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  Preface


  The title of this book can be understood in at least two ways. First of all, The Word of God and the Mind of Man is an exploration of theextent to which the human mind can receive and understand divinerevelation, insofar as this revelation is understood to include the communication of truth. On a second and more fundamental level, thephrase the word of God recalls its classical context—the prologue toJohn’s gospel and the classical Logos doctrine of. the early churchfathers: all human knowledge is possible because of the unique humanparticipation in the eternal Logos of God, Jesus Christ.


  Some readers may also wonder if the affinity of the title to one of Karl Barth’s early books, The Word of God and the Word of Man, isintentional. It is, in the sense that the positions advocated in this bookare offered in conscious opposition to those contemporary theologianswho maintain that human words are incapable of carrying a cognitiveword of God.


  The views I explain and defend in this book are an important foundation of what has been the mainstream of evangelical thinkingabout divine revelation and religious epistemology since the end ofWorld War II. It is the first book that attempts to trace this position backto its roots; a systematic examination of the theoretical foundations andhistorical development of this position is not available elsewhere. Sincemany Evangelicals are beginning to drift from the former consensusabout the indispensability and legitimacy of a belief in cognitive orpropositional revelation, a fresh examination of this view and its majorcompetition can be helpful at this particular time in the history of thechurch.


  A number of people read all or parts of the manuscript and offered helpful suggestions and criticisms. They include Robert Johnston,Arvin Vos, William Lane, Julius Scott, Gordon Clark, Larry Mayhew,Robert Roberts, James Spiceland, and Edward Schoen. Stan Gundry ofZondervan and his editorial staff suggested several changes that improved the original manuscript.


  Chapter 6 was originally presented as a lecture to a meeting of the Biblical Theology Society at Tyndale House, Cambridge, England. Itwas subsequently published (in somewhat different and extended formthan it appears here) in The Westminster Theological Journal (1977).Other sections of the book have appeared in articles published in Christianity Today, The New Scholasticism, and Augustinian Studies. Several paragraphs also appeared previously in my essay, “Gordon Clark’sTheory of Knowledge,” which appeared in The Philosophy of GordonH. Clark (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1968). In eachcase, the permission to reprint is acknowledged with appreciation.


  


  Introduction: The UnknownGod


  The last two centuries of Christian theology are the record of an evolving attack on the role of knowledge in the Christian faith. Following the lead of the eighteenth-century philosophers David Humeand Immanuel Kant, many modern theologians have questioned God’sability to communicate truth to man and undermined man’s ability toattain knowledge about God.


  Gordon Kaufman typifies this agnostic attitude toward God:


  The real reference for “God” is never accessible to us or in any way open to our observation or experience. It mustremain always an unknown X, a mere limiting idea with nocontent. It stands for the fact that God transcends ourknowledge in modes and ways of which we can never beaware and of which we have no inkling.1


  Kaufman does not stop with the suggestion that the being referred to by the word God is an unknown X. He adds: “God is ultimately profoundMystery and utterly escapes our every effort to grasp or comprehendhim. Our concepts are at best metaphors and symbols of his being, notliterally applicable.”2


  Modern scepticism about the possibility of attaining knowledge about God is illustrated in the writings of philosopher W. T. Stace whomaintained that “God is utterly and forever beyond the reach of thelogical intellect or of any intellectual comprehension, and that in consequence when we try to comprehend his nature intellectually, contradictions appear in our thinking.”3 While Stace regarded himself as neither a theologian nor a Christian in the traditional sense, commentssimilar to his appear in the writings of many modern theologians. According to Stace, while God cannot be known by the human intellect,


  he can be known in direct religious or mystical experience. Perhaps this is much the same as saying that he can beknown by “faith” but not by “reason.” Any attempt to reachGod through logic, through the conceptual, logical intellect, is doomed, comes up against an absolute barrier; butthis does not mean the death of religion—it does not meanthat there is no possibility of that knowledge and communion with God which religion requires. It means that theknowledge of God which is the essence of religion is not ofan intellectual‘kind. It is rather the direct experience of themystic himself. Or if we are not mystics, then it is whateverit is that you would call religious experience. And this experience of God-in-the־heart, shall we say, is not an intellectual understanding or explanation—this experience of Godis the essence of religion.4


  What Kaufman, the Christian theologian, and Stace, the non. Christian mystic, and thousands of theologians, seminary professors, and pastors share iivtxfrnmon is the trivialization or repudiation of thetraditional role thats truth has played in the Christian religion. Cognitive knowledge about Goa is simply declared impossible and replaced bypersonal encounter, religious feeling, trust, or obedience. In the wordsof John Baillie, “God does not give us information by communication.He gives us Himself in communion. It is not information about Godthat is revealed but . . . God Himself.”5 Or as William Temple onceput it: “There is no such thing as revealed truth. . . . What is offered toman’s apprehension in any specific revelation is not truth concerningGod but the living God Himself.”6


  The theological agnosticism represented by Kaufman, Baillie, andTemple marks a dramatic break with a major tradition of historic Christianity, a tradition that affirmed both an intelligible revelation from God and the divinely given human ability to know the transcendent Godthrough the medium of true propositions. But this former confidenceabout God’s ability to communicate information and the God-givenhuman ability to receive that information has been shaken. The possibility of human knowledge about God has been denied on at least threegrounds. (1) Some have precluded knowledge about God on the basis ofparticular theories about the nature of human knowledge. (2) Othershave been led to agnosticism because of their view of the nature of God.For example, some have so exaggerated the divine transcendence thatthe Wholly Other God of whom they speak could not possibly be anobject of human knowledge. (3) Still others have affirmed the impossibility of knowledge about God because of theories about the nature ofhuman language. They regard human language as incapable of servingas an adequate carrier of information about God.


  One of the fundamental postulates of contemporary nonevangelical theory, then, is the claim that God cannot reveal truth to us. And even if God could speak, humans are considered incapable of understanding whatever God might be attempting to say. The human relationship to God must, therefore, be understood according to a modelother than that of receiving information or truth. It must be understoodas an inward personal experience with God. No evangelical theologiandenies the importance of a human encounter with the living God; but itis appropriate to question the consequences of divorcing the experienceof God from cognitive knowledge about God.


  The purpose of this book is to challenge the major forms of Christian agnosticism and offer an alternative theory that makes human knowledge about God possible. The theory is not new. In fact, it is areturn to the classical Logos doctrine that played such a prominent rolein the thinking of many early Christian writers. The view gained suchinfluence in Christian thought that, centuries after it ceased to be discussed explicitly, it continued to control theological thinking aboutdivine revelation and human capacity to know God. This is certainlyevident in the writings of St. Augustine, who seldom mentions theLogos doctrine as such but whose entire approach to a Christian theoryof knowledge is grounded on the doctrine.


  In a sense, all of the issues to be discussed in this book reduce to one fundamental question: Can the human logos know the logos ofGod? In other words, is there a relationship between the human mindand the divine mind that is sufficient to ground the communication oftruth from God to humans? There was no doubt in Christian thoughtthat such a relationship exists and that such knowledge is possible untilalien theories of knowledge gained ascendancy in the decades afterHume and Kant. This book is a counterattack to the prevailing agnosticism of contemporary Christian theology. Like Carl F. H. Henry, wewish to emphasize that the God of the Bible is a rational God; that the divine Logosis central to the Godheadand is the agent in creation andredemption; that man was made in the divine image forintelligible communion with God; that God communicateshis purposes and truths about himself in the biblical revelation; that the Holy Spirit uses truth as a means of persuasionand conviction; and that Christian experience includes notsimply a surrender of the will but a rational assent to thetruth of God.7


  There is nothing in the nature of the divine transcendence that precludes the possibility of our knowing the mind of God. There isnothing irrational or illogical about the content of divine revelation.The Christian God is not the Unknown God of ancient Athens ormodern Marburg. He is a God who created men and women as creatures capable of knowing His mind and will and who has made information about His mind and will available in revealed truths.


  When modern theologians claim that the word of God and the human mind are incompatible, they advance a position for which theworld still awaits adequate argumentation. The case for this position hasnot yet been made. It has been advanced on the basis of questionablepremises, and drastic oversimplifications, misunderstandings, or misrepresentations of the evangelical position. The fact that this agnosticism has been proposed by many who thought they were doing Christianity a favor is essentially irrelevant. Many proponents of the view didindeed believe that they were making a defense of Christianity easier byrejecting knowledge in order to make room for faith. Theologians like Brunner, Tillich, and Bultmann sincerely believed their view wouldmake it easier for moderns to enter into a genuine relationship withGod. Good intentions do not guarantee sound theology. The inevitableimplications of this position are destructive of historic Christianity.


  —————————————



  1Gordon D. Kaufman, God the Problem (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972), p. 95.


  2Ibid., p. 95.


  3W. T. Stace, “Mysticism and Human Reason,” University of Arizona Bulletin Series 26 (1955): 19.


  4Ibid., p. 20.


  5John Baillie, The Idea of Revelation in Recent Thought (New York: Columbia University Press, 1956), p. 29.


  6William Temple, Nature, Man and God (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1934), pp. 316, 322.


  7Carl F. H. Henry, “Reply to the God-Is-Dead Mavericks,” Christianity Today 10 (May 27, 1966), p. 894.



  


  Chapter 1


  Hume’s Gap: The Divorce of Faithand Knowledge


  The writings of David Hume (1711-1776), like those of Immanuel Kant, are a watershed in the history of philosophy and theology.Hume’s ideas on religion are found primarily in the last three sections ofhis Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (section X being hisfamous essay on miracles), his classic Dialogues Concerning NaturalReligion, and in several shorter essays on subjects such as suicide,immortality, and the natural history of religion.1 Urged by severalfriends (including some clergymen), Hume agreed to delay publicationof the Dialogues until after his death. They contain a profound and (asit turned out) influential analysis of the empirical arguments for God’sexistence, especially the argument from design. Among students ofHume’s thought, they are also notorious for their ambiguity regardingHume’s final position.2


  Much of Hume’s notoriety among Christians results from a lessthan careful reading of his works. Hume is commonly believed to have attacked the foundations of Christianity, such as the existence of God,personal survival after death, and miracles. It is true that Hume’s personal beliefs about many Christian doctrines did not mirror the orthodox Calvinism that surrounded him in his early youth. What Humeintended in his writings is often quite removed from what his interpreters have thought.


  Hume’s major threat to Christianity comes not from the theories for which he gained notoriety,3 but rather from his espousal of a notionthat has, in fact, become widely held in Christendom. Before Hume’sposition on that subject is discussed, some general remarks about thephilosophical background of Hume’s teaching may be helpful.


  There are three common misconceptions about Hume’s philosophy. The first: Hume denied the reality,of causal relations, that there is ever a necessary connection between that prior event we call a cause andthe subsequent event we call its effect. Two, that Hume rejected theexistence of what philosophers call the external world; that is, that hedoubted the existence of a real world outside of his mind. Hume, it isclaimed, was a solipsist and a sceptic. Three, that Hume doubted theexistence of what philosophers call the self, that is, the real I, thefoundation of a person’s identity through time. These three erroneousclaims make up what might be called the philosophical package. Whatled to their promulgation has a bearing on one of Hume’s key doctrinesand through that doctrine is linked to the central concern of this chapter.


  The philosophical package came to be attributed to Hume because of the writings of two of his fellow Scotsmen, Thomas Reid and JamesBeattie,4 who became famous for their defense of common sense againstthe supposed scepticism of Hume. Reid and Beattie believed that Humehad simply borrowed some premises from the empiricism of two earlierBritish philosophers, John Locke and George Berkeley, and had extended those doctrines to their logical but bitter end, namely, totalscepticism about God, the world, and the self.


  But Hume’s entire enterprise was quite different from what Reid and Beattie envisaged. According to Hume, everyone holds to a numberof pivotal beliefs around which most other beliefs, individual actions,and social institutions turn. These pivotal beliefs include the reality ofcausal relations (that some things can and do cause changes in otherthings), the reality of the external world (that the existence of the worlddoes not depend upon its being perceived), and the continuing existenceof the knowing self. Hume had no quarrel with these beliefs; it would befundamentally foolish he held, to doubt them. What most concernedHume was how these beliefs come to be “known.” Hume showed thatneither reason nor experience is sufficient to ground a knowledge ofthese matters. But there simply is no other way for them to be known.Therefore, if these pivotal beliefs cannot be known by reason and experience, they cannot be known at all.



  It was at this point that Reid and Beattie made one of their mistakes. They jumped to the conclusion that Hume was actually denying these pivotal beliefs. They were wrong. Hume was denying that there isany sense in which we can be said to know these things. But this is a farcry from saying that we should doubt them. That would be the height offolly. Obviously, we must continue to believe them since the consequences of not believing are too absurd to contemplate. And no one hasto force or persuade us to believe them; believing them is the naturalthing to do. With this last observation we begin to approach Hume’sbasic point: Hume tried to show that most of our pivotal beliefs aboutreality are matters that human reason is powerless to prove or support.


  HUME’S GAP


  Hume was really doing two things. First, he was attacking the supremacy of human reason, one of the cardinal tenets of the Enlightenment, by seeking to show that human reason has definite limits.All who attempt to extend reason beyond its limits become involved inabsurdities and contradictions and become prone to the disease of scepticism.5 Philosophers have been entirely too optimistic in assessing theclaims of human reason, Hume believed. Most of the important things we think we know are not known at all. That is, they have not beenarrived at on the basis of reasoning and they are not supported byexperience. Hume’s second point was that these pivotal beliefs rest onsomething other than reason and experience, namely, on instinct,habit, and custom. Some nonrational inner force compels us to acceptthese pivotal beliefs. In his writings on ethics also, Hume argued thatmoral judgments rest not on reason but on nonrational human nature.In ethics, as in metaphysics and religion, human reason is and ought tobe the slave of human passions, that is, our nonrational nature.6 Thisis tantamount to the claim that we cannot have knowledge about thetranscendent. This axiom is the foundation of what I call “Hume’sGap.”


  If Hume was a sceptic, then, he was not one in James Beattie’s sense of the word. Hume did not doubt the existence of the world. AsHume saw it, this kind of scepticism is absurd because it contradictscommon sense and violates our natural instinct to believe (against allreasoning) in certain propositions.7 Nature, instinct, and commonsense all lead us to believe in an external world. According to Hume, weshould ignore the arguments of the rationalists and trust our instincts.He believed that investigation ought to be limited to areas, such asmathematics, where knowledge is possible. Speculative knowledge-claims about certain topics in metaphysics, theology, and ethics shouldbe avoided;8 such matters should be accepted on the basis of faith, notknowledge.


  Hume’s religious beliefs are, for the most part, an extension of the position just outlined. But some blatant distortions of his religious position should be rejected. It is sometimes thought that Hume was an atheist, that he attempted to prove God does not exist, and that heargued that miracles are impossible. To be sure, Hume was not aChristian in the New Testament sense of the word. He did not believein miracles (which is, however, something quite different from trying toprove them impossible). He did not personally believe in special revelation or immortality or religious duties like prayer. But he was not anatheist; he did not attempt to prove the nonexistence of God. And hecertainly never argued that miracles are impossible. (This claim willsurprise some readers. Hume’s famous attack on miracles reallyamounts to the assertion that no one could ever reasonably believe thata miracle had occurred.)


  Hume believed in the existence of a divine mind that was in some unknown way responsible for the order of the universe.9 Hume wasboth shocked and amused by the dogmatic atheism of the Frenchphilosophes. Their mistake was the same as that of the orthodox Calvinists: each thought they could obtain knowledge about the transcendent; but unlike the Calvinists, the philosophes thought this knowledgewould justify their conclusion that a transcendent being did not exist.


  It would have been inconsistent for Hume to attempt to disprove God’s existence. His point was that we cannot have any knowledgeabout God. But it is entirely natural to have faith that God exists. Infact, the same nature that compels us to hold the pivotal beliefs mentioned earlier leads us to believe in the existence of God.


  But nature does not compel us to go beyond this basic belief in God’s existence and accept the theological claims added by orthodoxy.Those theological claims must be rejected because they go beyond thelimits of human knowledge. To argue, as many Christians do, thatreason can prove the existence of God,10 or that reason can infer manyof the divine attributes from features of the world, and that the Christianreligion (or any religion, for that matter) is supported by miraculousevents, is to exceed the bounds of human knowledge. These claims, according to Hume, must be rejected, as must the many assertions thatChristians make about God in their creeds, items allegedly derived fromspecial revelation. Without doubt, some Christians have overestimatedthe ability of human reason with respect to “proofs” about God’s existence. I have no desire to attempt any defense of that use of reason. Moreserious, however, is Hume’s denial of the possibility of any knowledgeabout God in general and the possibility of revealed knowledge in particular.


  To summarize, Hume’s goal in his discussions of religion was the same as his objective in philosophy: he wished to show that reason ispowerless to convert anyone to the claims of faith. “To be a philosophical sceptic,” he wrote, “is the first and most essential step towards beinga sound believing Christian.”11 Hume’s own preference seems to havebeen for a nonrational faith in a god unsupported by reason, revelation,miracles, or evidence of any kind.


  With this background, the nature of what I earlier referred to as Hume’s Gap can now be identified. Hume’s Gap is the rejection of thepossibility of a rational knowledge of God and objective religious truth.Hume grounded man’s belief in God in man’s nonrational nature.Hume was a precursor of those philosophers and theologians who insistthat religious faith must be divorced from knowledge and who believethat the impossibility of knowledge about God will in some way enhance faith. Like Kant, Hume was engaged in denying knowledge inorder to make room for faith. To both Hume and Kant, knowledge andfaith have nothing in common. The arrogance of rational religion mustbe destroyed so that faith (a nonrational faith, that is) can assume itsproper place as the only legitimate ground of religion.


