience o
f

the story .

The story tells h
im that " seed time and harvest , and cold and

heat , and summer and winter , and day and night shall not cease . "

Hence scientific predictions can b
emade . But the story also tells

him that the final judgment will come in God ' s time . Accord
ingly , these scientific predictions are contingent upon the main
tenance o

f

the course and constitution o
f

nature b
y

God .

Consider now what Montague has to say . He observes the

" facts ” o
f

nature and says they are not what the Christian says
they are . Involved in this mere looking a

t

the facts is the asser

tion that they cannot b
e what the Christian says they are . Merely

by looking a
t

the facts Montague virtually claims to know what
did not happen in the past and what cannot happen in the fu
ture . B

y

mere observation o
f

facts , he knows that there has been

n
o

creation o
r fall and that there will be no judgment . The

merest statement o
f

fact about any fact of nature , asMontague

sees it , involves and is virtually identical with a
n
a priori uni

versal negative judgment about a
ll possibility .

O
n Montague ' s position then the observation o
f

facts is

virtually identical with exhaustive insight into their nature . It

is only o
n the basis o
f

exhaustive insight into the nature o
f

facts

that one ca
n

determine just what they ca
n

o
r

cannot b
e . And
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exhaustive insight presupposes absolute control. In other words,
on Montague 's scheme of things th

e

mind o
f

man must , fo
r

a
ll

practical purposes , take the place o
f

God in the Christian scheme

o
f things . To talk about what ca
n

o
r

cannot exist according to

logic is but to swing a sword in the sk
y

unless it is first deter

mined a
t

what point logic meets reality . According to the

Christian story , logic and reality meet first of al
l
in the mind and

being o
f God . God ' s being is exhaustively rational . Then God

creates and rules the universe according to his plan . Even the
evil o

f

this world happens according to this plan . The only
substitute for this Christian scheme o

f things is to assert o
r as

sume that logic and reality meet originally in the mind of man .

The final point o
f

reference in a
ll predication must ultimately

rest in somemind , divine o
r

human . It is either the self -con
tained God o

f Christianity o
r

the would - be autonomous man that
must be and is presupposed a

s the final reference point in every

sentence that any man utters .

We would therefore a
sk Montague how it is that he , as a

mere man claims what is tantamount to absolute a priori or ana
lytical knowledge o

f

a
ll possibility . But if we should ask him

this , he would , of course , disclaim any such thing . He would
disown the attempt o

f

Parmenides to equate a
ll being with what

can without contradiction be said about it b
y

man . Neither has
he any place for a first cause . “ It seems rather that the thing o

r

principle responsible fo
r

the origin o
f

nature a
s we find it was a

power o
f fecundity , self -repetition o
r

increase and that the only

hope o
f ascribing to it mind o
r life would depend o
n showing

that those categories are interpretable a
s

later phases , “emergent
yet inevitable developments o

f

the principle o
f development

itself . ”

But how then , we now inquire o
f Montague , is it that you

can make universal negative propositions about a
ll possibility

if for you , according to your own assertions , possibility and even
reality is something that exists prior to any mind and any logical

assertion about it ? If we hear a motor roar in a new Buick car
while the car does not move , we assume that the driver merely

8 Article o
n
" The Trinity ” in Religious Realism , New York , 1931 , p .

497 .
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does not want the car to move . He could put the motor in gear
at any time and the car would go . But when we see him take

the motor out of the ca
r

and drop it in the middle of the Pacific
Ocean with the avowed intention o

f making things move , we
are not impressed .

The Christian and the non -Christian may then b
e compared

to one another in some such way a
s follows :

1 . Both make presuppositions about the nature of reality :

a . The Christian presupposes the self -contained God
and his plan for the universe .

b . The non -Christian presupposes “ Chaos and Old
Night . ”

2 . Neither can , as finite beings , b
y

means o
f logic legislate

what reality should b
e .

a . Knowing this the Christian observes facts and a
r

ranges them logically in self -conscious subjection to th
e

plan o
f God revealed in Scripture .

b . Knowing this the non -Christian none the less con
stantly attempts the impossible .

1 . Negatively h
e says in effect that reality is not

rationally constituted a
t a
ll

and that the Christian
story therefore cannot b

e

true . This is involved in

his idea o
f
" facts ” a
s springing from “Chaos and

Old Night . ”

2 . Positively h
e

assumes that reality is after a
ll

rationally constituted and answers exhaustively to

his logical manipulations . This is involved in h
is

idea that any “cosmic mind ” or God that is to be

tolerated must b
e manipulable b
y

categories de
vised b

y

man without reference to “ him ” o
r
“ it . "

3 . Each claims that his position is " in accordance with th
e

facts o
f experience . ”

a . The Christian claims this because h
e interprets the

facts and his experience o
f

them in terms o
f

his pre
supposition . The “uniformity o
f

nature ” and his knowl
edge o

f

that uniformity both rest fo
r

him upon the plan
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of God . The coherence of h
is experience h
e

takes to

b
e analogical to the absolute coherence o
f

God .

b . The non -Christian also interprets the facts in terms
o
f

his presuppositions . One of these presuppositions is

that of ultimate non -rationality . On such a basis any

fact would have a nature that is different in a
ll respects

from a
ll

other facts . Here is “Chaos and Old Night ”

with a vengeance . The second of these presuppositions

is the rationality o
f

all reality in terms o
f

the reach o
f

logic a
s manipulated b
y

man . O
n

such a basis the

nature o
f any fact would b
e

identical with the nature o
f

every other fact . In practice the procedure o
f the non

Christian is that o
f keeping in careful balance the utter

equivocism involved in his first and the utter univocism

involved in his second presupposition . In any case the
non -Christian can never so much a

s discover any fact .

On his principles he knows nothing o
f

it
s

nature . But
when h

e

has discovered what h
e

cannot discover h
e

can tell us everything about it . On his principles he

knows everything if he knows anything .

4 . Each claims that h
is position is " in accord with the de

mands o
f logic . ”

a . The Christian claims this because h
e interprets the

reach o
f logic a
s manipulated b
y

man in terms o
f

his
story and therefore in terms o

f his presupposition o
f

God . The story tells him that nature is made subject

to man and both subject to God and his purpose . Thus

h
is logic is in gear with reality but it does not claim to

control the possible .

b . The non -Christian claims this , but cannot put any
intelligiblemeaning into the claim . If he works accord
ing to his presupposition about the ultimate non -ration
ality o

f

facts , there is n
o

such thing a
s validity to logic .

All logic is then d
e facto and therewith void . If he

works according to his presupposition about the ulti
mate legislative character o

f logic a
s manipulated b
y

man , then there are n
o facts that can be related to one
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another by logic . All facts are then reduced to logic ;
logic has validity but a validity that is purely formal .

5. Each claims that with respect to the problem of evil his
position is in accord with conscience.

a. The Christian claims this because he interprets h
is

moral consciousness , as an aspect of his total experience ,

in terms of his presuppositions . He knows that the
judge o

f
the whole earth must d

o right . All the facts
and problems o

f

evil and si
n

take their meaning from

and find their solution in terms o
f

the story o
f Scrip

ture . The approvals and disapprovals o
f his conscience

take their meaning from this story and from this story

alone .

b . The non -Christian claims this because h
e

takes h
is

conscience to be it
s

own ultimate point of reference .

Evil has not come into the world because of man ' s dis
obedience ; it is therefore metaphysically ultimate . Evil
cannot be distinguished from good ; what is , ought to be .

Assuming that good could be distinguished from evil ,

there is no right to expect that the one will ever b
e

victorious over the other . If those who think they are
good succeed in making what they think is “ good ” to

prevail upon earth , it can only be the suppression of the

" good " o
f

others who also think they are “ good . ” Thus
power politics would forever replace a

ll

ethical dis
tinctions .

The sort o
f argument outlined above differs from the

traditional method o
f apologetics , the apologetics o
f
“ old

Princeton . ” This apologetics was derived via Butler ' s fa

mous Analogy from the scholastic position . How d
o

the

two positions differ ?

I shall indicate this in a general way by quoting a part

o
f
a series o
f

articles o
n

“Defending the Faith ” which
appeared in the Torch and Trumpet .

6 Vol . I , No . 1 , pp . 16 ff . ; Vol . I , No . 2 , pp . 17 ff . ; Vol . I , No . 3 , pp .

1
6

ff . ; Vol . I , No . 4 , pp . 16 ff . ; and Vol . II , No . 5 , pp . 18 ff .
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II
DEFENDING THE FAITH

In this series of articles our concern will be to discover some
of the main features of the Reformed approach in Christian
Apologetics .
While seeking light on this question , le

t

u
s

turn first to the
inaugural address of the late D

r
. Valentine Hepp o
f

the Free
University o

f

Amsterdam . The title of this address is Reformed
Apologetic . ? Hepp says that a Reformed Christian must nat
urally be Reformed in his approach to the problem o

f Apologet

ics . Men and women do not walk about first as human beings

and afterward a
s men and women . No more ca
n

a Reformed

Christian first appear a
s
a Christian and later a
s
a Reformed

Christian . A Reformed Christian is a Reformed Christian from

the outset . If Hepp is right , then the Reformed Christian will
have a distinctively Reformed approach when h

e

is trying to

win “Mr . Black ” to become a Christian . He wants “Mr . Black ”

to become at once a Reformed Christian , not first a Christian and
then a Reformed Christian . “Mr . Black ” must become a Re
formed Christian not in two but in one transaction .

The late Dr . Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield once said that
Calvinism o

r

the Reformed Faith is Christianity come to its own .

Warfield did not like to identify Calvinism with the so -called

“ five points o
f

Calvinism ” : total depravity , unconditional elec
tion , limited atonement , irresistible grace , and perseverance o

f

the saints . Historically a
t least ,Warfield asserts , these five points

were but the “ theological obverse ” o
f

the “ five points o
f Armin

ianism . ” The “ five points of Calvinism ” are but so many branches

o
f

the tree o
f

Calvinism .

Looked a
t
a
s
a unit , Calvinism represents the “ vision o
f

God

in his majesty . ” Regarded a little more particularly , Calvinism
implies three things . “ In it , objectively speaking , theism comes

to it
s rights ; subjectively speaking , the religious relation attains

it
s purity ; soteriologically speaking , evangelical religion finds at

7Gereformeerde Apologetiek , Kampen , 1922 .



314 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

length it
s full expression and it
s secure stability . ” Amplifying

this statement Warfield says : “ I think it is important to insist
that Calvinism is not a specific variety o

f

theistic thought , re
ligious experience , evangelical faith , but just the perfect mani
festation o

f

these things . . . . There is but one kind o
f

theism ,

religion , evangelicalism ; and if there are several constructions
laying claim to these names they differ from one another not as

correlative species o
f
a more inclusive genus , but only a
s more

o
r

less good o
r bad specimens of the same thing differ from one

another . ” ,

If Warfield is right , then our conclusion must be the same

a
s that based o
n Hepp ' s remarks . The Reformed Faith is theism

come to it
s

own . If there b
e other theisms they are not true

theisms . How could they b
e
? Are there several true Gods ?

There is but one true God ; there is therefore but one true the

is
m , namely , Christian theism , the theism o
f

the Bible . There

is but one God , the God triune of the Scriptures . And it is the
vision o

f

this God “ in h
is majesty ” that constitutes the essence o
f

the Reformed Faith . It is to the recognition o
f

this God a
s

wholly sovereign that the Reformed Christian would win “Mr .

Black . ”

Two general conclusions o
f
a negative nature may now b
e

drawn . First , the Reformed apologist cannot cooperate with the
Romanist in the establishment o

f

the existence of God . The the
ism o

f Roman Catholic theology is not " theism come to it
s

own ” ;

it is a vague , general sort o
f

theism . It is a theism in which the

God o
f Christianity and the god o
f

Greek philosophy , particularly
the Unmoved Mover of Aristotle , are ground together into a

common mixture . The theism o
f

Romanist theology is a theism
heavily freighted with pagan elements o

f thought . If such a

theism were proved to be true , then the Christian theism o
f the

Reformed Christian would b
e proved to b
e

untrue . If with the
Romanist we “prove ” th

e

existence o
f

a god , then we have dis
proved the existence o

f

the God o
f Christianity . It is only a

perverted type o
f

theism which is “proved ” b
y

Romanist theo
logians .

8 B . B . Warfield : Calvin a
s
a Theologian and Calvinism Today (pam

phlet ) , Philadelphia , 1909 , p . 23 .

9 Idem , p . 24 .
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The second major negative conclusion to be drawn from the
remarks of Hepp and Warfield is that the Reformed apologist

cannot cooperate with the “evangelical ” in providing the truth
of Evangelicalism . By Evangelicalism we mean what Warfield
meant when he spoke of it as identical with general non -Re
formed Protestantism (cf. his The Plan of Salvation ).
This - second negative conclusion follows directly from the

first. The evangelical does want to cooperate with the Roman

is
t
in proving the truth o
f

theism . He argues that Protestants
have many doctrines in common with Romanists , and that the
existence o

f

God is the most basic o
f

them . Why then he asks

in amazement , cannot Protestants cooperate with Romanists in

proving the truth o
f

theism ? Why not have the Romanist help

u
s

build the first story o
f

the house o
f Christian theism ? After

they have helped u
s

build the first story o
f

our house , we can
dismiss them with thanks for their services and proceed to build
the second story , the story of Protestantism , ourselves .

The answer to this is that if Romanists have helped u
s

in

building the first story of our house , then the whole house will
tumble into ruins . It has already been noted that when they

build the first story o
f

their house the Romanists mix a great

deal of the clay o
f

paganism with the iron o
f Christianity . The

concrete blocks may be those o
f Christianity , but the cement is

nothing other than the sand o
f

paganism . Woe to the Protestant
who seeks to build his Protestantism a

s
a second story upon a

supposedly theistic foundation , and a first story built b
y

Roman

is
m

o
r b
y

Protestants in conjunction with Romanists . Only a

defective Protestantism can b
e

built upon the perverted theism

o
f

the Romanist type . For , asWarfield puts it , the precise char
acterization o

f Evangelicalism is that which describes it as a

defective Protestantism . Warfield ' s point is that Evangelicalism

is inconsistent Protestantism . It has carried into it
s system cer

tain foreign elements - elements ultimately derived b
y

way o
f

Romanism from paganism .

“But , ” someone will exclaim , " look where you have brought

u
s ! T
o what extremes you have gone ! Not to speak o
f Roman

ists , are we not even to cooperate with Evangelicals ? I know
many Evangelicals who are much better Christians than aremany

Calvinists . ” But this is not the issue . The question is not as to
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who are Christians and who are going to heaven . We are not
judging men 's hearts. Many Evangelicals are no doubt better
Calvinists in practice than other men who are officially known
as Calvinists .
The point is that we are now speaking of theological sys

tems. When Warfield makes the high claim that Calvinism is
"nothingmore or less than the hope of the world ,” he is speaking
of the Reformed system of theology and of the Reformed point
of view in general . Other types of theology are supernaturalistic

in patches. To some extent they yield to the idea of autosoter

is
m , to the idea that man to some degree is saved b
y

his own

effort . Therefore , argues Warfield , “Calvinism is just Christian

it
y
. ” But then , by precisely the same reasoning , Reformed apolo

getics is the hope o
f

the world .

A further objection may b
e

met here : Have not certain
Reformed theologians been willing in some measure to cooper

ate with Romanists in defending theism and with evangelicals in

defending evangelicalism , in order , after that , to defend the
specific doctrines o

f

Calvinism ? Are they all wrong and are you
alone right ?

The answer to this objection is not easy . It would require
separate and extensive discussion to d

o it justice . There is , no

doubt , some measure o
f

truth in the contention that a
t

least

some Reformed theologians have been willing to follow the

method o
f cooperation first and distinctiveness afterward . Over

against this stands the fact that other Reformed theologians , see
ing , as they thought , the compromising result of such a method ,
have argued that the very idea o

f apologetics as a positive theo
logical discipline is out of accord with the principles o

f

the
Reformed Faith . Or again , some have argued that apologetics

must a
t

most b
e given a very small task in the way o
f warding

off the attacks o
f

the enemy . The difference between Warfield

and Kuyper o
n the question o
f apologetics is well known . Are

we to b
e reprimanded in advance fo
r

not agreeing with Kuy
per ? Or fo

r

not agreeing with Warfield ? Let u
s

rather seek to

listen to both Warfield and Kuyper and also to Calvin , and then

d
o

th
e

best we can a
s we ask just what the genius of the Re

formed Faith requires of u
s . Is there anything else that anyone

today can d
o
?
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A third party is anxious to a
sk
a question here . Are al
l

the

efforts o
f evangelical apologists then to n
o

avail ? Are we to

make n
o

use whatsoever o
f

the research done b
y

them in such

fields a
s Biblical history and archaeology , to mention nothing

more ?

Let us reply to these questions with other questions . Re
formed theologians d

o
not cooperate with Arminian theologians

in the preaching o
f

the gospel . Do they therefore conclude that
all Arminian preaching is to no avail ? God uses even defective
preaching to accomplish his purposes ; so God also uses defective
reasoning to bring men to himself . And a

s

for the results o
f

evangelical scholarship , the Reformed apologist should grate
fully employ a

ll

that is true and good in it . What is true and
good in it derives from the measure o

f Calvinism any form o
f

Christianity contains . But when it comes to the master plan o
f

procedure , the Reformed apologist must g
o

his own way ; and it

is only o
f

the master plan thatwe speak when we deal with the
question o

f apologetics in general . Solomon made use even o
f

the Sidonians when building the temple o
f

the Lord , but he did
not give them membership o

n his building committee .

A fourth party now asks : “Granting a
ll

this for th
e

sake o
f

argument , can you tell us in a fe
w

words wherein you think the
main difference consists between a Reformed and a Romanist o

r

evangelical apologetics ? "

Here , indeed , is the heart of the matter . It is not easy to

answer this question . But le
t

u
s
tr
y

to deal with it a
s

best we
can in a general way before going o

n

to further specific points .

The basic difference between the two types o
f apologetics

is to b
e

found , we believe , in the primary assumption that each
party makes . The Romanist -evangelical type o

f apologetics as
sumes that man ca

n

first know much about himself and the uni
verse and afterward ask whether God exists and Christianity is

true . The Reformed apologist assumes that nothing can be
known b

y

man about himself o
r the universe unless God exists

and Christianity is true .

It will be observed that it is this very difference that exists
between the two types o

f theology , the Romanist -evangelical

and the Reformed . The former type of theology assumes that

it first knows what human freedom is from " experience . ” It then
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adjusts the doctrines of Scripture concerning God and Christian

it
y

to it
s

notion o
f

freedom derived from experience . The Re
formed type o

f theology begins with Scriptures and defines
human freedom in terms o

f

it
s principles alone .

It is natural that this difference which is basic in the two
types of theology should also be basic in the two types o

f apolo
getics . Thomas Aquinas , the Roman Catholic , and Bishop But

le
r , the Arminian , both talk a great deal about the nature o
f

man and o
f reality a
s
a whole before they approach the question

o
f

the existence o
f

God or o
f

the truth o
f Christianity . A
t

least ,

they assume much about the nature o
f

man and o
f reality a
s
a

whole while they are speaking about the possibility o
f

th
e

exist

ence o
f

God o
r o
f

the truth o
f Christianity . Over against them

stands Calvin . He will not say one word about man o
r about

the universe except in the light of the revelation o
f God a
s given

in Scripture . The very first page of The Institutes is eloquent
testimony to this fact .

Otherwise expressed , it may be said that the Reformed
apologist does while the Romanist -evangelical apologist does not
make the Creator -creature distinction basic in a

ll

that h
e

says

about anything . His argument is that unless this distinction is

made basic to a
ll

that man says about anything , then whatever
man says is fundamentally untrue . The natural man , who a

s

sumes that h
e

himself and the facts about him are not created ,

therefore assumes what is basically false . Everything he says
about himself and the universe will be colored b

y

this assump

tion . It is therefore impossible to grant that h
e
is right , basically

right , in what he says about any fact . If he says what is right

in detail about any fact , this is in spite o
f , not because o
f

his
basically false assumption .

Since the Romanist -evangelical apologist does notmake the
Creator -creature distinction basic to the very first thing that he
says about man o

r the universe , he is willing to join hands with

the natural man , and together with him “ discover ” many “ truths ”

aboutman and the universe . Hewillmake common ground with
the unbeliever a

s
in science o
r

in philosophy they investigate

together the nature o
f Reality a
s
a whole . Hewill agree with the

natural man a
s h
e

speaks about "being in general , " and only
afterward argue against the unbeliever for the necessity o
f intro
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ducing the Creator -creature distinction . So Butler agrees with
the deists on their view of the " course and constitution ” of na
ture, and afterward tries to persuade them that they ought also
to believe in Christ .
Of course, the reason why the one type of apologetics does

and the other does not wish to make the Creator -creature distinc
tion basic at the outset of a

ll predication is to b
e

found in the
differing conceptions of si

n . The natural man does not want to

make the Creator -creature distinction basic in his thought . The
sinner does not want to recognize the fact that he is a creature

o
fGod , and a
s

such responsible to God , and because o
f his si
n

under the judgment o
f

God . This is to be expected . But why

should Christians who have confessed their sins to God , who
have therefore recognized him a

s Creator and Lord , and espe
cially why should evangelicals who confess that they hold to the
Bible a

s

their only infallible rule o
f authority , not wish to bring

their every thought captive to the obedience o
f

Christ . In other
words , how d

o you account for the fact that evangelicals carry

into their theology and into their apologetics so much foreign

material ? It is , of course , because o
f

their defective view o
f

si
n .

In fact , their defective view o
f

si
n

is itself of foreign origin .

More must be said about this subject later .

III
THE BELIEVER MEETS THE UNBELIEVER

T
o

se
e

clearly what ismeant , think of a dentist . You g
o

to

him with a “bad tooth . ” Does he take care of your tooth in two
operations ? T

o be sure , you may have to come back to have

him finish the job . But it is one jo
b

h
e
is doing . He takes a
ll

the decayed matter out before he fills the cavity . Well , Mr .

Black is the man with the toothache , and you , as a Reformed
Christian , ar

e

the dentist . Would you first convert him to

Evangelicalism and then to the Reformed Faith ? Then you

would be like a dentist who would today take half the decayed

matter out and fi
ll

the cavity , and tomorrow o
r next week take

out the rest of the decayed matter and fi
ll the cavity again . Or ,

rather , you would be like the dentist who takes part of the de
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cayed matter out, fills the cavity , and then lets th
e

patient go until

a long time later he returns complaining again o
f
a toothache .

Indeed , it is no fun to have the dentist drill deep into your

tooth . And it is the last and deepest drilling that hurts most .

S
o Mr . Black is likely to feel more a
t

home in the office o
f

the

“ evangelical ” dentist than in the office o
f

the “Reformed ” dentist .

Will the latter have any customers ? He is likely to fear that he
will not . He is ever tempted , therefore , to advertise that he is

cooperating with a
ll

good “ conservatives ” in a
ll

good dentistry ,

but that he has a specialty which it would b
e very nice for

people to see him about .
Let u

s

now ask b
y

what means wemay diagnose Mr . Black .

For that purpose we use th
e
X -ray machine . Whence d
o

you

know your misery ? Out of the law , the revealed will of God ,

answers the Reformed Christian . Let us call him Mr . White .

It is by means of the Bible , not b
y personal experience , that he

turns the light on himself , aswell as on Mr . Black . He does not
appeal to " experience ” or to “ reason ” or to “history ” or to any
thing else a

s his source o
f

information in the way that he appeals

to the Bible . He may appeal to experience , but his appeal will
be to experience a

s

seen in the light o
f

the Bible . S
o h
e may

appeal to reason o
r
to history , but , again , only as they are to be

seen in the light of the Bible . He does not even look for cor
roboration for the teachings o

f Scripture from experience , reason

o
r history except insofar as these are themselves first seen in the

light o
f

the Bible . For him the Bible , and therefore the God of
the Bible , is like the sun from which the light that is given b

y

oil lamps , gas lamps and electric lights is derived .

Quite different is the attitude o
f

the “ evangelical ” o
r con

servative . ” Let us call him Mr . Grey . Mr . Grey uses the Bible ,

experience , reason o
r logic a
s equally independent sources o
f

information about his own and therefore about Mr . Black ' s pre
dicament . I did not say that for Mr . Grey th

e

Bible , experience
and reason are equally important . Indeed they are not . He
knows that the Bible is b

y

far the most important . But he 'none
the less constantly appeals to “ the facts o

f experience ” and to

“ logic ” without first dealing with the very idea o
f

fact and with
the idea o

f logic in terms o
f

the Scripture .

The difference is basic . When Mr . White diagnoses Mr .
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Black 's case he takes as his X -ray machine the Bible only . When
Mr. Grey diagnoses Mr. Black 's case he first takes the X - ra

y

machine o
f experience , then the X -ray machine o
f logic , and

finally his biggest X -ray machine , the Bible . In fact , he may
take these in any order . Each of them is a

n independent source

o
f

information .

Let u
s

first look briefly a
t
a typical sample o
f procedure gen

erally followed in conservative o
r evangelical circles today . Let

u
s , in other words , note how Mr . Grey proceeds with a
n analysis

o
fMr . Black . And le
t

u
s a
t

the same time se
e

how Mr . Grey
would win Mr . Black to an acceptance o

f Christianity . We take
for this purpose a series o

f

articles which appeared in the Jan
uary , February and March , 1950 , issues of Moody Monthly , pub

lished b
y

the Moody Bible Institute in Chicago . Edward John
Carnell , Ph . D . , author o

f

A
n

Introduction to Christian Apolo
getics and Professor o

f Apologetics a
t Fuller Theological Semi

nary , Pasadena , California , wrote this series . Carnell ' s writings
are among the best that appear in evangelical circles . In fact ,

in his book Carnell frequently argues as we would expect a Re
formed apologist to argue . B

y

and large , however , he represents
the evangelical rather than the Reformed method in Apologetics .

When Mr . Carnell instructs his readers “How Every Chris
tian Can Defend His Faith , ” he first appeals to facts and to logic

a
s independent sources o
f information about the truth of Chris

tianity . Of course , hemust bring in the Bible even a
t this point .

But the Bible is brought in only a
s
a book o
f

information about

the fact of what has historically been called Christianity . It is

not from the beginning brought in a
s

God ' s Word . It must be
shown to Mr . Black to b

e the Word o
f

God b
y

means o
f
" facts ”

and “ logic . ” Carnell would thus avoid at al
l

costs the charge o
f

reasoning in a circle . He does not want Mr . Black to point the
finger a

t

h
im and say : " You prove that the Bible is true b
y
a
n

appeal to the Bible itself . That is circular reasoning . How can
any person with any respect for logic accept such a method o

f

proof ? ”

Carnell would escape such a charge by showing that the

facts o
f experience , such as all men recognize , and logic , such

a
s
a
ll

men must use , point to the truth o
f Scripture . This iswhat

he says : “ If you are of a philosophic turn , you can point to the
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remarkable way in which Christianity fi
ts
in with the moral sense

inherent in every human being , o
r

the influence o
f Christ o
n our

ethics , customs , literature , art and music . Finally , you can draw
upon your own experience in speaking o

f

the reality o
f

answered
prayer and the witness o

f

the Spirit in your own heart . . . . If

the person is impressed with this evidence , turn a
t

once to the
gospel . Read crucial passages and permit the Spirit to work o

n

the inner recesses o
f his heart . Remember that apologetics is

merely a preparation . After the ground has been broken , proceed
immediately with sowing and watering . 10

It is assumed in this argument that Mr . Black agrees with
the “evangelical , ”Mr .Grey , on the character of the “moral sense "

o
f

man . This may be true , but then it is true because Mr .Grey
has himself not taken his information about the moral sense of

man exclusively from Scripture . If with Mr .White he had taken
his conception o

f

the moral nature o
f

man from the Bible , then
he would hold that Mr . Black , as totally depraved will , of course ,

misinterpret his own moral nature . True , Christianity is in ac
cord with the moral nature ofman . But this is so only because
the moral nature o

f

man is first in accord with what the Bible
says it is , that is , originally created perfect , but now wholly
corrupted in it

s

desires through the fall o
f

man .

If you are reasoning with a naturalist , Carnell advises his
readers , ask him why when a child throws a rock through his
window , he chases the child and not the rock . Presumably even

a naturalist knows that the child , not the rock , is free and there
fore responsible . “ A bottle of water cannot ought ; it must . When
once the free spirit o

f

man is proved , the moral argument , the
existence o

f
a God who imposes moral obligations - can form the

bridge from man to God . " 11

Here the fundamental difference between Mr . Grey ' s and
Mr .White ' s approach to Mr . Black appears . The difference lies

in the different notions o
f

the free will of man . O
r , itmay b
e

said , the difference is with respect to the nature o
fman a
s such .

Mr . White would define man , and therefore his freedom , in terms

o
f Scripture alone . Hewould therefore begin with the fact that

man is the creature o
f

God . And this implies thatman ' s freedom

1
0Moody Monthly , January 1950 , p . 313 .

1
1

Idem , p . 343 .
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is a derivative freedom . It is a freedom that is not and cannot
be wholly ultimate , that is, self -dependent . Mr. White knows
thatMr. Black would not agree with him in this analysis ofman
and of his freedom . He knows that Mr. Black would not agree
with him on this any more than he would agree on the Biblical
idea of total depravity .
Mr. Grey, on the other hand , must at al

l

costs have “ a point

o
f

contact ” in the system o
f thought ofMr . Black , who is typical

o
f

the natural man ; just asMr . Grey is afraid o
f being charged

with circular reasoning , so he is also afraid o
f being charged with

talking about something that is “ outside o
f experience . ” And so

h
e
is driven to talk in general about the “ free spirit o
f

man . ” O
f

course ,Mr . Black need have n
o objections from his point o
f

view

in allowing for the “ free spirit o
f

man . ” That is at bottom what

h
e

holds even when h
e is a naturalist . His whole position is

based upon the idea o
f

man a
s
a free spirit , that is , a spirit that

is not subject to the la
w

o
f

his Creator God . And Carnell does
not distinguish between th

e

Biblical doctrine o
f

freedom , as

based upon and involved in the fact of man ' s creation , and the
doctrine o

f

freedom , in the sense of autonomy , which makes man

a la
w

unto himself .

Of course ,Mr . Black will be greatly impressed with such a
n

argument a
s Mr . Grey has presented to him for the truth o
f

Christianity . In fact , if Christianity is thus shown to be in ac
cord with themoral nature o

f

man , asMr . Black himself sees that
moral nature , then Mr . Black does not need to b

e

converted a
t

all to accept Christianity . He only needs to accept something
additional to what he has always believed . He has been shown
how nice it would b

e
to have a second story built on top o
f

the

house which he has already built according to his own plans .

T
o b
e

sure , the Evangelical intends n
o such thing . Least

o
f

a
ll

does Carnell intend such a thing . Butwhy then does not
the “Evangelical see that b

y

presenting the non -Christian with
Evangelicalism rather than with the Reformed Faith h

e must
compromise the Christian religion ? And why does he not also se

e

that in doing what he does the non -Christian is not really chal
lenged either b

y

fact or b
y

logic ? For facts and logic which are
not themselves first seen in the light o

f Christianity have , in the
nature o

f

the case , no power in them to challenge the unbeliever
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to change his position . Facts and logic , not based upon the
creation doctrine and not placed in the context of the doctrine of
God 's al

l
-embracing Providence , are without relation to one

another and therefore wholly meaningless .

It is this fact which must be shown toMr . Black . The folly
o
f holding to any view o
f life except that which is frankly based

upon the Bible a
s

the absolute authority for man must be pointed

out to him . Only then are we doing what Paul did when h
e

said : “Where is the wise ? where is the scribe ? where is the dis
puter o

f

this world ? hath not God made foolish the wisdom o
f

the world ? ” ( I Corinthians 1 : 20 . )

A
s
a Reformed Christian Mr . White therefore cannot co

operate with Mr . Grey in his analysis of Mr . Black . This fact
may appear more clearly if we turn to see how Mr . Black a

p

pears when h
e
is analyzed b
y

Mr .White in terms of the Bible
alone .

Now , according to Mr .White ' s analysis ,Mr . Black is not a

murderer . He is not necessarily a drunkard o
r
a dope addict .

He lives in one of the suburbs . He is every whit a gentleman .

He gives to the Red Cross and to the Red Feather campaigns .

He was a boy scout ; he is a member of a lodge ; he is very much
civic minded ; now and then his name is mentioned in the papers

a
s

a
n asset to the community . But we know that he is spiritually

dead . He is filled with the spirit of error . Perhaps h
e
is a mem

ber o
f
a “ fine church ” in the community , but nevertheless he is

one o
f
a “people that do err in their heart ” ( Psalms 9
5 : 10 ) . He

lives in a stupor (Romans 1
1 : 8 ) . To him the wisdom o
f God is

foolishness . The truth about God , and about himself in relation

to God , is obnoxious to him . He does not want to hear of it .

He seeks to close eyes and ears to those who give witness of the
truth . He is , in short , utterly self -deceived .

Actually , Mr . Black is certain that he looks at life in the
only proper way . Even if h

e has doubts a
s
to the truth o
f what

h
e

believes , he does not see how any sensible o
r

rational man
could believe o

r

d
o otherwise . If he has doubts it is because

n
o

one can be fully sure of himself . If he has fears it is because
fear is to b

e expected in the hazardous situation in which modern

man lives . If he sees men ' sminds break down he thinks this is

to b
e expected under current conditions o
f

stress and strain . If
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he sees grown men act like children he says that they were once
beasts . Everything , including th

e
“abnormal ” is to him “normal . ”

In a
ll

this Mr . Black has obviously taken for granted that
what the Bible says about the world and himself is not true . He
has taken this for granted . He may never have argued the point .

He has cemented yellow spectacles to his own eyes . He cannot
remove them because h

e will not remove them . He is blind and
loves to b

e blind .

Do not think that Mr . Black has a
n easy time of it . He is

the man who always "kicks against the pricks . " His conscience
troubles him a

ll

the time . Deep down in h
is heart he knows

that what the Bible says about him and about the world is true .

Even if he has never heard o
f the Bible he knows that he is a

creature o
fGod and that he has broken the la
w

o
fGod (Romans

1 : 19 , 20 ; 2 : 14 , 15 ) . When the prodigal so
n

left his father ' s house

h
e

could not immediately efface from h
is memory the look and

the voice o
f his father . How that look and that voice came back

to him when h
e

was a
t

the swine trough ! How hard h
e

had tried

to live a
s though the money with which h
e

so freely entertained

his "friends ” had not come from his father ! When asked where
he came from h

e would answer that he came “ from the other
side . ” He did not want to b

e

reminded o
f

his past . Yet he
could not forget it . It required a constant act o

f suppression

to forget the past . But that very act of suppression itself keeps

alive thememory o
f

the past .

S
o

also with Mr . Black . He daily changes the truth o
f God

into a lie . He daily worships and serves the creature more than
the Creator . He daily holds the truth in unrighteousness (Ro
mans 1 : 18 ) . But what a time he has with himself ! Hemay try

to sear his conscience as with a hot iron . Hemay seek to escape

the influence o
f all those who witness to the truth . But he can

never escape himself a
s

witness bearer to the truth .

His conscience keeps telling him : “Mr . Black , you are a

fugitive from justice . You have run away from home , from your
father ' s bountiful love . You are a

n ingrate , a sneak , a rascall
You shall not escape meeting justice a

t

last . The father still
feeds you . Yet you despise the riches o

f his goodness and for
bearance and longsuffering ; not recognizing that th

e

goodness

o
f

God is calculated to lead you to repentance ( Romans 2 : 4 ) .
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Why do you kick against the pricks ? Why do you stifle th
e

voice

o
f your conscience ? Why d
o you use the wonderful intellect

that God has given you a
s
a tool fo
r

the suppression o
f

the voice

o
f

God which speaks to you through yourself and through your

environment ? Why d
o you build your house o
n sand instead o
f

o
n rock ? Can you b
e

sure that n
o

storm is ever coming ? Are
you omniscient ? Are you omnipotent ? You say that nobody

knows whether God exists or whether Christianity is true . You
say that nobody knows this because man is finite . Yet you as

sume that God cannot exist and that Christianity cannot be true .

You assume that n
o judgment will ever come . You must b
e

omniscient to know that . And yet you have just said that all
man declares about “ the beyond ” must b

e

based upon h
is brief

span of existence in this world o
f

time and chance . How , then ,

if you have taken fo
r

granted that chance is one o
f

the basic in

gredients o
f

all human experience , can you a
t the same time say

what can o
r

cannot be in all time to come ? You certainly have
made a fool of yourself ,Mr . Black , ” says Mr . Black to himself .

“ You reject the claims o
f

truth which you know to b
e

the truth ,

and you d
o

that in terms of the lie which really you know to be
the lie . ”

It is not always thatMr . Black is thus aware of the fact that
he lives like the prodigal who would eat of the things the swine
did e

a
t ,but who knows he cannot because h
e

is a human being .

He is not always thus aware of his folly - in part at least , because

o
f

the failure o
f evangelicals , and particularly because of the

failure o
f

Reformed Christians to stir him u
p

to a realization o
f

his folly . The Evangelical does not want to stir h
im u
p

thus . It

is in the nature o
f

h
is own theology not to stir him u
p

to a realiza
tion o

f

this basic depth o
f folly . But the Reformed Christian

should , on his basis ,want to stir u
p Mr . Black to a
n appreciation

o
f

the folly o
f

h
is ways .

However , when the Reformed Christian ,Mr . White , is to

any extent aware o
f

the richness o
f

his own position and actually

has the courage to challenge Mr . Black by presenting to him the
picture o

f himself a
s

taken through the X - ra
y

machine called th
e

Bible , he faces the charge of “circular reasoning ” and o
f finding

n
o
“ point o
f

contact ” with experience . And h
e will also b
e

subject to the criticism o
f

the evangelical for speaking a
s
if
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Christianity were irrational and for failing to reach the man in
the street.
Thus we seem to be in a bad predicament . There is a basic

difference of policy between Mr.White and Mr. Grey as to how
to deal with Mr. Black . Mr.Grey thinks that Mr. Black is not
really such a bad fellow . It is possible , he thinks, to live with
Mr. Black in the same world . And he is pretty strong . So it is
best to make a compromise peace with him . That seems to be
the way of the wise and practical politician . On the other hand ,

Mr.White thinks that it is impossible permanently to live in th
e

same world with Mr . Black . Mr . Black , he says ,must therefore
be placed before the requirement o

f

absolute and unconditional
surrender . And surely it would b

e
out o

f

the question for Mr .

White first to make a compromise peace with Mr . Black and
then , after all , to require unconditional surrender ! But what
then about this charge o

f

circular reasoning and about this charge

o
f having n
o point o
f

contact with the unbeliever ?

IV

A CONSISTENT WITNESS

The one main question to which we are addressing ourselves

in this series o
f

articles is whether Christians holding to the

Reformed faith should also hold to a specifically Reformed
method when they are engaged in the defense o

f

the faith .

This broad question does not pertain merely to the " five
points o

f

Calvinism . ” When Lutherans o
r Arminians attack

these great doctrines ( total depravity , unconditional election ,

limited atonement , irresistible grace , perseverance of the saints )

we , as Calvinists , are quick to defend them . We believe that
these five points are directly based upon Scripture . But the
question now under discussion is whether , in the defense of any

Christian doctrine , Reformed Christians should use a method a
ll

their own .

People easily give a negative reply to this question . Dowe
not have many doctrines in common with a

ll evangelicals ? Don ' t

all orthodox Protestants hold to the substitutionary atonement o
f

Christ ? More particularly , what about the simple statements o
f
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fact recorded in Scripture ? How could anyone if he believes
such statements at a

ll , take them otherwise than a
s simple state

ments o
f fact ? How could anyone have a specifically Reformed

doctrine o
f

such a fact a
s

the resurrection o
f

Christ ? If together
with Evangelicals we accept certain simple truths and facts o

f

Scripture a
t

face value , how then can we be said to have a

separate method o
f

defense o
f

such doctrines ?

Yet it ca
n

readily b
e

shown that this negative answer can
not bemaintained . Take , for example , the doctrine o

f the atone
ment . The Arminian doctrine o

f

the atonement is not the same

a
s the Reformed doctrine o
f

the atonement . Both the Arminian
and the Calvinist assert that they believe in the substitutionary

atonement . But the Arminian conception o
f

the substitutionary

atonement is colored , and as Calvinists we believe discolored , b
y

the view o
f
“ free will . ” According to the Arminian view , man

has absolute o
r ultimate power to accept o
r
to reject the salvation

offered him . This implies that the salvation offered to man is

merely the possibility o
f

salvation .

T
o

illustrate : suppose I deposit one million dollars to your

account in your bank . It is still altogether up to you to believe

that such wealth is yours , and to use it to cover the floor o
f your

house with Persian rugs in place o
f

the o
ld threadbare rugs now

there . Thus , in the Arminian scheme , the very possibility o
f

things n
o longer depends exclusively upon God , but , in some

areas a
t least , upon man . What Christ did for us is made to

depend for it
s

effectiveness upon what is done b
y

u
s . It is no

longer right to say that with God a
ll things are possible .

It is obvious , therefore , that Arminians have taken into their
Protestantism a good bit of the leaven of Roman Catholicism .

Arminianism is less radical , less consistent in it
s

Protestantism

than it should b
e . And what is true of Arminianism is true also ,

though in a lesser degree , of orthodox Lutheranism .

Now Mr . Grey , the Evangelical , seems to have a relatively
easy time o

f
it when h
e

seeks to win Mr . Black , the unbeliever ,

to a
n acceptance o
f
“ th
e

substitutionary atonement . ” He can
stand o

n
“ common ground ” with Mr . Black o
n this matter o
f

what is possible and what is impossible . Listen to Mr . Grey a
s

h
e

talks with Mr . Black .

“Mr . Black , have you accepted Christ as your personal
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Savior ? Do you believe that he died on the cross as your substi
tute ? If you do not, you will surely be lost forever .”
“Well now ,” replies Mr. Black , “ I've just had a visit from

Mr. White on the same subject . You two seem to have a 'com
mon witness ' on this matter . Both of you believe that God exists ,
that he has created the world , that th

e

first man , Adam , sinned ,

and that we are all to be sent to hell because of what that first
man did , and so forth . All this is too fatalistic for me . If I am

a creature , as you say I am , then I have no ultimate power of

my own and therefore a
m not free . And if I am not free , then

I am not responsible . So , if I am going to hell , it will be simply
because your ‘god ' has determined that I should . You orthodox
Christians kill morality and a

ll

humanitarian progress . I will
have none of it . Good - b

y
! ”

“But wait a second , ” says Mr . Grey , in great haste . “ I do

not have a common witness with the Calvinist . I have a com
mon witness with you against the Calvinist when it comes to all
that determinism that you mention . Of course you are free . You
are absolutely free to accept or to reject the atonement that is

offered to you . I offer the atonement through Christ only a
s
a

possibility . You yourself mustmake it an actuality for yourself .

I agree with you over against the Calvinist in saying that 'possi
bility ' is wider than the will of God . I would not for a moment
say with the Calvinist that God ' s counsel determines 'whatsoever
comes to pass .

“Besides , even less extreme Calvinists like J . Oliver Buswell ,

Jr . , virtually agree with both of us . Listen to what Buswell says :

'Nevertheless , our moral choices are choices in which we are
ourselves ultimate causes . ' Buswell himself wants to go beyond
the 'merely arbitrary answer ' in Romans 9 : 20 , 21 , which speaks

o
f

the potter and the clay , to the ‘much more profound analysis

o
f God ' s plan of redemption ' in Romans 9 : 22 - 24 , in which Paul

pictures Pharaoh a
s ' . . . one who , according to the foreknowl

edge o
f

God ,would rebel against God . ' ” 12

“Do I understand then , " replies Mr . Black , “ that you Evan
gelicals and even the more moderate Calvinists are opposed to

the determinism o
f the regular , old -style Calvinists o
f

the his

1
2What is God ? Grand Rapids , 1937 , p
p
. 50 , 53 , 54 .
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toric Reformed Confessions ? I am glad to hear that. To say

that all things have been fixed from a
ll eternity b
y

God is ter
rible ! Itmakes me shudder ! What would happen to a

llmoral
it
y

and decency if allmen believed such a teaching ? But now
you Evangelicals have joined u

s
in holding that 'possibility is

independent o
f

the will of God . You have thus with all good
people and with all modern and neo -modern theologians , like
Barth , made possible the salvation o

f a
ll

men .

" That means , of course , that salvation is possible too fo
r

those who have never heard o
f

Jesus o
f

Nazareth . Salvation is

therefore possible without an acceptance of your substitutionary

atonement through this Jesus , ofwhom you speak . You certainly
would not want to sa

y

with the Calvinists that God has deter
mined the bounds o

f a
ll

nations and individuals and has thus ,

after all , determined that some men , millions of them , in fact ,

should never hear this gospel .

“Besides , if possibility is independent o
f

God , as you Evan
gelicals and moderate Calvinists teach , then I need not be afraid

o
f hell . It is then quite possible that there is no hell . Hell , you

will then agree , is that torture of a man ' s conscience which h
e

experiences when h
e fails to live up to his own moral ideals . So

I do not think that I shall bother just yet about accepting Christ

a
smy personal Savior . There is plenty o
f

time . ”

Poor Mr . Grey . He really wanted to say something about
having a common testimony with the Calvinists after a

ll . A
t

the
bottom o

f his heart he knew that Mr . White , the Calvinist , and
notMr . Black , the unbeliever , was his real friend . But he had
made a common witness with Mr . Black against the supposed
determinism o

f

the Calvinist . So it was difficult for him to turn

about face and also make a common testimony with Mr . White
against Mr . Black . He had nothing intelligible to say . His
method o

f defending his faith had forced him to admit thatMr .

Black was basically right . He had not given Mr . Black a
n oppor

tunity o
f knowing what h
e

was supposed to accept ,but his testi
mony had confirmed Mr . Black in his belief that there was no

need o
f his accepting Christ at all .

It is true , of course , that in practice Mr . Grey ismuch better

in his theology and in his method o
f representing the gospel than

h
e
is here said to b
e . But that is because in practice every Evan
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gelical who really loves h
is

Lord is a Calvinist a
t

heart . How
could h

e really pray to God for help if he believed that there
was a possibility that God could not help ? In their hearts all
true Christians believe that God controls “whatsoever comes to

pass . ” But the Calvinist cannot have a common witness for the
substitutionary atonement with “evangelicals ” who first make a

common witness with the unbeliever against him o
n the all

determining question whether God controls a
ll things that

happen .
Itmust always be remembered that the first requirement fo
r

effective witnessing is that the position to which witness is given

b
e intelligible . Evangelicalism , when consistently carried out ,

destroys this intelligibility .

The second requirement for effective witnessing is that h
e

to whom the witness is given must be shown why he should for
sake his own position and accept that which is offered him .

Evangelicalism , when consistently carried out , also destroys the
reason why the unbeliever should accept the gospel . Why should
the unbeliever change h

is position if h
e

is not shown that it is

wrong ? And , in particular , why should h
e change if the one

who asks him to change is actually encouraging him in thinking

that he is right ? The Calvinist will need to have a better method

o
f defending the doctrine o
f

the atonement , fo
r

example , than
that o

f

the Evangelical .

We have dealt with the doctrine o
f

th
e

atonement . That
led u

s

into the involved question whether God is the source o
f

possibility , or whether possibility is the source o
f

God . It has
been shown that the “evangelical ” or Arminian fundamentalist

holds to a position which requires him to make both o
f

these

contradictory assertions a
t

once . But how about the realm o
f

fact ? Do you also hold , I am asked , that we need to seek fo
r
a

specifically Reformed method o
f defending the facts o
f Chris

tianity ? Take the resurrection o
f Christ as an example -why can

there b
e

n
o

common witness o
n

the part of the Evangelical and
the Calvinist to such a fact as that ?

Once more Mr . Grey , the Evangelical , punches the doorbell

a
tMr . Black ' s home . Mr . Black answers to admit him .

" I am here again , Mr . Black , ” begins Grey , “because I am

still anxious to have you accept Christ as your personal Savior .
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When I spoke to you the other time about the atonement you
gotme into deep water . We got al

l

tangled u
p

o
n

the question

o
f possibility '

“But now I have something far simpler . I want to deal with
simple facts . I want to show you that the resurrection of Jesus
from the dead is a

s

truly a fact as any that you can mention . To

use the words of Wilbur Smith , himself a Calvinist but opposed

to the idea o
f
a distinctively Reformed method for the defense

o
f

the faith : “The meaning o
f

the resurrection is a theological

matter , but the fact of the resurrection is a historicalmatter ; the
nature o

f

the resurrection body o
f

Jesus may be a mystery , but
the fact that the body disappeared from the tomb is a matter to

b
e

decided upon by historical evidence . ' 13 And the historical
evidence for the resurrection is the kind o

f

evidence that you a
s

a scientist would desire .

“ Smith writes in the same book : ‘About a year ago , after
studying over a long period o

f

time this entire problem o
f our

Lord ' s resurrection , and having written some hundreds of pages
upon it a

t

different times , I was suddenly arrested b
y

the thought

that the very kind o
f

evidence which modern science , and even
psychologists , are so insistent upon fo

r

determining the reality o
f

any object under consideration is the kind of evidence that we
have presented to u

s
in the gospels regarding the resurrection

o
f

the Lord Jesus , namely , the things that are seen with the
human eye , touched with the human hand , and heard b

y
the

human ear . This is whatwe call empirical evidence . It would
almost seem a

s

if parts o
f

the gospel records o
f the resurrection

were actually written for such a day as ours when empiricism so

dominates our thinking ' 14

“Now I think that Smith is quite right in thus distinguishing
sharply between the fact and the meaning o

f

the resurrection .

And I am now only asking you to accept the fact o
f

the resurrec
tion . There is the clearest possible empirical evidence for this
fact . The living Jesus was touched with human hands and seen
with human eyes o

f

sensible men after he had been crucified and
put into the tomb . Surely you ought to believe in the resurrec

1
8 Therefore Stand , Boston , 1945 , p . 386 .

1
4

Idem , p
p
. 389 , 390 .
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tion of Christ as a historical fact. And to believe in th
e

resur
rected Christ is to be saved . ”

“But hold o
n

a second , ” says Mr . Black , “ Your friend the
Calvinist ,Mr .White ,has been ahead of you again . He was here
last night and spoke o

f

the same thing . However , he did not
thus distinguish between the fact and the meaning o

f

the resur
rection . At least , he did not for a moment want to separate the
fact o

f

the resurrection from the system o
f Christianity in terms

o
f

which it gets its meaning . He spoke of Jesus Christ , the Son

o
f

God , as rising from the dead . He spoke o
f th
e

Son o
f

God
through whom the world was made and through whom the world

is sustained , as having risen from the dead . And when I asked
him how this God could d

ie and rise from the dead , he said that
God did not die and rise from the dead but that the second per
son o

f

the Trinity had taken to himself a human nature , and that

it was in this human nature that he died and rose again . In

short , in accepting the fact of the resurrection h
e

wanted me also

to take a
ll

this abracadabra into the bargain . And I have a

suspicion that you a
re secretly trying to have me do something

similar . ”
“No , no , ” replies Mr . Grey . “ I am in complete agreement

with you over against the Calvinist . I have a common witness
with you against h

im . I , too , would separate fact and system .
Did I not agree with you against the Calvinist , in holding that
possibility is independent of God ? Well then , b

y

the same token

I hold that all kinds of facts happen apart from the plan of God .

S
o we Evangelicals are in a position , as the Calvinists are not , of

speaking with you o
n neutral ground . With you , we would sim

ply talk about the facts o
f Christianity without bringing into the

picture anything about themeaning o
r the significance o
f

those

facts .
“ It makes me smile , ” continues Mr . Grey , “when I think of

Mr . White coming over here trying to convert you . That poor

fellow is always reasoning in circles . I suppose that such rea
soning in circles goes with his determinism . He is always talking
about his self - contained God . He says that al

l

facts are what
they are because o

f

th
e

plan o
f this God . Then each fact would

o
f necessity , to be a fact at al
l , prove the truth of the Christian

system o
f things and , in turn , would b
e proved a
s existing b
y
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virtue of this self -same Christian system of things . I realize full
well that you , as a modern scientist and philosopher , can have
no truck with such horrible, circular reasoning as that.
“ It is fo

r

this reason that , as Evangelicals ,we have now sepa
rated sharply between the resurrection a

s
a historical fact and

the meaning o
f

the resurrection . I ' m merely asking you to ac
cept the fact of the resurrection . I am not asking you to d

o any
thing that you cannot d

o

in full consistency with your freedom
and with the 'scientific method . ' ” .

“Well , that is delightful , ” replies Mr . Black . “ I always felt
that the Calvinists were our real foes . But I read something in

the paper the other day to the effect that some Calvinist churches

o
r

individuals were proposing to make a common witness with
Evangelicals for the gospel . Now I was under the impression
that the gospel had something to d

o

with being saved from hell
and going to heaven . I knew that the modernists and the 'new
modernists , ' like Barth , do not believe in tying u

p

the facts o
f

history with such wild speculations . It was my opinion that

'fundamentalists ' did ti
e u
p

belief in historical facts , such a
s the

death and the resurrection o
f

Jesus , with going to heaven o
r

to

hell . So I am delighted that you , though a fundamentalist , are
willing to join with themodernist and the neo -modernist in sepa

rating historical facts from such a rationalistic system a
s I knew

Christianity was .

“Now a
s fo
r

accepting the resurrection o
f

Jesus , ” continued
Mr . Black , “ as thus properly separated from the traditional sys
tem o

f theology , I do not in the least mind doing that . To tell
you the truth , I have accepted the resurrection a

s
a fact now for

some time . The evidence for it is overwhelming . This is a

strange universe . All kinds of 'miracles ' happen in it . The
universe is ‘open . ' So why should there not be some resurrec
tions here and there ? The resurrection o

f

Jesus would be a fine
item for Ripley ' s Believe It or Not . Why not send it in ? "

Mr . Gray wanted to continue a
t this point . He wanted to

speak o
f

the common witness that h
e

had , after all , with the Cal
vinist for the gospel . But it was too late . He had n

o
“ common ”

witness left o
f any sort . He had again tried to gallop o
ff

in

opposite directions a
t

the same time . He had again taken away

a
ll intelligibility from the witness that he meant to bring . He
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had again established Mr. Black in thinking that his own un
believing reason was right. For it was as clear as crystal to Mr.
Black , as it should have been to Mr. Grey , that belief in the
fact of the resurrection , apart from the system of Christianity ,
amounts to belief that the Christian system is not true, is belief
in the universe as run by Chance , is belief that it was not Jesus
Christ, the Son of God , who rose from the dead .
To be sure , in practice the “ evangelical ” is much better in

his witness for the resurrection of Christ than he has been pre

sented here . But that is because every Evangelical , as a sincere
Christian is at heart a Calvinist . But witnessing is a matter of
the head as well as of the heart . If the world is to hear a con
sistent testimony fo

r

the Christian faith , it is the Calvinist who
must give it . If there is not a distinctively Reformed method

for the defense o
f

every article o
f the Christian faith , then there

is n
o way of clearly telling a
n unbeliever just how Christianity

differs from his own position and why h
e

should accept the Lord

Jesus Christ a
s

his personal Savior . We are happy and thankful ,

o
f

course , for the work o
fwitnessing done by Evangelicals . We

are happy because o
f

the fact that , in spite o
f their inconsistency

in presenting the Christian testimony , something , often much , o
f

the truth o
f

the gospel shines through unto men , and they are
saved .

THE AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE

"But how can anyone know anything about the 'Beyond ' ? ”

asks Mr . Black .

"Well , of course , ” replies Mr . Grey , “ if you want absolute
certainty such a

s

one gets in geometry , Christianity does not
offer it . We offer you only ‘rational probability . ' 'Christianity , '

a
s I said in effect a moment ago when I spoke of the death o
f

Christ , ‘ is founded o
n historical facts , which , b
y

their very na
ture , cannot be demonstrated with geometric certainty . All judg
ments o

f

historical particulars are at the mercy o
f

the complexity

o
f

the time -space universe . . . . If the scientist cannot rise above
rational probability in his empirical investigation , why should
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the Christian claim more ? And what is true of the death of

Christ,” adds Mr. Grey , " is, of course , also true of his resurrec
tion . But this only shows that 'the Christian is in possession of
a world -view which is making a sincere effort to come to grips

with actual history ."” 15
By speaking thus ,Mr. Grey seeks for a point of contact with

Mr. Black . For Mr. Black , history is something that floats on an
infinitely extended and bottomless ocean of Chance . Therefore
he can say that anything may happen . Who knows but the death
and resurrection of Jesus as the Son of God might issue from this

womb of Chance ? Such events would have an equal chance of
happening with “ snarks , boojums, splinth , and gobble -de-gook .”
God himself may live in this realm of Chance . He is then “wholly
other ” than ourselves . And his revelation in history would then
be wholly unique .
Now the Evangelical does not challenge this underlying phi

losophy of Chance as it controls the unbeliever 's conception of
history . He is so anxious to have the unbeliever accept the pos
sibility of God's existence and the fact of the resurrection of
Christ that, if necessary , he will exchange his own philosophy of
fact for that of the unbeliever . Anxious to be genuinely "em
pirical” like th

e

unbeliever , he will throw a
ll

the facts o
f Chris

tianity into the bottomless pit o
f

Chance . Or , rather , he will
throw all these facts at the unbeliever , and the unbeliever throws
them over his back into the bottomless pit of Chance .

Of course , this is the last thing that such men a
s Wilbur

Smith , Edward J . Carnell , and J . Oliver Buswell , Jr . , want to do .

But in failing to challenge the philosophy o
f

Chance that under
lies the unbeliever ’ s notion of “ fact , ” they are in effect accepting

it .

This approach o
f Mr . Grey is unavoidable if one holds to

a
n Arminian theology . The Arminian view o
f

man ' s free will
implies that “ possibility ” is above God . But a “ possibility ” that

is above God is the same thing a
s Chance . A God surrounded

b
y

Chance cannot speak with authority . He would b
e speaking

into a vacuum . His voice could not be heard . And if God were

surrounded b
y

Chance , then human beings would b
e

to
o
. They

would live in a vacuum , unable to hear either their own voices

1
6
E . J . Carnell : An Introduction to Christian Apologetics , p . 11
3
.
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or those of others . Thus the whole of history , including a
ll o
f

it
s

facts , would b
e

without meaning .

It is this that the Reformed Christian ,Mr . White ,would tell
Mr . Black . In the very act of presenting the resurrection of

Christ or in the very act of presenting any other fact of historic
Christianity , Mr .White would be presenting it as authoritatively
interpreted in the Bible . Hewould argue that unless Mr . Black

is willing to set the facts o
f history in the framework o
f

themean
ing authoritatively ascribed to them in the Bible , he will make
gobble -de - gook o

f history .