  Hume’s Gap appears prominently in the thought of a great many modern thinkers. The contemporary eclipse of God can be seen inSartre’s “silence of God,” in Heidegger’s “absence of God,” in Jasper’s“concealment of God,” in Bultmann’s “hiddenness of God,” in Tillich’s “non-being of God,” and finally in radical theology’s assertion of 11“the death of God.” St. Paul’s sermon to the philosophers on Mars Hill (Acts 17) concerning worship of the Unknown God is all too relevant tothe contemporary theological scene. Nonevangelical theology sinceHume is a chronicle of futile attempts to retain respectability for religious faith while denying religion any right to revealed truth. In PaulTillich’s version of Hume’s thesis, all that is left of Christianity is a“religion” that is neither objective, rational, miraculous, supernatural,nor even personal. Apparently, about the only thing nonevangelicalthinkers can agree about is that God has not spoken and, indeed, cannotspeak. Neo-orthodox theology, because of its outspoken denial of cognitive revelation, is not an exception.


  While contemporary non-Evangelicals have virtually reduced faith to “courageous ignorance,”12 Evangelicals have hardly been faithful indefending God’s objective communication of truth. Hume’s Gap hasinfected modern orthodoxy to the extent that many Evangelicals areeither ignoring or de-emphasizing the cognitive dimension of divinerevelation.


  A new anti-intellectualism threatens contemporary Evangelicalism. It is evident in much evangelical disregard for the revealed truth of God and in the effort by some Evangelicals to substitute other concernsfor that truth. Christian anti-intellectualism may be manifested in avariety of ways: in a contempt for creeds, in a search for God throughthe emotions, in a dependence upon some kind of mystical experience.Hume would be comfortable in many contemporary churches for hewould not hear the truth of God proclaimed and defended. He wouldhear stories and testimonies that appeal to the emotions.13 Hume mighteven be welcomed as a professor in some evangelical theologicalseminaries. He would find acceptance among the religious irrationalistsof the day who hold that the quotient of faith increases as its rationalcontent decreases.


  The most obvious consequence of Hume’s Gap is a minimal theism. Once Hume’s stance is adopted, New׳ Testament Christianity,with its proclamation of a divine Christ whose death and resurrectionsecured redemption from sin and gave hope beyond the grave, must be replaced with a religion that talks about how good it feels to have anexperience with a god about whom nothing definite can be known.


  The threat to Christianity today from the legacy of David Hume is not a full-fledged frontal assault upon Christian theism, with all thetroops advancing in full light of day. That kind of attack would failbecause it would arouse Christians to a rational defense of their faith.David Hume’s legacy is more insidious. It undermines the faith not bydenying it but by directing our attention away from the importance of itsknowledge-claims and its truth-content.


  —————————————



  1Hume’s Enquiry and Dialogues are readily available in a variety of editions. The other writings can be found in The Philosophical Works of David Hume, ed. T. H. Greenand T. H. Grose, 4 vols., first published in London in 1874-1875.


  2See the commentary by Nelson Pike in his edition of Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1970). Other helpful studies of Hume’sviews about religion include John Charles Anderson Gaskin, Hume’s Philosophy of Religion (New York: Barnes and Noble, 1978); Norman Kemp Smith, The Philosophy ofDavid Hume (London: Macmillan, 1949); E. C. Mossner, The Life of David Hume(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970); Keith Yandell, “Hume’s Philosophy of Religious Belief,” (1979): 94-109; Keith Yandell, “Hume on Religious Belief,” in Hume: A Revaluation, ed. D. W. Livingston and J. T. King (New York: Fordham University Press, 1976);and James Noxon, “Hume’s Agnosticism,” Philosophical Review 73 (1964): 248-261.Several helpful articles appear in the collection, McGill Hume Studies, edited by Norton,Capaldi, and Robison (San Diego: Austin Hill Press, 1979).


  3That is, his views about the theistic arguments, miracles, and survival after death.


  4Beattie’s major work in this area was his Essay on the Nature and Immutability of Truth, first published in Edinburgh in 1770. Thomas Reid is, by far, the more significantphilosopher of the two. In fact, his own position has received renewed attention in recentyears. Worth consulting is his Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man, first published in1786, reprinted several times.


  5As I show in chapter 2, this conviction was also a fundamental thesis of Kant. The claim that there are more similarities between Hume and Kant than meet the eye isargued by Lewis White Beck in his article, “A Prussian Hume and a Scottish Kant,” inMcGill Hume Studies, pp. 63- 78.



  6Hume’s well-known statement about reason being the slave of the passions appears in his Treatise of Human Nature, II, iii.


  7The possibility that Hume’s position was essentially the same as that advanced by the Scottish Common Sense philosophers Beattie and Reid is examined by David FateNorton in his essay, “Hume and His Scottish Critics,” in McGill Hume Studies, pp.309-24.


  8This is what Hume really meant in the famous conclusion to his Enquiry Conceming Human Understanding: “When we run over libraries, persuaded of these princi-pies, what havoc must we make? If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance; let us ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning concerningquantity or number? No. Does it contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter offact and existence? No. Commit it then to the flames: for it can contain nothing butsophistry and illusion.”


  9Consider the following quote from Hume’s Natural History of Religion (in The Philosophical Works of David Hume, 4, 309): “The whole frame of nature bespeaks anintelligent author; and no rational enquirer ean, after serious reflection, suspend his beliefa moment with regard to the primary principles of genuine. Theism and Religion.” In thisconnection, section XII of the Dialogues should be studied. Student’s of Hume’s thoughtknow how difficult it is to reconcile everything Hume says in this work. Worth consultingare Nelson Pike’s notes to his edition of the Dialogues.


  10Obviously, many Christians disagree with this claim.


  11The quotation comes from the conclusion to Section 12 of Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion. J. G. Hamann believed that Hume’s scepticism could be agodsend for Christianity. He translated Hume’s Dialogues into German, hoping it wouldlead rationalists like Immanuel Kant to see the light.



  12Carl F. H. Henry, “Justification by Ignorance: A Neo-Protestant Motif?” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 13 (1970): 13.


  13I am not impugning the value of the emotions and religious experience in the quest for religious truth. My target is those who set these up as an alternative to reason and insistthat we must not rationally reflect on our experiences and emotions.


  


  Chapter 2


  Theological Agnosticism fromKant to Ritschl


  At the end of the last chapter, we got slightly ahead of our story. But this was necessary in order to indicate the extent to which thecontemporary agnosticism within Christian thought images what Ϊ havecalled Hume’s Gap. This done, we can now turn to the second thinkerof the eighteenth century whose system has encouraged scepticismabout the possibility of knowledge about God. That thinker is the German philosopher, Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), whose system is well-known for its complexity.


  Kant readily acknowledged his debt to Hume. He wrote, “I openly confess my recollection of David Hume was the very thing which manyyears ago first interrupted my dogmatic slumber and gave my investigations in the field of speculative philosophy a quite new direction.”1 Kantthought that Hume’s work contained a spark which, if fanned, couldignite a revolution in philosophy. Kant ventured to suggest that perhapseven Hume himself did not fully see the implications of his attack onmetaphysics. Kant was scornful of the misinterpretations of Hume inthe writings of Reid and Beattie:


  It is positively painful to see how utterly his opponents, Reid, Oswald, Beattie, and lastly Priestley, missed the pointof the problem; for while they were ever taking for grantedthat which he doubted, and demonstrating with zeal and often with impudence that which he never thought ofdoubting, they so misconstrued his valuable suggestion thateverything remained in its old condition, as if nothing hadhappened.2


  Kant regarded his own system as a veritable Copernican revolution in philosophy. Just as Copernicus had revolutionized the model of thesolar system by placing the sun instead of the earth at its center, so Kantbelieved his system would produce a similar upheaval in philosophy.Philosophers prior to Kant (or so Kant claimed) had assumed thathuman knowledge is possible only as the mind is adapted to the world.Kant reversed this order.3 Instead of the mind adapting to the supposedobjects of its knowledge, -all objects are instead adapted to the knowingmind. The universal and necessary features of reality are known to befeatures of reality by virtue of their first being characteristics of thehuman mind which seeks to know. The rationality (that is, the universality and necessity) that human beings find in nature is there preciselybecause the human mind puts it there.


  Kant sought to go beyond both rationalism and empiricism by making human knowledge a composite of two factors, form and con-tent. The content is given by sense experience. In fact, all humanknowledge begins with sense experience. But, “although all our knowledge begins with experience, it does not follow that it arises from experi-ence.”4 What Kant means is that while sense experience is necessary forhuman knowledge in the sense that no one would have any knowledgewithout it, sense experience is not a sufficient condition for knowledge.Something else (a form or structure) must be added to the contentsupplied by the senses. Unless the content is given form or structure bythe human mind, knowledge would be unattainable. As Kant put it,concepts (the form supplied by the human understanding) without percepts (the content supplied by the senses) are empty; percepts without concepts are blind. Human knowledge, then, has two necessary conditions: the form supplied by the mind and the content supplied by thesenses. But neither condition is sufficient by itself to produce knowledge.


  Kant taught that the form or structure that the human understanding supplies to knowledge exists in the form of categories or innate aptitudes for knowing. Since all human knowledge must be mediated bythese categories, men cannot know anything that is not so mediated.The unfortunate consequence of this claim, however, was a radicaldisjunction between the world as it appears to us (the world modified bythe categories of our understanding) and the world as it really is. According to Kant, human knowledge never brings us into contact withthe real world, what he called the noumenal world. All we ever know isthe phenomenal world, the world as it appears to us after it has beenmodified by the categories of our understanding. Since our knowledge isalways perceptually modified by the a priori* categories of the mind, thereal world (noumena) is not only unknown but unknowable.


  *In Kant’s thought, this phrase refers to that which is independent of sense experience.



  Hume had his Gap; Kant had his Wall. Kant’s system had the effect of erecting a wall between the world as it appears to us and theworld as it really is. Human knowledge is restricted to the phenomenalworld, the world of appearance, the world shaped by the structure of theknowing mind. Knowledge of any reality beyond the Wall, which includes the world of things in themselves, is forever unattainable.Human reason cannot penetrate the secrets of ultimate reality. Answersto the most basic questions of theology and metaphysics lie beyond theboundaries of human knowledge. Since God is not a subject of experience and since the human categories cannot be extended to transcendent reality, Kant’s God is both unknown and unknowable. Wheneverhuman reason attempts to penetrate beyond Kant’s Wall, either in asearch for knowledge about God or in a quest for answers to ultimatequestions, it becomes involved in antinomies or contradictions.


  Ironically, Kant thought his agnosticism with respect to God was an aid to Christian faith. Kant actually thought he was serving theinterests of the Christian religion. He wrote that he had “found itnecessary to deny knowledge, in order to make room for faith.”5 They had come to their destination by different routes, but both Hume andKant arrived at very nearly the same point. For both Hume and Kant,faith and knowledge have nothing in common. Every time humanreason attempts to leap across Hume’s Gap or tries to break throughKant’s Wall separating the phenomenal and noumenal worlds (as speculative metaphysics and theology seek to do), reason becomes boggeddown in contradictions. Human reason cannot penetrate the secretsof ultimate reality. The most basic questions of metaphysics and theology are questions to which human reason can find no answers, not evenfrom God. Hume’s Gap and Kant’s Wall represent the limits beyondwhich human reason cannot go;6 they imply, among other things, thathuman knowledge about God is an unattainable goal.


  In Kant’s system of thought, God does have a role to play.7 Even though God was one of the unknowables, Kant managed to slip Him inthrough the back door as a necessary postulate required to salvagemorality. For Kant, the existence of God was entirely a matter of faith,to which Kant gave a distinctively practical twist. The Christian shouldabandon any knowledge-claims about the transcendent and take refugein a faith grounded not in theoretical but on moral and practical consid-era ti ons.7


  FRIEDRICH SCHLEIERMACHER


  As the eighteenth century passed into the nineteenth, Kant’s rejection of the possibility of cognitive knowledge of God was taken up by a succession of thinkers including Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834)and Albrecht Ritschl (1822-1889), both of whom became majorsources of Protestant liberalism. Schleiermacher’s first important book,On Religion: Addresses in Response to its Cultured Critics, appeared in1799. Schleiermacher thought of his own work as a reaction againstKant’s reduction of religion to an ethical exercise of the will. But despitehis protests against Kant, Schleiermacher’s position in the end became an extension of Kant’s theological agnosticism.


  Distinguishing between the kernel and the husk of religion, Schleiermacher suggested that many of the cultured despisers of religionin his day were in fact offended by nonessential elements of Christianity. This dispensable husk of religion, in his view, included themetaphysical theories and theological doctrines that so many unbelieving intellectuals found incredible. He wrote:


  For what are these doctrinal structures, these systems of theology, these theories about the origin and end of theworld, these analyses concerning the nature of an incomprehensible being? Here everything elapses into callous argumentation. Here even the sublimest subjects are madepawns of controversy between competing schools ofthought. Now surely . . . this is not the character of religion. If, therefore, you have paid attention only to thesereligious dogmas and opinions, you do not yet know religion itself at all, and religion is not what you are objectingto. Why haven’t you gone deeper to find the kernel lyinginside these outer layers?8


  Schleiermacher’s On Religion went on to reject two erroneous approaches to religion. On the one hand, he attacked those who thought of religion primarily as a way of thinking or knowing something. Amongthose who followed this way were the orthodox who stressed the importance of right thinking and correct doctrine. On the other hand,Schleiermacher criticized those who, like Kant, viewed religionprimarily as a way of living or doing, as a kind of conduct or character.For Schleiermacher, religion must not be confused either with knowingor with doing. For him, true religion is found in feeling.9 Schleier-macher was convinced that only someone who has known and studiedthe human experience in moments of religious ecstasy can know whatreligion really is and can distinguish religion from its accidental, nonessential outward manifestations. Since it is a mistake to think of religion primarily in terms of thinking or willing, “Faith must be something quite different from a mishmash of opinions about God and the world [the theoretical approach] or a collocation of commands for onelife or two [the practical way of Kant]. Piety must be something morethan the craving after this hodgepodge of metaphysical and moralcrumbs, something more than a way of stirring them up.10 ״ True religion must renounce such metaphysical and pratical concerns. Pietydoes not increase in proportion to an increase of knowledge. In fact,religion should not be thought of in terms of knowledge. The mostimportant dimension of the religious life in Schleiermacher’s account isneither knowing nor acting, but feeling.


  Schleiermacher’s two volume work The Christian Faith (published 1821-1822) reinterpreted all of Christian theology in terms of thisemphasis on religious feeling. Central to his later work was the conviction that the essence of religion is to be found in a human being’sfeeling of absolute dependence. “The common element in all howsoever diverse expressions of piety ... is this: the consciousness ofbeing absolutely dependent, or, which is the same thing, of being inrelation with God.”11 Later in the same book he wrote, “God-consciousness is always . . . the feeling of absolute dependence.”12


  Schleiermacher’s view reduces to the position that God is unknowable to the human intellect. Instead of looking for God in nature or in the Bible or in human reason, we should look within. God is to befound in a special kind of feeling, the feeling of absolute dependence.Some recent defenders of Schleiermacher have complained about thetendency of many interpreters to make the feeling about which he wrotetoo much a matter of emotion and too little a matter of thought.13


  Whether later interpreters, liberal or conservative, understood Schleier-macher correctly or not, he came to be regarded as the fountainhead of one dominant form of liberalism, namely, the view that it doesn’tmatter what a person believers, it is what he feels that is important.Liberals who shared this view and regarded Schleiermacher as itsproximate source, descended on the pulpits of many establishmentchurches in America like a plague of locusts. Schleiermacher’s greatestinfluence, which continued at least through the 1960’s, resulted fromthe fact that people thought he meant to exclude any cognitive contentfrom the Christian faith. It is ironic that although Schleiermacherthought he was offering the world an alternative to Kant’s theory ofreligion, Schleiermacher’s legacy to Protestant theology came to beregarded as an extension of Kant’s disjunction between religion andtheoretical knowledge.



  It is clear that Schleiermacher thought it wrong to regard revelation as any kind of human discovery. Whatever revelation is, it is not something “excogitated in thought by one man and so learned by others.”14As H. D. McDonald explains, revelation for Schleiermacher “is not aninbreaking of God, but an upsurging of divine humanity.”15 Schleier-macher insisted that God can never be known as He is in Himself. Wecan only know God as God-in-relation-to-humans. Because of hisexaggerated emphasis on divine immanence, Schleiermacher con-eluded that God is too close to contemplate with any objectivity. In fact,he wrote, “All attributes which we ascribe to God are to be taken asdenoting not something special in God, but only something special inthe manner in which the feeling of absolute dependence is to be relatedto him.”16 The divine attributes, then, are not objective properties ofGod; they are merely reflections of human feelings.


  Schleiermacher went on to reinterpret most of the major doctrines of Christianity in terms of the feeling of ultimate dependence that heregarded as the essence of the Christian faith. Apparently, Schleier-macher’s God was anything which can produce the feeling of absolutedependence. For him, religion is not knowing something or doing something (compare Ritschl) but feeling something. The major emphases mentioned in our earlier discussions of Hume’s Gap and Kant’sWall can be clearly seen in Schleiermacher’s system. Schleiermacher’sGod is unknowable by the human mind; He can only be felt in theunique experience of absolute dependence.


  ALBRECHT RITSCHL


  The second major source of Protestant liberalism was the work of Albrecht Ritschl.17 Ritschl protested loudly against Schleiermacher’sreligious subjectivism and professed to seek a ground for Christian faiththat would be more objective and less relativistic than Schleiermacher’s.He claimed to find this ground in the objectivity provided by history.Unfortunately, Ritschl’s concern for objectivity did not take him veryfar; for his search within history for objective information about Jesuswas selectively controlled by two presuppositions he borrowed fromKant.


  The first was that, like Kant, Ritschl excluded metaphysics from theology. Just as Kant had consigned God and metaphysical questionsto the unknowable world of noumena, Ritschl rejected speculativetheism as irrelevant. Ritschl consequently condemned all ecclesiasticaldogma as illegitimate offspring of metaphysics and speculative theology.This meant that the Jesus whom Ritschl “found” in history was a Jesusconveniently matched to his own liberal presuppositions. Questionsabout the deity of Jesus, the relationship between his human and divinenatures, and his relationship to God the Father had no place in thetheology of Ritschl.


  The second controlling assumption Ritschl borrowed from Kant was the conviction that what ultimately counted in religion was ethics.While Kant had kicked God out the front door (theory), he sneakedHim in the back door (ethics). Religion should be concerned withmorality, not theoretical concerns. The important thing about religionis its practical effect on the life of believers, not what they know of abody of propositions. This Kantian emphasis appeared in Ritschl’s sys-tern in the form of a distinction between two kinds of judgment: judgments of value and theoretical judgments. While theoretical judgments are objective and analyzable, value judgments are not. While bothkinds of judgment are proper in their place, theoretical judgments areout of place in religious inquiry. Ritschl’s distinction, of course, is asubtle reintroduction of Kant’s Wall, and the Christian who seeks toattain theoretical truth about religion must bump up against it. Theonly kind of knowledge attainable in religion is dependent on valuejudgments. It is wrong, Ritschl wrote, to “strive after a purely theoreticalor ‘disinterested’ knowledge of God as an indispensable preliminary tothe knowledge of faith. To be sure, people say that we must first knowthe nature of God and Christ ere we can ascertain their value for us. ButLuther’s insight perceived the incorrectness of such a view. The truthrather is that we know the nature of God and Christ only in their valuefor us.”18


  Ritschl, like Kant, turns out to be an antimetaphysical moralist who rejects theological speculation about such traditional concerns asChristology and soteriology. Theoretical judgments in religion shouldbe abandoned in favor of an emphasis on practical moral issues. Andwhen Ritschl finished sifting his “objective data” of history through thissieve of Kantian presuppositions, not surprisingly the historical Jesus hediscovered turns out to be an advocate of his own brand of Protestantliberalism. According to Ritschl, the only sure information about Jesusis his moral teaching.


  Ritschl’s claim that “we know the nature of God and Christ only in their value for us” pounds the final nail into the coffin of his allegedobjectivism. While Ritschl began by rejecting Schleiermacher’s position as too subjectivistic, he ended up advocating a subjectivism of hisown. The only real knowledge human beings can have of God is in theeffects God has upon us. Ritschl’s objectivism, like the Cheshire cat,has performed an amazing disappearing act. In spite of all Ritschl’sprofessed concern about an objective basis for faith in history, he endsup founding the Christian religion on the shifting sands of a person’sreligious consciousness.


  I am not suggesting that religious emotion and moral values are unimportant concerns of the Christian faith. Religious life is supposedto make an impact on the emotions and values of the believer. ButSchleiermacher and Ritschl did Christianity a disservice by cutting theaffective and moral dimensions of Christian experience off from thekinds of objective and rational moorings that faith must have. Thus doKant’s Wall and Hume’s Gap reappear in the thought of both Schleier-macher and Ritschl. For Schleiermacher, they assume the form of thedisjunction between knowledge and feeling. For Ritschl, they becomethe disjunction between knowledge and value, between knowing anddoing, between theory and practice.19
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  Chapter 3


  The Assault on PropositionalRevelation


  I have suggested that the theological scepticism that pervades contemporary Christian thought is a convergence of theories about the nature of human knowledge, the nature of God, and the nature ofhuman language. Our brief study of Hume, Kant, Schleiermacher, andRitschl helps us see the general direction taken by the first two of thosestreams of thought. Although Hume started the ball rolling, the twodominant forms of theological scepticism in the nineteenth century(Schleiermacher and Ritschl) largely followed the lead of Kant. AsProtestant liberalism evolved in the first quarter of the twentieth century, its God increasingly came to resemble the pantheistic deity ofSchleiermacher. Naturally, any cognitive communication from such aGod is impossible. The liberal God could not speak because He wastotally immanent in nature; He lacked personality.


  The theological scepticism of the past sixty years, however, proceeds on the basis of a theory about the nature of God different from Schleiermacher’s. When neo-orthodox theology first burst on the scenein the form of Karl Barth’s commentary on the Epistle to the Romans,one of its more prominent concerns was the repudiation of Schleier-macher’s immanence-theology. Barth went so far as to call the theologyof Schleiermacher’s disciples a “betrayal of Christ.”1 He rejected theimmanence-theology of liberalism (which he himself had formerlyheld) in favor of a new emphasis on divine transcendence that he hadlearned from Kierkegaard, Luther, and the Scriptures. Unfortunately, this totally transcendent or wholly other God was no more able tocommunicate knowledge or truth than the immanent deity of Schleier-macher. The early Barth had denied that revelation is a communicationof truth and viewed it only as personal divine-human encounter. Andalthough much later Barth qualified this position considerably, it is stillpossible to trace a degree of ambivalence about the subject in his laterwritings.


  The God of pantheistic liberalism could not speak because “He” was totally immanent; today, the reason most often given for God’sinability to speak is His transcendence. This radical otherness of Godmeans, among other things, that the human mind is incapable of comprehending the divine mind. Once this point is granted, it follows thatthe word of God can never be the communication of truth; divinerevelation can never contain a cognitive content that can be apprehended by the human mind. This network of ideas accounts for whatis perhaps the central phalanx in the contemporary assault on theknowability of God. It can be summed up in the statement that norevelation is propositional.


  Advocates of this view usually begin by drawing a radical distinction between two senses of revelation, propositional revelation (the revelation of truth) and personal revelation. The distinction oncegranted becomes an exclusive disjunction, and proponents of the nonpropositional view of revelation then simply assert the impossibility ofany cognitive knowledge2 about God and insist that God reveals Himself, not through propositions, but through personal presence or encounter. According to this position, man does not require knowledgeabout God (propositional truth) as a precondition for a personal relationship with God. Revelation is exclusively an event in which Godreveals Himself; it is never a disclosure of information about God oranything else.


  The list of those who have held this noncognitive view of revelation reads like a Who’s Who of contemporary theology. One of the earliest proponents of the position in the English-speaking world was theArchbishop of Canterbury, William Temple, who declared, 'There is no such thing as revealed truth.3״


  On the European continent, Emil Brunner, following the early Karl Barth, maintained that "divine revelation is not a book or a doctrine; theRevelation is God Himself in His self-manifestation within history.Revelation is something that happens, the living history of God in hisdealings with the human race.4״ Central to Brunner’s doctrine of revelation was the claim that revelation is exclusively an event; it is God’sbreaking into history, into time in the person of Jesus Christ. ForBrunner, revelation is not some doctrine about Jesus. It is Jesus Himself.


  For Brunner, revelation is more than a self-manifestation on the part of God. It is personal correspondence. It is an address and a responsein faith as the individual is confronted by God in Christ. It is an “I-Thou”relationship. Revelation is an encounter between two persons: God, inthe person of Christ, and the individual.5 It is not a one-sided affair.Revelation is an event which is transcendent, unique, absolute, personal,and unrepeatable. It cannot be proven since it has its own logic andrationality. In this revelatory encounter, there is no revealed truth. ForBrunner, revelation "is not the communication of intellectual knowledgeof a doctrine about God, but God’s own personal Word.”6 God can onlybe known as subject, never as object. "The God of the Bible is . . . theunconditioned Subject. A 'subject,’ in contradistinction to every kind of‘object,’ is that which can be known absolutely only through self-communication.”7 The word revelation, then, in Brunner’s view, "doesnot mean a supernaturally revealed doctrine. ... In the Bible 'revelation’ means God’s mighty acts of man’s Salvation.”8


  Brunner found an interesting example of his position in the labels the RCA Victor Company once used on its phonograph records. Thoselabels depict a dog faithfully listening to an old Gramophone. The message on the label read, “His Master’s Voice. ” Brunner thought this was anexcellent illustration of the Bible’s role in revelation. A Christian listening to the Bible cannot help but hear the scratches and distortions on thesurface of the old record. But through the imperfections, he nonethelesshears his Master’s voice.9 Though the Bible itself is not the Word of God,nevertheless we can hear the Word of God through the Bible. “Just as thewindowpanes are not there to be looked at, but to enable us to lookthrough them at the view beyond, so we are not commanded to believethe Bible, but, through the window of the Bible, to see God’s light.”10 * Noone can question the earnest piety׳ behind Brunner’s account of revelation; it remains to be seen whether it is pious nonsense.



  Opposition to revelation as propositional truth was also shared by Rudolf Bultmann. Bultmann rejected the position that revelation is“the communication of knowledge or of doctrine.”11 He would havenothing to do with any view that allowed one to speak of God in“generally valid sentences . . . that are true apart from a connection tothe concrete existential situation of the speaker.”12 The human agent ofrevelation, Bultmann maintained, never appears as a communicator ofteaching. “He has imparted no information about God at all. . . . Hedoes not communicate anything, but calls men to himself.”13 Neither aset of propositions nor a set of dogmas, revelation for Bultmann is an actin which God addresses his word of salvation to human beings. God’spersonal disclosure must produce self-understanding in the one whohears and responds to the act of revelation.


  When the revelation is truly understood as God’s revelation, it is no longer a communication of teachings, nor of ethicalor historical and philosophical truths, but God speaking directly to me, assigning me each time to the place that isallotted me before God, i.e., summoning me in my humanity which is null and void without God and which isopen to God only in the recognition of its nullity. Hencethere can be only one ‘criterion’ for the truth of revelation,namely, this, that the word which claims to be the revelation must place each man before a decision—the decisionas to how he wants to understand himself: as one who winshis life and authenticity by his own resources, reason, andactions, or by the grace of God.14


  Revelation then not only unveils God the speaker; it also removes the veil from the hearers as it helps us better understand what we are andwhat is our potential.15


  Paul Tillich also adhered to the noncognitive view. For Tillich, “there are no revealed doctrines, but there are revelatory events andsituations which can be described in doctrinal terms. . . . The ‘Word ofGod’ contains neither revealed commandments nor revealed doc-trines.16״ Avery Dulles explains that for Tillich, revelation “is a specialand extraordinary type of knowledge. It is the apprehension of themysterious—of that which lies beyond the grasp of man’s natural powers. In revelation, indeed, God manifests himself; the human intellect isbrought face to face with the transcendent God.”17 Because God istranscendent,


  he cannot be reached by ordinary human knowledge. In order to acquire any genuine knowledge of God, therefore,it is necessary for the mind to overleap all finite categoriesand transcend the ordinary distinctions between subject andobject. . . . That which is revealed ... is strict mystery. Itcannot be apprehended by ordinary thought and, for thesame reason, it cannot be expressed in ordinary language. Propositions about revelations are not themselves revelatory.18


  Tillich denigrates propositions as a vehicle of revelation. “Propositions,” he wrote, “have no revelatory power.”19 “If the Word of God’ or the act of revelation’ is called the source of systematic theology, it mustbe emphasized that the Word of God’ is not limited to the words of abook and that the act of revelation is not the ‘inspiring’ of a ‘book ofrevelations,’ even if the book is the document of the final Word ofGod,’ the fulfillment and criterion of all revelations.”20 It comes as nosurprise then to find Tillich opposed to viewing the Bible as the Word ofGod. He wrote: “But if the Bible is called the Word of God, theologicalconfusion is almost unavoidable. . . . Probably nothing has contributedmore to the misinterpretation of all biblical doctrine of the Word thanthe identification of the Word with the Bible.”21


  The roll of theologians who shared the distrust of revealed knowledge goes on. H. Richard Niebuhr was typical of those American theologians who helped impart the noncognitive view of revelation to theological students on this side of the Atlantic. According to Niebuhr,the meaning of revelation “cannot be expressed in the impersonal waysof creeds or other propositions but only in responsive acts of personalcharacter.”22 Back across the Atlantic, John Baillie left no doubt wherehe stood when he wrote: “God does not give us information by communication. He gives us himself in communion. It is not informationabout God that is revealed but . . . God himself.”23


  The noncognitive view of revelation became so dominant in nonevangelical circles that in 1966 John Hick announced confidently that “in more recent times the notion of divinely revealed propositions hasvirtually disappeared from Protestant theology, being replaced by the ideaof revelation through history.”24 Hick summarizes the official doctrine:


  Revelation is not a divine promulgation of propositions, nor is faith a believing of such propositions. The theologicalpropositions formulated on the basis of revelation have asecondary status. They do not constitute the content ofGod’s self-revelation but are human and therefore fallibleverbalizations, constructed to aid both the integration of ourreligious experience into our own minds and the communication of religious experience to others.25



  All of this would have come as surprising news to the Reformers, to Aquinas and Anselm, to Augustine, to the fathers of the church, as wellas to Paul and the other human authors of the New Testament. I do notdeny that the noncognitive view of revelation contains important moments of truth. I shall leave unanswered the question whether thosemoments of truth are cognitive or noncognitive. Certainly, the personaldimension of revelation is important. Moreover, the dynamic and present element of revelation must be emphasized. Revelation is not a staticthing that belongs exclusively to the past. God’s revelation must becomealive and dynamic in the present experience of the believer, through theaction of the Holy Spirit. The weakness of the noncognitive approachto revelation lies not so much in what its advocates affirmed as in whatthey ignored or denied. Ignoring belief that, they emphasized faith inthe sense of belief in. But belief in has belief that as a necessary condition.
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  Chapter 4


  A Defense of PropositionalRevelation


  The noncognitive or nonpropositional view of revelation that has been dominant in nonevangelical Protestant theology for so longseemed more persuasive than it should have for one basic reason. Proponents of the noncognitive view misrepresented (unintentionally, Ibelieve) the alternative to their position.


  IMPORTANT LOGICAL DISTINCTIONS


  Actually, four possible positions on the issue of cognitive revelation are possible. Their relationship can be illustrated with the help of adevice borrowed from Aristotle. Aristotle used what he called theSquare of Opposition to indicate the logical relationships that existbetween the four basic kinds of categorical propositions. The four kindsof propositions and their place in the Square of Opposition are asfollows:


  (A) ALL S IS P (E) NO S IS P


  (I) SOME S IS P(O) SOME S IS NOT P


  For convenience, Aristotle named the four kinds of propositions the A, E, I, and O propositions. He also had names for the logical entailmentsthat can exist among the propositions. For our purposes, the only relationship we need to consider is that of contradiction, the relationshipthat exists between A and O, and between the E and I propositions. Whentwo propositions are contradictory, it follows that if one is true, the otheris necessarily false; and if one is false; the other is necessarily true.


  Applying Aristotle's Square of Opposition to the four possible positions on the issue of cognitive revelation, we get the following:


  (A) ALL REVELATION IS (E) NO REVELATION IS


  PROPOSITIONAL. PROPOSITIONAL.


  (I) SOME REVELATION IS (O) SOME REVELATION IS PROPOSITIONAL.NOT PROPOSITIONAL.


  For the purposes of our discussion, the view stated by the O proposition is unimportant and will be ignored. The three positions we have toconsider are those represented by the A, E, and I types.


  As we have already seen, the view expressed by the E proposition (No revelation is propositional) expresses the dominant theory of revelation in contemporary nonevangelical Protestant theology. It is the formin which the sceptical legacy of Hume and Kant appears among theirpresent-day theological heirs. The claim seems unassailable that modern nonevangelical theology (excepting Karl Barth) rejects any place forinformation or knowledge in divine revelation. We have already citedthe evidence. None of the theologians quoted earlier ever made theslightest qualification to their public opposition to propositional revelation.


  One of the first steps that must be taken in this matter is deciding the precise nature of the alternative to the nonpropositional thesis.Perhaps the major difference between evangelical and neo-orthodoxviews of revelation is the former’s insistence that revelation is propositional. But this claim may take two forms, an extreme one (the Aproposition) that all revelation is propositional and a more modest one(the I proposition) that some revelation is propositional. Advocates ofthe nonpropositional thesis (E) would have everyone think that theevangelical alternative to their view is indeed the extreme claim that allrevelation is propositional. But this is not the evangelical view, I contend, although it is indeed true that confusion about this point underliesa great deal of opposition to the evangelical and propositional view ofrevelation. The difficulties with the A thesis (all revelation is propositional) are obvious and overwhelming.. For one thing, the theory entailspositions that are, within the context of evangelical theology, eitherabsurd or heretical.


  Classical Christian orthodoxy certainly wishes to maintain that God reveals truth and that knowledge of this truth is an essential com-


  ponent in personal relationship to the Creator. But it is equally clear that some divine revelation assumes forms that are not propositional.God is revealed, for example, in divine acts that have occurred inhistory such as the Exodus and the Resurrection. But it is foolish tothink of such acts or events as propositions. A hypothetical advocate ofthe extreme A position might attempt to reply that the historical eventcannot be revelation apart from interpretations of the event, interpretations that must be expressed in propositions. I concede this, but alsoinsist on making a common sense distinction between a revelatory eventwhich cannot be a proposition and any accompanying interpretationwhich is.


  Moreover, Jesus Christ is the living Word of God. God is revealed in the very person of Jesus. The A position entails that if God is revealedin Jesus, then Jesus is a proposition. God also reveals Himself personallyto people in encounters that cannot be converted straight into propositions. Paul reported that he had such an experience (most interpretersthink Paul was writing about himself), but he found it impossible to givea report of the experience (2 Cor. 12:1-4). People can know otherpeople personally in ways that transcend the powers of human Ian-guage.


  I conclude, therefore, that it is a serious error to interpret the evangelical doctrine of propositional revelation as identical with theview that all revelation is propositional. While Jesus Christ is a revelation of God, he clearly is not a proposition; nor are the events in whichGod revealed Himself.


  The evangelical doctrine of propositional revelation should be understood then as the contradictory of the neo-orthodox thesis that no revelation is propositional. The contradictory of this E proposition is theI, namely, some revelation is propositional, some revelation conveyscognitive information. Basic to the evangelical position is the claim thatwe can have cognitive information about God. Since a proposition isthe minimal vehicle of truth, the information about God is contained,in this view, in divinely revealed propositions. Note again that thisposition does not claim that all revelation must be cognitive or reducible to human language. It asserts only that some revelation is cognitiveand has been expressed in human language. That some revelation ispersonal and noncognitive and that some revelation (such as God’s


  revelation through His mighty acts in history) is compatible with the evangelical position.


  Evangelicals must make it clear that they believe revelation can be both personal and cognitive. Orthodoxy contends that the ultimateobject of revelation is God, not just some truth about God. WhateverGod reveals and whichever means He uses in revelation, His purpose isto bring people into a personal, saving, loving, serving relationship withHimself.