If history were what Mr . Black assumes that it is , then any
thing might happen and then nobody would know what may
happen . No one thing would then b

e

more likely to happen

than any other thing . David Hume , the great skeptic , has effec
tively argued that if you allow any room for Chance in your
thought , then you no longer have th

e

right to speak o
f probabili

ties . Whirl would b
e king . No one hypothesis would have any

more relevance to facts than any other hypothesis . Did God
raise Christ from the dead ? Perchance h

e

did . Did Jupiter d
o

it ? Perchance h
e

d
id . What is Truth ? Nobody knows . Such

would b
e the picture o
f

the universe ifMr . Black were right .
No comfort can b

e

taken from the assurance o
f

the Con
servative that , since Christianity makes n

o higher claim than that

o
f

rational probability , “ the system o
f Christianity can be refuted

only b
y

probability . Perhaps our loss is gain . ” How could one
ever argue that there is a greater probability for the truth o

f

Christianity than fo
r

the truth o
f

it
s opposite if the very meaning

o
f

the word probability rests upon the idea o
f

Chance ? On this

basis nature and history would be n
o more than a series o
f

pointer readings pointing into the blank .

In assuming his philosophy o
f

Chance and thus virtually

saying that nobody knows what is back of the common objects

o
f daily observation ,Mr . Black also virtually says that the Chris

tian view o
f things is wrong .

If I assert that there is a black cat in the closet , and you
assert that nobody knowswhat is in the closet , you have virtually
told me that I am wrong in my hypothesis . So when I tell Mr .

Black that God exists ,and he responds very graciously b
y

saying

that perhaps I am right since nobody knows what is in the “Be
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yond , ” he is virtually saying that I am wrong in my hypothesis .

He is obviously thinking o
f

such a God a
s

could comfortably live
in the realm o
f

Chance . But the God o
f Scripture cannot live

in the realm o
f

Chance .

Mr . Black ' s response when confronted with the claims of

God and his Christ , is essentially this : Nobody knows ,but never
theless your hypothesis is certainly wrong and mine is certainly

‘ right . Nobody knows whether God exists , but God certainly
does not exist and Chance certainly does exist .

When Mr . Black thus virtually makes his universal negative
assertion , saying in effect that God cannot possibly exist and that
Christianity cannot possibly b

e

true , hemust surely be standing

o
n something very solid . Is it on solid rock that he stands ? No ,

h
e

stands o
n

water ! He stands o
n his own “experience . ” But

this experience , b
y

h
is own assumption , rests again o
n Chance .

Thus standing o
n Chance , he swings the “ logician ' s postulate ”

and modestly asserts what cannot be in the “Beyond , ” of which
he said before that nothing can be said .

O
f

course , what Mr . Black is doing appears very reasonable

to himself . “Surely , ” he says , if questioned a
t a
ll
o
n the subject ,

“ a rational man must have systematic coherence in his expe

rience . Therefore he cannot accept as true anything that is not

in accord with the law o
f noncontradiction . So long a
s you leave

your God in the realm o
f the ‘Beyond , ' in the realm o
f

the inde

terminate , you may worship h
im b
y

yourself alone . But as soon

a
s you claim that your God has revealed himself in creation , in

providence , or in your Scripture , so soon I shall put that revela
tion to a test b

y

the principle o
f

rational coherence .

“ And b
y

that test none o
f your doctrines are acceptable .

All of them are contradictory . No rational man can accept any

o
f

them . If your God is eternal , then h
e falls outside o
f my

experience and lives in the realm o
f the 'Beyond , ' of the unknow

able . But if he is to have anything to d
o with the world , then

h
e must himself b
e wholly within the world . Imust understand

your God throughout if I am to speak intelligently o
f any rela

tionship that he sustains to my world and to myself . Your idea
that God is both eternal and unchangeable and yet sustains such
relationships to the world a

s

are involved in your doctrine o
f

creation and providence , is flatly contradictory .

“ For me to accept your God , ” continues Mr . Black , "you
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must do to h
im what Karl Barth has done to him , namely , strip

him o
f

a
ll the attributes that orthodox theology has assigned to

him , and thus enable him to turn into th
e

opposite o
f

himself .

With that sort of God I have a principle of unity that brings al
l

my experience into harmony . And that God is wholly within
the universe . If you offer me such a God and offer him a

s the
simplest hypothesis with which I may , as a goal , seek to order

my experience as it comes to me from the womb of Chance , then
the law o

f

noncontradiction will be satisfied . As a rationalman

I can settle for nothing less . ”
All this amounts to saying that Mr . Black , the lover of a

Chance philosophy , the indeterminist , is at the same time a
n

out -and - out determinist o
r fatalist . It is to say that Mr . Black ,

the irrationalist , who said that nobody knows what is in the “ Be
yond , ” is at the same time a flaming rationalist . For him only
that can b

e

which - so he thinks - he can exhaustively determine
by logic must be . Hemay at first grant that anything may exist ,

but when h
e says this h
e

a
t the same time says in effect that

nothing can exist and have meaning for man but that which man
himself can exhaustively know . Therefore , for Mr . Black , the
God o

f Christianity cannot exist . For h
im the doctrine o
f
crea

tion cannot b
e

true . There could be no revelation o
f

God to
man through nature and history . There can be n

o

such thing

a
s

the resurrection o
f

Christ .

Strangely enough ,when Mr . Black thus says thatGod cannot
exist and that the resurrection o

f

Christ cannot b
e
a fact , and

when he also says that God may very well exist and that the
resurrection o

f Christ may very well be a fact , he is not incon
sistent with himself . For h

e must , to be true to his method ,

contradict himself in every statement that he makes about any

fact whatsoever . If he does not , then h
e would deny either his

philosophy o
f Chance o
r

h
is philosophy o
f Fate . According to

him , every fact that hemeets has in it the two ingredients : that

o
f

Chance and that of Fate , that of thewholly unknown and that

o
f

the wholly known . Thus man makes the tools of thought ,

which the Creator has given him in order therewith to think

God ' s thoughts after him o
n
a created level , into the means b
y

which he makes sure that God cannot exist , and therefore
certainly cannot reveal himself .

When Mr .White meets Mr . Black he will make this issue
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plain . He will tellMr. Black that his methodology cannot make
any fact or any group of facts intelligible to himself. Hear h

im

a
s

h
e speaks to the unbeliever :

“On your basis , Mr . Black , no fact can b
e

identified b
y

dis
tinguishing it from any other fact . For all facts would be chang

in
g

into their opposites a
ll

the time . All would b
e gobble -de

gook . A
t

the same time , nothing could change at al
l
; al
l

would b
e

one block of ic
e . Hath not God made foolish th
e

wisdom o
f this

world ? He clearly has . I know you cannot see this even though

it is perfectly clear . I know you have taken out your own eyes .

Hence your inability to see is a
t

the same time unwillingness to

see . Pray God for forgiveness and repent . ”

But what will be the approach o
f

the Conservative , Mr .

Grey , on this question o
f logic ? He will do the same sort o
f

thing that we saw him d
o with respect to the question o
f facts .

Mr . Grey will again try to please Mr . Black b
y

saying that , of

course , he will justify his appeal to the authority o
f the Bible by

showing that the very idea o
f

such a
n appeal , as well as the

content of the Bible , are fully in accord with the demands o
f

logic .
“ You are quite right in holding that nothing meaningful ca
n

b
e

said without presupposing the validity o
f

the law o
f non

contradiction , ” says Mr . Grey . 18 “ ' The conservative ardently
defends a system o

f authority . ' 17 But ‘without reason to canvass

the evidence o
f
a given authority , how can one segregate a right

authority from a wrong one ? . . . Without systematic consistency

to a
id u
s , it appears that al
l

we can do is to draw straws , count
noses , fli

p

coins to choose an authority . Once we do apply the
law o

f

contradiction , we are n
o longer appealing to ipse dixit

authority , but to coherent truth . ' 18 “The Scriptures tell us to test
the spirits ( I John 4 : 1 ) . This can b

e

done only b
y

applying the

canons o
f

truth . God cannot lie . His authority , therefore , and
coherent truth a

re coincident a
t every point . Truth , not blind

authority , saves us from being blind followers of the blind . ' 19

“ 'Bring o
n your revelations ! ” continues Mr . Grey . “ 'Let

1
8

Idem , p . 114 .

1
7Cf . Carnell , op . cit . , p . 57 .

1
8

Idem , p . 71 .

1
9

Idem , p . 72 .
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them make peace with the law of contradiction and the facts of
history , and they will deserve a rational man 's assent. 20 ‘Any
theology which rejects Aristotle 's fourth book of the Metaphysics
is big with the elements of it

s own destruction . ' 21 ' If Paul were
teaching that the crucified Christ were objectively foolish , in th

e

sense that h
e

cannot b
e rationally categorized , then he would

have pointed to the insane and the demented a
s incarnations o
f

truth . ' ” 22

“Well , ” saysMr . Black , “ this is great news indeed . I knew
that the modernists were willing with u

s
to start from human

experience a
s the final reference point in all research . I knew

that they were willing with u
s
to start from Chance a
s

the source

o
f

facts , in order then to manufacture such facts o
f

nature and o
f

history a
s

the law o
f

noncontradiction , based o
n Chance , will

allow . I also knew that the new modernist , Karl Barth , is willing

to make over his God so that he can change into the opposite of

himself , in order that thus he may satisfy both our irrationalist
philosophy o

f

Chance and our rationalist philosophy o
f logic .

But I did not know that there were any orthodox people who
were willing to d

o

such a thing . But you have surprised me
before . You were willing to throw your resurrection into the

realm o
f

Chance in order to have me accept it . S
o I really

should have expected that you would also be willing to make the
law o

f

noncontradiction rest upon man himself instead o
f upon

God .
“And I am extremely happy that not only the Arminian

Fundamentalists but also you less extreme or moderate Calvinists ,

like Buswell and Carnell , are now willing to test your own reve
lation by a principle that is wholly independent of that revela
tion . It is now only a matter of time until you will see that you
have to come over o

n our side altogether .

“ I do not like the regular Calvinists . But they are certainly
quite right from their own point o

f

view . Mr . White claims that

I am a creature of God . He says that all facts are made b
y

God
and controlled by the providence o

f

God . He says that all men
have sinned against God in Adam their representative . He adds

2
0

Idem , p . 73 .

2
1

Idem , p . 178 .

2
2

Idem , pp . 77 , 78 .
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that therefore I am spiritually blind and morally perverse . He
says a

ll

this and more o
n the basis o
f the absolute authority o
f

Scripture . He would interpret me , my facts , and my logic in

terms of the authority o
f

that Scripture . He says I need this
authority . He says I need nothing but this authority . His Scrip
ture , he claims , is sufficient and final . And the whole thing , he

claims , is clear .

“Now a
ll

this looks like plain historic Protestantism to me .

I can intellectually understand the Calvinist o
n this matter o
f

authority . I cannot understand you . You seem to me to want

to have your cake and eat it . If you believe in Scriptural author

it
y , then why not explain a
ll things ,man , fact , and logic in terms

o
f
it ? If you want with u
s

to live b
y

your own authority , b
y

the
experience o

f

the human race , then why not have done with the
Bible a

s

absolute authority ? It then , at best , gives you the
authority o

f

the expert .

“ In your idea o
f

the rational man who tests a
ll things by the

facts o
f history and by the law o
f non -contradiction , you have

certainly made a point o
f

contact with u
s . If you carry this

through , you will indeed succeed in achieving complete coinci
dence between your ideas and ours . And ,with us , you will have
achieved complete coincidence between the ideas o

f

man and

the ideas o
f

God . But the reason for this coincidence o
f your

ideas with ours , and for the coincidence o
f

man ' s ideas with
God ' s , is that you then have a God and a Christ who a

re identical

with man .

“Do you not think ,Mr . Grey , that this is to
o great a price

for you to pay ? I am sure that you d
o not thus mean to drag

down your God into the Universe . I am sure that you d
o

not
thus mean to crucify your Christ afresh . But why then halt
between two opinions ? I do not believe Christianity , but , if I

did , I think Iwould stand with Mr . White . ”

VI

PROOFS FOR THE EXISTENCE O
F

GOD

When Mr . Black objects against Mr . White that uncondi
tional surrender to the authority o

f Scripture is irrational , then
Mr . Grey nods approval and says that , of course , the “rational
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man ” has a perfect right to test the credibility of Scripture by
logic . When the Bible speaks of God 's sovereign election of
somemen to salvation this must mean something that fits in with
his “rational nature .” When Mr. Black objects to Mr. White
that unconditional surrender to Scripture is rationalistic , then
Mr. Grey again nods approval and says that , of course , genuine
human personality has a perfect right to test the content of
Scripture by experience . When the Bible speaks of God by his
counsel controlling whatsoever comes to pass , this must mean
something that fi

ts

in with man ' s freedom . God created man and
gave man a share in his own freedom ; men therefore participate

in his being

But what o
f

natural or general revelation ? Here surely there

can b
e

n
o

difference , you say , between the requirements o
f Mr .

White and Mr . Grey . Here there is n
o

law and n
o promise ; here

there is only fact . How then can you speak o
f requirement a
t

all ? Here surely Mr .White can forget his " five points of Cal
vinism ” and join Mr . Grey in taking Mr . Black through the pic
ture gallery o

f

this world , pointing out it
s

beauties to him so

that with them h
e will spontaneously exclaim , “ The whole chorus

o
f

nature raises one hymn to the praises o
f

it
s Creator . ”

Let us think o
f Mr . White a
s trying hard to forget his “ five

points . ” “Surely , ” he says to himself , “ there can b
e nothing

wrong with joining Mr . Grey in showing Mr . Black the wonders

o
f

God ' s creation . We believe in the same God , do we not ?

Both o
f

u
s want to show Mr . Black the facts of creation so that

h
ewill believe in God . When Mr . Black says : ' I catch n
o mean

ing from all I have seen , and I pass o
n , quite as I came , con

fused and dismayed ' Mr . Grey and I can together take him b
y

plane to the Mt . Wilson observatory so h
e may see the starry

heavens above . Surely the source of knowledge for the natural
sciences is the Book o

f Nature , which is given to everyone . Do
not the Scriptures themselves teach that there is a light in nature ,

per se , which cannot be , and is not , transmitted through the
spectacles o

f the Word ? If this were not so , how could the
Scriptures say o

f

those who have only the light o
f

nature that
they are without excuse ? ”

S
o the three men ,Mr . White ,Mr . Grey , and Mr . Black , go

here and there and everywhere . Mr . White and Mr . Grey agree

to share the expense . Mr . Black is their guest .
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They go first to theMt. Wilson observatory to see the starry
skies above . “How wonderful, how grand !” exclaims Mr. Grey .
To the marvels of the telescope they add those of the micro
scope. They circle the globe to see “ the wonders of the world .”
There is no end to the “exhibits ” and Mr. Black shows signs of
weariness . So they si

t

down o
n the beach . Will not Mr . Black

now sign o
n the dotted line ?

As they wait for the answer ,Mr . Grey spies a watch some
one has lost . Holding it in hi

s

hand h
e says to Mr . Black : “Look

round the world : contemplate the whole and every part o
f
it :

you will find it to be nothing but one great machine , subdivided
into a

n infinite number o
f

lesser machines ,which again admit of

subdivisions , to a degree beyond that which human senses and
faculties can trace and explain . All these various machines , and
even their minute parts , are adjusted to each other with a

n accu
racy , which ravishes into admiration a

ll

men , who have ever
contemplated them . The curious adapting o

f

means to ends ,

throughout a
ll

nature , resembles exactly , though it much e
x

ceeds , the productions o
f

human contrivance ; of human designs ,

thought , wisdom and intelligence . Since , therefore , th
e

effects

resemble each other , we are led to infer , b
y

a
ll

the rules o
f anal

ogy , that the causes also resemble one another ; and that the
Author o

f Nature is somewhat similar to the mind o
f man ;

though possessed o
f

much larger faculties , proportioned to the
grandeur o

f

the work ,which h
e

has executed .

“Now , Mr . Black , I don ' t want to put undue pressure o
n

you . You know your own needs in your own business . But I
think that a

s
a rational being , you owe it to yourself to join the

theistic party . Is
n ' t it highly probable that there is a God ?

“ I ' m not now asking you to become a Christian . We take
things one step a

t
a time . I ' m only speaking of the Book of

Nature . Of course , if there is a God and if this God should have

a Son and if this Son should also reveal himself , it is not likely

to b
e

more difficult for you to believe in h
im than it is now to

believe in th
e

Father . But just now I am only asking you to

admit that there is a great accumulation o
f evidence o
f

the sort

that any scientist o
r philosopher must admit to be valid for the

existence o
f
a God back o
f and above this world . You see this

watch . Is
n ' t it highly probable that a power higher than itself



CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS 345

hasmade it? You know th
e

purpose o
f
a watch . Is
n ' t it highly

probable that the wonderful contrivances o
f

nature serve the
purpose o

f
a God ? Looking back we are naturally led to a God

who is the cause o
f

this world ; looking forward we think o
f
a

God who has a purpose with this world . S
o far as we can ob

serve the course and constitution o
f

the universe there is , I think ,

n
o difficulty o
n your own adopted principles , against belief in a

God . Why not become a theist ? You do want to be o
n thewin

ning side , don ' t you ? Well , the Gallup poll of the universe
indicates a tendency toward the final victory o

f

theism . ”

When Mr . Grey had finished his obviously serious and elo
quent plea ,Mr . Black looked very thoughtful . He was clearly a

gentleman . He disliked disappointing his two friends after all
the generosity they had shown him . But he could not honestly
see any basic difference between his own position and theirs .

S
o h
e

declined politely but resolutely to sign o
n the dotted line .

He refused to b
e
"converted ” to theism . In substance he spoke

a
s

follows : “ You speak of evidence of rationality and purpose in

the universe . You would trace this rationality o
r purpose back

to a rational being back of the universe who , you think , is likely

to have a purpose with the universe . But who is back o
f your

God to explain him in turn ? B
y

your own definition your God

is not absolute o
r self -sufficient . You say that he probably exists ;

which means that you admit that probably h
e

does not exist .

But probability rests upon possibility . Now I think that any
scientific person should come with a

n open mind to the observa
tion o

f

the facts o
f

the universe . He ought to begin b
y

assuming

that any sort o
f

fact may exist . And I was glad to observe that

o
n

this all important point you agree with me . Hence the only

kind of God that either of u
s

can believe in is one who may not
exist . In other words , neither of us do or can believe in a God

who cannot not exist . And it was just this sort of God , a God
who is self -sufficient , and a

s

such necessarily existent , that I

thought you Christian theists believed in . ”

B
y

this timeMr . White was beginning to squirm . He was
beginning to realize that h

e

had sold out th
e

God o
f his theology ,

the sovereign God of Scripture by his silent consent to the argu

ment o
fMr . Grey . Mr . Black was right , he felt at once . Either

one presupposes God back o
f

the ideas o
f possibility o
r

one pre
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supposes that the idea of possibility is back of God . Either one
says with historic Reformed theology on the basis of Scripture

that what God determines and only what God determines is pos

sible , or one says with a
ll

non -Christian forms o
f thought that

possibility surrounds God . But for the moment Mr . White was
stupefied . He could say nothing . SoMr . Black simply drew the
conclusion from what h

e had said in the following words :

“ Since you in your effort to please me have accepted my
basic assumption with respect to possibility and probability it

follows that your God , granted he exists , is o
f
n
o

use whatsoever

in explaining the universe . He himself needs in turn to be ex
plained . Let us remember the story of the Indian philosopher

and his elephant . Itwas never more applicable than to the pres

ent subject . If the material world rests upon a similar ideal
world , this ideal world must rest upon some other ; and so o

n ,

without end . It were better , therefore , never to look beyond the
present material world . In short , gentlemen , much as I dislike
not to please you , what you offer is nothing better than what I

already possess . Your God is himself surrounded b
y pure possi

bility o
r Chance ; in what way can he help me ? And how could

I be responsible to h
im

? For you , as for me , al
l

things ultimately

end in the irrational . "

A
t

this point Mr . Grey grew pale . In desperation h
e

searched his arsenal for another argument that might convince
Mr . Black . There was one that he had not used for some time .
The arguments for God that he had so far used , he labeled a
posteriori arguments . They ought , he had thought , to appeal to

the “ empirical ” temper o
f

the times . They started from human
experience with causation and purpose and by analogy argued

to the idea o
f
a cause o
f

and a purpose with the world a
s
a

whole . But Mr . Black had pointed out that if you start with
the ideas o

f

cause and purpose a
s intelligible to man without

God when these concepts apply to relations within the universe ,

then you cannot consistently sa
y

that you need God for the idea

o
f

cause o
r purpose when these concepts apply to the universe

a
s
a whole . S
o now Mr . Grey drew out the drawer marked a

priori argument . In public h
e

called this the argument from
finite to absolute being . “As finite creatures , ” he said to Mr .

Black , "we have the idea of absolute being . The idea o
f
a finite
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being involves of necessity the idea of an absolute being . We
have the notion of an absolute being; surely there must be a
reality corresponding to our idea of such a being ; if not , al

l

our
ideas may be false . Surely we must hold that reality is ulti
mately rational and coherent and that our ideas participate in

this rationality . If not how would science be possible ? ”

When Mr . Grey had thus delivered himself of this appeal

to logic rather than to fact , then Mr . White fo
r
a moment seemed

to take courage . Was not this at least to ge
t

away from the idea

o
f
a God who probably exists ? Surely the “ incommunicable a
t

tributes o
f God , ” of which h
e

had been taught in h
is

catechism

classes , were a
ll

based upon and expressive o
f

the idea o
f God

a
s necessarily existing . ButMr . Black soon disillusioned him for

the second time . Said h
e

in answer to the argument from Mr .

Grey , “ Again I cannot see any basic difference between your
position and mine . O

f

course , we must believe that reality is

ultimately rational . And o
f

course , wemust hold that ourminds
participate in this rationality . But when you thus speak you
thereby virtually assert that wemust not believe in a God whose
existence is independent o

f

our human existence . A God whom
we are to know must with u

s be a part of a rational system that

is mutually accessible to and expressive o
f

both . IfGod is neces
sary to you then you are also necessary to God . That is the only
sort o

f

God that is involved in your argument . ”

"But Mr . Black , this is terrible , this is unbearable ! We do

want you to believe in God . I bear witness to his existence . I

will give you a Bible . Please read it ! It tells you of Jesus Christ
and how you may be saved b

y

his blood . I am born again and
you can be born again too if you will only believe . Please do
believe in God and b

e

saved . ”

Meanwhile Mr .White took new courage . He realized that

h
e

had so fa
r

made a great mistake in keeping silent during the

time thatMr .Grey had presented h
is arguments . The arguments

for the existence o
f

God taken from the ideas o
f

cause and pur
pose a

s

se
t

forth b
y

Mr . Grey had le
d

to pure irrationalism and

Chance . The argument about a
n absolute being a
s set forth b
y

Mr . Grey had led to pure rationalism and determinism . In both
cases ,Mr . Black had been quite right in saying that a God whose
existence is problematic o

r
a God who exists b
y

the same neces
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sity as does the universe is still an aspect of or simply the whole
of the universe . But now he felt that perhaps Mr. Grey was
right in simply witnessing to the existence of God . He thought
that if the arguments used are not logically coercive they may
at least be used as ameans with which to witness to unbelievers .
And surely witnessing to God 's existence was always in order .
But poor Mr. White was to be disillusioned again . For the wit
ness bearing done by Mr. Grey was based on the assumption
that the belief in God is a purely non - rational or even irrational
matter .

Mr. Black's reply to the words of Mr. Grey indicated this
fact a

ll

too clearly . Said Mr . Black to Mr . Grey : “ I greatly ap
preciate your evident concern for my eternal welfare . But there
are two or three questions that I would like to have you answer .

In the first place I would ask whether in thus witnessing tome
you thereby admit that the arguments fo

r

th
e

existence o
f

God

have n
o validity ? Or rather d
o you not thereby admit that these

arguments , if they prove anything , prove that God is finite and

correlative to man and therefore that your position is not basi
cally different from mine ? ”

Mr . Grey did not answer because he could not answer this
question otherwise than b

y

agreeing with Mr . Black .

“ In the second place , ” said Mr . Black , “you are now wit
nessing to Christ a

swell as to God , to Christianity a
s well as to

theism . I suppose your argument for Christianity would be
similar in nature to your argument for theism would it not ?
You would argue that the Jesus o

f

the New Testament is prob
ably the Son o

fGod and that he quite probably died for the sins

o
f

men . But now you witness to me about your Christ . And b
y

witnessing instead o
f reasoning you seem to admit that there is

n
o objective claim for the truth of what you hold with respect

to Christ . A
m I right in al
l

this ? ”

Again Mr . Grey made n
o

answer . The only answer h
e

could consistently have given would b
e
to agree with Mr . Black .

“ In the third place , ” said Mr . Black , " you are now witness
ing not only to God the Father , to Jesus Christ the Son , but also

to the Holy Spirit . You say you are born again , that you know
you are saved and that a

t present I am lost . Now if you have
had a

n experience o
f

some sort it would b
e

unscientific for me to
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deny it . But if you want to witness tomeabout your experience
you must make plain to me the nature of that experience. And
to do that you must do so in terms of principles that I under
stand . Such principles must need be accessible to al

l
. Now if

you make plain your experience to me in terms o
f principles that

are plain to me as unregenerate , then wherein is your regenera

tion unique ? On the other hand , if you still maintain that your
experience o

f regeneration is unique , then can you say anything

about it to me so that I may understand ? And does not then
your witness bearing appear to b

e wholly unintelligible and
devoid o

f meaning ? Thus again you cannot make any claim to

the objective truth o
f your position .

“Summing u
p

the whole matter , I would say in the first
place , that your arguments fo

r

the existence o
f

God have right
fully established me in my unbelief . They have shown that
nothing can b

e

said fo
r

th
e

existence o
f
a God who is actually

the Creator and controller o
f

the world . I would say in the
second place that using such arguments a

s

you have used for
the existence o

f

God commits you to using similar arguments for
the truth o

f Christianity with similar fatal results for your posi

tion . In both cases you first use intellectual argument upon
principles that presuppose the justice o

f my unbelieving position .
Then when it is pointed out to you that such is th

e

case you turn

to witnessing . But then your witnessing is in the nature o
f

the

case a
n activity that you yourself have virtually admitted to b
e

wholly irrational and unintelligible . ”

When Mr . Black had finished Mr .White was in a great dis
tress . But it was through this very distress that at last he saw
the richness o

f

his own faith . Hemade no pretense to having
greater intellectual power than Mr . Grey . He greatly admired
the real faith and courage o

f Mr . Grey . But he dared keep si

lence n
o longer . His silence had been si
n , he knew . Mr . Black

had completely discomfited Mr . Grey so that he had not another
word to say , Mr . Black was about to leave them established
rather than challenged in h

is unbelief . And al
l

o
f

that in spite

o
f

the best intentions and efforts o
fMr . Grey , speaking for both

o
f

them . A sense o
f urgent responsibility to make known the

claims o
f

the sovereign God pressed upon him . He now saw
clearly first that the arguments for the existence o

f God as con



350 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

ducted by Mr. Grey , are based on the assumption that the un
believer is rightwith respect to the principles in terms of which
he explains a

ll things . These principles are : ( a ) that man is

not a creature o
f God but rather is ultimate and a
s

such must
properly consider himself instead o

f

God the final reference point

in explaining a
ll things ; ( b ) that all other things beside himself

are non - created but controlled b
y

Chance ; and ( c ) that the
power of logic that he possesses is the means b

y

which h
emust

determine what is possible o
r impossible in the universe o
f

Chance .

At last it dawned upon Mr .White that first to admit that
the principles o

fMr . Black , the unbeliever , are right and then to

seek to win him to the acceptance o
f the existence o
f

God the
Creator and judge o

f

a
ll

men is like first admitting that the

United States had historically been a province o
f

the Soviet

Union but ought at the same time to b
e recognized a
s a
n inde

pendent and all - controlling political power .

In the second place , Mr .White now sa
w

clearly that a false
type o

f reasoning for the truth o
f God ' s existence and fo
r

the
truth o

f Christianity involves a false kind o
f witnessing for the

existence o
f

God and for the truth of Christianity . If one reasons
for the existence o

fGod and for the truth o
f Christianity o
n the

assumption that Mr . Black ' s principles of explanation are valid ,

then onemust witness o
n the same assumption . Onemust then

make plain to Mr . Black , in terms of principles which Mr . Black
accepts , what it means to b

e

born again . Mr . Black will then
apply the principles o

f

modern psychology o
f religion to Mr .

Grey ' s “ testimony ” with respect to his regeneration and show that

it is something that naturally comes in the period of adolescence .

In th
e

third place Mr . White now sa
w

clearly that it was
quite “proper ” for Mr . Grey to use a method o

f reasoning and a

method o
f

witness -bearing that is based upon the truth of anti
Christian and anti -theistic assumptions . Mr . Grey ' s theology is

Arminian o
r Lutheran . It is therefore based upon the idea that

God is not wholly sovereign over man . It assumes that man ' s

responsibility implies a measure o
f autonomy o
f

the sort that is

the essence and foundation o
f

the whole o
fMr . Black ' s thinking .

It is therefore to b
e expected thatMr . Grey will assume thatMr .

Black needs not to be challenged o
n his basic assumption with

respect to his own assumed ultimacy o
r autonomy .
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From now on Mr.White decided that,much as he enjoyed
the company of Mr. Grey and much as he trusted h

is evident
sincerity and basic devotion to the truth o

f God , yet he must g
o

his own way in apologetics a
s h
e

had , since the Reformation ,

gone h
is own way in theology . Hemade a
n appointment with

Mr . Black to se
e

him soon . He expressed to Mr . Grey his great
love for h

im a
s
a fellow believer , his great admiration fo
r

his fear
less and persistent efforts to win men to a

n acceptance o
f

truth

a
s it is in Jesus . Then h
e

confessed to Mr . Grey that his con
science had troubled him during the entire time o

f

their travels

with Mr . Black . He had started in good faith , thinking that Mr .

Grey ' s efforts at argument and witnessing might win Mr . Black .