  The noncognitive E thesis (no revelation is propositional) is simplistic. It assumes that language and truth are somehow incompatible with personal knowledge, whereas in fact they are indispensablecomponents of most personal knowledge.


  It is true that’our personalities cannot be compressed into propositions. It is also true that unless we express ourselvesin language, our attempts to express ourselves become adumb charade. To deprive a person of language and thecapacity to make himself articulate is to make that personsub-personal. There is no a priori reason why the personalGod should not be able to express Himself in personal language. And the biblical writers attest this.1


  Claims by writers like Temple or Brunner that revelation is exclusively personal and never propositional do not “make God more personal,but . . . make Him less so.”1 2


  PERSONAL AND PROPOSITIONAL


  Evangelicalism insists that personal knowledge of God is not in competition with propositional knowledge about God. The more personA knows about person B, the better A can know B in a personal way.What kind of encounter could take place between two blind, deaf, anddumb people who had absolutely no information about each other?God does not treat humankind in this impersonal way. Scripture declares that people require information about God that He has taken theinitiative to supply (Heb. 11:6; John 20:30; 1 John 1:1-3). Personalencounter cannot take place in a cognitive vacuum. Saving faith presupposes some genuine knowledge about God (Rom. 10:9; 1 Cor. 15:1-4).


  But, neo-orthodoxy counters, there is at least one catch to all this. The disjunction between personal and propositional revelation is exclusive, it insists, because cognitive knowledge about God is unattainable.Because God is totally transcendent, because He is unlike anything elsein human experience, human language is an unfit instrument to capture ideas or express truths about God. Nor are human rational facultiesadequate for knowledge about the transcendent. Cognitive knowledgeabout God is an impossible dream. This should be a familiar theme bynow. It is of course nothing but a restatement of Hume's Gap and Kant’sWall. The implication is that God could not communicate genuineinformation about Himself even if He wanted to.


  On this issue, neo-orthodoxy takes a radical all-or-nothing position. Since, on its view, revealed knowledge about the transcendent God is impossible, revelation must be personal encounter; there is noalternative. Less extreme, orthodoxy affirms that some revelation isencounter and some revelation is communication. The two modes ofrevelation complement each other. To experience genuine encounterrequires information about God and about human need for God. Inorder to distinguish genuine encounter from the ever-present threat ofspurious religious experience, we need information about God. Weneed information about how to manifest love for God. And we needdivinely given interpretations of God’s mighty acts in history if we are topenetrate beyond a historical enigma to the truth.


  Scripture recognizes a distinction between true and false doctrine. Those who preach false doctrine are worthy of God’s most severejudgment (Gal. 1:6-9; 1 John 4:1; 5:10-12). The Christian is obligedto recognize this distinction. But just how does the Christian come toknow true doctrine? Those who deny propositional revelation arguethat the cognitive assertions that constitute church doctrine arisefrom reflection about a noncognitive encounter, one that disclosesno information. But if this is true, if God never reveals truth to man,where does the neo-orthodox theologian receive his informationfrom? And what is the source of the truth that the New Testamentdeems such an important part of genuine Christian commitment? Ifrevelation has no informational content, how can it yield doctrine?


  James Orr expressed great puzzlement over alleged Christian theologians who disparage the doctrinal element of Christianity. “Ifthere is a religion in the world which exalts the office of teaching, it issafe to say that it is the religion of Jesus Christ.3״ As unimportant asdoctrine is in most pagan religions, Orr continued, “this is preciselywhere Christianity distinguishes itself from other religions—it doescontain doctrine. It comes to men with definite, positive teaching; itclaims to be the truth; it bases religion on knowledge, though a knowledge which is only attainable under moral conditions.4״ Orr wasamazed that anyone approaching the New Testament with discernment could be sceptical about the importance of doctrine for Christianity. “A religion based on mere feeling is the vaguest, most unreliable, most unstable of all things. A strong, stable, religious life can bebuilt up on no other ground than that of intelligent conviction. . . .Christianity, therefore, addresses itself to the intelligence as well as tothe heart.5״


  One can hardly accuse evangelical authors of being silent about the dual nature of divine revelation, that is, that revelation has bothcognitive and personal dimensions. H. D. McDonald, for one, beganthe second of his two studies of the subject by expressing regret aboutthe tendency to exaggerate one dimension to the exclusion of theother.


  On the one hand, there was with some, such a strong emphasis upon the objective aspect that revelation came to be regarded as a body of Divinely communicated truths statedin strict propositional fashion to which all that was neededwas to give the appropriate mental acknowledgement. . . .Such an understanding of revelation left it soulless. It wassomething without heart and spirit. . . . On the other hand,there were those who with resentment and ridicule regardedthe idea of revelation as existing ab extra as the worst of allfollies and the wickedest of all fancies. To such, revelationwas essentially and entirely subjective. . . .'Such an understanding of revelation, however, left it without any truth-content: and tended to substitute individual feelings for historical facts.6


  McDonald’s conclusions coincide with mine. He thinks “the right relation between the objective and the subjective in religion is an issue of the most fundamental importance and an inquiry demanding thegreatest urgency. Whenever the balance between these two becomesupset, then some element of the full truth is inevitably lost.”7McDonald rejects any attempt to set up a divorce between the HolySpirit and the Scriptures.


  No ultimate antithesis between “Spirit” and “Truth” is possible. ... It is not a case of the Spirit without theScriptures, nor is it a case of the Scriptures without theSpirit. The Spirit cannot do His work without the Scripturesand the Scriptures cannot do theirs without the Spirit.Revelation is not a matter of Spirit only, but of Spirit andTruth. God’s word is “truth,” God’s work is by the “Spirit.”The two go together.8


  This implies, for McDonald, that “a Scripture without the Spirit makes for a fruitless faith, while the Spirit without the Scriptures makes for anundisciplined faith. The one makes for a dead orthodoxy, while theother leads to an unrestrained enthusiasm. The first gives lifelessness tothe Church; and the second, license to the individual.”9 Revelation cannever be either spirit or truth; it must be both.


  SOME COMMON MISUNDERSTANDINGS ABOUT PROPOSITIONAL REVELATION


  The interpretation of the doctrine of propositional revelation that we have advanced defuses the objections most commonly raised to thedoctrine and unmasks them as confusions or misrepresentations of theposition. What are these objections and confusions?


  First of all, propositional revelation should not be confused withthe quite separate doctrine of verbal inspiration. Theoretically, a person could accept propositional revelation but reject verbal inspiration. Theconverse would not be true. The doctrine of verbal inspiration has to dowith the extent to which God’s revelation is conv eyed in words, notablythe written words of the Bible. It has to do with the role of the HolySpirit in guiding the human authors of Scripture in their selection ofwords to convey the inspired ideas.* The doctrine of propositionalrevelation expresses a conviction on a quite different question: Is God’srevelation a disclosure of truth? Does it have cognitive content?


  *None of this, of course, entails the mechanical view of dictation frequently and erroneously attributed to all Evangelicals.



  The advocate of propositional revelation does not hold that God’s written revelation must assume a particular literary form. Countlesscritics have assumed that if one accepts propositional revelation, onemust also believe that all written revelation assumes the form of assertions. Comparatively little of the Bible is written in this form. Scripturecontains more than historical assertions or doctrinal statements. Goduses human language as a medium of revelation, and language hasmany different functions. Language can be used assertively to teach(consider the Book of Romans) or to record history (consider the Book ofActs). Language may be used to command (Matt. 28:19-20), to exhort(Rom. 12:1-2), or to proclaim (Matt. 5:1-10). God uses poetry andallegory as well.


  While all Scripture is inspired, not all Scripture is concerned to declare truth in sentences that are to be interpreted literally. TheEvangelical believes that all Scripture is inspired by God and is profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness (2 Tim. 3:16). But there is no need to assume that this list isexhaustive. It may be only illustrative of the multiple functions oflanguage in Scripture.


  The orthodox view does not lead to “bibliolatry”—the veneration of the Bible with a reverence appropriate only to God. It is difficult tosee how even the most crude, unimaginative theory of mechanicaldictation would justify the charge of bibliolatry. Perhaps the criticmeans to suggest that because Evangelicals regard the Bible as the Wordof God, they are in danger of diverting from God the reverence andhonor due Him. But is any person of normal intelligence likely to dothis? If a king issued a proclamation, those of his subjects who honored and reverenced him would hardly show their respect for the king’sperson by ignoring his words or by denying that he had even spoken.What sensible person would confuse honor for the king’s person.withhonor for his word? It is precisely the fact that genuine knowledge isavailable about the nature and the will of God that makes bibliolatrysin. True revelation of God’s nature, character, and will enables us toknow the difference between worshiping Almighty God and worshipinga book.


  Nor does belief in propositional revelation mean that one denies the human element in Scripture. God used human authors whosewritings reflect their personal backgrounds, personalities, distinctivevocabulary, and cultural milieu. Acceptance of propositional revelationdoes not subvert the notion of faith as personal commitment to God byconfusing it with the notion of faith as an acceptance of true propositions. “Because man is ‘spiritual,’ revelation must come as ‘Spirit,’ andbecause he is ‘rational,’ revelation must come as ‘Truth.’ This meansthat, as a final fact, revelation will be, not one to the exclusion of theother, but at the same time both.”10


  It is also wrong to suppose that the doctrine of propositional revelation minimizes revelation in the sense of event. God does reveal Himself in His mighty acts in history. But even though God’s acts in history may be a type of nonpropositional revelation, these acts require adivinely given interpretation.


  According to the Bible, the meaning of the mighty acts of God, including that crowning act of all—God incarnate inJesus Christ, is not a humanly drawn conclusion based onobservation of these acts; rather, the meaning of the act isitself also a divine revelation—God’s interpretation of Hisown divine acts. This revelatory word is given by God toman in just as objective a form as are the acts of God inhistory. These revelations of truth represent God’s interpretations. They are God’s meaning of events in history. . . .Biblical revelation is a continuous interdependent unity ofact-revelation and truth-revelation.11


  The Evangelical agrees with Oscar Cullmann when he says that “revelation consists in both—in the event as such and in its interpretation. . . . Not only the interpretation but also the event is regarded as revelation.”12 The Romans crucified thousands of Jews. From the perspective of event, the crucifixion of Jesus was simply one more instanceof Roman legal practice, and many eyewitnesses of the death of Jesusinterpreted His crucifixion from this perspective. Similarly, manytheologians accept the historicity of Jesus’ crucifixion but fail to see it asGod’s atonement for sin. Only through the perspective of God’s revelation is Jesus’ death seen as what it is—the decisive point in the history ofredemption. Biblical revelation is a conjunction of event and the interpretation of that event.



  Belief in a propositional revelation need not involve a reduction of God’s revelation to something static. Plato realized there was a problemwhenever ideas were put into writing: matters reduced to writing die insome sense while the spoken word lives on. This observation should notbe taken lightly. God’s revelation is not static or dead; it is a gracious actof God. Evangelicals must beware lest their emphasis on revelationinscripturated in human language should degenerate into a de-emphasisof the living and active nature of God’s speaking. The God whose voicecan raise the dead is not one who can be limited by “dead” words. Theactivity of the Spirit of God insures the vitality of God’s revelation. Godspeaks and His word is recorded. He continues to speak through thatrecord; and those words live, energized by the Spirit of God.


  The role of the Spirit raises the issue of the relation between the objective and subjective poles of revelation. It is one thing for revelationto be objectively given through divinely aided speakers. It is quiteanother for that revelation to be received and understood. Neoorthodoxy over-emphasized the subjective side of revelation at the expense of its objective side. Evangelicals must reject the claim thatScripture is not revelation but only becomes revelation when illuminated by the Spirit. They must remember that revelation can refer bothto the act of revealing (the subjective side) and to that which is revealed(the objective side). Evangelicals insist that both God’s act of revealingand the inspired record of that revelation are necessary.


  The revelation is, of course, prior to the record. First the life then the literature which embodies and secures the originalrevelation for subsequent generations. If there were noadequate record then would each new age need again therevelation. . . . The record is necessary if the revelation isto be preserved. The revelation of God in Christ would nothave been guaranteed to those who followed unless Hecompleted it in an adequate medium of transmission.13



  Perhaps the following example will help clarify the relation between the objective and subjective dimensions of revelation. Imagine that a mother and her child are separated in a time of war. By chance,years later, the mother and her son, now an adult, live, unrecognizedby each other, in the same village. The one person who knew their realrelationship (knew the truth about their relationship) kept it to himselfuntil he decided to reveal the truth in a letter. But that person diedbefore the letter was delivered, and the letter remained hidden for years.Suppose finally that the letter was discovered and the actual relationshipof the mother and son was revealed. Certainly there is an importantsense in which the revelation was contained objectively in the letter.But it is also true that the relationship between the mother and son wasrevealed to them only after certain conditions were realized. The neoorthodox theologian may insist that the only revelation that counts is thesubjective one. No one should deny, perhaps, that it is the importantrevelation. But the subjective revelation could not have taken placeunless the truth about the relationship between mother and son hadbeen objectively revealed in the letter. When speaking about Scripture,it is important to affirm the objective character of God’s revelation. Thebasic error of religious subjectivists is that they confuse the proclamationor delivery of truth with the reception of truth.


  It is sobering to remember that the phrase propositional revelation has been in use for only forty years or so, and that it probably was notcoined by Evangelicals. One of the earliest references to the distinctionbetween personal and propositional revelation occurs in a review ofEmil Brunner’s book, The Divine-Human Encounter.14 The phrasepropositional revelation seems to have been used by non-Evangelicals asa term of derision for the position they wished to repudiate. Evangelicals gradually picked up the phrase in the late 1940’s and it stuck.


  Given the parentage of the phrase, then, there should be no sentimental attachment to it on the part of Evangelicals. Perhapsanother word or phrase will gain acceptance, one that more successfullyavoids suggesting that an exclusive disjunction exists between encounterand knowledge. Until then, however, it will probably continue to benecessary to use propositional revelation. But all who discuss the position should not equate revealed propositions with sentences; and theyshould remember that what the position entails is the belief that somerevelatory acts have a cognitive or informational character, and that thisrevealed truth is deposited in the various literary forms found in theBible.


  —————————————
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  Chapter 5


  A Brief But Necessary Interlude


  A brief review of the territory already covered will be helpful as we look forward to the terrain yet to be explored. I have been investigatingthe history and development of the claim that whatever else revelationor the Word of God may be, it cannot be the communication of information.


  Specifically, we saw how David Hume and Immanuel Kan't came to hold that human knowledge about God is impossible. We then tracedtheir influence to Schleiermacher and Ritschl and through them toProtestant liberalism. The neo-orthodox theologians who came on thescene after World War I saw their own work as an antidote to theimmanentism and subjectivism of liberalism and an alternative to theuninformed biblicism (as they saw it) of conservative Protestants. Butneo-orthodoxy was actually an extension of the theological agnosticismI call Hume’s Gap and Kant’s Wall. With the exception of the laterBarth, the full complement of thinkers we noted, ranging from theneo-orthodox Brunner to the existentialist Bultmann, rejected any possibility of human knowledge about God. They consciously repudiatedany place for truth or knowledge in their view of revelation. But theirnoncognitive view of revelation conflicts with the church’s historicunderstanding of revelation, raises insoluble problems, and gainsplausibility for itself by misrepresenting its major competition, vtheevangelical theory of propositional revelation. The fundamental groundthat supports this noncognitive view of revelation is the conviction thatthe mind of man is incapable of knowing the mind of God.


  I disagree with this position. And for support I shall appeal (in chapter 6) to a doctrine that played a prominent role in early Christianthought—the Logos doctrine. Use of this classical theory gives additional depth to the discussion, for with it the question becomes: What isthe relationship between the logos of God and the mind of man?


  So far, my argument has of necessity been negative and critical. My task can now become positive and constructive as I explicate aconviction of the early church from which modern theology has unfortunately strayed: That the human mind can know the divine mind. Theearly church expressed this conviction in its expansion of the NewTestament teaching that Christ is the Logos who makes all humanknowledge possible. A proper recovery from the faulty epistemology ofmuch contemporary theology requires a return to the Logos doctrine(the subject of chapter 6).^ ^


  A great deal of confusion exists about Christian rationalism, the theory of knowledge that grounds many of the claims that will be madein this book. Therefore, before explaining the continuation of the Logosdoctrine in the Christian rationalism of St. Augustine (chapter 8), andin order to eliminate some of this confusion, I will briefly examine theclassic debate between rationalism and empiricism (chapter 7). Amongother things, I will be asking such questions as: What is an innate idea?Are there any innate ideas? And, if there are, how are they related toGod and to the human logos? One of the central concerns of chapter 7is the explanation and defense of the notion of an innate idea. Thedifferences between these two theories of knowledge will be discussedand I will offer reasons for the one that I believe is correct. I do notpresume to solve'all of the complex and vexing problems generated bythese topics. But we must look briefly at these two basic options inepistemology, for the topic is knowledge of God.


  Chapter 8 will investigate the more important elements of Augustine’s (a.d. 354-430) Christian rationalism and note the points at which he was influenced by Plato and Plotinus. What is crucial in Augustine’sposition for this study is his conviction that all of his theorizing aboutthe foundations of human knowledge was an attempt to draw out themore general epistemological implications of the Logos doctrine. InAugustine’s writings a Christian theory of knowledge may be seenemerging from the Logos doctrine.


  Chapter 9 addresses the peculiar distrust of reason and logic that one finds in the writings of so many modern religious thinkers. Thisreligious revolt against logic does Christian theism a great disservice.Consequently, chapter 10 argues that Christian theists should be thelast people to discard the principle of noncontradiction. I am especiallycritical of the widely held view that God’s logic is different from humanlogic. Chapter 11 ties together the basic elements of a Christian theoryof knowledge by showing how human language can be a fit instrumentto express divinely revealed truth. In the last chapter, I provide severalexamples of contemporary Evangelicals who reject the position of thisbook and thus, in my opinion, lapse into a variety of errors.