He had therefore been quite willing , especially since Mr . Grey
was through his constant efforts much more conversant with such
things than h

e

was , to be represented b
y Mr .Grey . But now h
e

had a
t

last come to realize that not only had the effort been
utterly fruitless and self -frustrating but more than that it had
been terribly dishonoring to God . How could the eternal I AM
be pleased with being presented a

s being a god and a
s probably

existing , as necessary for the explanation of some things but not

o
f

all things , as one who will be glad to recognize the ultimacy

o
f

his own creatures ? Would the God who had in paradise

required o
f

men implicit obedience now b
e

satisfied with a claims

and counter - claims arrangement with his creatures ?

From the quotations given above the reader can for him
self discern why I have advocated what seems to me to be

a Reformed a
s over against the traditional method o
f Apolo

getics . The traditional method was constructed by Roman
Catholics and Arminians . It was , so to speak ,made to fi

t

Romanist or Evangelical theology . And since Roman Cath
olic and Evangelical theology compromises the Protestant
doctrines of Scripture , o

f

God , ofman , of sin and o
f redemp

tion so the traditional method o
f Apologetics compromises

Christianity in order to win men to a
n acceptance o
f it .

The traditional method compromises the Biblical doc
trine o

f

God in not clearly distinguishing his self -existence
from his relation to the world . The traditional method com
promises the Biblical doctrine o

f

God and his relation to his
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revelation to man by not clearly insisting that man must not
seek to determine the nature of God , otherwise than from
his revelation .
The traditional method compromises the Biblical doc

trine of the counsel of God by not taking it as the only all
inclusive ultimate cause of whatsoever comes to pass .
The traditional method therefore compromises the clar

it
y

o
f

God ' s revelation to man ,whether this revelation comes
through general o

r through special revelation . Created facts
are not taken to b

e clearly revelational o
f God ; all the facts

o
f

nature and o
f

man are said to indicate n
o more than that

a god probably exists .

The traditional method compromises the necessity o
f

supernatural revelation in relation to natural revelation . It

does so in failing to do justice to the fact that even in para
dise man had to interpret natural revelation in the light of

the covenantal obligations placed upon him by God through
supernatural communciation . In consequence the tradi
tional method fails to recognize the necessity o

f redemptive
supernatural revelation a

s

concomitant to natural revelation

after the fall o
f

man .

The traditional method compromises the sufficiency o
f

redemptive supernatural revelation in Scripture inasmuch

a
s
it allows for wholly new facts to appear in Reality , new

fo
r

God a
swell as fo
r

man .

The traditional method compromises the authority o
f

Scripture by not taking it as self -attesting in the full sense

o
f

the term .

The traditional method compromises the Biblical doc
trine o

f

man ' s creation in the image o
f

God by thinking o
f

him a
s being " free " o
r

ultimate rather than a
s analogical .

The traditional method compromises the Biblical doc
trine o

f

the covenant by not making Adam ' s representative
action determinative fo

r

the future .

The traditional method compromises the Biblical doc
trine o
f

si
n , in not thinking o
f
it as an ethical break with
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God which is complete in principle even though not in
practice .

In spite of these things, this traditional method has

been employed by Reformed theologians. This fact has
stood in the way of the development of a distinctly Reformed

apologetic . If my critics had fairly stated and then criti
cized my efforts at constructing an apologetic that is in ac
cord , instead of out of accord with the Reformed Faith , it
would possibly mean progress . As it is they have , except

Orlebeke , taken fo
r

granted that the traditional view is true .

All their detailed criticisms are based o
n the assump

tion that apologetics requires a
n

area o
f interpretation which

the unbeliever and the believer have in common . When I

point out that this view leads inevitably to a compromise o
f

the Reformed Faith , they take no notice of it . If the natural
man can correctly interpret the realm o

f

the phenomenal on

the assumption o
f

man ' s autonomy , the non -createdness o
f

facts , and the idea of a system o
f logic that envelops God a
s

well as man , it is too late to ask him to accept Christianity .
When I point out that in terms of “ common notions ”

which ignore the difference between the Christian and the

non -Christian principle of interpretation , it is impossible to

show the non -Christian why he should become a Christian ,

my critics again take no notice .

Instead o
f

this , they raise objections of details of such a

nature a
s Romanists and Arminians have always raised

against those who hold the Reformed Faith .

I assume thatmy critics really want me to follow Calvin
rather than Aquinas . On that assumption I as

k

them :

1 . Why d
o you object when with Calvin over against

Aquinas I seek to interpret man , the interpreter , exclu
sively in terms of his creatureliness and sinfulness , in

stead o
f thinking o
f

him a
s intelligible without these

concepts ?

2 . Why d
o you object when with Calvin I therefore
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| Common

take themeaning of “analogy ” from the Scriptural ideas
of God , of creation , of sin and historic redemption in
stead o

f

from the vague Aristotelian notion o
f analogy

o
f being which envelops God and man in a common

reality ?

3 . Why d
o you object when I begin b
y

saying that by
virtue o

f
their creation in the image o

f

God and by
virtue of the revelation o

f

God in nature , all men know
God and are therefore in contact with the truth ?

The foundation o
f

the thinking o
f

both the Amsterdam and
the Old Princeton men was that which both derived via Calvin
from Paul , namely , the fact that God has unavoidably and clearly

revealed himself in general and in special revelation . The whole
Triune God is involved in this revelation . The whole Triune
God testifies to man in this revelation . This is the general testi
mony o

f

the Father , the Son and the Holy Spirit . It is nothing
more than the Reformed philosophy o

f history . God controls and
therefore manifests his plan in "whatsoever comes to pass . ” It is

his will of decree that comes to expression in a measure in nature
and history . In this decree lies the basis , the unity and the
guarantee o

f

the success o
f
“ science . " 23

4 .Why d
o you object when I say that the non -Christian

philosophy o
f history is based o
n the assumption that

man is not a creature , and that the world is not created
and controlled by God ? Is that not true of Plato and

Aristotle a
s much a
s o
f

the modern idealists and prag

matists ?

5 . Why do you object when I point out that the philoso
phy o

f

the non -Christian cannot account for the intelli
gibility o

f

human experience in any sense ? Would
counting , weighing and measuring b

e possible in a uni
verse that is run b

y

Chance ? Is it not true that unless
the world is controlled by God , there could be n

o

science ?

2
8
A Letter on Common Grace , p . 54 .



CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS 355

6 . Why do you object when I account for the non
Christian 's scientific accomplishments by virtue of the
fact that in spite of his principle of Chance , he is bor
rowing , without recognizing it , the Christian ideas of
creation and providence ?

7. Can you show that the scholastic idea of analogy of
being and of degrees of knowledge does not involve a
compromise of the Scriptural doctrines of God , of cre
ation , of providence and of the fall ?

8 . In short, can you show how , on the traditional method
and view , there can be said to be a Reformed philosophy

of history at al
l
?

All o
f your objections are made o
n the assumption that

there is an area of interpretation , of commonness with
out principial difference between the believer and the

unbeliever . This is involved in Masselink ' s defense of

Hepp ' s view o
f
“ central truths . ”

I have discussed this at length in An Introduction to Sys

tematic Theology . It is involved in Cecil De Boer ' s advo
cacy o

f

the scholastic view o
f degrees o
f knowledge . He

even interprets Romans as being consistent with this scholas

ti
c

view o
f

degrees o
f knowledge . It is involved in Jesse De

Boer ' s defense o
f
“ classic realism ” and modern phenomenal

is
m . Is there then n
o

such thing a
s
a Reformed philosophy

o
f

fact , of logic , in short , of science that differs from the
scholastic view ? How would you justify the erection o

f
a

science building o
n the campus o
f

Calvin College , or on the
campus o

f

any other Reformed institution , on your view ?

9 . And what will you d
o

with the general testimony o
f

the Holy Spirit o
n your view ? The Holy Spirit surely

testifies only to the truth . It testifies to the revelation

o
f

God in a
ll

the facts o
f

the created universe . I take

it that Christians must give their testimony to the world

o
f

unbelievers in subservience to this general testimony
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of the Spirit . Christians must therefore be servants of
the Spirit in seeking to convict the world of si

n , o
f

righteousness and o
f judgment . They can d
o

so only

if they point out to men that it is sin to serve and wor
ship the creature more than the Creator . And d

o

not
scientists and philosophers worship the creature when
they interpret reality in terms o

f

man a
s

the ultimate
point o

f
reference ? Does not Aristotle seek , as a sinner ,

to suppress the sense o
f deity , the sense of his creature

liness within him when h
e
“ proves ” that a God exists

who is not the creator o
f

man ?

How can you , on your basis , prevent the Holy Spirit
from wiping out the difference between truth and falsehood ?

If you defend the traditional method o
f apologetics you are

committed to a
n area o
f

common o
r neutral interpretation ,

and thus you would destroy th
e

testimony of th
e

Holy Spirit

to the truth .

In this area the Holy Spirit does not testify to the non
believer through the believer to the effect that h

e
must turn from

idols to the service o
f

the living God . On the contrary , in this
area the Spirit testifies to both believer and unbeliever that they

are right in believing in God . The Spirit , as it were , testifies to

Calvin that he is right in thinking o
f

God as his creator and judge

and also testifies to Spinoza that he is right in believing in the

existence o
f God a
s

identical with a
ll reality . O
r , if this be not

so , then the Spirit must testify to the contentless form o
f

God ,

it must testify to the fact that God exists without any indication

a
s

to what is the nature o
f

that God . 24

2
4 Letter on Common Grace , pp . 63 - 64 .



CHAPTER XIII

AMSTERDAM AND OLD PRINCETON ?

In the preceding chapter we sought for a specifically
Reformed method of Apologetics . We found that there is a
difference between Reformed men as to the nature and
value of Reformed apologetics.
Something more must now be said on this subject, in

particular as it pertains to the relation of “ Amsterdam ” and
“Old Princeton ."
Masselink claims that the views I have advocated con

stitute a departure from both Warfield and Kuyper.

Before adopting the new apologetics of Schilder and Van

T
il ,we do well to consider carefully why we change our course

o
f

action . It has been indicated that even though Princeton and
Amsterdam thinking differed in regard to the point of emphasis

in apologetics , they were basically alike in ascribing the contact
point for apologetics to general revelation -more specifically to

the twofold witness o
f

the Holy Spirit . With this the new
movement is in complete disagreement .

But there has been n
o

such unified historic Reformed

view o
fapologetics as Masselink asserts there has been . The

o
ld Princeton method o
f Apologetics was largely taken from

Butler ' s Analogy a
s this was in turn largely taken from

Thomas Aquinas . According to this method the natural

man was assumed to be able :

1Most of the material in this chapter is taken from the syllabus o
n

A Christian Theory o
f Knowledge .

2 General Revelation and Common Grace , p . 182 .
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a . to work up a natural theology that would show the

is
m

to b
e more probably true than any other theory o
f

reality , and

b . to show that Christianity is more probably true than
any other theory o

f
si
n

and redemption .

WARFIELD AND KUYPER

The difference between Warfield and Kuyper appears
sharply in their different evaluation o

f

natural theology .

What evaluation is to be placed upon the interpretation o
f

natural revelation , internal and external , that the natural man ,

who operates with the principle o
f autonomy , has given ? Can

the difference between the principle o
f autonomy and that of

Christian theism b
e ignored so that men can together seek to

interpret natural revelation in terms o
f

one procedure ?

Kuyper answers in the negative . The idea o
f

two ulti

mate principles is , he insists , a contradiction in terms .

Either allow that the natural principle has within itself the
legitimate powers o

f

self -interpretation and then expect the spe

cial principle to b
e destroyed b
y
it , or else maintain that the

natural principle is in any case finite and more particularly sinful
and then present the special principle to it with the demand o

f

submission . Says Kuyper : “Since the revelatio specialis pre
supposes the fact that the operation o

f the natural principle has
been disturbed in it

s healthful function through si
n , it follows as

a matter of course that this natural principle has lost the right

o
f judgment . Whoever attributes this right o
f judgment to it

recognizes it ipso facto as sound , and has therewith done away
with the ratio sufficiens o

f special revelation . ” Again , the
power o

f thought may be compared to a sharp blade . If this
blade is put into a mower but it is put to

o high , so that it cannot
reach the grass there is no good result . "

8 A Christian Theory o
f Knowledge , p . 15
6
.

4 Encyclopaedie der Heilige Godgeleerdheid , II , 335 .

5 Idem , p . 241 .
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The result is, says Kuyper, even worse than that. For the
action of sinful human thought is not merely fruitless ; it is de
structive of the truth . Sinfulman is out to destroy the special
principle when it comes to him with it

s challenge . The natural
principle takes a

n antithetical position over against the special

principle and seeks to destroy it by means of logical manipula
tion . The natural principle lives from apistia ; its faith is fixed

upon the creature instead o
f upon the Creator . ? It will therefore

use it
s principles o
f discontinuity and o
f continuity in order by

means o
f

them to destroy th
e

witness o
f Scripture to itself . The

naturalman is perfectly consistent with himself and intellectually

honest in doing so . He is simply true to his principle . A prin
ciple , a first premise , cannot be proved . It is the basis o

f proof .

If proof were given o
f
a principle it would cease to be a princi

p
le
. The Christian realizes that the non -Christian does not

know the truth about himself and about his power o
f

reason . He
should therefore expect that the non -Christian will , from his
principle , seek to destroy the special principle . He will do so b

y

saying that the “ irrational ” element , that is the supernatural , is

like the irrational element found everywhere . Or he will b
y

means o
f

his principle o
f continuity absorb a
ll

the claims o
f

Scripture into a system o
f logical gradation . When you a
s
a

Christian present the unbeliever with the fact o
f

miracles per
formed this has n

o power o
f compulsion fo
r

him who because

o
f his principle cannot even allow the possibility o
fmiracles . 10

Kuyper makes a special point of the necessity o
f holding

that Scripture itself is not merely a record o
f but is itself revela

tion . One cannot separate cool atmosphere from the ice through

which it comes . Without th
e

Scripture a
s revelation there is n
o

revelation . If one does not take the Scripture itself as revelation
then one ends b

y way of Origen in the philosophy o
f

Plato o
r o
f

Aristotle . 11

8 Idem , p . 242 .

7 Idem , p . 254 .

8 Idem , p . 338 .

Idem , p . 339 . “ Zelf toch erkent ge v
a
n

u
w eigen standpunt , dat wie

buiten PwTlouós staat , het werkelijk bestand van zijn eigen wezen , en dus ook
van zijn rede , niet inziet e

n niet inzien kan . ”

1
0

Idem , p . 341 .

1
1

Idem , p . 316 .
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Kuyper he
what h

a
s

been other
conclusi

Similarly the idea o
f

the testimony o
f the Spirit , to
o , is part

o
f

the special principle the whole o
f

which onemakes the founda
tion o

f

his thought o
r

the whole o
f

which one rejects in the name
o
f the natural principle . 12 With the light o
f Scripture it is pos

sible forman to read nature aright . Without that light we can
not , even o

n the Areopagus , reach further than the unknown
God . 13

It is thus that the enlightened consciousness of the people

o
f

God stands over against the natural consciousness o
f

the

world . For the believers , Scripture is the principle o
f theology .

As such it cannot be the conclusion o
f other premises , but it is

the premise from which a
ll

other conclusions are drawn . 14

From what has been said it is not to be concluded that
Kuyper has n

o great appreciation o
f

the knowledge o
f

God that
may be obtained from nature . The contrary is true . He lays
the greatest possible stress upon the idea that the Bible is not a

book that has fallen from heaven . There is a natural foundation
for it . This natural foundation is found in the fact that the nat
ural is itself the creation o

f

the same God who in the special prin
ciple comes to man for his redemption . In form a

t

least Kuyper

would therefore agree with Aquinas when h
e says that the super

natural or spiritual does not destroy but perfects nature . But
Kuyper ' s ideas of the natural and the supernatural are quite dif
ferent from those o

f Aquinas . For Aquinas the natural is inher
ently defective ; it partakes of the nature o

f

non -being . Hence

si
n

is partly a
t least to be ascribed to finitude . For Kuyper the

natural , as it came from the hand o
f

God , was perfect . T
o be

sure , there was to be development . And historically , this devel
opment has come by way of grace . But fo

r

a
ll

that it is an “ acci

dent , ” something incidental to the fulfillment of the natural .

Christ came into the world to save , and in saving developed to

its full fruition the powers o
f

the natural . Thus grace is not

reduced to something that is to b
e naturally expected a
s
a devel

opment o
f

the natural . The gradation motif of Aquinas is re
placed by the idea of grace as “ accidental ” as themeans by which

si
n , which is wholly unnatural o
r contrary to the natural , and

1
2

Idem , p . 320 .

1
3

Idem , p . 332 .

1
4

Idem , p . 517 .
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destructive of the natural , is removed , in order that the truly
naturalmay thus come to expression .
The natural man , working on his principle , working from

the principle of his second nature ,must not be given the oppor
tunity of destroying the “accidental ” character of redemption .
He would be given this opportunity if his principle of autonomy
were not challenged . Working on his principle he would de
stroy the " accidental ” character of grace altogether . He would
do what Romanism has so largely done . He would seek to show
that redemption is naturally to be expected by man . He would
show on the other hand that the redemptive is something with
out determinate character in history so that every man may
regard it as he pleases.
It will now be seen that what has been advocated in this

syllabus has in large measure been prepared under the influence

of Kuyper , or has at least to a large extent been suggested by

his thinking . The interdependence of th
e

various aspects o
f

what Kuyper so effectively speaks of as th
e

special principle is

something that would seem to be of the essence o
f
a sound doc

trine o
f Scripture . It is difficult to see how else the Scriptures

ca
n

b
e presented a
s

self -attesting . As soon a
s the elements o
f

the special principle , such a
s the indications o
f divinity , the testi

mony o
f

the Spirit , or the words of Christ are se
t

next to one

another , as largely independent o
f

one another , the natural man

is given a
n opportunity to d
o

h
is

destructive work . He is then
allowed to judge a

t

least with respect to one or more o
f

these

elements . And if he is allowed to judge o
f the legitimacy o
r

meaning o
f any one of them h
e may a
s well be given the right

to judge o
f all of them . If the naturalman is allowed the right

to take the documents o
f the gospels a
s merely historically trust

worthy witnesses to the Christ and his work , he will claim and

can consistently claim also to b
e

the judge o
f

the Christ himself .

For it is only if the Christ be taken a
s the Son o
f

God that he

ca
n

b
e

said legitimately to identify himself . If he is not pre
supposed a

s such then his words too have n
o power . Then they

too are absorbed in what is a hopeless relativity of history . 15

My critics might well concern themselves with this

1
5
A Christian Theory o
f Knowledge , pp . 15
6
-158 .

can b
e

said legitiman hiswords to
o

have not ofhistory . 15
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absolutistic position of Kuyper 's. This head -on collision be
tween the principle of the natural man and the principle of
the regenerate man , can it do anything but destroy science ?
Warfield thought it would . He therefore reduced Kuyper's
distinction between two kinds of science to one of degree .
Otherwise " there would be no science attainable at all.” 16
Warfield accordingly attributes to "right reason ” the

ability to interpret natural revelation with essential correct
ness . This “ right reason ” is not the reason of the Christian .
It is the reason that is confronted with Christianity and pos
sesses some criterion apart from Christianity with which to
judge of the truth of Christianity .17
Appealing to “ right reason ” in the sense defined , War

field asks it to judge in it
s

own terms that Christianity is true .

We found the whole Christian system o
n the doctrine o
f

plenary inspiration a
s little a
s we found it upon the doctrine o
f

angelic existences . Were there n
o

such thing a
s inspiration ,

Christianity would b
e

true , and a
ll

it
s

essential doctrines would

b
e credibly witnessed to u
s
in the generally trustworthy reports

o
f

the teaching o
f

our Lord . . . . Inspiration is not the most
fundamental o

f

Christian doctrines , nor even the first thing we
prove about the Scriptures . It is the last and crowning fact as

to the Scriptures . These we first prove authentic , historically
credible , generally trustworthy , before we prove them inspired . 18
The result o

f

this method o
f appealing to “ right reason ”

is that theism and Christianity are shown to be only prob
ably true . 19

It is not , of course , that Warfield himself entertains any
doubts about the plenary inspiration o

f Scripture . He was
one o

f

it
s greatest advocates . Nor is it that he disagrees with

1
8 C
f
. Warfield ' s “ Introduction ” to Beattie ' s Apologetics , 1903 .

1
7 C
f
. his article o
n
“Apologetics " in the New Schaff Herzog Encyclo

pedia o
f Religious Knowledge , New York , 1932 .

1
8
“ The Real Problem o
f

Inspiration " in The Inspiration and Authority

o
f

the Bible , p . 210 .

1
9

Idem , p . 218 .
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Calvin in maintaining the clarity of natural revelation or in
holding that a

ll

men have the sense o
f deity . It is only that

in Apologetics ,Warfield wanted to operate in neutral terri
tory with the non -believer . He thought that this was the
only way to show to the unbeliever that theism and Chris
tianity are objectively true . He sought for a

n objectivity

that bridged the gulf between Kuyper ' s “natural and special
principles .

In seeking to reduce the difference between Kuyper

and Warfield to one o
f

emphasis ,Masselink , in effect , chooses
for Warfield . It is impossible to hold with Kuyper that the
Christian and the non -Christian principles are destructive o

f

one another and to hold with Warfield that they differ only

in degree .

In maintaining that the positions o
f
“ classic realism ”

and o
f

scholasticism are a
n essentially true interpretation o
f

reality , Cecil and Jesse De Boer have also in effect , chosen
their part with Warfield against Kuyper .

For myself I have chosen the position o
f Kuyper . But

I am unable to follow him when from the fact o
f

themu
tually destructive character o

f

the two principles h
e con

cludes to the uselessness o
f reasoning with the natural man .

The Arminian holds that on the Reformed conception

o
f

man there is n
o

sense to preaching . There would , the
Arminian argues , be no approach to a

n identity o
f mean

ings between the preacher and the man “dead in trespasses

and sins ” to whom he preaches . The dead man cannot even
count and weigh and measure . There is a

n absolute sever
ance o

f

a
ll

connection between him and the living .

For this absolute deadness o
f the naturalman , the Ar

minian substitutes the notion o
f degrees o
f

deadness , in

order thus to establish degrees o
f

contact with the truth .

There can be no absolutely evil deed because then the will
itself would b

e destroyed . It is ambiguous ormeaningless ,

says the Arminian , to talk about the natural man as knowing

God and yet n
o
t

truly knowing God . Knowing is knowing .
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A man either knows or he does not know . He may know
less ormore , but if he does not “ truly ” know , he knows not
at al

l
. The Calvinist , he argues , is an absolutist who destroys

the light o
f day .

In reply to this the Calvinist insists that there are no
degrees in deadness . The natural man does not know God .

But to b
e thus without knowledge , without living , loving ,

true knowledge o
f

God , hemust be one who knows God in

the sense of having the sense o
fdeity (Romans I ) . For the

spiritual deadness o
f

the naturalman is what it is as sup
pression o

f

the knowledge o
f God given man by virtue o
f

creation in God ' s image .
Hence Warfield was quite right in maintaining that

Christianity is objectively defensible . And the natural man
has the ability to understand intellectually , though not spir
itually , the challenge presented to him . And n

o challenge

is presented to him unless it is shown him that on his prin
ciple h

e

would destroy a
ll

truth and meaning . Then , if the
Holy Spirit enlightens h

im spiritually , hewill be born again

" unto knowledge ” and adopt with love the principle h
e was

previously anxious to destroy .
II

WILLIAM BRENTON GREENE , JR . 20

When Warfield flourished a
t

Princeton in the field o
f sys

tematic theology it was William Brenton Greene , Jr . who , for
some time , occupied the Chair of Apologetics . He was the pres
ent writer ' s revered teacher .

In what he has written ,Greene states and defends the his
toric Reformed position with respect to Scripture much in the
way that Warfield does . Speaking of the Bible h

e says : “We

d
o not obey it because it is reasonable ; we believe it to be rea

sonable ultimately because it is 'the word o
f

Him who is the

source o
f

a
ll

reason ” (Christian Doctrine , Philadelphia , 1905 , p .

2
0 The rest o
f

the material o
f

this chapter is taken from my syllabus

o
n

A Christian Theory o
f

Knowledge .
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12 ) . On the other hand , and again like Warfield , Greene de
fends the notion that the idea of the Bible as the Word of God

can be made to appear reasonable to “ reason ” in terms of prin
ciples which that reason , though not distinctly interpreted in
Christian terms,must itself recognize as valid . In short , Greene
follows the traditional method of apologetics as worked out by
Bishop Butler and others. (He recommends as an excellent book
on apologetics the treatise of George P . Fisher entitled , The
Grounds of Theistic and Christian Belief . He does so in an
article under the title “ The Function of Reason in Christianity ,”
in the Presbyterian and Reformed Review , 1895 , pp. 481 ff.)
By “ reason ” Greenemeans “ the cognitive faculty , that which

perceives , compares , judges, and infers.” This definition of
reason is taken from Charles Hodge . What is the function of
this reason ? The answer is as follows: "Within it

s

own sphere

it may b
e
a source and ground and measure o
f religious truth ”

( o
p . ci
t
. , p . 481 ) . And as it has this function in religion in

general , reason has a similar function with respect to Christian

it
y
. The most important knowledge that man needs lies beyond

reason . Reason must , to be sure , function within the limitations
that are due to si

n

and to finitude . Even so it has it
s

own inde
pendent function to perform with respect to Christianity .

What then is the function o
f

reason “ in relation to the Bible ,

o
r Inspired Word o
f

God ? ” (Op . ci
t
. , p . 498 . ) The answer is :

For a
ll

that logically precedes the Scriptures , as the
being and personality o

f

God , the need o
f
a written revela

tion , et
c
. ; we must g
o

back to philosophy , to reason pure
and simple . Even the Romanists admit this . . . . This is

evidently true . Though reason is not infallible , yet ante
cedently to revelation , it is , aswe have seen , the only instru
ment of investigation , the only test . Hence , Henry B . Smith
has well said : “ If we cannot construct the foundation and
the outworks o

f

the Christian system o
n impregnable

grounds ; if we cannot show the possibility o
f

miracles , and

o
f
a revelation ; if we cannot prove , absolutely prove . . . the

existence o
f
a wise , intelligent , personal , and providential

Ruler o
f all things : then we are merged in infidelity , or

given over to a
n unfounded faith . If we cannot settle these

points o
n the field o
f

open discussion , we cannot settle them
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at a
ll . ” Nor may it be said that reason ' s results cannot be

certain , inasmuch a
s , since she cannot discover the truths

o
f

revelation , she cannot prove the necessity o
f

them . A

man may be too sick o
r

too ignorant to find the remedy that

h
e

needs , and yet not be too sick or to
o

ignorant to make
known what h

e

needs .

Reason should judge o
f

the evidence that the Scriptures

are the Word o
f

God , and so to b
e

received o
n his authority .

Faith in them a
s

such is irrational and impossible without
evidence ; fo

r
faith involves assent , and assent is conviction

produced b
y

evidence . . . . .

Again ,

Reason should distinguish among the interpretations o
f

the Scriptures between what is above reason in the true
sense o

f beyond it , and what is above reason in the wrong

sense o
f

out o
f

relation to it , or contrary to it ( o
p
. cit . , p .

499 ) . The other points mentioned need not concern u
s .

In a series o
f

four articles o
n

the Metaphysics o
f

Christian
Apologetics ( in the Presbyterian and Reformed Review , 1898 )

the position taken is similar to that o
f

the article just discussed .

The first article o
f

this series deals with the subject o
f

Reality . Says Greene :

Christian apologetics is that theological science which
sets forth the proofs to the reason that Christianity is the
supernatural , the authoritative , the final religion , equally

for u
s

and for all men ; in a word , the absolute religion (op .

ci
t
. , p . 60 ) .

And metaphysics is , “ the science o
f first and fundamental

truths . ” Accordingly the metaphysics o
f apologetics must estab

lish to reason the basic principles notmerely o
f

truth in general

but particularly those that sustain a peculiar relation to Chris
tianity . The truths with which the metaphysics o

f apologetics

is concerned are such truths a
s

are “ independent of the Christian

revelation , ” while yet they are “ the conditions of it and thus of

it
s

absolute vindication ” ( o
p
. cit . , p . 62 ) .

Such truths are four in number :

Reality , or the truth that what we call real existence
implies substance , and so is not a succession o
fmere appear
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ances; Duality , or the truth that substance is of two essen
tially different kinds, mind and matter ; Personality , or the
truth of the real existence of mind as intelligent , voluntary
self -conscious entities; and Immortality , or the truth that
the self -conscious mind or person is fitted for real existence
independent of the body and so for life after death . These
truths, as it would seem must be evident, and may a

ll be
known prior to the Christian revelation , and a

re a
ll

indis
pensable to the vindication and even to the understanding

o
f
it ( o
p . cit . , p . 62 ) .

T
o

establish Reality a
s

outlined above , appealmust bemade

to the “ trustworthiness o
f

consciousness . ” And the “denial of

the trustworthiness o
f

the testimony o
f

consciousness to reality

is suicidal ” ( idem , p . 81 ) .

Under th
e

heading o
f Duality Greene seeks to disprove first

the claims ofmaterialism . Materialism , he argues , “presupposes
the mind which it would eliminate ” (idem , p . 2

6
8
) . Then h
e

seeks to disprove idealism . “ Logic cannot reason out being , ”

and “ logic implies a logician ” ( idem , p . 271 ) . Psychological ideal

is
m

“outrages consciousness ” (idem , p . 275 ) . Thirdly h
e

seeks

to disprove idealistic materialism . “ The reality o
f the soul is

the condition o
f

science ” ( idem , p . 282 ) . Greene then seeks to
prove Dualism positively . “Sense perception seems to imply it ”

( p . 284 ) . It “has been and is the working hypothesis o
f the

race ” ( p . 2
8
5
) . The verdict o
f

common sense renders it pre
sumptively true ( p . 285 ) . It has “ inherent reasonableness . ”

“Duality is the only theory o
f reality that gives to life and even

to existence any true significance ” ( ibid . ) .