  


  Chapter 6


  The Christian Logos


  As we have seen, the allegation that a radical disparity exists between the transcendent divine mind and the finite mind of human beings is afundamental postulate of the theological agnosticism that pervades muchcontemporary theology. An adequate alternative to this sceptical positionrequires the development of an ontology and epistemology that willbridge the alleged gap. Fortunately, no new theory is required. Theanswers to this problem can be found in the Logos doctrine of the earlychurch. Jesus Christ, the eternal Logos of God, mediates all divinerevelation and grounds the correspondence between the divine andhuman minds. This eternal Logos is a necessary condition tor thecommunication of revealed truth; indeed, it is a necessary condition forhuman knowledge about anything. From the beginning of Christianity,it was believed that reason and logic have cosmic significance.


  This chapter will investigate the Logos doctrine as expressed by Alexandrian Judaism, the New Testament, and the early fathers of thechurch. It aims to discover what light this doctrine can throw on thequestion: How can the mind of man know the mind of God? Since theGreeks used logos as a synonym for mind or reason, the question cannow be worded: How can the human logos know the divine Logos?


  One of the most puzzling aspects of the New Testament teaching about the Logos is its relationship to the use of the term in earlierthinkers, especially the first-century Jewish philosopher Philo. * Philowas not the first to write about a cosmic Logos. For Heraclitus of Ephesus (who flourished about 500 B.C.) as well as the Stoic philosophers who came along much later, Logos was a cosmic law of Reasonthat controls the universe and is immanent in human reason. TheStoics regarded human reason as an extension of the Reason that pervades the entire cosmos. It is important to note that the Logos of Heraclitus and the Stoics was neither a personal God nor even a personalbeing but a metaphysical abstraction. Philo was influenced both by thisearlier speculation about the Logos and by Plato’s teaching about theForms, which Philo interpreted as thoughts of God.


  *No specific dates for Philo’s birth and death are available. It is thought that he died about A.D. 50.



  Alexandria, Egypt, was a dominant locale of the Jewish Diaspora and the chief center of Hellenistic thought at the beginning of theChristian era. It is not surprising that the Jews who lived there wereopen to influence from concepts in Greek philosophy that seemed consistent with their religious beliefs. The compatibility of Judaism withboth Platonism and Stoicism seemed especially obvious to the man whobecame the most well-known intellectual of the Alexandrian community, Philo Judaeus.


  Some of Philo’s reinterpretations of Plato made it easier for later Christian thinkers to use Platonism as a philosophical framework fortheir Christian world-views. Plato himself did not make clear the preciserelationship between the eternal Forms and his God. But once Philobegan to explain the Forms as thoughts of God, it became possible tothink of the Forms as both eternal and created. The Forms are createdin the sense that God is a necessary condition for their existence; if Goddid not exist, the Forms would not exist. Since the Forms subsist in themind of God, they are ontologically dependent upon God for theirexistence. But since God is eternal and the Forms are His eternal ideas,the Forms are also eternal. They are eternal thoughts of God whichserve as an archetypal pattern for the corporeal world. Philo gave thename Logos both to the mind of God and to the thoughts of God (theForms). As Gordon H. Clark suggests, the “Logos passes from a stageinternal in the mind of God to a stage external as a really existing worldof Ideas, and even to a third stage in which it becomes immanent in thesensible world.”1 As Clark explains further,the first and most universal of all the powers or ideas is the Logos. As the thought of God the Logos . . . comprehendsthe whole intelligible world. Sometimes Philo’s wordingseems to imply that the Logos is a thinking soul rather thanthe world of Ideas. Apart from the literary device of personification, this mode of expression can be explained invirtue of a contrast between God and men. An architect, forexample, has many plans, his human logos thinks manythoughts, and accordingly it is easy to distinguish betweenhis reason and one of his thoughts. But God has one planonly, and reason or the Logos can be both a power and theworld of Ideas.2


  Either Philo or one of his contemporaries in Alexandria sought to bring Judaism and Hellenistic philosophy closer by merging the Greeknotion of Logos with the Jewish idea of Wisdom (Sophia). In Philo’swritings, Logos, Sophia, and Nous are all used interchangeably.3 HenryAustryn Wolfson acknowledges the interchangeability of Logos andSophia in Philo’s writings.


  Wisdom, then, is only another word for Logos, and it is used in all the senses of the term Logos. Both these mean,in the first place, a property of God, identical with Hisessence, and like His essence, eternal. In the second place,they mean a real, incorporeal being, created by God beforethe creation of the world. Third . . . Logos means also aLogos immanent in the world. . . . Finally, Logos is alsoused by Philo in the sense of one of its constituent ideas,such, for instance, as the idea of mind.4


  The use of the word logos in the Gospel of John understandably gave rise to questions about a possible relation between the writer of thefourth Gospel and Alexandrian Judaism. Several decades ago, it wasfashionable in some circles to suggest that the writer of John’s Gospel was directly influenced by the Alexandrian Logos doctrine. What wasapparently unrecognized by some of these theorists was the fact that asimilar Logos doctrine is also present in the Epistle to the Hebrews. Infact, a careful study of Hebrews reveals a number of remarkablesimilarities between the concepts of Mediator and Logos in the Book ofHebrews and notions prominent in the philosophical and theologicalworld of discourse in Alexandrian Judaism. It seems obvious that thewriter and readership of Hebrews shared a common background withAlexandrian Jews like Philo.


  The writer of Hebrews demonstrates a familiarity with the tenets of Hellenistic Judaism as these are known from documents which werewritten in Alexandria.'Consequently, he (or she) knew the Platonicphilosophy that Hellenistic Jews like Philo had sought to harmonize. with Judaism.5 The writer of Hebrews certainly knew the Alexandrianteachings about Divine Wisdom (Sophia) and the Logos. In particular,the writer of Hebrews evidences familiarity with the Alexandrian work,The Wisdom of Solomon. Although the extent of the writer’s knowledgeof Philo’s thought and writings is debateable, at the very least the writerof Hebrews shared with Philo a common education in Alexandrian. thought. Moreover, the writer assumes that the reader is familiar withAlexandrian theology and philosophy. The view that the Epistle to theHebrews is a legacy to Christianity from the Hellenized Judaism ofAlexandria is shared by a number of New Testament scholars.6


  Two drastically opposed views concerning the relationship between the Epistle to the Hebrews and the thought of Philo and AlexandrianJudaism presently compete for attention. The one extreme, typified byC. Spicq,7 holds that the author of Hebrews was definitely influenced in a direct manner by the writings of Philo. The writer may have knownPhilo personally, had certainly read some of Philo’s writings, and mayhave been a Philonic convert to Christianity. More moderate versions ofthis thesis have found expression in the literature about Hebrews foryears. Spicq’s commentary on Hebrews remains one of the most detailed and fully documented works arguing for a strong, direct Philonicinfluence on Hebrews.


  Recently however, Ronald Williamson has challenged Spicq’s contentions. Williamson succeeds in pointing out a large number ofweaknesses in the case built by Spicq. In his effort to rule out anyPhilonic influence, Williamson strays too far in the opposite direction.But he is correct in his claim that interpreters have tended to exaggeratePhilo’s influence on the Book of Hebrews. Williamson concludes: “Thewriter of Hebrews had never been a Philonist, had never read Philo’sworks, had never come under the influence of Philo directly or indirectly. ”8


  Fortunately, we do not have to choose simply between the extremes of Spicq and Williamson. In spite of Williamson’s strong antipathy to a Philonic influence on Hebrews, he is forced to admit that the writer of Hebrews “almost certainly lived and moved in circleswhere, in broad, general terms, ideas such as those we meet in Philo’sworks were known and discussed: he drew upon the same fund ofcultured Greek vocabulary upon which Philo drew.”9 Williamson’simportant study cannot be ignored. It is no longer possible glibly topresuppose a Philonic background to every concept and term in Hebrews that has affinities to Philo. But whatever the actual relationshipbetween the writer of Hebrews and Philo, they both share the commonheritage of the Hellenistic Judaism of Alexandria.


  The Epistle to the Hebrews does not apply the name Logos to Jesus any more than it explicitly calls Jesus Sophia. But there can be nomistake about Hebrews containing an implicit Logos Christology. Predicates which, in the pertinent Alexandrian literature, are applied toboth Logos and Sophia, are applied by the writer of Hebrews to Jesus(for example, Heb. 1:3: “The radiance of his glory, the exact representation of his nature”). It is clear that the writer believes that Jesus is the true Logos and Sophia.


  Philo wrote of the Logos as “Mediator” (mesites)10 11 and “Image” (eikon)n of God.12 The world was created through the agency of theLogos.13 Philo described the Logos as neither unbegotten (like God) norbegotten (like a human).14 As such the Logos is on the borderlinebetween God and humankind, mediating from God to humans like anambassador and from humanity to God as a suppliant.15 The Logos iscalled the First-born Son (cf. Heb. 1:6) and the Chief born.16 TheLogos is both Light17 and the very shadow of God.18


  The appearance of some of these as predicates of Christ (for exam-pie, mediator, first-born, radiance) in Hebrews makes it highly likely that the writer of Hebrews was familiar with the Alexandrian Logosdoctrine. Even Williamson admits that Hebrews contains “a rudimentary form of Logos Christology.”19


  Similarities between the thought-world of ancient Alexandria and two of the most important books of the New Testament (Hebrews andthe Gospel of John) were bound to suggest to some that a relation ofdependence existed. Some went so far as to suggest that the New Testament writings in question were clearly dependent on Philo and were anaccommodation of an early Christian teaching about Jesus to a highlytheoretical construction of Alexandrian Judaism. Too many differencesexist, however, to permit this simplistic view.


  For one thing, the Logos of Hebrews and of the Gospel of John is not the metaphysical abstraction of Philo but a specific individual, ahistorical person. The Logos of Philo was not a person. To be sure, Philo wrote about the Logos in personal terms but this was merely thepersonification of a metaphysical abstraction. According to A. H.Armstrong, the precise degree of the independent existence of Philo’sLogos “must remain doubtful because Philo is so vague about it, and itcertainly cannot be said to be a person, still less a Divine Person.”20Armstrong goes on to add that Philo’s Logos “differs entirely from theLogos of St. John’s Prologue, an actual historical Person who is alsoDivine.”21 There is absolutely no support for the position that Philobelieved the Logos to be personal, let alone a person living in history.Philo’s Logos is especially lacking in the personal or messianic orsoteriological traits so prominent in the Christian account of Jesus.Philo’s Logos is not a person or messiah or savior but a cosmic principlepostulated to solve assorted metaphysical and epistemological problems.In the words of Frederick Copleston, “in the Philonic doctrine of theLogos there is no reference to an historic man.”22


  A careful study of the Epistle to the Hebrews will make clear that while the writer was obviously familiar with the Platonism of Alexandria, he intentionally set out to contrast his understanding of the Christian message with the philosophy he himself may once have acceptedand which his audience may still have found attractive. While thewriter of Hebrews clearly had an original relationship to AlexandrianPlatonism, his argument throughout the book reveals his determinationto attack major aspects of that position in an effort to show the superiority of Christ and the Christian scheme of mediation and redemption.The philosophical theology of Alexandrian Judaism gave importantplace to mediators that fulfilled requirements of both Old TestamentWisdom theology and of the prevailing Platonic philosophy. Oneexample of such a similarity between Wisdom theology and Platonicphilosophy was the need within both systems for a being or beings whowould mediate between God and the world. The writer of Hebrew'semphasizes the differences that make Christ superior to anything the Alexandrians had to offer.


  My hypothesis about Hebrews, contrary to the viewpoints of Spicq and Williamson, is that one purpose, if not the major purpose, of thewriter of Hebrews was to expose the inadequacy of the Alexandrianmediators.23 “Jesus is superior/’ the writer of Hebrews affirms. “In fact,he is superior to your Alexandrian Logos and Sophia; he is superior toyour angelic and priestly mediators; he is superior to Moses and Mel-chizedek. Jesus is the true Logos, the true Sophia, and the Great HighPriest.” This superiority of Jesus is demonstrated by showing significantways in which Jesus differs from the Alexandrian logoi. In part, thisdemonstration of the superiority of Jesus may have been made necessaryby the life situation of his readers. Hebrews suggests that because ofpressure on the Christian community, they may have been tempted toreturn to one or more of the “older” mediators.


  The New Testament ascribes three distinct but related functions to the Christian Logos which make it possible to speak of Christ as thecosmological Logos, the epistemological Logos, and the soteriologicalLogos. This is simply another way of saying that Jesus is a necessarycondition for the existence of the world, for human knowledge, and forhuman redemption. Without Jesus, the world would never have comeinto existence and would not exist now; without Jesus, the human animalwould never have become a creature capable of knowledge; and withoutJesus, human beings would never have been redeemed from sin.


  Christ is described as the cosmological and epistemological Logos in the prologue to John’s Gospel. John describes Christ as the agentthrough whom God brought the world into existence: “In the beginningwas the Logos, and the Logos was with God, and the Logos was God.He was in the beginning with God; all things were made through him,and without him was not anything made that was made” (John 1:1-3).St. Paul also describes the preexistent Christ as the mediator of creation(1 Cor. 8:6; Col. 1:16). The cosmological Logos continues to act as theintermediary in God’s sustaining relationship to the world.


  After John describes Jesus as the cosmological Logos, he presents Him as the epistemological Logos. John declares that Christ was “thetrue light that enlightens every man״ (John 1:9). In other words, theepistemological Logos is not only the mediator of divine special revelation (John 1:14), He is also the ground of all human knowledge.



  The Epistle to the Hebrews, also, begins by noting the cosmological and epistemological functions of Christ, though the order of presentation is reversed. Hebrews begins by describing Christ as the epistemological Logos who mediated God’s revelation to humankind. In past times, God spoke in various ways through the prophets. But thatpartial and incomplete word is now presented in its final, complete form“by a Son.” This Son reveals God by being the very effulgence orradiance of His being (Heb. 1:1-3). The writer then describes Jesus asthe cosmological Logos who mediates creation both as creator (Heb.1:2) and sustainer (1:3).


  To the cosmological and epistemological functions of the Logos, the Epistle to the Hebrews adds the third function, that of thesoteriological Logos.24 Humans can be redeemed and their sins forgivenonly through the efforts of One who mediates between them and God.And so, after the writer of Hebrews described Jesus as cosmological andepistemological mediator, he continues: “When he had made purification for sins, he sat down at the right hand of the Majesty on high”(Heb. 1:3). As the argument of Hebrews later makes clear, this is notsimply an addendum. It anticipates the primary emphasis of the book ofHebrews—soteriology (salvation). For while the cosmological andepistemological functions of the Mediator are not mentioned again inHebrews, Christ’s work as savior and redeemer is studied and examinedfrom every possible angle. Jesus is the soteriological Logos who as bothpriest and sacrifice effects salvation.


  The Logos doctrine occupied a prominent place in the thought of several early Fathers of the church. On the basis of John 1:9, JustinMartyr argued that every apprehension of truth (whether by believer orunbeliever) is made possible because men are related to the Logos, theground of truth.25 As H. Chadwick explains Justin Martyr’s view, ‘The Word and Wisdom of God, who is Christ, is also the Reason inherentin all things and especially in the rational creation. All who havethought and acted rationally and rightly have participated in Christ theUniversal Logos.26״


  A further advance in the Christian Logos doctrine appears in the writings of Clement of Alexandria. Clement taught “that God bestowedupon man a rational principle which was an imitation of his ownimage, the Logos.27״ The presence of the image of God in man wasClement’s way of explaining the “close kinship between the humanmind and the universal Logos, the Son of God.” It is but a short stepfrom the African Father, Clement, to his even more famous Africansuccessor, St. Augustine, whose account of human knowledge extendsthe Logos teaching of Justin and Clement.


  Few contemporary theologians have seen the implications of the New Testament Logos doctrine as clearly as Carl F. H. Henry. TheChristian Logos doctrine, Henry believes, presupposes “an intelligibleorder or logos in things, an objective law which claims and binds man,and makes possible human understanding and valid knowledge. . . .The concept of the logos comprehends at once the interrelationship ofthought, word, matter, nature, being and law.”28 As the Logos of God,Jesus guarantees human rationality and certifies the ability of humans tounderstand the Word of God. The correspondence between the mind ofGod and the human mind (that is grounded in the Logos) makes possible a human understanding of the divine communication of truth.“Christianity affirms that this world is a rational universe, that it isGod’s world; knowability of the universe is grounded in God’s creationof man as a rational creature whose forms of thought correspond to thelaws of logic subsisting in the mind of God, as well as to the rationalcharacter of the world as God’s creation.”29 Later Henry adds, “Sincethe eternal Logos himself structures the created universe and the conditions of communication, logical connections are eternally grounded in God’s mind and will, and are binding for man in view of the imagoDei."


  Reason has an intrinsic relationship to God, it has cosmic significance. Christians believe the rational world is the projection of arational God who objectifies His eternal thoughts in the creation andwho endows the human creature, the apex of His creation, with theimage of God which includes a structure of reason similar to God’s ownreason.


  —————————————
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  Chapter 7


  Rationalism and Empiricism


  Many of the specific problems about human knowledge of God are extensions of more basic difficulties about human knowledge in general. It should be obvious that the answer to how human beings canattain knowledge about God cannot be separated from a more fundamental account of how they come to a knowledge about anything.Since our exploration of knowledge of God will require a considerationof more general epistemological issues sooner or later, we might just aswell bite the bullet now and get this discussion out of the way.


  Consider two basic epistemological positions somewhat loosely called empiricism and rationalism. For starters, the two theories can becontrasted by utilizing once again Aristotle’s Square of Opposition. Aswe saw earlier, Aristotle believed there are four basic kinds of categoricalpropositions:


  (A) ALL S IS P (E) NO S IS P


  (I) SOME S IS P (O) SOME S IS NOT P


  Corresponding to these four kinds of propositions are four possibl theories about human knowledge:


  (A) ALL HUMAN KNOWLEDGE (E) NO HUMAN KNOWLEDGE ARISES FROM SENSEARISES FROM,SENSE


  EXPERIENCE.1 EXPERIENCE


  (I) SOME HUMAN KNOWLEDGE (O) SOME HUMAN KNOWLEDGE ARISES FROM SENSEDOES NOT ARISE FROM


  EXPERIENCE. SENSE EXPERIENCE.


  Which of these four options should be viewed as statements of the positions we have called empiricism and rationalism? Empiricism, as weshall use the term, is identical with the A position, all human knowledge arises from sense experience. Since I use the word rationalism asthe antonym of empiricism, the essence of rationalism is expressed inthe O proposition that some human knowledge does not arise fromsense experience.



  The fact that a few thinkers in the history of philosophy regarded the E position (No human knowledge arises from sense experience) astheir formulation of rationalism is a matter of some historical interest;but it should not draw attention away from my claim that rationalism isbest understood as the more modest assertion that some human knowledge arises from a source* other than sense experience. The more extreme E position was usually held by thinkers who held the standards ofknowledge so high that no human awareness to which sensation madeany contribution could qualify as knowledge. In other words, they simply defined knowledge so as to eliminate sensation as a source of knowledge. Some philosophers, like Plato for example, apparently held the Eposition that no knowledge arises from sense experience; but they coulddo this only because they defined knowledge so narrowly that only statesof consciousness that excluded all sense experience could possibly satisfytheir criteria of knowledge. It is worth noting that the ChristianPlatonist, St. Augustine, believed that knowledge (scientia) couldsometimes arise through the senses.2


  As I see it, being a rationalist does not require one to believe that every single item of human knowledge comes from a source other thanthe senses. That person is a rationalist (in my sense) who believes that only one item of human knowledge must have a nonsensory source. Butthe empiricist must be prepared to show how every thing human beingsknow has sense experience as its necessary and sufficient condition. Asthe history of philosophy makes clear, that is a rather formidable task.


  THE TABULA RASA


  Classical empiricists used to illustrate their basic claim that all human knowledge arises from sense experience by arguing that at birththe human mind is like a tabula rasa, a blank tablet. At birth, thehuman mind is like a totally clean blackboard; absolutely nothing iswritten on it. In other words, human beings are not born with anyinnate or inborn ideas or knowledge. The slate is clean. As the humanbeing grows and develops, the senses supply the mind with an ever-increasing stock of information. All human knowledge results, on thismodel, from what the mind does with ideas supplied through thesenses—the basic building blocks of knowledge.


  Classical rationalists liked the model of the blank tablet because it gave them a convenient way of contrasting their own position with thatof the empiricists. According to rationalism, the human mind is not ablank tablet at birth. On the contrary, the rationalists argued, if thehuman were not born with at least some inborn or innate ideas orcategories or something, human knowledge about some things would beimpossible; perhaps all human knowledge would be impossible.


  This impotence of empiricism is especially evident in the case of human knowledge of universal and necessary truth. Brand Blanshard,perhaps the leading American rationalist of the twentieth century, hasput this point well. According to Blanshard, reason “is the power andfunction of grasping necessary connections.3״ Many things in the worldcould have been otherwise. The typewriter I am using at this momenthappens to be red; but it could have been blue. Whether it is red or notis a purely contingent feature of reality. Whatever color the typewriterhappens to be, it could have been colored differently, But it is necessarily the case that my typewriter could not have been red all over and blue(or any other color) all over at the same time and in the same sense. Thenecessary truth that my typewriter is red all over and not at the same time blue all over cannot be a function of sense experience. Senseexperience may be able to report what is the case at a particular time.But sense experience is incapable of grasping what must be the case atall times. Sensation is impotent in the face of necessary and universaltruth.


  PLATO AND RATIONALISM


  Plato made at least three important contributions to the rationalist tradition. First, he taught that all human knowledge contains an unavoidable reference to a universal element that is known a priori, that is,independently of sense experience. Secondly, Plato argued that reasonis superior to sense perception because sensation is powerless to providethe crucial element present in all knowledge, namely, the universal andnecessary. And finally, the superiority of reason over sense experienceled Plato to think in terms of a hierarchy of epistemological states withreason at the top and sense perception at the bottom.


  The Phaedo, one of Plato’s dialogues, contains a passage that is especially helpful in clarifying the debate between rationalism and empiricism4The passage is one in which Plato argues that all humanknowledge arises out of preexistent knowledge. But this preexistentknowledge could not have been acquired through the senses since it is anecessary condition for anything that human beings can know. Platohas Socrates begin the argument by pointing out that people can onlyremember things they knew at some earlier time. Obviously, I cannotremember something in the present that I did not know previously.From this apparendy innocent observation, he goes on to argue thatsome kind of remembering exists in every act of knowing. To illustratehis point, Plato uses judgments of the form, “a is equal to b.” Considera case where we judge that two sticks or two line segments are equal toeach other. What must be the case before we can make the judgmentthat line a is equal to line b? Well, of course, we must have perceptualawareness of the two line segments. That is obvious. But, Plato insists,we must also have knowledge of something else which Plato calls TheEqual itself. That is, in addition to particular tilings like sticks or lines on a paper that we apprehend with our senses, there is something else,namely, the standard or idea or form of Equality, that must exist and beknown before we can judge that the sticks or lines are equal. A personwho did not know the essential nature of The Equal itself, would beincapable of making true judgments about equality, would never beable to judge that two line segments are equal in length or that twostones are equal in size.


  But this raises the obvious question, where does our knowledge of the standard or form of Equality come from? How is this knowledgeacquired? Plato gives two answers to this question, his own and one herejects. It is interesting to note that the answer he rejects is the veryposition proposed later by his pupil Aristotle. It is the answer of classicalempiricism. According to that view, human beings first perceivethrough their senses several things that are similar in a certain way. Inthis case, they are equal (for example, in size or length). From theseseveral particulars, they then abstract an idea of the property or relationthey share in common, namely, Equality. It should be easy to see howthe position Plato rejects approximates the empiricist thesis that allhuman knowledge arises from sense experience: universals or forms likeEquality can only be in the mind after particular examples are apprehended in sensible objects. Only then does the mind throughabstraction or some other means grasp the universal.5


  Plato offered two objections to what we have called the empiricist (or Aristotelian) theory that human beings come to know the eternalforms by abstracting a universal element from data supplied by thesenses. First, Plato argued that it is absurd to believe that one first knowsthat a is equal to b, that c is equal to d, and then from these judgmentsabout equal particulars, derive the more general knowledge of whatEquality is. One could not know that a and b were equal to begin withunless he already knew the standard, The Equal itself. Knowledge of theuniversal is logically prior to knowledge of the particular. But since theawareness that a and b are equal is impossible without a logically priorknowledge of the form or universal (Equality), the empiricist thesis thatall human knowledge arises from sense experience is false. Either the rationalist thesis that at least some human knowledge does not arisefrom sense experience is true or else no human knowledge is possible.


  In his second objection, Plato argued that no particular thing or group of particular things is ever sufficient to provide a notion of theuniversal. Universals always have properties that can never be found inthe earthly particulars that exemplify them. Particular things are alwaysimperfect copies of the exemplars, the forms. It is impossible, for exam-pie, to obtain an idea of the perfect circle by contemplating examples ofimperfect circles. Obviously, any circle that might be encountered inthe physical world is imperfect. Since the concept of Equality could notpossibly be derived from the senses and since we began to use thesesenses the moment we were born, our knowledge of The Equal itselfmust have been acquired independently of sense perception.6


  I have explained the conflict between empiricism and rationalism in terms of their differing attitudes to the blank-tablet model of themind. We then illustrated this disagreement through a study of animportant passage in Plato’s Phaedo. Another major difference between the two positions can be seen in their contrasting attitudes toward the Latin proposition, Nihil est in intellectu nisi prius fuerit insensu: “Nothing is in the intellect which is not first in the senses.” Therationalist Leibniz registered his disagreement with this empiricistthesis by adding four words: “except the intellect itself,” (Nihil est inintellectu quod no fuerit in sensu, excipe: nisi ipse intellectus.)7 AsLeibniz explained, the differences between empiricists like John Lockeand himself on such subjects is a matter of some importance. “Thequestion is to know whether, following Aristotle and [Locke], the soulin itself is entirely empty, like a tablet on which nothing has yet beenwritten (tabula rasa), and whether all that is traced thereon comessolely from the senses and from experience; or whether as I, withPlato, believe, the soul contains originally the principles of severalnotions and doctrines which external objects merely awaken on occa-sions.”8


  In the writings of rationalists like Descartes and Leibniz, rationalism came naturally to be associated with a belief in innate ideas. Unfortunately, their doctrine of innate ideas easily lent itself to caricature and misrepresentation, problems that plague rationalism to thepresent day. John Locke, for example, ridiculed a belief in innate ideasby pointing out that infants and many adults are in actuality unconscious of truths they are supposed to possess innately. Locke stacked thedeck in his favor, however, by defining the word idea so that it onlyreferred to something that was an actual object of consciousness.


  Descartes had used the word idea in a quite different way to denote something that was a possible object of thought or consciousness. Theinnate ideas that Descartes and Leibniz were concerned to defend wereknown implicitly. In the words of Leibniz, “What is innate is not at firstknown clearly and distinctly as such; often much attention and methodis necessary in order to perceive it. Students do not always do so, stillless every human being.”9 As Frederick Copleston explains, “To saythat the idea of God is innate thus means for Leibniz, as it meant forDescartes, that the mind can arrive at this idea from within and that byinternal reflection alone it can come to know the truth of the proposition that God exists.”10 11


  With this background, we can now turn our attention to the nature of rationalism and the topic of innate ideas in the Christian philosophyof St. Augustine.11


  —————————————
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  Chapter 8


  The Christian Rationalism ofSt Augustine


  Our goal, remember, is an answer to the question: Can the human mind know the mind of God? I have suggested that an affirmativeanswer to that question flows reasonably and naturally from the earlychurch’s conviction that Jesus Christ is the divine Logos which lightensevery human mind and makes human knowledge possible, a view thathas important affinities with certain elements in the rationalist traditionin Western philosophy. In chapter 7, I attempted to explain the fundamental differences between rationalism and empiricism. Empiricistsbelieve that all human knowledge can be accounted for on the basis ofprior sense experience. As I use the term, rationalists believe thathuman beings know at least some things that cannot be explained in thisway. Rationalists like Descartes and Leibniz found it useful to accountfor such knowledge in terms of innate ideas. These innate ideas wereunderstood by thinkers like Descartes and Leibniz to be dispositions oraptitudes to think in certain ways.


  I will now attempt to trace some of these same elements of rationalism in the thought of St. Augustine. Augustine eventually introduced some rather significant modifications into Plato’s account ofknowledge, adjustments in which Augustine took an innatist position.For Augustine, the innate ideas which are a necessary condition forhuman knowledge are explained in terms of a theory of divine illumination. This chapter’s examination of Augustine’s theory of knowledgeand its relationship to the views of Plato will help make clear someimportant implications of our earlier discussion of the Christian Logosdoctrine.


  DIVINE ILLUMINATION


  There has been a long and as yet unresolved controversy over the meaning of Augustine’s theory of divine illumination. The divine lightis Augustine’s answer to how humans know the eternal ideas that subsistin the mind of God. Since Augustine believed that a knowledge of theForms is a necessary condition for any knowledge of temporal reality, allhuman knowledge must be explained ultimately in terms of the divinelight. Unfortunately, there is no generally accepted interpretation ofAugustine’s illumination theory.


  My own contribution to the controversy over how Augustine’s theory of the divine light should be interpreted is The Light of the Mind:St. Augustine’s Theory of Knowledge.1 In it I argue that some of themost commonly accepted interpretations of Augustine’s illuminationtheory must be rejected. This includes the attempt of Father CharlesBoyer1 2 and others to revive the theory of St. Thomas Aquinas, anattempt that has the effect of turning the flaming rationalist Augustineinto a crypto-empiricist.3 Attempting to force a theory of abstractioninto . Augustine’s theory of knowledge, these interpreters tended toscholasticize Augustine to the exclusion of his Platonism. It is alsonecessary to reject Etienne Gilson’s interpretation.4 As Gilson saw it,the nature of God’s illuminating activity is purely formal. That is, thefunction of illumination is not to give the human mind some definitecontent of knowledge of the Forms, but simply to convey the quality ofcertainty and necessity to certain judgments. Gilson was correct in whathe affirmed but wrong in what he denied. My book discusses a numberof texts from Augustine’s writings that make it clear that he meant histheory of divine illumination to explain not only the quality but also thecontent of necessary truths.5 Gilson’s view leaves Augustine without anyanswer to the crucial question of how we come to know the Forms.


  The interpretation I advanced suggests that any adequate understanding of Augustine’s theory of illumination must take account of thefact that two lights are involved in any act of human knowledge. Augustine is very careful in Against Faustus, the Manichaean to distinguish between the uncreated light of God and a different, created light,namely, the human mind, which plays a necessary role in knowledge.6In other words, human knowledge is made possible by two lights, theuncreated light of God and the created, mutable light which is humanintellect. Just as the moon derives the light it reflects from the sun, sothe rational human mind derives a created ability to know from itsorigin, God. Human knowledge can be regarded as a reflection of thetruth originating in the mind of God. T'0 be more specific, God hasendowed humans with a structure of rationality patterned after thedivine ideas in His own mind: we can know truth because God hasmade us like Himself. This helps explain how we can know not only theeternal Forms but also the creation that is patterned after these Forms.We can know the corporeal world because we first know and understandthe intelligible world. As an inherent part of our rational nature, wepossess forms of thought by which we know and judge sensible things.Because God has created humankind after His own image and continually sustains and aids the soul in its quest for knowledge, human knowledge is possible. God is the original source of the light that makesknowledge possible because He is the reason or logos of the universe.All the truths of reason have their ground in His very being; they subsistin His own mind. Because humankind was created in the image ofGod, the human mind is a secondary and derivative source of light thatreflects in a creaturely way the rationality of the Creator. A harmony orcorrelation exists therefore between the mind of God, the human mind,and the rational structure of the world.


  THE ETERNAL REASONS


  Augustine accepted Plato’s view that in addition to the earthly, corporeal, and temporal world of particular things (like trees, rocks,birds, and so on) apprehended through the senses, there exists anotherworld that is incorporeal and nontemporal. This latter world of Formsor Ideas7 serves as an archetype or model of created reality. What Platocalled Forms or Ideas, Augustine called rationes aeternae, the eternal reasons. Augustine regarded them as


  principle forms or stable and unchangeable essences of things. They are themselves not formed, and they are eternal and always in the same state because they are containedin God’s intelligence. They neither come into being nor dothey pass away, but everything that can or does come intobeing and pass away is formed in accordance with them.8


  Like Plato, Augustine argued that before an architect builds an edifice, he must first have a model of what he intends to build. Similarly, God had a plan before He created the universe. His creation ispatterned after the divine ideas. Because the eternal reasons are theexemplary cause of everything that exists in the physical universe, theyare the basic foundation of all created reality. Moreover, because thejudgments humans make must accord with the eternal forms, they are anecessary condition for human knowledge. Plato did not make clear theprecise relationship between the forms and his god. Augustine eliminated this lacuna in Plato’s system and regarded the forms as eternal,immutable truths subsisting in the mind of God. Since the forms areideas that subsist in the mind of God, they share God’s attributes ofeternity, necessity, and immutability.


  St. Augustine was clearly aware that his own Christian theory of knowledge had roots in the New Testament Logos doctrine. He was justas conscious of the debt he owed to the Platonic epistemology he inherited from the neo-Platonists he had studied. In Book 10 of his City ofGod, Augustine credited Plotinus as one of the sources of his theory ofillumination and suggested that Plotinus’ discussion of the role of lightin human knowledge had affinities to St. John’s comments about thelight of God in the prologue to the fourth Gospel (the same text, ofcourse, that contains John’s teaching about the Logos). John’s account,Augustine wrote, “shows that a rational or intellectual soul . . . cannotbe a light to itself but needs to be illumined by participation in the trueLight. This is what John himself confesses in his witness to the Word.”9


  Augustine’s theory of divine illumination was his answer to the question: How does the human mind come to know the eternal formsthat subsist in the mind of God? As a first step towards understanding Augustine’s illumination theory, it is important to recognize threepossible answers that he rejected. For Augustine, a human being doesnot acquire knowledge of the forms by sense experience, by Platonicrecollection, or by teaching.


  Augustine’s rejection of sense experience as the source of human knowledge of universal truth is similar to Plato’s position in The Phaedo.Just as Plato taught that every judgment about equal things presupposesa prior knowledge of Equality, Augustine argued that all judgmentsabout number presuppose a prior knowledge of Unity. But the notion ofUnity cannot be derived from experience. “Whoever thinks with exactitude of unity will discover that it cannot be perceived by the senses.Whatever comes into contact with a bodily sense is proved to be not onebut many, for it is corporeal and therefore has innumerable parts.”10 11The senses bring a person into contact only with corporeal things. Butno corporeal object is a true example of Unity. Therefore, humanknowledge of Unity must come not from the senses but through divineillumination. As Augustine wrote elsewhere, “True equality andsimilitude, true and primal unity, are not perceived by the eye of theflesh or by any bodily sense, but are known by the mind.”11 For Augustine, knowledge of the forms is independent of sense experience.


  But while Augustine followed Plato in rejecting sense experience as a ground for human knowledge of the forms, his mature positionrejected Plato’s own appeal to the preexistence of the soul and recollection. True, during the first few years after his conversion (a.d. 387- 389),the young Augustine believed in the preexistence of the soul and accepted Plato’s explanation of human knowledge in terms of recollec-tion.12 As Augustine’s thought matured and he came to see the unbiblical implications of the doctrine of preexistence, he sought a differentanswer for the problem of how one comes to know the forms.13 Hecontinued to believe that all human knowledge presupposes a prior knowledge of the forms and that these forms cannot be known throughthe senses. But he came to hold that God has implanted a knowledge ofthe forms in the human mind contemporaneous with birth. In otherwords, Augustine’s account of human knowledge replaced Plato’s appeal to recollection with a theory of innate ideas that belong to humankind by virtue of our creation in the image of God.