A
s
to Personality , reasoning presupposes it and “ is irrational

without it ” ( p . 473 ) . “ The burden o
f proof rests o
n those who

would deny personality ” ( p . 493 ) . It is self -evident ( p . 497 ) .

When h
e deals with Morality Greene shows that to deny a
n

"objective obligatory ideal ” ends in absurdity ( p . 680 ) . The
burden o

f proof is on those who would deny such a
n ideal ( p .

681 ) . The notion o
f

such a
n ideal “meets the requirements o
f

the case ” ( ibid . ) . Men have a clear and distinct “sense o
f

rightness . "

We turn now to a
n important article b
y

Professor Greene o
n

the “Supernatural . ” Itwas published in the Biblical and Theo
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logical Studies , which was put out in commemoration of the one
hundredth anniversary of Princeton Seminary (New York , 1912 ) .
What is meant by “ the Supernatural” ? It is being that is

above the sequence of all nature whether physical or spiritual;

substance that is not caused , and that is not determined whether
physically and necessarily as in the case of physical nature or
rationally and freely as in the case of spiritual nature ; in a word ,
unique reality the essence of whose uniqueness is that the reality

is uncaused , self-subsistent and autonomous . We call this Super
natural the Infinite to denote the absence of limitation . We call
it also the Absolute to express perfect independence both in
being and action . We call it , too , the Unconditioned to empha

size freedom from necessary relation ” ( p. 141 ) . “Does it exist ?
Does it manifest itself ? What is its nature ? If a person can he
reveal himself immediately a

s
such ? These are the inquiries

which we shall raise ” ( p . 141 ) .

1 . The Reality of the Supernatural

Positivism , monism and pluralism are each seen to be un
tenable . Should we not then take u

p

the only remaining hypoth

esis , that of the Supernatural “with a presumption a
t
least that it

is true ? Some world view that really explains the universe there
must be , and this would seem to b

e

the only other possible ” ( p .

167 ) . “ This presumption is strengthened by the fact that the
Christian doctrine o

f

the Supernatural would , if true ,meet al
l

the

necessary conditions ” ( p . 167 ) . “Moreover , the Christian doc
trine o

f

the Supernatural is a satisfactory hypothesis in fact as

well as in logic ” ( p . 168 ) . It is the only hypothesis “ that has not
been proved to b

e

untenable ” ( p . 169 ) . Moreover “most schools

o
f philosophy declare for the Supernatural ” ( p . 169 ) . It “ is not

too much to claim that philosophy o
n the whole declares for the

reality o
f the Supernatural , if not in the precise form o
f the

Christian doctrine , yet in what approximates and tends towards

it . Did not our limits forbid , nothing could b
e

easier than to

illustrate and establish this statement from such masters in phi

losophy a
s Plato , Aristotle , Cicero , Bacon , Descartes , Berkeley ,

Kant , Hamilton , Lotze and many others ” ( p . 170 ) .
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Again , religion needs the idea of the Supernatural . And ,
lastly, the Supernatural is a necessity of thought ( p . 1

7
3
) .

Thought requires the idea o
f

causation . Thought requires that
when we think o

f

acts we also think o
f
a
n agent . Every thought

o
f

the finite presupposes the Supernatural ( p . 17
4
) . In the realm

o
f

the finite our principles o
f thought are found to be trustworthy .

“ If then , these principles are thus found to b
e trustworthy in the

sphere o
f

the natural or finite , why should we not trust them in

the sphere o
f

the Supernatural o
r

Infinite ? ” ( p . 17
6
) . And the

Supernatural must be the deepest reality . “ If we could ground

it in anything deeper and so prove it
s

existence strictly , we
should only prove that it was not the Supernatural whose exist
ence we had proved . From it

s very nature the Supernatural

must be incapable of formal demonstration ” ( p . 180 ) . 21

2 . The Manifestation o
f the Supernatural

Has the Supernatural so manifested itself that “ though par
tially , it can be and is known b

y

u
s
? ” ( p . 182 ) . “ There is no

a priori impossibility that th
e

Supernatural should manifest itself

and should b
e

known a
s

manifested . Admitting that only it
s

bare existence has been established , it does not follow that no
more can be established ” ( p . 186 ) . “ The reality o

f

the Super

natural cannot be known and it
s

nature not be known also to

some degree a
t

the same time ” ( ibid . ) . “ In knowing the exist
ence o

f

the Supernatural we know it as that whose nature it is to

manifest itself ” ( p . 187 ) . This is not to be understood monisti
cally . “ Still , Infinite Being looks toward finite being , and thus
towards manifestation in it , that it can be the ground and condi
tion o

f
it ” ( p . 18
7
) .

3 . The Personality of the Supernatural

a . “ The Supernatural can b
e personal ” ( p . 190 ) . Without

" some such determination a
s that o
f personality the Supernatural

could not be ” ( p . 192 ) .

b . “ As there must be a real Supernatural , so he must be at

least personal ” ( p . 192 ) .

2
1 A
t

this point , as at some others , Professor Greene virtually uses the
argument from presupposition .



370 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

1. This is so because th
e

Supernatural must be “ in the
nature o

f
a first cause ” ( p . 192 ) .

2 . It follows from the la
w

o
f
“ cause resemblance ” ( p .

193 ) .

3 . It follows also from “ th
e

la
w

o
f universal develop

ment ” ( ibid . ) . "Whence this universal tendency of al
l

that lives toward personality , if it be not the law o
f the

world ; and whence this law , if the Principle o
f

the

world is a
n impersonal one ? And if personality consti

tutes the pre -eminence o
f man over the inferior crea

tion , can this pre - eminence be wanting in the highest

Being o
f
a
ll
? ” ( p . 193 ) .

c . “ The Supernatural , though h
e must be at least personal

cannot b
e higher than personal ” ( p . 194 ) . “ Personality is of all

possible modes o
f existence the highest ” ( ibid . ) .

4 . The Personal or Immediate Manifestation o
f

the Super
natural

" B
y

this we mean , such a manifestation a
s would be

such a direct communication from the Supernatural a
s it is

claimed that the Decalogue is ; such Supernatural works as

themiracles , if they were wrought ,must have been ; such a

Supernatural act as regeneration , if it be a real act , evidently

is ; such a Supernatural person a
s Christ could not but have

been , if he was as he said , both 'the Son o
f God , ' and 'the

Son o
f Man ' ” ( p . 19
6
) .

In the cases under consideration , “ no instruments are em
ployed , no media intervene ” ( p . 19

6
) . "Could they , then , take

place ? This is the question o
f questions to the Christian . If

they could not , Christianity is a lie ” ( p . 196 ) . “Not only Chris
tianity , but al

l

higher religion is a
t

stake ” ( p . 197 ) . As sinners

"we need to feel , that God himself is in themidst o
f
u
s
” ( p . 198 ) .

“ Even the impression o
f

the Supernatural made in the creation ,

if it is to abide , needs to be deepened b
y

supernatural interven

tions in history ” ( p . 19
8
) . “ An effect , reason dictates , can b
e

assigned to a particular cause only a
s it reproduces what is dis

tinctive of that cause . Hence , the necessary inference is that if

the Supernatural Person reveals himself , the revelation will be ,



AMSTERDAM AND OLD PRINCETON 371

at any rate , at times , both above nature and in contrast with , if
not in opposition to , nature . Accordingly , were such a revelation
to be throughout natural , though , as we have seen , necessarily
presupposing and thus indirectly revealing th

e

Supernatural , rea
son would hesitate to recognize it as really Supernatural . Though

it would b
e

such , it could not be certainly discriminated a
s

such ”

( p . 198 ) . “ Thus belief in the personal intervention in nature ,

and so above and in contrast with it , of the Supernatural Person

is indispensable to the highest conviction o
f

the reality o
f

his self
revelation . Without such interventions , the latter could not be
recognized infallibly ” ( p . 199 ) .

Thus we come to the specific question o
f

miracles . Are they
possible ? Can they b

e recognized ? We cannot answer these
questions b

y
a priori considerations . “We can argue fo
r

o
r

against the uniformity o
f nature only from what nature and the

Supernatural have been found to b
e . Antecedently , there is as

much reason to infer that nature must not be uniform a
s that it

must b
e

uniform ; and that is no reason . There is no must in the
case ” ( p . 200 ) . “Nor does the objector gain anything , if we
concede that the uniformity o

f

nature never has been interrupted .

Were this so , we might not infer that it never could be . Induc
tion from individual facts , however numerous or well attested ,
cannot give necessary truth ” ( p . 201 ) . The uniformity o

f

nature

“ is not a principle ; it is only the name o
f
a mode o
f

action ” ( p .

201 ) . It only says that “ the same causes acting under the same
conditions produce the same results . This is the only principle ,

the only ultimate truth , the only immutable law , in the case .

What is there in this to hinder a
t any time the personal inter

vention o
f

the Supernatural ? ” ( p . 201 . )

As a result itmay be said :

1 . The abstract possibility o
f supernatural interventions in

the course o
f

nature cannot be rationally questioned ( p .

202 ) .

2 . This possibility becomes much clearer in view of the fact
that the Supernatural a

swe have already shown , is a person
and is constantly acting in and through nature ( ibid . ) . A

being who can use tools can certainly work with his own
hands ( p . 203 ) .
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3. It is probable that the Supernatural will choose to do so .
This follows from the fact that he is a person ( p. 203 ) .

4. This conclusion is much strengthened by the considera
tion that nature would seem to have been constituted with

a view to such action by the Supernatural Person ( p . 203 ) .

5 . But we are not left to inferences like the above , trust
worthy though these could be shown to be . We know that
the Supernatural has acted in a purely personal manner ( p .
204 ) .

6. The progressive development of religion is inexplicable
unless the Supernatural does continue so to manifest him
self . Religion , at least in all its higher forms , presupposes ,

not only the possibility , or even the probability , but the fact

o
f

such personal manifestations o
f the Supernatural ( p .

204 ) . Can it b
e that religion is only the most solemn o
f

all delusions ? If so , there is no mystery so great as that o
f

it
s persistence . Nothing has been able to overthrow it , yet

it itself rests o
n nothing ( p . 204 ) .

7 . This conclusion is much strengthened by the fact that the
course o

f human development , has been interrupted and
perverted b

y

si
n
( ibid . ) .

8 . Must not , then , directly and exclusively Supernatural
works , such a

s we designate miracles , be expected , both to

call attention to themessengers bringing the good tidings o
f

the grace o
f God and to authenticate them a
s his ambassa

dors and so to attest the truth o
f

their proclamation ? ( p .

205 ) .

9 . Nor may it be replied that were the Supernatural thus to

intervene directly in nature , such manifestations could not
be recognized a

s such by us . This overlooks the fact that

it is the manifestation o
f
a person to persons that is under

consideration . Now personality is known immediately b
y

personality , and more especially if there b
e
a moral affinity

between the persons ( p . 206 ) .

What then is the net result o
f

the discussion ? It is not that
Christianity is thereby established a

s the Supernatural religion .
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This must be decided by the appropriate evidence . The way ,
however , has been opened , and the only way , for the fair con
sideration of this evidence ; and this has been done in that we
have established the reality of the existence of the Supernatural ,
of hi

s

manifestation through nature , of his personality , and of the
possibility and even probability o

f h
is personal intervention in

nature . It is true that no one of these has been in the strict sense

demonstrated . But in the nature of the case this is impossible .

Himself the ground and so proof o
f everything , there is nothing

that can b
e

the ground and so proof of the Supernatural . Y
e
t

a
s

the building necessarily evidences th
e

foundation o
n which

it rests ; so a
ll

nature and especially that in it which is highest

and surest , namely , reason , demands the reality in the above
respects o

f

the Supernatural . This must be granted o
r reason

must b
e

stultified . To have shown this is thus both the utmost
that could be shown and in itself enough ( p . 207 ) .
Only a very brief survey o

f

Greene ' s position has been given .

His method is clearly similar to that o
f

Warfield . There is the
same concept o

f

reason , apart from the question of its regenera
tion , as able to interpret general revelation with essential cor
rectness . And there is the same ability and function ascribed to
this reason with respect to determining the factuality o

f special

revelation . When Greene begins from the abstract possibility o
f

the existence o
f

the Supernatural and goes o
n

to the probability

and after that to the actuality o
f

it
s appearance , he employs the

categories o
f the natural man without challenging them . He

seeks to prepare men for an acceptance o
f

the gospel b
y

showing

them that the gospel is possible , probable and actual in terms of

the principles o
f continuity and discontinuity o
f

the naturalman .

It is this avowed insistence that apologetics must deal neu
trally with such questions a

s

the existence o
f

God and the facts

o
f Christianity that marks the old Princeton Apologetics . And

it is this type o
f apologetics that is definitely rejected a
s being

out o
f

accord with the principles o
f

the Reformed faith in Kuy
per ' s Encyclopedia ofSacred Theology . It is difficult to see how
Masselink can reduce the difference between “ Princeton ” and

“ Amsterdam ” to one o
f emphasis and speak o
f

one historic

method o
f apologetics used b
y

both .
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III

FLOYD E . HAMILTON

The o
ld

Princeton approach in apologetics may b
e

seen in

easy survey in the first edition o
f the Reverend Floyd E . Hamil

to
n ' s book , The Basis of the Christian Faith (New York , 1927 ) .

In his preface Hamilton says : “Special thanks are due to Dr .Wil
liam Brenton Greene , Jr . , former professor of Apologetics in

Princeton Theological Seminary , for his assistance in revising and
criticizing the whole book ” ( p . ix ) .

In the first Chapter Hamilton deals with The Human Reason .

Before we can attempt to prove the existence o
fGod or

discuss the truth o
f Christianity , wemust show that the soul

exists a
s something distinct from th
e

body . Wemust show
that our reasoning processes can be trusted , and that we
have a valid right to reason from our sensations to the real
world back o

f these sensations . And we must also show
that when we attempt to deal with questions such a

s

the

existence o
f

God and the possibility o
f

his giving a revela
tion to man in a Book ,we are dealing with questions which
properly lie within the scope o

f

the human reason . First o
f

all , then , wemust discuss the question o
f the existence o
f

the

soul ( o
p
. ci
t
. , p . 15 ) .

The human mind is shown not to b
e
a mere stream o
f

con

sciousness ( p . 18 ) . “ It is an active agent and not a passive
substance ” ( p . 19 ) .

S
o

here we take our start . We have found and identified
ourselves . “Here at any rate we have reality " ( ibid ) .

Having identified our real selves we examine our reasoning
process . We receive sensations . In receiving them our mind is

not a blank .

In addition to these space and time forms , which the mind
uses in the thinking process , there are certain other “mind born ”

o
r

innate ideas which the mind originates upon the occasion o
f

receiving sensations . We will mention only two ideas of this
class which particularly concern u
s
in our discussion . They are

th
e

ideas o
f
“being " and " cause . ” We cannot think without un
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consciously assuming the existence of something . When we re
ceive a sensation our mind assumes the reality of the sensation
and the reality of the fact that we are receiving it. When we
think , we assume the reality of at least themind that is doing
the thinking . This idea of existence is thus seen to underlie a

ll

thought , and to b
e
a presupposition o
f thought . We call it b
y

the name o
f
“being . " It is an idea not received through the

senses , but originating in the mind itself upon the occasion o
f

sensation .

When the brain receives a sensation it assumes that there is

a cause o
f

the sensation . It may not be able to tell what the
cause is , but it never doubts that there is a cause . It is not an

idea which comes into themind through the senses , but is origi
nated upon the occasion o

f

sensation ( p
p
. 21 , 22 ) .

Thus we have ourselves as the real starting point , and we
have the idea o

f

cause which serves u
s
a
s
a bridge between our

selves and the external world . We are now ready to express

judgments about the world . “But when is a judgment trust
worthy ? ” ( p . 25 . ) When it is made in accordance with the laws

o
f reasoning . Our minds and the facts they deal with must be

normal . Ourmindsmust possess the necessary facts . Our minds
must not fall into logical fallacies ( p . 25 ) . If care is exercised

" in checking th
e

process of reasoning it is possible to trust th
e

reasoning process in a
ll ordinary circumstances ” ( p . 26 ) .

Reasoning must not proceed regardless o
f

facts . And “ there
are some things which are beyond the realm o

f

reason ” ( p . 27 ) .

Then too our emotions must b
e kept in control .

However with these limitations and imperfections
guarded against there remains a wide scope of activity for
themind . Themind can take a

ll

the evidence which comes

to us through the senses and reason about it , building u
p
a

splendid structure o
f logical truth . It has a right to take

these facts which come to u
s through the senses and use

them a
s stepping stones into the realm o
f

cause lying back

o
f

them . The mind becomes th
e

judge o
f evidence pre

sented to the mind in support o
f

the giving to man from God

o
f
a supernatural revelation . If the mind , however , after

weighing this evidence decides that such a revelation has

been given to man , then it has n
o right to set itself u
p

a
s
a
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judge to decide what things embodied in this revelation are
reasonable , for in the nature of things , if there has been a
revelation from God, it will concern those things which can
not be discovered by the unaided human reason . Since the
mind has no actual experience with things which do not
come to it through the senses , it has no right to deny truth
which comes through revelation from a realm where sense
perception is impossible . In regard to revelation , the legiti
mate sphere of the human reason is to investigate the evi
dence in support of such revelation and then to decide as to
themeaning of that revelation ( p. 28 ) .

In the second chapter Hamilton invites us to advance with

him “over the bridge of cause which we have erected ” from our
selves to the external world . In the third he leads us even be
yond the world by the same bridge to God . We know “ that we
must have been caused by someone other than ourselves who
must have had sufficient power to produce our souls , which are
the observed effect” ( p . 44 ). This gives us “our first link in the
chain of proof for the existence of God ” ( p. 46 ) . One by one
the other links are forged and soldered to the first . There is
order in the universe ( p. 47) . There is design ( p. 48 ) . In man
himself there is will . Will there not be a Will back of the uni
verse ? ( p . 50 ) . Man has a conscience . It is a “ certain charac
teristic innate in the mind which enables a person who has

reached the age of reasoning ability , to make a judgment as to
the rightness or wrongness of any course of action which may
be presented to themind ” (p . 53 ) . "Shall we not then conclude
with Bordon P . Bowne that man has amoral creator ?” ( p. 54.)

The preceding arguments are so plain that the conclu
sion is inescapable . There is no alternative fo

r

thinking

man in the face o
f

such evidence but to fall upon his face
before the wonderful Being who has created him , and to

worship him . Let it be borne in mind that the arguments
cited above are cumulative . Each adds proof to the others ,

and their force is only felt when they are taken together

( p . 54 ) .

Thus theism is supposed to have been established b
y
a neu

tral process o
f reasoning . As has earlier been indicated , such a
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theism is not the theism of Scripture . Calvin 's procedure is
quite the reverse of Hamilton 's. Following Descartes and others ,
Hamilton thinks that man can identify himself in terms of him
self . Calvin says the knowledge of self immediately presupposes
the relation of the self to God as it

s

creator . No identification o
f

the human self is possible in the realm o
f open chance . And n
o

bridge of cause can b
e made from that which cannot be identi

fied ( the self ) to something else that cannot b
e identified ( the

external world ) . The idea of causation cannot be taken a
s in

telligible by itself in order by means o
f
it to show that God has

created the world . If God has created the world the idea o
f

cause in the world must be determined from this it
s

derivative

nature . If it is first assumed to b
e working without God it can

not after that b
e

shown to b
e working only in dependence upon

God .

The same point is to b
e

made about the ideas of order , pur
pose and morality . If any of them can function independently

o
f

God at the beginning why d
o they need God at a
ll
?

Moreover , how shall these several autonomous entities be
forged into a chain ? How shall there b

e

cumulative force in the

series o
f arguments if each argument is itself without force ?

The whole procedure followed is out o
f

line with the basic
principle o

f

th
e

Reformed Faith . Only in God ' s light is there any
light . The Psalmist (Psalm 9

4 ) teaches u
s
to begin from above

with God instead of from the bottom with man . If even a crea
ture , who is derivative , knows , how much more shall the original
know ? That is the method o

f the Psalmist . Descartes assumes
that man a

s the original knows , and that then God also knows .

If man ' s knowledge is not from the outset defined a
s dependent

o
n God ' s knowledge it never can b
e .

It was in line with Arminian and with Romanist thinking to

use such a method a
sMr . Hamilton uses . Wherever autonomy

is hailed in theology why should it not also be welcomed in

apologetics ? But when autonomy is over and over regarded a
s

the root o
f all evil in theology why then should it be welcomed

in apologetics ?

In chapter five o
f

his book Hamilton deals with the Reason
ableness o

f

Supernaturalism .

God is shown to exist ; therefore it is possible fo
r

him to



378 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

intervene in th
e

universe ( p . 87 ) . He goes o
n

to show the
probability o

f

such intervention .

1 . In the first place , it seems strongly probable that God
would not createman and leave him alone . A personal God ,

if he is at al
l

like men in his fundamental characteristics , as

the Bible says h
e
is , having created a personal being , would

most naturally want to have communion and fellowship with
th
e

being h
e had created .

2 . It also seems unlikely that man should be left in ignorance

o
f

the ultimate destiny o
f

the human soul . If it is true that
there is a Heaven and a Hell , to one of which places every
soulwill go , then it seems unlikely that God would leave
man in ignorance o

f
these momentous facts . Especially is

this true , if the corollary is true that man ' s ultimate destiny

is decided b
y

his actions upon the earth during a short life
time , and that he will have n

o further chance after death to

redeem his mistakes made during life o
n the earth . Most

o
f

all , if God intended a
s

the Bible teaches , to have this re
demption applied to a man ' s life through faith in a risen

Lord , then h
e would most certainly tell men about this fact

in some way o
r

other . We thus see that there is a very great
probability , if the God represented in the Bible exists , that

h
e

would reveal certain vital facts to man ( p
p . 93 , 94 ) .

From the question o
f probability we g
o

o
n

to that o
f

actuality :

Now a little reflection o
n the subject will b
e

sufficient

to convince one that the only way we can decide whether

o
r

not such a revelation has been given to u
s b
y

God is b
y

a
n examination o
f

th
e

evidence tending to show that such

a revelation has been given . Since the matter is one purely

o
f

fact , and o
f

fact alone , it can b
e decided only by the evi

dence . We may have a theory that it is impossible for the
earth to revolve upon it

s

axis , but no matter how plausible
our theory may sound , our having the theory willnot prevent
the earth from turning o

n

it
s

axis once every twenty - four

hours ! In the same way , if God has given a revelation , no

amount o
f theorizing to the contrary ca
n

change th
e

fact .

The only way those who d
o

not believe God has given a
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revelation to man can prove their case , is for them to show

that the evidence for such a revelation is worthless (pp . 98 ,
99 ) .

When we deal with the witnesses to supernatural revela
tion we ask : “ Is the witness competent ?” “ Is the witness re
liable ?” “Was the witness in a position to know the facts?” ( p.
99.) So we are ready as neutral observers to take up “ the evi
dence fo

r

the Bible a
s theWord o
f

God and decide fo
r

ourselves

whether o
r

not it contains such a revelation ” ( p . 100 ) . In par
ticular we are prepared to deal with the Bible and it

s

claim to

b
e

the Word o
f God .

T
o b
e

sure we must not make unreasonable claims fo
r

our
selves .

If God teaches that a certain doctrine is true , then it is

not man ' s place to decide whether or not it is reasonable !

It is man ' s duty to accept it , even though hemay not be able

to understand all about it o
r
to prove it
s

truth b
y

the human

reason ! IfGod has taught it , then a
ll

man has a right to d
o

is to accept it . The whole question resolves itself into a

question a
s
to whether God has or has not taught it . In

deciding this question man has a perfect right to use his
reason to the fullest extent in judging the evidence o

n this
point . It is purely a matter o

f fact , and a
s such must be

judged according to th
e

laws of evidence . But if the intel
lect is convinced that God actually did teach these doctrines

in the Bible through inspired prophets and inspired writers

o
f

the various books o
f

the Bible , then the intellect has no

right to set itself up a
s
a judge o
f

the reasonableness o
f

the

doctrines which God teaches . The intellect can reason
about the meaning o

f

the doctrines taught , but it has n
o

right to reason about the truth o
r falsity o
f

the doctrines

themselves after their meaning has been decided upon . T
o

do so would b
e

to put oneself above God himself and to

question his own wisdom . Some men apparently d
o not

hesitate even to d
o this , but to the man who has a
t

least

average intelligence , such a course is nothing less than
blasphemy ( p . 133 ) .

It is our rightful business a
s men then to seek to identify
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this body of literature as being the Word of God . We do not
take it to be self-attesting from the outset. We do not accept it
as the Word of God on it

s

own assertion . On the contrary , by

means o
f

criteria not taken from the Scripture a
s

self -attesting
we test the Bible a

s

to it
s

claim to b
e

the Word o
f

God .

Wemust " approach the Bible a
s we would approach any

other book ” ( p . 134 ) . Then we find , step by step , link b
y

link ,

that itmeets all the demands which we legitimately make of any

book claiming to be the Word o
f God . S
o

o
n the question of

Biblical ethics Mr . Hamilton says :

We now wish to show that Christianity fulfils all the
demands which must be made o

f any system which will
work , and that the ethical system taught in the Bible is

superior to any other system o
f ethics ( p . 147 ) .

In Chapter 1
0 Mr . Hamilton deals particularly with " the

historic trustworthiness o
f

the Bible . ” He tests the Bible b
y

well
established philosophical knowledge obtained independently o

f

the Bible .

The Bible is not a textbook o
f philosophy , but the Bible in

n
o

wise contradicts the theories which are most accepted b
y

philosophers o
f

the present day ( p . 1
6
7
) .

He finds that the historicity of the Bible is not contradicted

b
y
" the clearly discovered and well proved facts o
f modern

science . . . ” ( p . 168 ) .

In chapter 1
6 there is a discussion o
f the resurrection o
f

Christ and in chapter 1
7 o
f

the fulfilment o
f prophecy .

We have reserved until last the two strongest proofs
that the Bible is the Word of God and that Christianity is

true . We believe that in fulfilled prophecy and in the resur
rection o

f

Jesus Christ we have positive proof that our claims
are true . We believe that these two lines o

f proof are so

strong that they will convince anyone whose mind is open

to evidence , that we have a
s much positive proof o
f just a
s

strong a character that the Bible and it
s

contents are true

and in very truth the Word o
f

God , as we have that the
Declaration o
f Independence was a genuine document pro

duced in 1776 in Philadelphia , b
y

the representatives o
f

the

thirteen colonies ( p
p . 283 , 28
4
) .
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In the resurrection of Christ we have a miracle that differs
from all other miracles .

Had there been no resurrection there would have been
no Christian Church . The Christian Church as we know it
was founded absolutely on the resurrection of Jesus Christ
and all that it implied ( p . 284 ) . So we turn to the New
Testament as containing the only historical documents at
tempting to explain the origin of Christianity or the belief
in the resurrection ( p . 286 ) .

And when we are through we conclude :

We have examined a
ll possibilities and find that the

only conclusion possible is that Christ actually rose from the
dead . If he did rise , that fact carries with it , as was said

a
t

the beginning o
f

the chapter , al
l

the implications o
f su

pernatural Christianity . It is a fact that carries clouds of

glory trailing through our Christianity . Nothing but a su
pernatural Savior is possible after h

e

has risen from the
dead . The fact of Christ ' s resurrection establishes beyond

a doubt the truth of Christianity . But not only does it prove

that Christianity is the one true religion . It also proves
that all that Christ said and did was true , and this in turn
proves that the Bible is the Word o

f God ( p . 295 ) .

The argument from fulfilment o
f prophecy again points to

the truth o
f Christianity .

God alone knows the future , and the future can b
e re

vealed only b
y

God . When , therefore , we find a book un
questionably written hundreds o

f years before the prophe
cies recorded in it were fulfilled , can there be any question

but that those prophecies were revealed by God himself ?

The prophecies which we shall cite will be those so detailed

that there will be n
o question but that they were actual

prophecies , and we shall show that no man unless he were
speaking a

s

the mouthpiece o
f

God , could possibly have
known o

r

even guessed that the events prophesied would
take place , both because o

f

the unlikelihood o
f

such events

taking place a
t all , and because o
f

the impossibility o
f
a

human being foretelling the events in such detail ( p
p
. 297 ,

298 ) .



382 THE DEFENSE OF THE FAITH

So then after we have identified ourselves, then built a
bridge of cause , order, purpose and morality to God, we approach
the Biblical writings as we do any other book . The foundation
fact to which they testify is the resurrection of Christ . Thus we
have reached the risen Christ by neutral approach . After that
we stand on his authority . He witnessed to the Old Testament
as the Word of God . He promised the Spirit to his apostles so
they might write the New Testament as the completion of the
Word of God .
After that we bow before the Word of the sovereign God

and require men to subject their reason to it
s

verdict .

It was the after this that Kuyper so vigorously opposed in

the sort o
f apologetics we have before us . If reason is not chal

lenged a
t

the outset it cannot fairly b
e challenged a
t

a
ll . Why

should not “ reason ” b
e
a
s anxious to suppress the evidence for

the fact that the Bible is God ' s Word a
s

to deny the system o
f

truth o
f thatWord ? No one can recognize the fact of Christ ' s

resurrection and the fact o
f

the divinity of Scripture except in

terms of the meaning o
f

the resurrection and th
e

content of th
e

system Scripture presents . In al
l

the stress o
n the fact that true

faith is not blind but is faith in response to the presentation o
f

evidence , this indissoluble unity o
f the that and the what o
f

Christianity is overlooked .

It is impossible to discuss the works o
f

Charles Hodge , Cas
per Wistar Hodge , Francis Patton and others . Suffice it to have
dealt briefly with Warfield , with the sainted William Brenton

Greene , Jr . , and with his pupil , Floyd E . Hamilton
Even in what has been adduced it is evidenced that the

basic loyalty o
f

these men is the full -orbed Reformed Faith .

None the less it remains true that in their avowed apologetical
procedure they embraced amethod that resembled that o

f Bishop

Butler , rather than that of Calvin .

T
o have a balanced view o
f

the relation o
f

the “old Prince

to
n
” and th
e
“Amsterdam ” apologetics , it is imperative that we

turn to the question o
f
" inconsistency ” in the views o
f Kuyper

and Bavinck . We have stressed the fact that in his main con
tention Kuyper strongly opposed the idea o

f
a neutral area o
f

interpretation between believers and unbelievers . And we have
shown that Warfield was strongly insistent o
n the necessity o
f
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proceeding with unbelievers on a neutral basis with respect to

the problem of theism and even with respect to the claims of
Scripture to be the Word of God. But we have also indicated
that Kuyper too sometimes reasons as though he were on neutral
grounds with unbelievers . Even in his Encyclopedia , in which
he so valiantly defends the idea of a twofold science , even in this
work which Warfield so vigorously criticized , Kuyper sometimes
does the same thing that Warfield does . Indeed Warfield has
pointed out this very inconsistency in Kuyper .
We shall deal briefly with th

e

evidence that indicates the
presence o

f

this inconsistency in Kuyper . We shall also deal
briefly with Bavinck . As this inconsistency has to some extent
been pointed out in Common Grace and in th

e

syllabus Intro
duction to Systematic Theology we shall here deal with th

e

matter chiefly in relation to the question o
f Scripture .

Both Kuyper and Bavinck have greatly stressed the fact that
Scripture is th

e

objective principle o
f knowledge for th
e

Chris
tian . The Christian must regard a

ll

the knowledge that h
e ob

tains from a study o
f

nature and history in the light o
f the

doctrines o
f

creation and providence and o
f

the work o
f redemp

tion through Christ . Only thus is the Romanist doctrine of nat
ural theology to b

e

avoided . Apologetically this means that the
Scriptures must b

e

taken a
s self -attesting and the system o
f

truth

they contain a
s the light in which all the facts o
f experience are

seen for what they are .

Therefore n
o corroboration is to be sought for the truth of

the idea o
f Scripture , or for the truth of the system o
f

doctrine

it contains , b
y

a
n appeal to the naturalman a
s he interprets life

in terms o
f

his own principles . In fact it cannot be allowed that
the natural man can in terms o

f

his principles interpret any
aspect of experience correctly . He does , to be sure , contribute

to the edifice o
f

true interpretation , but he does this because his
principle is false and the Christian principle is true .

Yet while showing that the natural man is bound to seek to

destroy the truth o
f

God that speaks to him , Kuyper and Bavinck

a
t

times seek comfort in the fact that the natural man will ap
prove their sayings even when h

e
is not asked to change his

assumption o
f autonomy .
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IV

KUYPER

That such is the case with Kuyper is apparent from h
is treat

ment of the idea of formal faith . In the first section o
f his

Encyclopedia h
e

discusses the idea o
f

wisdom a
s
a check o
n

skepticism . So he also speaks o
f general faith a
s restraining the

natural tendency toward skepticism that has come into the world

because o
f

si
n . He deals with faith , he says , in the purely formal

sense o
f

the term (Vol . II , p . 72 ) . As such it is inherent in the
human subject . All certainty about our own existence is based

o
n

this faith . It is independent o
f proof , it is prior to al
l

proof

( idem , p . 78 ) . It is also the presupposition o
f

our acceptance o
f

the truth o
f our sensations o
f

the external world . Wemust be
lieve in the trustworthiness o

f

our own sensations ( idem , p . 80 ) .

Without this faith it is impossible to reach a
n object beyond our

selves . It is this faith that forms th
e

bridge from the phenomena

to the noumena ( idem , p . 80 ) . And this is of basic importance

for science since science depends upon observation . Without
this faith we should land in the subjectivism o

f Kant and Fichte

( ibid . ) .
In addition to furnishing the foundation o
f certainty with

respect to ourselves and with respect to our observations of the

facts o
f our environment , faith is also the foundation o
f

a
ll logi

cal proof . We cannot prove the truth o
f

the ultimate axioms o
f

logic ; wemust believe in them . It is unquestioned faith in them

that forms the foundation o
f

a
ll proof ( idem , p . 83 ) . In par

ticular the principle o
f identity springs from this faith ( idem , p .

8
4 ) . Still further , faith is the motivating power that helps in

the building o
f the structure o
f

science ( idem , p . 84 ) . One must
believe in the uniformity o

f

nature and in the idea o
f the univer

sal knowledge o
f

facts . Previous to investigation one must
believe that the facts will fit into one universal pattern .

It will be observed that the procedure here followed is very

similar to that o
f

the o
ld Princeton Apologetics . Kuyper insists

that the concept of faith that he here speaks o
f
is without con

tent . It is inherent in the subject , therefore , not because the
subject is unavoidably confronted with God , but simply a
s

such .
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By means of this purely formal faith the human subject is first
to become conscious of it

s

own existence . Then b
y

means o
f

this formal faith a bridge is to be laid to the external world . The
laws o

f thought by which the environment o
f

man is to be
manipulated also rest on this formal faith .

All this is at variance with what Kuyper , following Calvin ,

has taught with respect to the sense o
f deity . Again and again

Kuyper has insisted that man always confronts God in every fact
that h

e

meets . There is no such thing as formal faith . To be

sure , all men have faith . Unbelievers have faith a
s

well as be
lievers . But that is due to the fact that they too are creatures of

God . Faith therefore always has content . It is against the con
tent o

f

faith a
s belief in God that man has become a
n unbeliever .

As such h
e tries to suppress the content of his original faith . He

tries to reduce it to something formal . Then it
s

content can

take any form h
e wants it to have . Then it
s

content is actually

indeterminate . And thus there is no foundation fo
r

man ' s knowl
edge o

f

himself o
r
o
f the world a
t all . Identification o
f himself

a
s the subject of knowledge is possible to man only in terms o
f

the fact that in his very act o
f

self -identification h
e

identifies
himself a

s the creature o
f

God . If one allows that identification

o
f

the human self as the subject o
f knowledge is possible without

God ' s identifying himself toman as his Creator and judge in th
e

same a
ct , there is no basis for knowledge .

It then also becomes impossible to maintain consistently

what Kuyper has so stoutly championed , that th
e

non -regenerate
subject will seek , because o

f
it
s

ethical hostility to God , to sup
press the truth that comes to it . Kuyper speaks as though the
merely formal idea o

f

faith is a dam against skepticism since it

meets that skepticism in the subject itself ( idem , p . 73 ) . But
how can this be ? For this very formal idea o

f

faith says nothing

about the content o
r object o
f

faith . O
r

rather , b
y

it
s formality

it allows fo
r

and even demands the correlative notion o
f pure

non -rational factuality and of logic as an abstract system that
includes both God and man . Thus the formal idea of faith is the

very source of skepticism itself . Skepticism in the subject cannot

bemet otherwise than b
y

the way Kuyper himself meets it else
where , namely , by insisting that faith always has content . And
this constent is inherently belief in God a

s

man ' s Creator and as
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the onewho controls whatsoever comes to pass . Then when this
faith turns into unbelief this unbelief cannot succeed in sup
pressing fully the original faith in God . Man as man is inher
ently and inescapably a believer in God . Thus he can contribute
to true knowledge of the universe . Add to this the fact of com
mon grace and he can in a measure cooperate with the believer

in building the edifice of science .
Kuyper is in any case unable to carry through the idea that

faith is merely formal . He says that faith is formal only in the
field of the exact or external sciences. In what he calls the spir
itual sciences he asserts that the fact of si

n

makes it
s presence

felt . He speaks of a “unifying power o
f

the object " which oper

ates in the external or exact sciences but which does not operate

in the case o
f

the spiritual sciences ( idem , p . 98 ) . And in the
spiritual sciences faith always has content . And the moment
faith has content diversity appears ( idem , p . 94 ) .

But how are we to draw the line between physical or objec

tive and spiritual sciences ? In both cases the human subject is

involved . There is no “unifying power of the object ” that can
do away with this fact . Kuyper himself has insisted that even in

observation o
f facts the subjective element enters into the pic

ture . There is not th
e

least harm in this . It is a purely meta
physical and psychological fact . It is not the fact that a subject

is involved in the knowledge situation that makes for skepticism .

It is only when this subject does not want itself interpreted in

terms o
f

God that skepticism comes about .

B
y

starting off with the idea o
f

faith a
s
a purely formal

something , and then turning off into the idea o
f

faith a
s having

content in the spiritual sciences , Kuyper caused himself great

trouble . Itmade it impossible for him to present his main con
tention without ambiguity . His main contention is that , as cre
ated , every man has faith in God . Therefore faith always has
this content . The only alternative to acceptance o

f

God is the
denial of God by means of an effort at suppression . It is this
suppression b

y

the sinful subject , it is this ethical subjectivism
thatmust be removed and is removed in principle through Christ

in his people . Through Christ ' s work science is saved , its unity
preserved and it

s object attained . And common grace suppresses
the sinful man ' s attempted suppression o
f

his faith in God and
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thus enables even sinful men to contribute to the progress of
knowledge .
Kuyper's idea of formal faith is out of line with this hismain

line of reasoning . For by this idea of formal faith he speaks as
though themetaphysical subject as such has a tendency to mis
interpret the objects of its environment . He speaks a

s though

this tendency can b
e stopped b
y

means o
f

a “unifying force of

the object , ” which object has in the first place to get it
s very

objectivity from the subject that somehow identifies itself even
though it has n

o

content .

The result is that Kuyper cannot carry through the idea that
the believer must challenge th

e
unbeliever in his interpretation

o
f

the universe a
t every point . He is vague in his discussion o
f

the natural sciences . His main principle requires him to say

that every science is possible only o
n the presupposition o
f

the

truth o
f Christianity . His main principle therefore requires him

to insist that the principle o
f Scripture be self -attesting . And this

involves that man ' s self -identification and the uniformity o
f na

ture be based upon this identification o
f

God ' s identification o
f

himself to man . If Kuyper is to have a
n internally consistent

picture o
f

the Christian view o
f things that he has so valiantly

set forth , he must dispose of the idea o
f faith a
s purely formal .

Wherever he maintains this formal idea of faith , he virtually
grants that the man who works o

n the assumption o
f

human
autonomy has the right principle with which to interpret not only

the external phenomena but even the causes of things ( cf . , p . 95 ) .

Ridderbos and Masselink both appeal to Kuyper in support

o
f

their idea that there is a territory o
f interpretation that is

virtually common to the believer and the unbeliever . They ap
peal especially to Kuyper ' s assertions with respect to weighing
and measuring and formal logic . Any man , says Kuyper , can
dealwith external matters effectively . And man ' s reasoning pow
ers have not been influenced b

y

the fact o
f

si
n . The non

Christian can reason a
s logically a
s can the Christian .

S
o far , then , as scientific knowledge deals only with exter

nals o
r

so far a
s it is controlled b
y

those subjective factors that
did not undergo any change because o

f the fall of man , it is

common to believer and unbeliever ( idem , p . 116 ) .

It will be observed that Ridderbos and Masselink quite
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rightfully appeal to Kuyper. They might well have added Kuy
per 's idea of formal faith . For the idea of formal faith and the
idea of a virtually common territory of interpretation between
believer and unbeliever are involved in one another . It is only
if one takes the idea of faith as formal that one can also consist
ently hold that the creation idea with respect to fact and logic

need not be taken into consideration . Then those who believe
that the universe is run by chance and at the same time think

that logic is the means by which men should seek the exhaustive
penetration of the relation of God to man can cooperate with
Christians who believe none of these things . But it should be
added that in that case the non -Christian has the logical right to
claim that he may interpret the whole of reality in terms of his
principles .
It is to this inconsistency in Kuyper that Ridderbos and

Masselink appeal in support of their position . But progress in
Reformed apologetics will come only if this inconsistency is
dropped and Kuyper's main position be maintained . Then there
is a sense in which a

ll

men have faith and a
ll

men know God .

All can contribute to science . And there is then another sense

in which the same subject becomes “ subjective ” in the ethical
sense through si

n . This ethical subjectivism includes weighing

and measuring and reasoning . It includes a
ll

the activities o
f

the process o
f interpretation . For then the philosophy o
f

fact
and the philosophy o

f logic maintained is such a
s would destroy

all possibility o
f

identification and o
f ordering o
f experience ( cf .

Kuyper : o
p
. cit . , p . 562 ) .

Kuyper himself has told u
s

that the natural man lacks true

self -knowledge ( idem , p . 564 ) . Only in the light of the Word of

God does h
e know himself for what he really is ( ibid ) . “Nat

ural theology therefore must not stand next to Scripture but must

b
e

taken u
p

into Scripture . Only through the Scripture does it

bring us into true contact with nature ” ( ibid ) .

V

BAVINCK

It is from Bavinck a
s much a
s

from Kuyper that we have
learned to stress the Scriptures a

s

the principium unicum o
f

the
Christian .
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" The true concept of revelation can only be taken from

revelation itself ; if no revelation has ever taken place, then
all reflection on it

s concept is labor expended in vain ; if

revelation is a fact then it alone must provide u
s

with it
s

concept and indicate the criterion to be employed in our
research with respect to religions and revelations ” (Gere
formeerde Dogmatiek , Vol . I , p . 309 ) . The ground of faith ,

says Bavinck , is identical with it
s

content and cannot b
e

separated from it (idem , p . 644 ) .

When the believer is asked why h
e

thinks o
f

the Bible a
s

the

Word o
f

God , he may point to the notae and criteria of Scrip
ture . He may speak of the majesty o

f

it
s style , the elevated

nature o
f

it
s

content , the depth o
f

it
s thought , the blessedness of

it
s

fruits , et
c
. ; but

. . . these are not the grounds of his faith , they are but
characteristics and evidences which are later discovered in

Scripture b
y

believing thought , even a
s

the proofs for the

existence o
f

God d
o not precede and support faith , but

spring from it and have been devised by it ( idem , p . 634 ) .

The Deux dixit is the primum principium , to which a
ll

dogmata , including that pertaining to Scripture , can b
e

traced (idem , p . 634 ) .

In spite o
f

this stress o
n the Scripture a
s self -attesting and

a
s

such th
e

primary principle fo
r

the interpretation o
f

man and
the world , Bavinck to

o

sometimes reverts to the idea that man

can without this principle interpret much of experience truly .

In h
is Philosophy o
f

Revelation a
s well as in his work o
n

dogmatics Bavinck stresses the fact that the idea o
f revelation

must spring from revelation itself (Wysbegeerte der Openbaring ,

Kampen , 1908 , p . 21 ) . Yet when defending this Christian idea

o
f revelation against various forms o
f philosophy Bavinck some

times leaves this high ground and argues neutrally with them .

He wants to reason philosophically with modern philosophers

and therefore starts with them from the fact o
f

self -consciousness

a
s

such , without at once setting this fact , as he does elsewhere ,

in the context o
f

it
s

relation to God and Christ .

How shall we show that various modern philosophies , and

in particular pragmatism , are mistaken in their views o
f reality ?

B
y

pointing out that there are “more elements ,more fact ” than
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those with which they construct their universe . " The only path
by which we are able to attain reality is that of self-conscious
ness ” (op . ci

t
. , p . 46 ) . On this point idealism is right . But

idealism is mistaken if it deduces from this fact the conclusion

that perception is a purely immanent act ( idem , p . 47 ) .

In self -consciousness , therefore , we have to deal not
with a mere phenomenon , but with a noumenon , with a

reality that is immediately given to u
s , antecedently to all

reasoning and inference . Self -consciousness is the unity o
f

real and ideal being ; the self is here consciousness , not scien
tific knowledge , but experience , conviction , consciousness o

f

self as a reality . In self -consciousness our own being is

revealed to u
s , directly , immediately before al
l

thinking and
independently o

f
a
ll willing ( o
p
. cit . , p . 61 ) .

In the chapters from which these passages are taken Bavinck
seeks for incontrovertible reality in the idea o

f human self -con
sciousness a

s such . He does not bring into the picture the fact

so greatly stressed in his theology , that the reason why men find
reality in self - consciousness is because it is a

t

the same time
consciousness o

f God a
s

Creator and controller o
f all things .

Bavinck leaves out this fact in order to meet non -Christian
philosophers o

n their own ground .

Of special interest is the fact that Bavinck thinks h
e finds in

self -consciousness as such the “unity o
f real and ideal being . ”

On the basis of his theology Bavinck elsewhere asserts that unity

o
f

real and ideal being can b
e found only in God . Of course it

is true that the human self has a legitimate consciousness o
f

itself

a
s really existing . It cannot but know that it exists . And it can

not know that it exists unless it knows what this existence means .

But the latter man does not know by some immediate , direct
identification with " thought ” o

r
“ ideal being . ” Man knows what

he is and therefore that he is only if he takes himself to be ana
logical of God . Thus man ' s self -identification is analogical self
identification . The terms “real and ideal being ” are abstractions
unless given content in terms o

f

the Christian system . And ifwe
say that in self -consciousness noumenal reality is revealed to us ,

this revelation mustbe taken to mean that the self is a self to itself

because it speaks of the Self o
f it
s

Creator .
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Moreover, to abstract the self-consciousness of man from it
s

world a
s though in this self -consciousness ,more immediately o
r

more certainly than elsewhere , reality is found , is again to g
o

contrary to Bavinck ' s own theology . Has he not shown how in

nate knowledge and acquired knowledge involve one another ?

Has he not pointed out that even in the status integritatis God ' s

revelation to man through the facts about him and through his

consciousness within him was conjoined with supernatural

thought - communication b
y

God to man ? (Gereformeerde Dog
matiek , Vol . I , p . 321 . ) The revelation o

f

God to man through

his environment and the revelation to man through his own

self -consciousness is equally , and equally clearly , indicative o
f

reality a
s God has made it and a
s

h
e controls it . It is this

ever and everywhere present face o
f God that Descartes vir

tually denied when h
e made the human self the ultimate starting

point in predication . This was forgotten b
y

the o
ld Princeton

Apologetics ; it is also , for the moment , forgotten b
y

Bavinck
when h

e would start with the cogito a
s

such a
s the foundation

o
f

human knowledge .

After Bavinck has discussed the relation o
f revelation to

philosophy , to science , to history and to religion , he introduces

h
is chapter o
n Revelation and Christianity with the following

words :

The arguments for the reality o
f

revelation , derived from
the nature o

f thought , th
e

essence o
f

nature , the character

o
f history , and the conception of religion , are finally strength

ened b
y

the course o
f development through which mankind

has passed , and which has led it from paradise to the cross

and will guide it from the cross to glory ( idem , p . 144 ) .

This summation indicates , as the text itself in each instance

establishes , that Bavinck has to some extent sought the proof of

the identity and significance o
f

the system o
f

truth found in

Scripture in a
n interpretation o
f

the universe in terms other

than those o
f Scripture .

The " course o
f development through which man has passed ”

points to the idea o
f

revelation . Tradition points to revelation

a
s back o
f
it ( idem , p . 144 ) . To be sure one cannot speak with

certainty o
n the past . “Nevertheless there are phenomena which
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point back with great probability to a common origin ” ( idem , p .
157 ). Here again Bavinck seeks to understand the universe first
in order to introduce the necessity of revelation for the under
standing of it . And in doing so he naturally lowers the claims of
God 's general revelation on man . His approach on this point is
the same as that which he makes again and again in his Gere
formeerde Dogmatiek . In it he sometimes grants that Thomas
Aquinas was right in maintaining that supernatural revelation is
necessary for man because natural revelation is uncertain .

For that reason Thomas was quite right when he said
that even with respect to those truths ,which general revela
tion makes known to us, there is a necessity for revelation
and authority because natural knowledge is fit only for the

few , would take too long a time to search out , and moreover

is imperfect and uncertain ( o
p
. ci
t
. , Vol . I , p . 325 ) .

Bavinck here fails to distinguish between the revelation

which is clear and th
e

interpretation o
f

that revelation which is

worse than uncertain , but is a perversion o
f

the revelation .

It is in accord with this admission that the theistic position

can be said to b
e probably ,but only probably , true when Bavinck

asserts that the Christian ' s belief in Scripture is no less defensible
than belief in other religions . The believer has n

o compelling

proofs for his position . Hemust accept the Scriptures o
n their

own authority . But he has at least as much to say for his defense

a
s

others have for their attack .

Unbelief , too , in th
e

last analysis does not rest on proofs

but has its roots in the heart . In this respect believers and
unbelievers are in the same position , the convictions of both
are bound u

p

with their personalities , and these convictions
are supported a posteriori by proof and ratiocination . When
they debate with one another in this a posteriori fashion , the
believers are in n

o

worse case than they who d
o

not believe .

God is sufficiently knowable to those who seek him and
sufficiently hidden for those who flee from him ( idem , p .

635 ) .

Again Bavinck says :

Historical and rational proofs will not convert anyone ,
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but are fo
r

a
ll

that as powerful fo
r

the defense o
f

the faith
a
s

are the arguments o
f

the opposite party in justification o
f

it
s

unbelief ( ibid . ) .

It is evident that in thus lowering the claims of both general
and special revelation , Bavinck is again inconsistent with the

main thrust o
f his own a
s well a
s
o
f

Calvin ' s theology . Again
and again Bavinck has pointed out that God ' s revelation to man ,

whether general or special , is inherently clear . Again and again

he has emphasized the fact that whenever God speaks - and he
speaks everywhere -men must in spite o

f

themselves admit the
truth o

f what he says . It is their creation in God ' s image , their
sense o

f deity that compels them to do so .

It is God himself who witnesses to a
ll

men . And it is

man himself , created a
s he is in God ' s image who must , in

spite o
f

himself , listen to this testimony and consent to it .

In this light the so -called proofs for the existence o
f God

must be taken . That will safeguard both against their over
and against their under - estimation ( o

p

ci
t
. , II , p . 55 ) .

It is when Bavinck reasons thus that he does full justice to

the objective claims of God in both general and special revela
tion . Every man must recognize God ' s voice . No man can
escape it . The Word of God " finds support in the rational and
moral nature o

f

man ” because man is what h
e

is a
s

the creature

o
f

God .

Therefore it is not true that the arguments o
f

those who

seek to flee the voice o
f

God are rationally a
s good a
s

the argu

ments o
f

those who admit and insist that God ' s voice is every
where present .

The former start with the " cogito ” a
s though it were a rock

in a bottomless ocean . They cannot individuate . They cannot
show how one fact , if it could b

e

found , can be related to another
fact . They cannot account for the uniformity o

f

nature . They

cannot use the law o
f contradiction except they abuse it ,making

it destroy individuality a
s
it succeeds in it
s

reduction to abstract
unity . They cannot find intelligible meaning in the words cause ,

substance , or purpose ; there is n
o coherence in all their thought .

It is thus to hold high the claim o
f

God and to point out the
utter irrationality o

f

unbelief that is in accord with the main

resent .
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thrust of Bavinck 's theology . It is out of accord with this h
ismain

view when Bavinck starts from the “ cogito " as such , then builds

u
p

the theistic position piecemeal , link b
y

link , th
e

causal argu
ment proving one point ( idem , p . 61 ) , the teleological argument
proving another point ( idem , p . 62 , 63 ) , and the ontological argu

ment proving still another point (idem , p . 65 ) ; but together
having failed to bring u

s

to God , the God who alone exists . Of
the ontological argument h

e says that it does not take u
s

across

the gulf between thought and being (Over de klove van denken
tot zyn brengt het ons niet heen , idem , p . 62 ) . Surely we must
follow Bavinck when h

e presupposes the unity o
f thought and

being in God . The presence of such a God cannot but be clearly
apparent to man . And surely wemust not follow Bavinck when ,

starting from man a
s ultimate , he leads o
n to a
n ultimate Cause

that is not clearly God , to an ultimate Purpose that is not clearly
God ' s , and to a

n ultimate Being who does not help u
s

out o
f

the

vicious circle o
f

our thought . In this latter case we would also
find response in the “rational and moral nature of man ” but this
time it would be this as interpreted b

y

those who seek , in vain ,

to flee from God . For it is quite to their liking to be told that
the voice o

f

God is not clearly heard and the face of God is not
clearly seen in the phenomena o

f

human experience . And they
find it quite to their liking too to b

e

told that b
y

faith in God and

in his Christ , nothing dissimilar to faith in that which is not yet

known o
r
in that which is wholly unknowable ismeant .

It is impossible to deal more fully with either Kuyper or
Bavinck a

t

this time . And we cannot touch o
n the works of

their colleagues and followers , nor is this necessary fo
r

the main
purpose in hand .

Our main purpose was to indicate :

1 . That the theology of old Princeton Seminary and that of

Amsterdam is essentially the same . The Hodges , Warfield ,

DeWitt , Greene , and others are insistent a
s are Kuyper ,

Bavinck and their followers that the Scriptures a
re the Word

o
f

God and that it
s system o
f

truth is a
n analogical system .

All o
f

human experience must therefore b
e interpreted in

terms o
f
it . Supernatural revelation was , even before the
Fall , supplemental to natural revelation . Hence the Scrip

ture is supernatural revelation providing fo
r

men a
s sinners .
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Sinners cannot presume of themselves to know their needs.
They are bound to misinterpret these needs. They must be
diagnosed by the great Physician . Therefore only when the
Holy Spirit convicts the sinner of his si

n

does h
e
in the same

act convince him o
f

the Bible a
s

the Word o
f

God . T
o

h
im

whom the Spirit regenerates does the Bible appear for what

it really is .

The indicia o
f divinity in Scripture are therefore part of the

same process and act of the self -attestation o
f

God . All the
facts o

f

the universe attest God . They are al
l

inter -related

in their testimony . If there is a cumulative effect produced
by the evidence for the existence o

f God and for the truth

o
f Christianity it is cumulative because each fact says the

same thing , proves the same point in a different manner .

2 . Inherent in this common theology there is a common

opposition to every form o
f Romanist or evangelical reason

ing in theology . All such reasoning assumes that the Scrip
tures cannot teach anything that is out o

f

accord with the

idea o
fman ' s ability to turn aside the plan of God . Roman

is
m

and Evangelicalism therefore cannot effectively chal
lenge the wisdom o

f

man that is built o
n the idea o
f

autonomy .

Both the men o
f

Princeton and the men o
f

Amsterdam con
stantly make this point plain . When they speak o

f

the

"common consciousness ” ofman , they mean the sort of thing
that Calvin means b

y

th
e

sense o
f deity . When they speak

o
f

the self -consciousness of man , they mean what Calvin
means o

n the first page o
f his Institutes when h
e says that

man knows himself in the same act whereby h
e

knows God .

When they speak o
f

th
e

proofs o
f the existence o
f

God they

mean that the heavens declare the glory o
f

God and the

firmament shows forth h
is handiwork . They hold to the

objective validity o
f

the Christian religion . When either of

them reasons with the unbeliever , he tells this unbeliever
that unbelief destroys the uniformity o

f nature and intelli
gent predication in any field . Over and over again all of

these men d
o all these things by direct assertion o
r b
y

implication .
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It is therefore upon this common basis held by old Prince
ton and Amsterdam alike , that we build when we contend :

a. That in apologetics we must use the same principle
that we use in theology , namely the principle of the
self -attesting Scripture and of the analogical system of

truth which it contains.

b . That therefore we must not make our appeal to the
“ common notions ” of unbelievers and believers but to
the " common notions ” that , by virtue of creation in

God's image ,men as men al
l

have in common .

c . That when appeal is thus to be made to man a
sman ,

this can b
e

done only a
s we set the principle o
f

Chris
tianity squarely in opposition to the principle o

f

the
unbeliever . Only when the principle o

f autonomy with

it
s

irrationalist -rationalist principles o
f identity and con

tradiction , is rejected in the name of the principle o
f

analogy , is appeal really made to those common notions
which men have a

s

men .

d . That therefore the claim must be made that Chris
tianity alone is reasonable fo

r

men to hold . And it is

utterly reasonable . It is wholly irrational to hold to

any other position than that o
f Christianity . Christian

it
y

alone does not crucify reason itself . Without it

reason would operate in a total vacuum .

e . That the argument for Christianity must therefore b
e

that of presupposition . With Augustine it must be
maintained that God ' s revelation is the sun from which
all other light derives . The best , the only , the abso
lutely certain proof of the truth o

f Christianity is that

unless it
s

truth b
e presupposed there is n
o proof o
f any

thing . Christianity is proved a
s being the very founda

tion o
f the idea o
f proof itself .

f . That acceptance of the Christian position o
n

the part

o
f sinners who are in principle alienated from God ,who
seek to flee his face , comes when , challenged b
y

the
inescapably clear evidence , the Holy Spirit opens their
eyes so that they truly see things fo

r

what they are .
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Intellectually sinners can readily follow the presentation

of the evidence that is placed before them . If the dif
ference between the Christian and the non -Christian
position is only made plain to them , as alone it ca

n

b
e

o
n

a Reformed basis , the natural man can , for argu

ment ' s sake , place himself upon the position o
f the

Christian . But though in this sense h
e

then knowsGod
more clearly than otherwise , though he already knew
him b

y

virtue o
f

h
is

sense o
f deity , yet it is only when

b
y

the grace o
f

God the Holy Spirit removes the scales
from men ' s eyes that they know the truth existentially .