  Finally, Augustine rejects the view that human knowledge of the eternal forms might be acquired through teaching. The writing inwhich Augustine states this argument, On The Teacher, is complex andthus easy to misunderstand. But his conclusion is clear: knowledge ofa priori truth cannot be passed from one person to another as throughteaching. It must always«arise within the soul. “Concerning universalsof which we can have knowledge, we do not listen to anyone speakingand making sounds outside ourselves. We listen to Truth which presidesover our minds within us, though of course we may be bidden to listenby someone using words. Our real Teacher is he who is so listened to,who is said to dwell in the inner man, namely, Christ, that is, theunchangeable power and eternal wisdom of God.”14 While Augustine’slanguage sounds mystical, his point is philosophical. Every humanknows the forms because God endows him or her with this knowledgeand continually sustains the intellect in the knowing process. The trueteacher is Christ, who Himself is the truth and who, in the words of thefourth Gospel, “lighteth every man that cometh into the world.”


  But if a person cannot come to know the eternal forms through experience, through Platonic recollection, or through teaching, howcan they be known? Augustine: by divine illumination. But what didAugustine mean by his appeal to the divine light?


  THREE PARADOXES


  Any adequate account of Augustine’s theory of knowledge in general and of his doctrine of illumination in particular must deal satisfactorily with three paradoxes in his thought. First, Augustine seems to teach that the human intellect is both active and passive. Second, heteaches that the forms are distinct from and not distinct from the humanmind. Third, he writes that the human mind is and is not the light that makes knowledge possible.


  (1) The human intellect is both passive and active with regard tothe forms.


  Augustine says that the law of God has been transcribed on the human soul.15 In One the Trinity, he affirms that the rules by whichhumans make moral judgments are impressed on our heart as a seal isimpressed on wax.16 Just as a person does not create the sensible objectshe or she experiences (they are just given), so humans do not create theeternal forms. They are Riven and we must accommodate our judgmentto them. But humans do not simply receive a knowledge of the forms.Knowledge (scientia) is possible only because each person can use theseeternal standards of judgment by bringing them to bear upon senseimages. Animals can perceive corporeal things through the bodilysenses and store images of these things in their memory. However, thebeast cannot relate these perceptions and memory images to truth or theeternal standards, as a person can. Augustine once wrote that when herecalled a beautiful stone arch at Carthage, there was more in his mindthan simply an image of that arch. “I behold in my mind yet anotherthing, according to which that work of art pleases me; and whence also,if it displeased me, I should correct it. We judge therefore of thoseparticular things according to that [form of eternal truth] and discernthat form by the intuition of the rational mind.”17 Thus for Augustine,human knowledge of sensible things is more than mere sensation. It isan active relating of the thing sensed to eternal standards, the forms.The nund clearly plays an active role in knowledge.


  (2) The forms are and are not separate from the human mind.


  First of all, Augustine teaches that the forms are and indeed must be distinct from the human intellect. In On the Trinity he speaks of theforms as “above the eye of the mind.”18 One of the important arguments of On the Freedom of the Will is that truth is superior to thehuman mind.19 Again in On the Trinity he explains that unless the forms “were above the human mind, [thevl would certainly not beunchangeable. 2°״ If the eternal reasons are not distinct from the humanmind,·they will suffer from the same mutaEility^and fimteness^tfet־characterize human reason. The same passage adds, howeverTlhat‘^unless something of our own [mind] were subjoined to them [theforms], we should not be able to employ them as our measures by whichto judge of corporeal things.״


  Many passages in Augustine’s writings suggest that the forms are part of the rational nature of humanity. In his Confessions Augustinewrites, “The memory contains also the reasons and innumerable laws ofnumbers and dimensions, none of which has any sense of the bodyimpressed.21״ In On the Immortality of the Soul, he teaches that “whenwe reason with ourselves or some other person asks us skillful questions,we discover truth in our minds.22״ Later in the same work he comments, “Those things that are comprehended by the intellect, however,are comprehended as existing nowhere else but in the comprehendingmind itself, and, at the same time, as not contained in space.23״ He askshow we could see that some things are good and better than other things“unless a conception of the good itself had been impressed upon us,such that according to it we might both approve some things as goodand prefer one good to another.24״


  One of the most important passages in this connection is found in the eighth book of The City of God: “For there is no corporeal beauty,whether in the condition of a body, as figure, or in its movement, as inmusic, of which it is not the mind that judges. But this could never havebeen, had there not existed in the mind itself a superior form of thesethings, without bulk, without noise of voice, without space and time.25״This passage states something more than that the forms must be relatedto the mind. It states specifically that the mind could not judge unlessthese ideas actually existed in the mind. But the presence of these formsin the mind, he continues, does not make the mind immutable. “But even in respect of these things, had the mind not been mutable, itwould not have been possible for one to judge better than another withregard to sensible forms. He who is clever judges better than he who isslow, he who is skilled than he who is unskilled, he who is practicedthan he who is unpracticed; and the same person judges better after hehas gained experience than he did before.26״


  In keeping with the rationalist insistence that innate ideas exist within the mind implicitly or virtually, Augustine held that the laws ofmathematics along with the eternal forms are present in the humanmind as latent or virtual truth. Even when they are not present asobjects of conscious thought, they are in the mind as predispositions ofthe mind to think in certain ways. Human knowledge of the formsinvolves an actualization of latent or virtual knowledge stored in themind.


  In Augustine’s system then the forms exist in three distinct but related modes.27 The first is the form that appears as the eternal archetype subsisting in the mind of God. The second is the form particular things possess by virtue of their creation after the eternal pattern.And finally, there is the sense in which forms exist in the human mind.


  (3) The human mind is and is not a light that makes knowledgepossible.


  Augustine asserts that the light that makes knowledge possible does not designate human reason. “The light of minds is above minds andsurpasses all minds.”28 In Against Faustus, The Manichaean, however,Augustine teaches that there is a sense in which the changeable andfinite human mind is a light.29 This passage resolves the paradox aboutwhether or not the human mind is the light that makes knowledgepossible by suggesting that there are actually two lights that makeknowledge possible—the uncreated Light of God and the created, mutable light, winch is human intellect. Just as the moonlTenves the light itreflects from the sun, so the^Tatfonal human mind derives a createdability to know from its origin, God. Human knowledge can be regarded as a reflection of the truth originating in the mind of God. But thehuman mind and knowledge are in one important respect perfectlynatural (as opposed to supernatural), since the knowledge is derivedfrom rational capacities that are an inherent part of human nature.


  A synthesis of Augustine’s three paradoxes of knowledge leads unavoidably to the following conclusion: The forms or eternal ideas in the human mind are a priori, virtual preconditions of knowledge. They areto use Kant’s term, a priori because they cannot be derived from experience. They are virtual because they are said to be in the mind ormemory even when they are not objects of thought.30 Finally, the formsare preconditions of knowledge because knowledge becomes possibleonly when these universal are applied to images from sensation.


  Augustine can speak of the mind as a created light because he believes that the forms have been put there in some sense. In On theFreedom of the Will, Augustine writes that the laws by which we judgebeauty are in the mind. “You will return to your mind within, andknow that you could neither approve nor disapprove things of senseunless you had within you, as it were, laws of beauty by which youjudge all beautiful things which you perceive in the world.”31 This isalso true in the case of goodness itself. We would be unable to makevalue judgments “unless a conception (notio) of the good itself had beenimpressed upon us.”32


  God has endowed humans with a structure of rationality patterned after the divine ideas in His own mind.33 We can know truth becauseGod has made us like Himself. If this claim is true, it helps to explainhow the human mind can know not only the eternal forms but also thecreation that is patterned after these forms. We can know the corporealworld only because we first know and understand the intelligible world.Forms of thought by which we know and judge sensible things are aninherent part of our natures. I concur with Richard Ackworth, who writes:


  St. Augustine’s view seems to have been that these a priori standards or notiones impressae are originally virtual ornonconscious and of the nature of predispositions to recog־nize, for instance, imperfect goodness in the light of perfectgoodness; we come consciously to know them only byreflecting on the judgments made in their light. But thenotio of goodness is not abstracted from the objects judgedto be good, for it had to be virtually present a priori for us tobe able to recognize them as good at all.34


  Augustine’s three paradoxes are easily resolved. Whether the mind is or is not a light that makes knowledge possible is resolved when onesees that there are really two lights—the created, intelligible light that isthe human mind and the uncreated, intelligible light that is God.Concerning the relation of the forms to mind, we have seen that theforms exist first (temporally, logically, and ontologically) in the mind ofGod and exist in a derived form in the rational structure of the humanmind. Whether the human mind is active or passive may be the easiestto resolve: It is largely passive with regard to universals (although rational powers sharpen understanding of these ideas) and active withregard to knowledge (scientia) of corporeal things known through thesenses. The mind is active in scientia because sensible things must bejudged according to the standards of the universals.


  To know truth, the mind is necessary, but not sufficient. According to Augustine, the created light of human intellect needs a light fromwithout.35 Even the created intelligible light would be linable to accountfor human knowledge without the constant, immanent, and active presence of God.36 We must not think of the forms as having been given tohumans once-and-for-all. Though the forms are part of the rationalstructure of the human mind and belong there by virtue of our havingbeen created in the image of God, the soul never ceases to be dependentupon God for its knowledge. B. B. Warfield, commenting on Augustine,says: “God, having so made man, has not left him deistically, to himself, but continually reflects into his soul the contents of His truths whichconstitute the intelligible world. The soul is therefore in unbrokencommunion with God, and in the body of intelligible truths reflected intoit from God, sees God.37״ Thus, knowledge is possible because God hascreated each person after His own image as a rational soul and becauseGod continually sustains and aids the soul in its quest for knowledge.


  To summarize: The forms or eternal ideas exist in the mind of God (independently of particular things), but in a secondary sense they alsoexist in the human mind. God created humans with a structure ofrationality patterned after the divine forms in His own mind. This innateknowledge is part of what it means to be created in the image of God. Inaddition to knowledge of forms, knowledge of the world is possiblebecause God has also patterned the world after the divine ideas. We canknow the corporeal world because God has given man a knowledge ofthese ideas by which we can judge sensations and gain knowledge.


  I regard these conclusions as merely an elaboration or logical extension of the Logos doctrine. Augustine is one Christian theist who believed that the claim that the human logos is part of the image of Godrests on a sound philosophical and theological ground. He believed thatthe Logos teaching of the New Testament and the early church fathersentailed a similarity between the rational structure of the human mindand the rational structure of the divine mind. It is possible for thehuman logos to know the divine Logos because God created the humanbeing as a creature who has the God-given ability to know the divinemind and to think God’s thoughts after Him. The laws of reason are thesame for both God and humans.38
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  Chapter 9


  The Religious Revolt AgainstLogic


  In chapter 5, I suggested that the alternative to theological scepticism that I seek requires that I explain and relate several topics. I must first explain the Logos doctrine of early Christian thought and show howa Christian theory of knowledge can evolve from that view. St. Augus-tines theory of knowledge was used as an example of one way thisdevelopment might occur. Second, I must explain the differences between rationalism and empiricism, and relate my position to theformer. Third, I must present a theory about the law of noncontradiction that will counter the tendency of so many modern theologians tocontrast human logic to divine logic. Chapters 6, 7, and 8 contain myattempt to accomplish the first two goals. Along the way I have attempted to show that the kind of position I recommend has a long andan honored tradition. By now, an outline of the position I will take onthe third point should be coming into view.


  Throughout the discussion thus far, repeated use has been made of the word reason. The word obviously has had several meanings in thehistory of philosophy. Thomas Aquinas used it in contrast with specialrevelation; David Hume on the other hand contrasted reason with experience. For my position, reason means logic, the forms of thought, thelaws of valid inference.


  One highly visible feature of much contemporary religious thought is a pervasive spirit of misology, a hatred of logic. In this connection,recall some of the words of W. T. Stace that were quoted in the introduction: “God is utterly and forever beyond the reach of the logical intellect


  or of any intellectual comprehension, and that in consequence when we try to comprehend his nature intellectually, contradictions appear in ourthinking. ”* The astute reader will now recognize Stace’s position for whatit is, a modern restatement of Kantian scepticism about God dressed up asmysticism. Stace insists that “any attempt to reach God through logic,through the conceptual, logical intellect, is doomed.”1 2


  Stace resisted all efforts to remove elements of contradiction in utterances about God. He chided other mystics in particular for yieldingto their rational impulses and seeking ways to eliminate contradictionsin their thinking about God. The proper course, he suggested, was toglory in the contradictions.


  My own belief is that all attempts to rationalize the paradox, to make it logically acceptable, are futile because theparadoxes of religion and of mysticism are irresoluble by thehuman intellect. My view is that they never have been, theynever can be, and they never will be resolved, or madelogical. . . . When you say that God is incomprehensible,one thing you mean is just that these contradictions breakout in our intellect and cannot be resolved, no matter howclever or how good a logician you may be.3


  Stace especially criticized Buddhist mystics who attempt to remove contradictions in their system by postulating two Brahmans, a higherand lower. “One may be quite sure,” Stace advised, “that this is thewrong solution because the religious intuition is preemptory that God isone and not two.”4 Logic then simply does not apply in religion. Stacewas not simply saying that religion could be unreasonable in the sensethat it discussed things that were above human reason. Religion wasactually against logic. “Should we say that there is contradiction in thenature of God himself, in the ultimate being? Well, if we were to saythat, I think that we shouldn’t be saying anything very unusual or veryshocking.”5 It should come as no surprise that I regard my own positionas the antithesis of Stace’s view.


  But if Stace were correct and logic has no relevance to the kind of mysticism he represented, it is difficult to understand most of what hewrote. For example, why, given his repudiation of logic, did he criticizethose Buddhists who rejected the unity of God in favor of twoBrahmans? Once logic is disavowed, God can be both one and two (ortwo thousand) at the same time and in the same sense. If a distinctioncan be drawn between a monistic God and a dualistic or pluralisticdeity, then logic must have some relevance after all. Once logic isdenied, inconsistency becomes a virtue.



  KIERKEGAARD, BRUNNER, BARTH, AND TORRANCE


  But since Stace was a mystic (and a non-Christian mystic, at that), his enthusiasm for irrationalism may lack some relevance for a study ofChristian thinking on the subject of God and logic. Can a similardistrust for or contempt for logic and reason be found in the writings ofChristian theologians? One thing that hinders a simple answer to thisquestion is that few writers are as daring and as explicit as Stace. Discussions about the proper place of reason in religion are frequently plaguedby inattention to two quite different senses the word reason can have.Consider the following claims:


  (1) The Incarnation is unreasonable; that is, the claim that JesusChrist is God is incredible. I simply cannot believe it. *


  (2) The Incarnation is unreasonable; that is, the doctrine of theIncarnation violates the law of noncontradiction.


  In the second case, a particular Christian belief allegedly violates a principle or law of logic. Anything that is unreasonable or irrational insense (2) is such in an objective and universal way. But in the first case,a particular Christian belief is called unreasonable simply because someperson cannot understand it or believe it. Unreasonableness in sense (1)is person-relative. It should be obvious that all sorts of beliefs that somepeople cannot accept and thus find irrational are readily acceptable andrational to others.


  When religious thinkers like S0ren Kierkegaard, Karl Barth, and Emil Brunner proclaimed the irrationality of certain Christian beliefs, Isuspect that what they really meant to say was that something about


  Christianity was so shocking and so offensive to the “reason״ of many unbelievers that they (the unbelievers) found it irrational. Since theNew Testament itself suggests this position, and since it accords withwhat any observer can detect in the reactions of people to many Christian claims, the view itself is quite unexceptionable.


  Unfortunately, the extreme rhetoric of some Christian writers suggests that they also mean to say that Christianity is unreasonable inthe second sense, that it actually involves violations of the law of noncontradiction. The writings of the Scottish disciple of Karl Barth,Thomas Torrance, are a case in point. Torrance certainly appears toclaim that there is a difference between God’s logic and human logic,and, further, that the forms of “human logic” cannot be extended to atranscendent God.6 Torrance seems to believe that human logic,human reasoning, human concepts, and human language are all inadequate to a knowledge of the Christian God. He writes that human“ideas and conceptions and analogies and words are too limited andnarrow and poor for knowledge of God.”7 His suspicions about purely“human” logic are evident in such statements as: “Real theologicalthinking” should be freed from “imprisonment in timeless logical con-nections.”8 Knowledge of eternal truth, he suggests, is hindered byinsisting on “fixed categories of thought. ”9 What Torrance seems to giveus is a statement that human knowledge about God is impossible andthat human forms of reasoning are completely incapable of understanding truth and reason as it exists in the mind of God.


  Several objections quickly come to mind. For one thing, if the principles of logic are as tentative and mutable as Torrance suggests,how can any reader have any confidence in the validity of Torrance’sown reasoning? If God Himself cannot reveal timeless truths or universally valid information to us, what leads Torrance to think that hecan? His book purports to be true and to contain universally validinformation. How then can Torrance do something that God cannot?Carl F. H. Henry notes, in utter amazement, that in all of his contentions,


  Torrance seems to be privy to objective propositional knowledge about God which his methodology pointedly disallows to other human beings. From what source, for example, didTorrance derive the information that “there is an ultimateobjectivity which cannot be enclosed within the creaturelyobjectivities through which we encounter it, an objectivity׳that “indefinitely transcends' creaturely objectivities."10


  Torrance's repeated use of assumptions he denies to others does not speak well of his consistency. As Henry goes on to point out, Torrance'sposition reduces to scepticism:


  The insistence on a logical gulf between human conceptions and God as the object of religious knowledge is erosive ofknowledge and cannot escape a reduction to skepticism.Concepts that by definition are inadequate to the truth ofGod cannot be made to compensate for logical deficiencyby appealing either to God's omnipotence or to his grace.Nor will it do to call for a restructuring of logic in theinterest of knowledge of God. Whoever calls for a higherlogic must preserve the existing laws of logic to escapepleading the cause of illogical nonsense.11


  If a transcendent God really does have a logic all His own, no criteria can exist in the realm of the transcendent to distinguish betweenYahweh and Satan. “If the law of contradiction is irrelevant in thesphere of transcendent ontology, then God and the not-God, the divineand the demonic, cannot be assuredly differentiated."12 Finally, Henryobjects, “Torrance's disavowal of authentic knowledge of God does notcharacterize the biblical prophets and apostles, far less Jesus ofNazareth; rather, it reflects the dialectical epistemology to which unfortunately much of twentieth-century religious theory is indebted.”13


  DONALD BLOESCH


  The contemporary distrust of logic has found a home within Evangelicalism. Donald Bloesch, a well-known evangelical theologian,levels his own attack against reason. Bloesch takes issue with the belief “that man’s logic and knowledge are identical with God’s.”14 If Bloeschmeans to say that Christianity is irrational in the sense that it violates thelaw of noncontradiction, his view leads to absurdity. If God possessesknowledge and humans possess something entirely different, then whatever is attained, it cannot be knowledge. If there is absolutely no pointof contact between the divine logic and a so-called human logic, thenwhat passes as human “reasoning” can never be valid. And, of course, ifthis were so, then the putative reasoning in Bloesch’s own book wouldbe invalid.