Then they know h
im , whom to know is life eternal .

g . That therefore the remnants of the traditional method

o
f apologetics that have been taken over from Roman

is
m

and Evangelicalism , in greater measure b
y

o
ld

Princeton , in lesser measure b
y

Amsterdam , must n
o

longer be retained .

Standing o
n the shoulders o
f

Warfield and Kuyper we honor
them best if we build o

n the main thrust o
f

their thought rather
than if we insist o

n carrying o
n what is inconsistent with their

basic position . Then are we most faithful to Calvin and to S
t .

Paul .



CHAPTER XIV

COMMON GRACE AND EXISTENTIALISM

We return finally to the problem of common grace.
The critics differ greatly among themselves on this subject.
They differ on the simple question of fact whether or not I
do or do not accept the three points of doctrine established
by the Synod of the Christian Reformed Church of 1924 .
Says Daane : “Dr. William Masselink . . . expresses the judg
ment that Van T

il

does believe in the negative , sin restrain
ing influence o

f

the Holy Spirit but not in the positive , civic
righteousness influence o

f

the Spirit . . . . Dr . S . J . Ridderbos ,

o
n

the other hand , . . . expresses the judgment that Van

T
il

has properly related civic righteousness and common
grace . ” 1

Thereupon he adduces " considerations ” which , he says ,

" lead to the conclusion that Van Til believes neither in a
positive influence o

f

the Spirit which restrains the outbreak
ing o

f

si
n , nor in a positive influence o
f

the Spirit which
produces civic righteousness . " Earlier he says : “ Thus it is

clear that both Van Tils approach to common grace and his

definition o
f it are quite other than those o
f

1924 . " He
speaks o

f my position a
s being a
n
" attack upon common

grace ” ' and as not allowing room fo
r

common grace a
t

all .

1 A Theology o
f

Grace , Grand Rapids , 1954 , p . 90 .

2 Ibid .

8 Idem , p . 34 .

4 Idem , p . 31 .

398



COMMON GRACE AND EXISTENTIALISM 399

THE FIRST POINT OF KALAMAZOO *

Now the evidence would seem to be plain enough . In
A Letter on Common Grace , I have brought together some
of it as it appears in Common Grace and in the syllabus on
Systematic Theology . I have not only maintained but also
defended the three points so fa

r

a
s they were attacked b
y

Hoeksema and Schilder .

Just a fe
w quotations will prove this . The first point

reads as follows : “Synod declares that it is certain , accord

in
g

to Scripture and the Confession , that there is , besides
the saving grace o

f

God , shown only to those chosen to eter
nal life , also a certain favor or grace o

f God which h
e shows

to his creatures in general . ” What shall we say about this ?

There a
re

those who have denied common grace . They
have argued , that God cannot have any attitude of favor at any
stage in history to such a

s are the “ vessels o
f wrath . ” But to

reason thus is to make logic rule over Scripture . Against Hoek
sema and Schilder I have therefore contended that we must
think more concretely and analogically than they did , allowing

ourselves to be led only by Scriptural exegesis . Al
l

the truths o
f

the Christian religion have o
f necessity the appearance o
f being

contradictory . But since we build our thinking o
n the ontologi

cal Trinity and therefore o
n the revelation o
f

this triune God a
s

given u
s
in Scripture , we think analogically . We do not fear to

accept that which has the appearance o
f being contradictory .

We know that what appears to b
e
so to u
s
is not really so . S
o

also in the case o
f

the question o
f

common grace . We are not

to say that God cannot have any attitude of favor to a generality

o
f

mankind , including both reprobate and elect , because our
logic seems to require us to do so . In the case of common grace ,

a
s
in the case of every other Biblical doctrine , we should seek to

take all the factors of Scripture teaching and bind them together

* Appendix I gives the three points formulated b
y

the Synod o
f

the

Christian Reformed Church meeting in Kalamazoo in 1924 .
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into systematic relations with one another as far as we can . But
we do not expect to have a logically deducible relationship

between one doctrine and another. We expect to have only an
analogical system .

In An Introduction to Systematic Theology , the argu

ment is the same . We are not to make deductions from the
doctrines of election and reprobation to the effect that what
the Bible teaches on God 's attitude toward men in general
cannot be true.

There is a sense in which God has a disfavor to the believer

because , in spite of the new life within him , he sins in the sight

of God . So God may have a favor to the unbeliever because of
the “relative good ” that God himself gives him in spite of the
principle of si

n within him . If we were to think o
f God and o
f

his relation to the world in a
n abstract fashion , we might agree

with those who maintain that there is no sense in which God can

show favor to the reprobate . On the other hand if we reason
concretely about God and his relation to the world , then we sim
ply listen to what God has told u

s
in his Word o
n thematter .

With respect to the question , then , a
s
to whether Scripture actu

ally teaches a
n attitude o
f

favor , u
p

to a point , on the part of

God toward the non -believer , we ca
n

only intimate that we
believe it does . ?

Hoeksema argues that God cannot in any sense treat

the two groups o
r

classes o
f

men , the elect and the repro

bate , as one group , or class , as a generality . Pighius and
the Arminians argue that God cannot separate the one group ,

o
r

class o
r generality into two classes till after men have

made decisions fo
r

o
r against God . For Hoeksema a
ll grace

is grace to the elect . For the Arminians a
ll grace is grace

to men a
s

men , to men a
s creatures o
f

God . For Hoeksema
all grace is special grace ; for the Arminians a

ll grace is

common grace .

Both Hoeksema and the Arminian allow abstract logic

6 A Letter on Common Grace , 1953 , p
p
. 24 , 25 (pamphlet ) .

6 A
n

Introduction to Systematic Theology , 1951 , syllabus , p . 24
6
.

7 Idem , p . 247 .
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to rule over Scripture to a point. Both charge uswith being
self-contradictory because we hold to both election and
common grace . There is no contradiction between them .

Wedo not hold to the “ common grace ” of the Arminian . To
do so would be ipso facto to deny election . But we do hold
to the idea that God has an attitude of favor to men as men ,
whether they be elect or reprobate . Such is the argument

in Common Grace and in the syllabus mentioned .
Not only is the first point defended against abstract

logic , it is also shown to be based on good Scripture exegesis .
Psalms 145 : 9 is one of the passages adduced in proof of the
first point in the declarations of the Synod mentioned . When
the psalmist says , “ The Lord is good to all ; and his tender
mercies are over all his works,” Schilder maintains that this
merely indicates that God has pleasure in the fact of exist
ence as such .
In doing so Schilder to

o

imposes timeless logic o
n the

Biblical narrative . But we must take this narrative at face
value . A

t

the end o
f

history the two classes of men , the
elect and the reprobate , are in no sense treated in the same
manner b

y

God . “When history is finished God n
o longer

has any kind o
f

favor toward the reprobate . ” But this does
not prove that a

t
a
n earlier stage o
f history God does not

deal with the two groups o
f

men a
s

members o
f

one group .

It was only at an earlier date , before the consummation of

their wicked striving was made complete , that God even in a

sense classified them with the elect . When God first spoke to

Adam , he did so as to th
e

representative o
f

a
ll

men . This does
notmean that in God ' smind the issue of each man represented
was not already determined . It certainly was . Yet God unde
niably dealt with the elect and the reprobate a

s being in some
sense a generality . Adam was created perfect . When h

e fell a
ll

men became sinners ; they became in Adam the objects of God ' s

wrath . They a
ll

became sinners . They a
ll

became sinners o
n

the same day through the one act o
f
a common representative .

Thus Psalms 145 : 9 is shown to be rightly quoted in defense

8 Common Grace , Philadelphia , 1947 , p . 30 .
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of the first point . Not only that, it is shown that the doctrine of
election and reprobation must not be taken abstractly as the
source of a deductive system of theology . When Arminians say
that these doctrines reduce history to a puppet -dance , we reply

that the contrary is true . The choices of men in history have
genuine meaning because of, not in spite of the counsel of God
which controls whatsoever comes to pass . Similarly we defend
the idea that in history , God deals with mankind as a unit against
those who would have God deal with two classes only . “ For
better or fo

r

worse " whatever the consequences may seem to b
e

from the point of view o
f

abstract logic , “ Synod meant to teach
that God has a certain attitude o

f

favor to a
ll

men a
smen . ” ! And

Synod was right . For it is of the essence of a Biblical view o
f

history to hold that men are lost because they have sinned against

God . And they si
n against God whose munificence is everywhere

displayed before men . Calvin is again our guide when h
e says :

“ Paul , accordingly , after reminding the Athenians that they

‘might feel after God and find him , ' immediately adds that he is

not far from every one of us ' (Acts 1
7 : 27 ) . Every man having

within himself undoubted evidence o
f

the heavenly grace by

which h
e lives and moves and has hi
s

being ” ( I , V , 3 ) . 10

II

God ' s ORIGINAL FAVOR T
O MANKIND IN ADAM

A
t

the beginning o
f history therefore God “has a favor

able attitude to all . ” Adam is the representative o
f

all men .

In Adam a
ll

men were offered eternal life . “Every fact was
the bearer o

f
a requirement . But , even a
s such , it was ex

pressive o
f
a favorable attitude o
f

God to man . Without al
l

this the ethical act o
f representation would have to take

place in a void . ” 11

Man was originally created good . That is to say , there
was , as a matter of fact , an ethical reaction o

n the part o
f

man , and this ethical action was approved b
y

God . 12

9 Idem , p . 26 .

1
0 A
n

Introduction to Systematic Theology , syllabus , p . 62 .

1
1 Ibid .

1
2

Idem , p . 71 .
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This original favorable attitude on the part of God is

not grace in the strict sense of the term . For there was, as
yet, no si

n . We therefore speak of an original favorable
attitude o

n the part o
f

God to a
ll

mankind , as represented in

Adam . Bavinck and other Reformed theologians sometimes
speak o

f

this favorable attitude o
f

God a
s grace . Then they

use the term grace in a loose sense to express the idea that
God does not owe his creature anything . It is certainly o

f

great importance fo
r

the solution o
f

the problem o
f com

mon grace to se
t
it in relation to this original favorable atti

tude o
n the part o
f

God to a
ll

men . For Adam ' s representa
tive act o

f

disobedience took place against this original

favorable attitude o
n the part o
f God to a
ll

mankind . So

si
n

is what it is as an act of covenantal disobedience . And
grace , both special and common , is what it is in relation to

si
n

a
s

a
n act o
f

covenantal disobedience . In fact , fo
r

the
solution o

f

the problem o
f

common grace it is o
f

basic im
portance to set it in the perspective of the Reformed view

o
f history a
s
a whole . Only when it is seen that God ' s grace

comes to men who are covenant -breakers in Adam , to such

a
s were from the outset o
f history , even when they did not

exist , that is when they did not yet exist as historical individ
uals , already the objects of God ' s favorable attitude , that
grace is seen truly to b

e grace .

This point is again indicated in Particularism and Com

mon Grace . It is shown that the particularism o
f

the Re
formed Faith alone does justice to the Biblical concept of

grace . Those who hold to themodernist or new -modernist
view o

f things want a common grace which is n
o grace , a

grace that requires no repentance from si
n . Those who hold

the Romanist view o
f things want a common grace that

largely wipes out the distinction between the Creator and

his creature . The Lutheran and Arminian want a common
grace without the ultimate electing love o

f God . Only in

the Reformed view , in which all things take place by virtue

o
f

the counsel o
f

God , is grace truly grace . Then grace is

the act o
f
a sovereign God . Then saving grace is electing
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grace . And then common grace is genuinely grace and gen
uinely common since the two can nowhere else be combined
than before the background of the counsel of God.
These points are brought out in dialogue form . The

representative of Calvin is introduced as saying :

When this has been shown to the objector , then it will ap
pear objectively (whether he will accept it or not ) that his own
environment and his own heredity has a

ll

the while actually

been controlled by the God of the Scriptures . Otherwise there
wouldn ' t be any world . That is to say it then appears that al

l

the

facts of this world , including the facts of man ' s own conscious
ness a

swell as the facts of his environment ,must be seen in the

covenantal perspective in which , as was pointed out , the Scrip
tures put them in order to exist a

t

a
ll . All th
e

facts therefore
speak to allmen everywhere of the fact that God once spoke to

mankind in general about their common creation and confronta
tion by God . All the facts speak o

f the one event that took place

a
t

th
e

beginning o
f history and therefore o
f

the fact that God was
favorably disposed toward mankind and that h

e

offered them
eternal life o

n condition o
f

love and obedience to him with their
whole hearts .

It is thus , he argued , that the genuinely Biblical idea o
f

common grace to a
llmankind has its foundation a
t the beginning

o
f history . It is thus also , he argued , that the genuine significance

o
f

the choice o
f

the human individuals has it
s true foundation a
t

the beginning o
f history . The two are interdependent . The

choice of the individual man , Adam ,was so overwhelmingly im
portant that the eternal weal and woe of allmen depended upon

it . Such importance is nowhere else ascribed to the will of man .

But such importance could b
e

ascribed to the will of man only
against the background o

f

the fact that the sovereign God con
trolled whatsoever comes to pass . Without that background the
will of man would have operated in a vacuum . It could have
had n

o significance even for the individual himself , le
t

alone for
the whole o

f

the human race .

“And how , without the all controlling counsel of God , " he

added , “ could the consciousness o
f

si
n

a
s
it is found in every

man , the consciousness o
f having broken the la
w

o
f

God , be seen
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for what it is? This consciousness can be seen for what it is, for
what the Scriptures describe it as being, only if seen in the light
of the fact that God was originally favorable to mankind and

that a
ll

mankind in Adam have turned against this favor o
f

God
given and offered to them .

“And how could the fact that the environment o
f

man is

anything short o
f

what corresponds with th
e

internal desserts o
f

man , as utterly wicked , be explained except for the fact that God
still extends favor even upon those who deserve nothing but to

b
e

cast into eternal separation from him ? How could even th
e

punishments o
f

God b
y

which men are kept from breaking forth

into utter violence , be fully seen fo
r

what they are except as

evidence o
f

the favor o
f

God ?

“ T
o b
e

sure , " he continued , “ this general or common grace is

not common in every sense . God ' s dealings with those who are

to b
e
in h
is presence and those who a
re

to b
e finally driven forth

from his presence is never wholly common , common without dif
ference . From the beginning God ' s favor was common only for
the purpose o

f setting before man his task and h
is responsibility .

Commonness was from the outset correlative to difference in one

common plan o
f

God . How much the more then shall common
grace to sinners imply the fact that it is for the purpose of placing

men before a significant choice ? " 18

Other Scripture passages quoted in support o
f

the first

point referred to above are : Matthew 5 : 44 ; Luke 6 : 35 .

Schilder argued that from the gifts of rain and sunshine we

cannot conclude that God is favorable to men . I argued

that Synod was right in holding the opposite view .

When Schilder argues that we cannot legitimately reach a

conclusion about God ' s attitude from the facts , we reply that we
are specifically told that God ' s attitude is revealed in these facts . 14

When God therefore gives his gifts to men , the gifts of rain and
sunshine in season , these gifts are the means b

y

which God ' s

challenge to man speaks forth . God ' s challenge means that men
are asked to love God their Creator and to repent of si

n

and ask

1
8 Particularism and Common Grace (pamphlet ) , pp . 11 , 12 .

1
4 Common Grace , p . 32 .
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him for h
is forgiveness . In longsuffering patience , God calls

men to himself through these gifts . 15

III
NERAL ER OF 1F THE SPEL

THE GENERAL OFFER O
F

THE GOSPEL
In support o
f point one the Synod mentioned the gen

eral character o
f

the offer o
f

the gospel . This too I have
defended , against the charge of those who say that if God
did not intend to save certain men h

e

could in n
o

sense ,

without hypocrisy , be said to invite them to salvation . And
again , in doing so , I stressed the need of beginning with
Adam .

The difficulties a
t

this point are , we must believe , consider
ably reduced if we observe the ideas o

f the earlier and the later .

Calvin does not hesitate to say o
f

mankind that it was originally

“ placed in a way of salvation . ” And while mankind in general

was in a way o
f

salvation , salvation was offered to all men . He
recounts this a

s

a
n historical fact . He argues with Pighuis as

to whether it was absolutely o
r conditionally offered , but he does

not dispute the fact that it was offered to a
ll

men in Adam . . . .

From this fact that God d
id a
t

the earliest point in history offer
eternal life to a

ll

men , Calvin takes his departure . One who
argues like Pighius is easily able to raise objections to this a

s
being quite impossible . Hewill say : God , according to the doc
trine o

f

election , did not mean to save all men . Then what
meaning has it to offer eternal life to allmen ? And how dare
you sa

y

that God placed man in a way o
f

salvation ? But Calvin
does not allow himself to be led astray b

y

reasoning based o
n

non -Christian assumptions . True reasoning , he says in effect ,

will rather maintain that the general offer has meaning and is

possible because it has actually been made b
y

God . 16

S
o the gospel presentation . . . comes to mankind in general .

It comes to sinful mankind , to mankind that has once before ,

when “placed in a way of salvation , ” been offered salvation . It

1
5

Particularism and Common Grace , p . 13 .

1
6 Common Grace , p
p
. 76 , 77 .
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comes to a generality that has once in common , in one moment ,
in one man , rejected the offer of eternal life through Adam .
Mankind is now , to use words corresponding to the earlier stage,
placed in a way of death . Meanwhile the fact of Christ 's re
demptive work , in promise or in fulfilment, has come into the
picture . Christ has not died for al

l

men . He died only for his
people . But his people are not yet his people except in the mind

o
f

God . They are stillmembers of the sinful mass of mankind .

It is with them where they a
re that contact is to b
e

made . The
offer o

r presentation is not to those who believe any more than

to those who disbelieve . The offer comes to those who have so

far neither believed nor disbelieved . It comes before that dif
ferentiation . . . has taken place . It comes thus generally , so that

it . . .may havemeaning . Christ is to be a savor of life unto life

to some and a savor of death unto death to others . Those who
eventually disbelieve will be the more inexcusable . 17
All in a

ll , the idea of commonness , whether applied to grace

o
r
to the gospel call should be closely connected with the idea

o
f

earlier and later . Commonness is always commonness u
p

to

a point and with a difference . But commonness is more common
earlier than later . Men in general , believers and unbelievers ,
are regarded and treated similarly according a

s the process o
f

differentiation between them has not come to development .

There is a common wrath upon elect and non - elect to the extent

that the difference between the elect and the non -elect has not
yet come to expression . So also with common grace and the com
mon gospel call . It is to men regarded in their more o

r

less un
differentiated state that the term commonness is applicable . His
tory has genuine meaning ; the doctrine o

f

election may not be
interpreted so a

s
to destroy it
s meaning , but rather so as to be

the foundation o
f

it18

Both Amsterdam and Old Princeton therefore taught com
mon grace a

swell as the common offer of the gospel to the gen
erality o

f

mankind . From the beginning God had in mind his
ultimate plan with respect to the final differentiations between
men . Both infra - and supra -lapsarians agree o

n this . But this

1
7

Idem , p . 78 .

1
8

A
n

Introduction to Systematic Theology , p . 249 .
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did not reduce the favorable attitude toward mankind at the
beginning of history . Why then should God 's general favor not
continue upon man even after the fall ? Only if si

n were taken
to b
e

the act o
f
a being that is itself ultimate would that b
e

the
case . From eternity God rejected men because o

f

the si
n

that
they would do a

s historical beings . S
o h
e

elected others because

o
f the work that Christ would d
o

for them and the Spirit would

d
o within them in history . It is as true and as important thus

to assert the signifiance o
f the historical , whether a
s contem

plated b
y

God o
r a
s

realized in fact , as it is to say that history is

what God intends b
y

his plan that it shall be .

Thus the general favorable attitude toward mankind a
t

the

beginning o
f history becomes the sincere offer of the gospel and

common grace to those who have sinned . All men were , because

o
f

si
n , in the way o
f

death (Calvin ) . T
o man a
s
a class God

comes with the sincere offer o
f

the way o
f

life (Romans 2 ) . That

is the general witness o
f

the triune God to men .

Therefore God ' s good gifts to men , rain and sunshine in

season , are genuinely expressive of God ' s favor unto them . A
t

the same time they are a general testimony b
y

which the Spirit

o
f

God labors with men to call them to repentance , and therefore

to the fulfilment o
f

the task originally assigned to mankind in

Adam .

Therefore also through common grace the natural man is

enabled to d
o
“ good works . " 19

IV

POINTS TWO AND THREE OF KALAMAZOO

The second and third o
f

the three points under discus

sionmay b
e

taken together . Point two speaks of a " restraint

o
f

si
n

in the life o
f

the individual and in society . ” Point
three asserts that the “unregenerate , though incapable of

any saving good can perform . . . civic good . ” I have argued
repeatedly that because o

f

the restraint ofGod the sinner is

not in degree what he is in principle .

1
9
A Letter o
n Common Grace , p
p
. 57 , 58 .
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In principle man is therefore blind. If he is to see the truth
again about God and himself , hemust be born again . Hemust
be born again unto knowledge . . . . But in spite of the fact that
man is spiritually dead , dead in principle . . . he may know and
do much that is relatively good .
Through God 's non -saving grace , the wrath of God on the

sinner has been mitigated in this life. . . . It is shown in the fact
that man 's mind is not fully and exclusively bent upon evil.
Though basically man is at enmity against God so that he is
prone to hate God and his neighbor , this enmity against God
does not come to full expression in this life . He is not a finished
product .20

Fortunately the natural man is never fully consistent
while in this life. As the Christian sins against his will , so
the natural man “ sins against” his own essentially Satanic
principle . As the Christian has the incubus of his “ old man ”
weighing him down and therefore keeping him from realiz
ing the “ life of Christ” within him , so the natural man has
the incubus of the sense of deity weighing him down and
keeping h

im from realizing the life o
f

Satan within him .

The actual situation is therefore always a mixture o
f

truth with error . Being “without God in the world , ” the
natural man yetknows God , and , in spite of himself , to some
extent recognizes God . By virtue of their creation in God ' s

image , by virtue of the ineradicable sense of deity within
them and by virtue ofGod ' s restraining general grace , those
who hate God , yet in a restricted sense know God , and d

o

good .
It appears then that the section in which I did use the

expression “absolute ethical antithesis ” is mainly directed
against those who would interpret the idea o

f

the antithesis

to mean thatman is a
s bad a
s h
e

can be . The whole burden

o
f

the argument is that to hold to the idea o
f absolute or

total ethical depravity does not need to , and must not lead

to , the idea that man is now ( fully ] Satanic . Since the anti

2
0

Idem , pp . 23 , 24 .
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thesis is ethical and not metaphysical God 's restraining grace
keeps man from being as bad as he can be.21
By this time the reader is in a position to see fo

r

himself

how entirely unfounded Daane ' s charges are :

1 . The triune God not ultimate in himself .

A
s

indicated in th
e

first chapter h
e

asserts that m
y

theology is “philosophically grounded , ” more particularly
that I have “ proffered a compound of Hegelian rationalism
and modern existentialism . ”

The reader can observe that the basic categories o
fmy

thought are :
a . The Scripture a
s th
e

direct , infallible Word o
f

God .

b . The doctrine of God , in three persons , existing
eternally in internal self -consciousness prior to his
relationship to the world .

Following Bavinck and general Reformed theology , I

speak o
f

the intratrinitarian relationship a
s the ontological

trinity . This is to stress the point Hepp stresses when h
e

says that all theology other than Reformed theology is rela
tion -theology . Other forms of theology d

o not clearly dis
tinguish the ontological trinity , the internal relations of the
three persons o

f

the Godhead , from the economical trinity ,
God in his relationship to the world .

Daane says thatmy selection of the ontological trinity

a
smymost basic category o
f interpretation is an abstraction .

It is indeed true that no principle that violates the equal
ultimacy o

f

the one -many character of the nature of God can
claim to b

e
a Christian principle o
f interpretation . But it is

quite the worst kind o
f

abstractionism to make this principle , in

distinction from a
ll

others , into the most basic principle o
f

inter
pretation . 22

2
1

Idem , p . 34 .

2
2
A Theology o
f

Grace , p . 10
3
.
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Is not the revelation of God in Christ the Christian 's most
basic principle of interpretation 23

In the last sentence we seem to have the heart of the

matter . When Daane asks, “Why does he not allow God 's
virtues to become an integral part of his principle of inter
pretation ?" I reply that I have, as he can see , included a

ll

the “ incommunicable attributes " in the doctrine o
f

the "on
tological trinity . ” But when h

e

would substitute “ the rev
elation o

f

God in Christ ” fo
r

the ontological trinity a
s
" the

Christian ' s most basic interpretation , ” then I cannot follow
him . For “ the revelation of God in Christ ” is a relation o

f

God to the world . I know it is the fashion of dialectical
theology taught a

t

the new Princeton , based a
s it is on ex

istential philosophy , to reject the idea of God a
s h
e

is in

himself except a
s
a limiting concept . But then that is not

the theology o
f Hepp , of Machen , of Calvin , of Paul . I do

not think with Daane that Kierkegaard , the existentialist ,

made a “wonderful contribution to the Christian philosophy

o
f history . ” For Kierkegaard abhorred the idea of a God

who is anything but what he is in relation to man in Christ .

S
o

also Karl Barth ’ s God is what he is exclusively in relation

to man in "Christ . ” Barth ' s main principle is “ the revelation

o
f

God in Christ ” to the exclusion o
f

the God who exists from

all eternity within himself , independently of his relation to

the world .

Apparently Daane cannot see how it is possible to find
any " effective connection with the revelation o

f the triune
God in Jesus Christ ” if one begins with the ontological trin

it
y . But why cannot this be done b
y

the way o
f

God ' s

general plan for the world , executed through the works of

creation and providence as it has been done in the history

o
f Reformed theology prior to the advent o
f

dialecticism ?

2 .God ' s Decrees not determinative
Daane says that Imake God ' s eternal decrees my point

2
8

Ibid .
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of departure . And in consequence , he adds, I cannot do
justice to the idea of common grace in relation to history .

By making God 's eternal decrees his point of departure , Van
Til cannot do justice to his own fine emphasis that common grace

must be understood in reference to the moving stream of time.
God 's eternal decrees are timeless , and when these aremade the
basis of the common grace problem and the point of departure

for our reflection on the problem , the whole matter will remain
within the sphere of the timeless .24

This objection is in line with the first. I do indeed take
my point of departure fo

r
"whatsoever comes to pass ” in

history in the decrees o
r counsel o
f

God . I define the mean
ing o

f

existence in history in terms o
f

this counsel And I

a
m aware o
f

the fact that Kierkegaard and his followers de
fine “the moving stream o

f

time , ” existence , without refer
ence to that counsel . I also know that Barth , like Kierke
gaard , rejects the idea of God ' s counsel or decrees as back

o
f history for the same reason that Daane offers u
s . Barth

argues that the idea o
f

the ontological trinity a
s God in

himself apart from the world , and the idea of a counsel of

such a God a
s controlling the events o
f history , would im

pose a timeless logic o
n history . It would , he says , do in

justice to the uniqueness and therewith to the reality o
f

time . It would ,most of al
l , do injustice to the Christ -Event .

My reply to this is that Barth ' s theology is a philosophi
cal construction destructive of historic Christianity . If the
reality and significance o

f

the “moving stream o
f time ” is to

b
e

maintained a
t

the expense o
f

the self -contained God and
his eternal plan fo

r

history , then the Christ o
f

the Scriptures

disappears . He sinks into the abyss o
f

unrelated irrational

is
m . Will Daane show u
s

how h
e

can construct an orthodox
theology , in distinction from a dialectical theology , without
taking his point o

f departure in God a
s h
e
is in himself and

in the decrees o
f

God ? Will he show u
s

how h
e

can con

2
4

Idem , p . 24 .



COMMON GRACE AND EXISTENTIALISM 413

struct an orthodox Christology , in distinction from a Barth

ia
n

one , if he makes the revelation in Christ instead o
f

the

ontological trinity h
is basic principle o
f interpretation ?

3 . No equal ultimacy of Election and Reprobation

In connection with the second point , Daane says that I

fallaciously assume “ the equal ultimacy o
f

election and rep

robation . " 25 Well I do indeed maintain the equal ultimacy

o
f

election and reprobation . I must maintain this if I am

to maintain that by his counsel God controls whatsoever
comes to pass . Since I takemy point of departure in God
and his plan , I think o

f

this plan a
s back o
f reprobation a
s

well as back of election . God ' s plan is a unity . His act o
f

election o
f

some is itself the act o
f

not electing others .

I am in full agreement with the exposition given of this
matter b

y

Professor John Murray . After dealing with the
sovereign good pleasure o

f

God a
s expressed in election , he

goes on to discuss the awful subject of reprobation . His dis
cussion is based o

n Section VII of Chapter III of the West
minster Confession , which reads : “ The rest of mankind God
was pleased , according to the unsearchable counsel o

f

his
own will ,whereby he extendeth o

r

withholdeth mercy , as he

pleaseth , for the glory of his sovereign power over hi
s

crea
tures , to pass by ; and to ordain them to dishonor and wrath

fo
r

their si
n , to the praise of his glorious justice . ”

Discussing this section , Murray says :

The latter section , however , merits some consideration , if

not elucidation . It is apparent that this section sets forth the
two sides o

f

God ' s decree with reference to the non -elect o
f

mankind - to pass them b
y , on the one hand , and to ordain them

to dishonor and wrath , for their si
n , on the other . Few sections

o
f

th
e

Confession manifest greater theological exactness , indeed
finesse , than this one . It breaks u

p

the elements contained in

the pregnant clause o
f

section II
I , “ and others fore -ordained to

everlasting death , ” insofar as this clause applies to th
e

non -elect

o
f

mankind .

2
5

Idem , p . 25 .
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There have been and are those who wish to make the decree
of reprobation a purely judicial act of God . This is generally
motivated by revulsion from the thought of any sovereign dis
crimination between men on the part of God . The differences in
the ultimate destiny of men are supposed to find their whole
explanation in the determinations that arise from men themselves ,
that in the matter of salvation the differences among men rest
upon differences in men themselves . The Westminster divines ,
on the contrary , show peculiar care to stress the sovereign good
pleasure of God in the decree of reprobation as in the decree of
election —“God was pleased , according to the unsearchable coun
sel of his own will, whereby he extendeth or withholdeth mercy ,
as he pleaseth .”
The insistence upon the absolute sovereignty of God does

not, however , obliterate a very important distinction . The de
cree of reprobation , as we noted , includes two sides , the passing
by and the ordaining to dishonor and wrath . It will be observed
that the words, “ to pass by," are not in any way modified , whereas
the words, " to ordain them to dishonor and wrath ,” are modified
by the words, " for their si

n . ” The distinction is all -important .

The precision o
f

the Confession is masterly . It is not because
men are sinners that they are passed b

y
. If that were the case ,

then a
ll

men would b
e

passed b
y
. It is , however , because the

non -elect are sinners that they are ordained to dishonor and

wrath . To state th
e

matter otherwise , sin is not the ground upon
which some are passed by and are therefore non -elect : but si

n

is the ground o
f

the dishonor and wrath to which they are or
dained . The passing b

y

rests upon the sovereign good pleasure

o
f

God - he may extend o
r withhold mercy a
s he pleases . But

dishonor and wrath presuppose ill -desert . Wrath is always

the wages o
f guilt and guilt is the consequence o
f

si
n . In other

words , dishonor and wrath have always their judicial ground in

si
n

and condemnation .

The construction o
f

this section , however , requires one fur
ther observation . The words , “God was pleased , ” govern “ to o

r

dain them to dishonor and wrath , for their si
n
” a
s well as “ to

pass b
y
. ” This would seem to perplex the simplicity and force

o
f

the distinction noted above , and it has sometimes escaped th
e

notice o
f

some Reformed commentators o
f

the Confession . But
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again the jealousy with which the divines maintained the prin
ciple of God's sovereign will comes to light . The sovereign good
pleasure of God is alone operative in th

e

passing b
y
. But in th
e

ordination to dishonor and wrath both the sovereign good pleas

ure and the judicial condemnation o
f

God are operative . The
ground o

f

dishonor and wrath is truly si
n

and si
n

alone , but the
reason why they , the non - elect are ordained to such dishonor
and wrath ,when others equally sinful and hell -deserving are not ,

is th
e

sovereign will of God . We thus discover that , while the
distinction between the ground o

f passing b
y

and the ground o
f

ordaining to dishonor and wrath is distinctly and eloquently

drawn , the sovereign will of God is not denied it
s proper sphere

o
f operation in the eternal condemnation o
f the reprobate . And

sober analysis of the question will again vindicate the construc
tion that the divines chose to adopt . 26

The precise point is that , if we deny the equal ultimacy

o
f

election and reprobation , we deny that God ' s plan con
trols whatsoever comes to pass . We then make men the
ultimate a

s well as the proximate cause of their destiny . Pig
hius raised the same sort o

f objection against Calvin that

Daane raises against me . Pighius argued that if man ' s sin is

to b
emade the reason fo
r

his eternal punishment , then God ' s
reprobation can have nothing to d

o with it . Calvin replies
that Pighius "knows not how to make the least distinction

between remote and proximate causes . ” “Calvin in turn in

sists that it is quite legitimate to urge si
n

a
s

the proximate ,

and God ' s counsel as the ultimate , cause o
f

man ' s final
perdition . " 27

Daane thinks I am defining the sovereignty of God un
biblically because I take my point of departure in the de
crees o

f

God . 28 And in taking my departure there , I am also
said to be unbiblical in maintaining that back o

f man ' s sin

a
s

the ground for the dishonor and wrath to which the rep
robate are ordained I hold that God in his “ sovereign pleas

2
8Calvin Forum , January , 1944 .

2
7 Common Grace , p . 66 .

2
8Op . cit . , p . 25 .
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ure " passes them by . The Westminster Confession would
fall under the same criticism . “ It is not because men are
sinners that they are passed by. If that were the case , then
all men would be passed by. . . . The passing by rests upon

the good pleasure ofGod .” 20
I know that Barth rejects the doctrine of the equal ulti

macy of election and reprobation . I know also his reason
for doing so . It is because he makes God 's revelation in
Christ rather than God in himself and his counsel, his basic
principle of interpretation . He thinks that these latter doc
trines make an unnecessary mystery of our relation to God .
Hewould therefore hold that in Christ the whole triune God
is exhaustively revealed . And men are not men by virtue
of their creation prior to the coming of Christ. They are
creatures made in the image of Christ . They exist, if they
exist at all, in Christ . If they exist at all, then they have
eternally existed in Christ . Therefore there is no ultimate
reprobation . Christ himself is the only ultimate reprobate
one. In him a

ll

the “reprobate ” become elect . Reprobation
becomes a

n

“ impossible possibility ” ; it is penultimate , not
ultimate . God ' s final word for allmen is Yes . 30

Setting off generic Calvinism against this “Christomon

is
m
” o
f

Barth , based a
s it is on existentialism , I stress that

God exists as self -contained . God ' s decree controls whatso
ever comes to pass . Then reprobation is surely equal with

election ; it is the negative aspect of election . If reprobation

is not equal with election , then election itself depends upon

a prior deed o
n the part o
f

man .

Will Daane show u
s

how he can avoid the position o
f

Pighius , of the Arminians , in refusing to make God ' s ultimate
cause o

f reprobation to stand back o
f

the proximate cause o
f

man ' s sin ? Will Daane show u
s

how his rejection o
f

the
equal ultimacy of reprobation with election differs from that

o
f

Barth ?

2
9

See Murray above .

3
0 Cf . "Has Karl Barth Become Orthodox ? ” in The Westminster Theo

logical Journal , May 1954 .
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4. Equal Ultimacy of Adam 's Choices
That Daane is not likely to do so appears further from

his frank insistence on the equal ultimacy of the possibility
that Adam might not have fallen and the possibility of his
fall . His rejection of the equal ultimacy of election and
reprobation , and his acceptance of the equal ultimacy of the
possibility of Adam 's choice for God and his choice against
God , are involved in one another . Both a

re involved in his

refusal to take his starting point in the counsel o
f

God . Both
assume the ultimacy o

f possibility apart from the plan o
f

God . Says Daane :

It is only b
y

ignoring the real possibility o
f

obedience a
t

the

time o
f

the Fall that Van Til ca
n

maintain that the purpose o
f

the general offer in pre -Fall timewas the differentiation o
fman

kind in elect and reprobate . 31

He complains of the fact that I define possibility a
s co

extensive with the counsel o
f

God .

Van T
il regards it as inconceivable that the counsel of God

should include genuine possibilities that d
o not become actuali

ties in history . Such a conception o
f possibility is sheer deter

minism and cannot b
e

reconciled with the traditionally held
position that Adam was created with the freedom not to si

n . 82

Here again Daane assumes , with Kierkegaard , that fin

it
e

existence is a concept thatmust be defined independently

o
f

God . It must not be defined in terms o
f

the plan o
f

God .

God ' s revelation , as Daane , in agreement with Kierkegaard
says in his dissertation ,must not be a “ norm for thought and
life prior to existence . ” 33 Possibility itself must be made
independent o

f

the plan o
f

God , and finite existence is exist
ence apart from this plan .

It is readily understood that on this basis Daane calls
the position I hold deterministic . He would n

o

doubt also

d
o

so when he hears Calvin say against Pighius :

8
1
A Theology o
f

Grace , p . 68 .

3
2

Ibid . , footnote .

3
3 C
f
. Section I .
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If, then , nothing can prevent a man from acknowledging
that the first origin of hi

s

ruin was from Adam , and if each man
finds the proximate cause o

f his ruin in himself , what can prevent
our faith from acknowledging afar o

ff , with a
ll sobriety and

adoring , with all humility , that remote secret counsel of God b
y

which the Fall ofman was thus preordained ? And what should
prevent the same faith from beholding , a

t

the same time , the
proximate cause within ; that the whole human race is individ
ually bound b

y
the guilt and desert o

f

eternal death , as derived
from the person o

f
Adam ; and that all are in themselves , there

fore , subject to death and to death eternal ? Pighius , therefore ,

has not sundered , shaken or altered ( as he thought he had done )

that pre -eminent and most beautiful symmetry with which these
proximate and remote causes divinely harmonizel34

5 . Adam who art thou ?

Since Daane would make the possibility o
f

Adam ' s obe
dience as ultimate a

s the possibility o
f

his disobedience his

" Adam ” is not related to the counsel o
f God . And since he

would make God ' s relation to Christ the primary principle

o
f interpretation , he must skip over the historical Adam o
f

the Genesis account as having pivotal significance for the
rest ofmankind . I say he “must ” do this . I say not that he
does do this . But I know that this is being done by Barth .

For Barth all men are mere entities of some sort , till they
are thought o

f
a
s being in Christ who is Adam , the first man ,

because the only real man .

Barth holds such views because h
e

wants to escape the
mystery that we face ifwe hold with Calvin to a God exist
ing b

y

himself , and to the relation o
f

this God to mankind
through the historical Adam a

s

their representative head .

For Barth the whole Genesis account is not ordinary history ;

it is super -history , and the Scripture narrative with respect to

Adam and the fall of mankind through h
is representative act

o
f

disobedience h
e speaks o
f

a
s Saga .

T
o

set o
ff

the historic Christian , and especially the his
toric Reformed position , from this current evaporation o

f

asa .

3
4 Common Grace , pp . 67 , 68 .
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history, I have constantly stressed the great importance of
the Genesis account as being simply historical .35 Over and
over again have I defended the historicity and the pivotal
representative significance of Adam as the first historical

man . It is simply contrary to fact, as even the quotations
given show that I devote “but one short sentence to the task
of showing that mankind as a generality has a positive

existence in Adam .” 36

Van T
il ' s common grace theology has no room for Adam .

A careful search ends in the cry : Adam , where art thou ? 37

The answer is that he lived a
s

the first historical man ,

a
s the representative o
f

a
ll men . So I have often enough

depicted him . I have done so because I do not with Barth
make God ' s relation to man in Christ my chief interpreta

tive principle . If I did , I could not , as I have done , define

si
n

a
s
a wilful transgression o
f

the law o
r will of God a
s

revealed b
y

God to mankind through Adam . For on Barth ' s

Christological principle , sin is sin only against and in Christ .

Then the antithesis between God and man has been re
moved for all men from all eternity in the Christ -Event .
Then grace , al

l

grace , would be common grace . It would
envelop a commonality that does not exist in Adam , the first
historical man , as their representative , but that ,with Adam ,

somehow springs forth from pure possibility and comes into
being a

s

it is being saved in the Christ -Event . Entities
springing from the womb of Chance become persons as they

participate in the saving act o
f

the Christ -Event .

Will Daane undertake to show u
s

how he constructs a

theology that is consistent with historic Calvinism , with it
s

idea that Adam ' s choice was a real choice but yet a choice
that has back o

f
it the finally determinative plan o
f

God ?

Adam ,who art thou ?

3
5 C
f . The New Modernism , Philadelphia , 1947 , an
d
“ Has Karl Barth

Become Orthodox ? "

8
6
A Theology o
f

Grace , p . 50 .

3
7

Idem , p . 42 .
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6. The common grace problem

Daane asserts thatmy formulation of the common grace

problem is quite different from that of the three points.
. . . The traditional conception of common grace is both

historically and theologically inextricably related to the reality of

si
n . . . . 38 Since the three points define common grace only in

reference to a sinful situation , its conception o
f commonality

cannot b
e

defined without reference to si
n . Both the idea of sin

and the idea o
f

grace are essential ingredients in the 1924 con
ception o

f

common grace . In sharp contrast to this , Van T
il

makes a
n unqualified commonality the essence o
f

the common
grace problem . . . . 39 B

y
ignoring the difference between pre

Fall and post -Fall time , Van Til indicates that he does not take
time and historical dates seriously . 40
All this is deduced from the fact that Imake the decrees

o
f

God my primary point of departure . 41 No evidence is

given . None could b
e given . The evidence indicates the

opposite and clearly so . Over against Schilder and Hoek

sema , Ihave stressed the idea that since a
s Reformed Chris

tianswemake the counsel of God determinative of whatso
ever comes to pass , we must also stress the genuine
significance o

f

all the events o
f history .

The importance o
f stressing the idea o
f

the earlier and the

later , needs to be insisted o
n . We know , of course , that in God ' s

mind there are those who a
re reprobate and those who a
re elect .

This fact being revealed to u
s , we know that some men will be

finally rejected and some men will be finally accepted . And
there is n

o dispute a
s
to what is the ultimate cause with respect

to this difference . Both parties to the debate are with Calvin ,

a
s

over against Pighius , heartily agreed that God ' s counsel is the
ultimately determinative factor . 42 But the difference obtains

3
8

Idem , p . 33 .

3
9

Idem , p . 34 .

4
0

Ibid .

4
1

Idem , p . 30 .

4
2

This was said with respect to those who , like Schilder and Hoeksema ,

rejected , and other Reformed theologians who defended , the three points .

It could not be said of both parties to the present debate .
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with respect to the meaning of the historical . And here the prob
lem is, more specifically , to what extent we should allow our
notion of the earlier to be controlled by our notion of the later .
We think that the notion of the earlier must be stressed more
than has been done heretofore .43

In this connection , emphasis is laid upon the fact that
in the first historicalman , all other men , even though they

did not yet exist as historical entities or beings, were repre
sented . God has a favorable attitude to all. This was
God 's attitude to a

llmen that should come into existence by

his providence . This was common favor .

Then allmankind , not some individual merely , but all
mankind sinned in Adam . So God places allmen under a

common curse . Wemust not deduce from the fact of elec
tion that this curse is not real for the elect as well as for
the reprobate . We must not conclude b

y
abstract logic

from what will be at the end of history to the denial o
f

what
the Bible tells u

s
is real at the beginning o
f history .

After the fall comes grace . There is saving grace in

Christ for the people o
f

God . There is also common grace ,
grace to men a

smen ,men a
smade in the image o
fGod . As

God , before the fall , had a generally favorable attitude to a
ll ,

so after the fall , in spite o
f

men ' s sins , he seeks them a
s

men .

All men were originally “placed in a way o
f

salvation . ”

After the fall a
ll

men are placed “ in the way o
f

death . ” But

God invites a
ll

men to repentance . He invites large groups

o
f

men a
s men to salvation in Christ . This invitation is

genuine . It has real significance . It has significance a
s

truly a
s

the choice o
f

Adam did , even though , we know from
later revelation , as Calvin points out , that his fall was
determined by God .

We should not be surprised a
t

the generality o
f

the invita
tion to salvation . We should not argue that the general invi
tation reveals nothing o

f

the attitude o
f God , on the ground that

4
3 Common Grace , p . 72 .

4
4

Ibid .
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God 's particular will is back of al
l
. . . . 45 The general offer has

meaning only with respect to those who are a
t
a
n

earlier stage o
f

history . It has meaning with respect to the elect and the repro
bate when they are , and to th

e

extent that they are ,members of

a
n a
s yet undifferentiated generality . 46

In spite o
f
a
ll

this insistence o
n the genuine significance

o
fGod ' s dealings with mankind a
s
a whole ( a ) in his benev

olent attitude before the fall ( b ) in the general character

o
f

the gospel offer ( c ) and in hi
s

giving o
f good gifts to a
ll

men , thereby calling them to repentance , Daane can see
nothing in it but determinism .

S
o long a
s one begins with God a
s self -contained , and

with the counsel of God a
s ultimately determinative o
f his

tory , so long as one maintains that back o
f the sin o
f

the

reprobate a
s

the historical cause o
f

their damnation is their

"passing b
y
” o
n the part o
f

God , so long as Adam ' s choice is

said to have back o
f
it the determinative plan o
fGod , thus

long one is accused o
f

determinism . Daane is not content
with a denial o

f supra -lapsarianism . Hewants the independ

ence o
f

man apart from the counsel o
f

God . For him one
does not d

o justice to history unless the events that compose

it are existences apart from the plan of God . In other
words , it is impossible to satisfy him o

n the significance o
f

the historicalunless this historical is taken in the irrationalist

sense o
f

modern existentialism . He wants us to adopt the
ideas o

f
“ sinless and sinful time . ” Hemakes bold to assert

that the three points employ these concepts ( p . 34 ) . I deny
that they d

o . The ideas o
f

sinless and sinful time are em
ployed b

y

Barth . For him they indicate that evil is inherent

in being . For him there is therefore no point in history , i . e .

in paradise ,when any man was sinless . All “our time , ” a
ll

calendar time , is , fo
r

Barth sinful time . His whole distinc
tion involves the denial o

f

the orthodox view o
f

the his
toricity o

f

the Genesis account .

4
5

Idem , p . 80 .

4
8

Idem , p . 81 .
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The three points surely had nothing like this in mind .
How could the idea of sinless time and sinful time be fitted

into historic Christianity ? There was a time, i.e . before the
fall , when man was perfect. Then there came a time, after
the fall, when men were sinners . It is the men , not the
media of their existence , that are , either sinless or sinful.
Will Daane show us how he can formulate the common

grace problem in terms of his primary principle , that of God
in relation to Christ, so that it does not fall into grace which
is common because it is not grace ?

In conclusion the picture as a whole may be placed

before us. Masselink criticizes me from the point of view
of Hepp 's “ common notions ” and from the point of view of
the " old Princeton Apologetics ” with it

s
natural theology .

Cecil De Boer criticizes me from the point o
f

view o
f

the

scholastic notion o
f degrees o
f being and knowledge . He

agrees with the Romanists who say there can be no abso
lutely evil deed because then the will would have slipped
into non -being . Jesse De Boer criticizes me from the point

o
f

view o
f
a Christianity that is erected o
n
“ classic realism ”

and modern phenomenalism . Daane criticizes me from
the point of view o

f
a sympathy toward the “ new Prince

ton ” with it
s

dialectical theology based upon existential
philosophy .

In every instance , though with varying degrees , it is

the autonomous man that peeps through these criticisms .

Knowingly o
r unknowingly , thesemen are unwilling to make

their stand o
n the principle o
f

the self -identification o
f

God

in the Scriptures . They seek to satisfy the illegitimate de
mands of the natural man who sets himself u

p

a
s

his own

ultimate interpreter . I do not rejoice in this . I do not report

it a
s
a victory ; God forbid . But I signalize it in the hope

that with me they may rather seek to serve the witness of

the Spirit in convicting the world o
f

si
n , o
f righteousness ,

and o
f judgment .
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Readers not familiar with th
e

three points of doctrine enun
ciated b

y

the Synod o
f the Christian Reformed Church will find

it convenient to have them reproduced here . As given in The

Banner ( June 1 , 1939 , p
p
. 508 ff . ) they are :

“ 'Synod , having considered that part of the Advice o
f

the
Committee in General which is found in point II

I

under the

head : Treatment of the Three Points , comes to the following
conclusions :

“ A . Concerning the first point , touching the favorable atti
tude o

f

God toward mankind in general , and not alone toward
the elect , Synod declares that it is certain , according to Scripture

and the Confession , that there is , besides the saving grace of

God , shown only to those chosen to eternal life , also a certain
favor or grace of God which h

e

shows to his creatures in general .

This is evident from the quoted Scripture passages and from the
Canons o

f Dort , II , 5 , and III and IV , 8 and 9 ,where the general
offer o

f the gospel is discussed ; while it is evident from the
quoted declarations o

f Reformed writers of the period o
f flores

cence o
f Reformed theology that our Reformed fathers from o
f

old have championed this view . '

“Note o
f the editor : The following Scripture passages are

given a
s proof : Ps . 14
5
: 9 ; Matt . 5 : 44 , 45 ; Luke 6 : 35 , 36 ; Acts

1
4 : 16 , 17 ; I Tim . 4 : 10 ; Rom . 2 : 4 ; Ezek . 33 : 11 ; Ezek . 18 : 23 . We

need not print these texts since the readers can easily look them

u
p
. They can also find the passages of the Canons of Dort re

ferred to in their copy o
f the Psalter Hymnal . However , inas

much a
s they have n
o access to the declarations o
f

the Reformed
fathers , we should translate these ; but since that will take con
siderable space we shall omit a sentence here and there , where
this can b

e done without obscuring the thought .

“ Calvin : Book II , ch . II , 16 : Yet let us not forget that these
424
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are most excellent gifts of the Divine Spirit , which for the com
mon benefit of mankind he dispenses to whomsoever he pleases .
. . . Nor is there any reason for inquiring what intercourse with
the Spirit is enjoyed by the impious who a

re entirely alienated
from God . For when the Spirit of God is said to dwell only in

the faithful , that is to be understood o
f the Spirit o
f sanctifica

tion , by whom we are consecrated a
s temples to God himself .

Yet it is equally b
y

the energy o
f

the same Spirit that God re

plenishes , actuates , and quickens a
ll

creatures , and that accord
ing to the property o

f

each species which he has given it b
y

the

law o
f

creation . . . . Book III , ch . 14 : 2 : 'We see how h
e

confers
many blessings o

f

the present life o
n those who practice virtue

among men . Not that this external resemblance of virtue merits
the least favor from him ; but he is pleased to discover (reveal

K . ) his great esteem o
f

true righteousness b
y

not permitting that
which is external and hypocritical to remain without a temporal

reward . Whence it follows , as we have just acknowledged , that
these virtues , whatever they may be , or rather images of virtue ,

are the gift o
f God ; since there is nothing in any respect laudable

which does not proceed from him .

“ Van Mastricht , First Part , p . 439 : ‘Now from this proceeds

a threefold love o
f God toward the creatures : a general , Psalms

104 : 31 and 1
4
5
: 9 , whereby h
e has created , preserves , and rules

all things , Psalms 36 : 7 and 147 : 9 ; a common , directed to human
beings in particular , not indeed to a

ll

and to each , but neverthe
less to all kinds , without exception , the reprobate a

s well as the
elect , of what sort or race they may be , to which he communi
cates his blessings ; which are mentioned in Heb . 6 : 4 , 5 ; I Cor .

3 : 1 , 2 .
“Note : the third kind o
f

divine love ( toward believers ) is

not mentioned in this quotation since there is n
o disagreement

regarding it .

“ Concerning the second point , touching the restraint o
f si
n

in the life o
f

the individual and in society , the Synod declares
that according to Scripture and the Confession , there is such a

restraint o
f

si
n . This is evident from the quoted Scripture pas

sages and from the Belgic Confession , article 1
3 and 3
6 , where
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as a result of
from th

e

quoted
Reformed theolog

it is taught that God through the general operations of his Spirit ,

without renewing the heart , restrains si
n

in it
s

unhindered break

in
g

forth , as a result of which human society has remained pos
sible ; while it is evident from the quoted declarations o

f Re
formed writers o

f

the period o
f

florescence o
f

Reformed theology

that our Reformed fathers from o
f

old have championed this

view .
“Note o
f

the editor : The following Scripture passages are
referred to : Gen . 6 : 3 ; Ps . 81 : 11 , 12 ; Acts 7 : 42 ; Rom . 1 : 24 , 26 , 28 ;

II Thess . 2 : 6 , 7 .

“ The same Reformed writers are quoted a
s

under the first
point :

“Calvin , Institutes , Book II , ch . II
I , 3 : 'For in al
l

ages there

have been some persons who , from the mere dictates of nature ,

have devoted their whole lives to the pursuit o
f

virtue . And
though many errors might perhaps b

e

discovered in their con
duct , yet b

y

their pursuit o
f

virtue they afforded a proof that

there was some degree o
f purity in their nature . . . . These

examples , then , seem to teach u
s that we should not consider

human nature to b
e totally corrupted ; since , from it
s

instinctive
bias , some men have not only been eminent for noble actions ,

but have uniformly conducted themselves in a most virtuous
manner through the whole course o

f

their lives . But here we
ought to remember that amidst this corruption o

f

nature there is

some room fo
r

Divine grace , not to purify it but internally to
restrain it

s operations (we italicize - K . ) . For should the Lord
permit the minds of all men to give u

p

the reins to every lawless
passion , there certainly would not be an individual in the world ,

whose actions would not evince a
ll

the crimes fo
r

which Paul
condemns human nature in general , to be most truly applicable

to him . . . . In his elect the Lord heals these maladies by a

method which we shall hereafter describe . In others he restrains
them , only to prevent their ebullitions so fa

r

a
s h
e

sees to b
e

necessary for the preservation o
f th
e

universe . '

“ Van Mastricht , II , p . 330 : ‘God however moderates the
severity o

f

this spiritual death and bondage : ( a ) internally b
y

means o
f

some remnants o
f the image o
f

God and o
f original

righteousness . . . to which things is added a
n internal restrain

ing grace . . . . ( b ) Externally , through a
ll

kinds of means
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(“hulpmiddelen ” ) of State , Church , Family , and Schools , by
which the freedom and dissoluteness of si

n

is checked and re
strained , and to which even a

n incentive to practice what is

honorable is added . '

“ Concerning the third point , touching the performance of

so -called civic righteousness b
y

the unregenerate , the Synod de
clares that according to Scripture and the Confession the unre
generate , though incapable o

f any saving good (Canons o
f

Dort , III , IV , 3 ) , can perform such civic good . This is evident
from the quoted Scripture passages and from the Canons of Dort ,

II
I , IV , 4 , and the Belgic Confession , where it is taught that God ,

without renewing the heart , exercises such influence upon man
that he is enabled to perform civic good ; while it is evident from

th
e

quoted declarations o
f Reformed writers o
f th
e

period o
f

florescence o
f

Reformed theology , that our Reformed fathers have
from o

f old championed this view . '

“Note : The Scripture passages quoted are : II Kings 1
0 : 29 ,

3
0 ; II Kings 1
2 : 2 ( compare II Chron . 24 : 17 - 25 ) ; II Kings 1
4 : 3

( compare II Chron . 25 : 2 and vss . 14 - 16 , 20 , 27 ) ; Luke 6 : 33 ;
Rom . 2 : 14 (compare vs . 13 . Also Rom . 10 : 5 and Gal . 3 : 12 ) .

“Note : Again , we translate Synod ' s quotations from the

writings of Reformed fathers :

“Ursinus , Schatboek ; on Lord ' s Day III : 'Concerning a
n un

converted person it is said that he is so corrupt that he is totally
incapable o

f any good . To understand this onemust know what
kind o

f good and what sort of incapability is spoken o
f

here .

There is a threefold good : ( 1 ) Natural ( good ) , as eating , drink
ing , walking , standing , sitting ; ( 2 ) Civic ( good ) , as buying , sell
ing , doing justice , some knowledge o

r

skill , and more of such ,

which promote our temporal welfare . ( 3 ) There is also a spir
itual and supernatural good , which is absolutely necessary for
inheriting eternal life . It consists in this that one turns to God

from the heart and believes in Christ . The last is meant here ; in

the other an unconverted man can even far excel a regenerated

person although he has these ( a
s
a common gift ) from God . See

II Cor . 3 : 5 ; James 1 : 17 ; Ex . 31 : 2 ; Prov . 16 : 1 .

“Van Mastricht I , p . 458 : 'Reformed (scholars ) acknowledge
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indeed that the unregenerate person , apart from saving grace , is
able . . . but they add to this that even these things are not done
only through the exercise of the free will but through God 's com
mon grace working in the unregenerate a

ll

the moral good which
is in them o
r which is produced by them . For example , al
l

the

natural art which was in Bezalel , Ex . 31 : 2 , 3 , and a
ll

themoral
good in those o

f

whom it is said that they were enlightened by
the Holy Spirit , tasted the good Word o

f God and the powers

o
f

the age to come , Heb . 6 : 4 , 5 .

“Van Mastricht , II , p . 330 : ' . . . There is a natural good , for

example , eating , drinking , reasoning ; there is a civic good a
s

polite and friendly association with the neighbor , and offending

n
o one ; there is a moral or ecclesiastical good , as attending wor

ship diligently , saying prayers , refraining from gross misdeeds ,

Luke 1
8 : 11 , 12 ; and a spiritual good , for example , faith , hope ,

e
tc . . . . in the state of sin the free will is indeed able to d
o
a

thing that is a natural , civic , or moral good , but not a spiritual
good , which accompanies salvation . ' ”

We shall not pass in review the various criticisms made upon

" the three points ” b
y

Hoeksema and his associates . These
criticisms , together with their relative validity o

r invalidity will
appear in substance as we turn to a fuller discussion o

f

the latest
phase of the debate o

n common grace .

1 C
f
. H . Hoeksema : A Triple Breach ; H . Hoeksema : Calvin , Berkhof

and H . J . Kuiper ; and The Standard Bearer .



APPENDIX II

For the convenience of the reader who may wish to read
further concerning the matters treated in this book the following

list of writings by the author is given . ( Inquiries concerning any

of them may be addressed to the Presbyterian and Reformed
Publishing Company , Box 185 , Nutley , New Jersey .)

BOOKS

THE NEw MODERNISM (out of print )

COMMON GRACE (2nd edition )

CHRISTIANITY AND IDEALISM

SYLLABI *

A CHRISTIAN THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

AN INTRODUCTION TO SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY

CHRISTIAN THEISTIC ETHICS

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF RELIGION

CHRISTIAN THEISTIC EVIDENCES

CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS

PAMPHLETS

Has KARL BARTH BECOME ORTHODOX ?

LETTER ON COMMON GRACE

PARTICULARISM AND COMMON GRACE

THE DILEMMA OF CHRISTIAN EDUCATION

THE INTELLECTUAL CHALLENGE OF THE GOSPEL

Paul At ATHENS
Why I BELIEVE IN GOD

* These are produced by multilith as syllabi ; they are used fo
r

class
room purposes and , although available to the public , they are not to be

regarded a
s published works .
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