  HERMAN DOOYEWEERD


  One of the most surprising reappearances of Hume’s Gap in recent thought is found in the philosophy of the Dutch Calvinist, HermanDooyeweerd. Dooyeweerd’s system15 is central to the thought of a smallteam of Calvinist thinkers who form the faculty of the Institute forChristian Studies in Toronto, Canada.16 It is not necessary to go intothe details of Dooyeweerd’s philosophy.17 What is important for ourpresent purposes is Dooyeweerd’s theory of “The Boundary.” The doctrine of the Boundary is the most important way followers of Dooye-weerd emphasize the sovereignty and transcendence of God. All ofGod’s creation is subject to various laws such as the laws of physics, thelaws of biology, the laws of mathematics, the laws of thinking, the lawsof economics, and so on. Because God is the Lawgiver, He Himself isnot subject to the laws that govern His creation. Law then constitutes aboundary between God and the cosmos. The laws that apply under the Boundary do not apply to God who is above all Law.


  Few Christians, prior to their recognition of the implications of the theory, would dispute the suggestion that a boundary exists betweenGod and His creation. The doctrine seems innocent enough until onerealizes how the Dooyeweerdians apply the theory to human reason. Intheir hands, what should have been a helpful metaphor is interpreted inthe most literal terms so as to exclude totally the Logos doctrine. For thefollowers of Dooyeweerd, the laws of logic, of valid inference, exist onlyon man’s side of the Boundary. L. Kalsbeek makes clear the gap or wallthat Dooyeweerdians think exists between the mind of God and thehuman mind:


  With our human thinking and the laws established for it, we find ourselves on the creaturely side of that boundary, unable to cross it because of the very nature, the very meaningof our thinking. We can only think meaningfully aboutwhat lies on our side of that boundary. Due to the limitations of our creaturely thinking as a result of its subjection tothe law, we can only engage in meaningless speculationwhen it comes to questions and pronouncements aboutwhatever lies on the other side of the boundary.18


  Taken by itself, this quotation could just as easily have come from the pen of Immanuel Kant. Only that which exists below the Boundary canbe a subject for human investigation. The Boundary marks off the limitsof what humans can know.


  Unless qualified, the Dooyeweerdian’s theory of the Boundary entails that it is impossible for any human being to think meaningfully about God. To be sure, Kalsbeek does add that we can think meaningfully about God as long as “we realize that we should limit ourselves towhat God has revealed about himself to men.”19 But the problem thatthe Dooyeweerdians have raised for themselves is whether they havemade the distinction between the human and divine minds so great thatany revelation of truth becomes impossible. As we shall see later, anumber of thinkers at the Institute for Christian Studies apparentlyembrace this position.


  The Dooyeweerdians’ rejection of the Logos doctrine is made clear in a recent paper by A1 Wolters, a professor at the Institute for ChristianStudies.20 Wolters readily acknowledges the commitment of earlierDutch Calvinists like Abraham Kuyper and Herman Bavinck to theLogos doctrine. In their epistemology, the ability to know was clearlydependent upon the Logos relationship between the divine mind andthe human mind. Wolters is offended by that earlier commitment to theLogos doctrine and rejoices in the fact that the Amsterdam Philosophyof Dooyeweerd has rejected it.



  For Wolters, rationality is totally below the Boundary. Logic, the principles of valid inference, do not apply beyond the Boundary; fromwhich it follows that there is no continuity between the Creator and thecreature. In Wolters’ words, “There is no rational order that encompasses Creator and creation—not because the Creator is irrational, butbecause rationality is creature.”21 Wolters’ comment raises two questions: Is not his position a clear denial of the image of God in humans?And how can anyone holding Wolters’ position be confident that God isnot irrational? The statement that God is not irrational purports to be abit of knowledge about God. But Wolters’ doctrine of the Boundaryrules out any knowledge of the kind he has in mind when he seeks toassure his reader that God is not irrational.


  The view of the Dooyeweerdians, then, is that there is no rational continuity between God and humanity. The motive of desiring to pre->1; serve the sovereignty and transcendence of God is laudatory, but thedoctrine carries an extremely high price tag. It defends the divine trans-^ cendence by making God utterly unknowable. Any Christian who believes in the transcendence of God will have reached that conclusion asa result of some reasoning. The following argument represents oneroute by which many Christians reach that conclusion:


  If the Bible states that God is transcendent, then God is transcendent.


  The Bible says God is transcendent.


  Therefore, God is transcendent.


  But according to Wolters and the other Dooyeweerdians, human reasoning can be valid only on the creature’s side of the Boundary. No human reasoning can bring us to׳ a knowledge of what is true beyond theBoundary. If human reason is only valid on this side of the Boundary,then any inference that God is transcendent must be an illegitimateapplication of human reason. What Alvin Plantinga wrote in connection with another type of theological agnosticism applies as well to theAmsterdam Philosophy; this kind of thinking about God



  begins in a pious and commendable concern for God’s greatness and majesty and augustness; but it ends in agnosticism and in incoherence. For if none of our concepts applyto God [or if none of our inferences extend to God], thenthere is nothing we can know or truly believe of him—noteven what is affirmed in the creeds or revealed in theScriptures. And if there is nothing we can know or trulybelieve of him, then, of course, we cannot know or trulybelieve that none of our concepts apply to him. Theview ... is fatally ensnarled in self-referential absurdity.22


  I shall have more to say about the Toronto Dooyeweerdians’ view of Scripture in chapter 12.


  CORNELIUS VAN TIL


  One more evangelical thinker deserves comment in the context of this discussion. Cornelius Van Til, formerly professor of Christianapologetics at Westminster Theological Seminary, has influenced manyin the Reformed tradition. It is well-known that Van Til for years heldthat a qualitative difference exists between the knowledge God has andthat possessed by humans. God’s knowledge and ours do not coincide ata single point.23 But this implies, of course, that no proposition canmean the same tiling to God and to humans. For twenty years or so, as afriendly critic of Van Til’s views,24 I have maintained that Van Til’sposition entails scepticism. As Gordon Clark has stated so well:


  If God knows all truths and knows the correct meaning of every proposition, and if no proposition means to man whatit means to God, so that God's knowledge and man’s knowledge do not coincide at any single point, it follows by rigorous necessity that man can have no truth at all. This con-elusion is quite opposite to the views of Calvin . . . andundermines all Christianity.25


  Only recently, however, have I come to understand that Van Til had developed his own version of the Dooyeweerdian Boundary between the human mind and the mind of God. To his credit, Van Tilhas not wavered from his earlier conviction that humans can haveknowledge about God. Van Til has always contended earnestly for thedoctrine of propositional revelation. His position has been that we canknow only what God has explicitly revealed. I once asked Van Til if,when some human being knows that 1 plus 1 equals 2, that humanbeing’s knowledge is identical with God’s knowledge. The question, Ithought, was innocent enough. Van Til’s only answer was to smile,shrug his shoulders, and declare that the question was improper in thesense that it had no answer. It had no answer because any proposedanswer would presume what is impossible for Van Til, namely, thatlaws like those found in mathematics and logic apply beyond the Boundary. Van Til rejects the presumption that a person might know something about the mind of God that was not the product of special revelation. Unlike Van Til, few Christians have any difficulty affirming thefollowing three propositions: (a) 1 plus !'equals 2; (b) God knows that1 plus 1 equals 2; and (c) when a human being knows that 1 plus 1equals 2, his or her knowledge is identical with God’s knowledge of thesame proposition. It makes much more sense to reject the scepticalpremises of Van Til’s position than it does to deny any of these threeclaims.


  At this point, of course, Van Til and his followers charge that my position entails a denial both of God’s sovereignty and His incomprehensibility. The charge is ridiculous. Like Gordon Clark, I am notmoved by specious appeals to Scripture texts like Isaiah 55:8-9. Clark rejoins:.


  Of course, the Scripture says God's thoughts are not our thoughts and his ways are not our ways. But is it good exegesisto say that this means his logic, his arithmetic, his truth arenot ours? If this were so, what would the consequences be? Itwould mean not only that our additions and subtractions areall wrong, but also that all our thoughts, in history as well asin arithmetic, are all wrong. ... To avoid such nonsense,which of course is a denial of the divine image ... we mustinsist that truth is the same for God and man.26


  While we obviously do not know everything, what we do know must be identical with what God knows. “God knows all truth, and unless weknow something God knows, our ideas are untrue. It is absolutelyessential therefore to insist that there is an area of coincidence betweenGod’s mind and our mind.”27 If this is denied, we are left not onlywithout any knowledge of God, we are left without any knowledge atall.


  As one might expect, it is difficult for anyone holding a position like Van Til’s to be consistent. In A Christian Theory of Knowledge,Van Til warns that one must not take the biblical teaching about bothdivine sovereignty and human responsibility as a logical contradiction.On page 38 of the same book, he admits that the presence of a logicalcontradiction in the Bible would count as evidence against the Bible’sclaim to be the Word of God. In these passages, Van Til does what hehimself says is impossible; he applies the law of noncontradiction onboth sides of the Boundary.


  In conclusion, one can ask how Van Til knows that no proposition can mean the same thing to God and to a human, that our knowledgeand God’s knowledge do not coincide at any point. This very knowledgeclaim says something about what lies beyond the Boundary. While theassorted rejections of logic found in the writings of Torrance, the followers of Dooyeweerd, and Van Til are (because of their sincere motives) pious nonsense, they are still nonsense.


  —————————————



  1Stace, p. 19.


  2Ibid., p. 20.


  3Ibid., p. 17.


  4Ibid.


  5Ibid., pp. 18-19.


  6See Thomas F. Torrance, Theological Science (London: Oxford University Press, 1969), pp. 54, 153, 205, and other passages.


  7Ibid., p. 49.


  8Ibid., p. 54.


  9Ibid., p. 153.


  10Carl Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, 3: 223.


  11Ibid., 3: 229.


  12Ibid., 2: 60.


  13Ibid., 3: 214.


  14Donald Bloesch, Essentials of Evangelical Theology, 2 vols. (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1978), 1: 75.


  15Dooyeweerd’s system is known by several names including The Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea and The Amsterdam Philosophy.


  16The Toronto-based Institute for Christian Studies should not be confused with The Institute for Advanced Christian Studies, a rotating board of eight evangelical academicians that supports Christian scholarship. At various times, this board has included CarlF. H. Henry, Kenneth Kantzer, John Snyder, Arthur Holmes, John Scanzoni, V. ElvingAnderson, Charles Hatfield, Robert Frykenberg, Ronald Nash, James Packer, C. EverettKoop, and others.


  17I did this myself to some extent in a book entitled Dooyeweerd and the Amsterdam Philosophy (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1962). That book was the work of a very youngman and were he to do much writing on the subject now, his treatment would be muchmore critical. A more recent and more sympathetic portrayal of Dooyeweerd’s philosophyis L. Kalsbeek’s Contours of a Christian Philosophy (Toronto: Wedge, 1975). Both bookscontain helpful bibliographies.


  18L. Kalsbeek, Contours of a Christian Philosophy, pp. 74-75.


  19Ibid., p. 75.


  20Wolter’s paper, as yet unpublished, entitled “Dutch Neocalvinism: Worldview, Philosophy and Rationality,” was delivered in August, 1981 to a Toronto conference on“Rationality in the Calvinian Tradition.”


  21Ibid., Wolters, p. 12.


  22Alvin Plantinga, Does God Have A Nature? (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1980), p. 26.'


  23Van Til repeats this claim in most of his writings. One place to view it in action is his A Christian Theory of Knowledge (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed Publish-ingCo., 1969).


  24See, for example, my books, The New Evangelicalism (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1963) and The Philosophy of Gordon H. Clark (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and ReformedPublishing Co., 1968), along with book reviews in the January 16, 1970 issue of Christianity Today (p. 349-50) and the July-August, 1980, issue of Eternity (p. 37).


  25Gordon H. Clark, “Apologetics,” in Contemporary Evangelical Thought, ed. Carl F. H. Henry (New York: Harper and Bros., 1957), p. 159.



  26Gordon H. Clark, “The Axiom of Revelation,” in The Philosophy of Gordon H. Clark, p. 76.


  27Ibid.


  
    

  


  


  Chapter 10


  Reason and Religion


  Although Aristotle was an empiricist in the sense that he believed knowledge of universals arose by abstraction from observation of particulars, he nevertheless made an important contribution torationalism. He argued for a parallelism between thought, being, andlanguage. One of rationalism’s basic convictions is the belief that theworld is rational. This means that a basic conformity exists between thestructure of human reason and the structure of the world. Humanreason, rationalists aver, is not involved in a struggle to understand anonrational world. The laws that govern human thought are a reflection of the necessities that can be found in nature. Augustine certainlyheld this view: “The true nature of logical conclusions has not beenarranged by men; rather they studied and took notice of it so that theymight be able to learn or to teach it. It is perpetual in the order of thingsand divinely ordained.”1 For Augustine, the truth of propositions like“2 + 2 = 4” does not consist simply in the mental act of making thisjudgment. Rather, its truth lies in the eternal reality which makes thejudgment true. The truths of logic are not empty tautologies devoid ofany reference to being.


  LOGIC AND REALITY


  According to Aristotle, the laws of logic are not only laws of human thinking but also laws of reality with which one may grasp the actuallogical structure of the world. Human language is sufficient to communicate truth about both human reason and reality. The law of noncontradiction is a necessary principle of thought because it is first a necessary principle of being.


  Aristotle defined the law of noncontradiction by stating that “the same attribute cannot at the same time belong and not belong to thesame subject in the same respect.”2 In other words, “it is impossible thatcontrary attributes should belong at the same time to the same subject. ”3 Aristotle realized that he could not demonstrate the truth of thislaw. But this was no cause for alarm. If argumentation is ever to begin,it must start by taking some things for granted. There are always somethings that must be accepted without proof. In order for ultimate princi-pies like the law of noncontradiction to be proved, they would eitherhave to be deduced from other principles (in which case they would nolonger be ultimate) or from themselves (in which case the supposedargument would be circular and not really a proof). Thus, any so-calledproof of the law of noncontradiction would have to presuppose the truthof the law and would thus beg the question. But the lack of a directproof for the law of noncontradiction is not a serious obstacle.


  While no direct demonstration of the principle of noncontradiction exists, there is a most persuasive negative argument which can be put in the form of a dilemma. If the critic of the law says anythingsignificant, then he must make use of the very law he is attempting torefute; and if he says nothing, then one need not worry about hisopinions since he refuses to make them known. Aristotle was not demanding that his opponent say that something is or is not the case. Herecognized that this would beg the question. All he asked was that hisopponent say something significant for someone else as well as forhimself. If he either says nothing or says that which has no meaning, hewill be unable to reason.


  The crucial part of the above argument was Aristotle’s claim that significant speech was impossible apart from a tacit acceptance of thelaw of noncontradiction. This claim was one of two fundamental pointsthat Aristotle wished to make concerning this logical principle. (1) Onthe linguistic level, contrary meanings may not (if one is to speakintelligibly) be attributed to the same word at the same time and in the same sense; and (2) on the ontological level, contrary properties maynot belong to the same subject at the same time and in the same sense.


  Aristotle’s position is clearly at odds with the position, so popular in much recent philosophy, that regards the law of noncontradiction as apurely formal law or as an arbitrary stipulation useful for constructingsymbolic systems. Aristotle argued that the law has an ontological basisin reality. The law of noncontradiction is not simply a law of thought. Itis a law of thought because it is first a law of being. Nor is the lawsomething someone can take or leave. The denial of the law of noncontradiction leads to absurdity. It is impossible meaningfully to denythe laws of logic. If the law of noncontradiction is denied, nothing hasmeaning. If the laws of logic do not first mean what they say, nothingelse can have meaning, including the denial of the laws.


  Not only is significant thought and speech impossible if the law of noncontradiction is denied, significant human action also becomes impossible. Aristotle’s statement of this point is classic:


  For why does a man walk to Megara and not stay at home thinking he is walking? Why does he not walk early somemorning into a well or over a precipice, if one happens to bein his way? Why do we observe him guarding against this,evidently not thinking that falling in is alike good and notgood? Evidently he judges one thing to be better andanother worse. And if this is so, he must judge one thing tobe man and another to be non-man, one thing to be sweetand another to be not-sweet.4


  In other words, a denial of logic has consequences not only for epistemology and metaphysics, but for ethics as well. If all predications are true, there is no difference between walking to a nearby city and walkingover a cliff; there is no difference between drinking milk and imbibingarsenic. But obviously there is a difference.


  Because of the ontological status of the law of noncontradiction, contrary states of affairs are impossible. It is impossible, for example,that Socrates could be both man and non-man. Since the class ofnonman is the complement of the class of man, the claim that Socratesis nonman is tantamount to saying that Socrates is everything else in the universe except man. Thus, anyone claiming that Socrates can beboth man and nonman entails that Socrates can be a dog, star, tree,and indeed everything else in the universe. Gordon H. Clark outlinesthe implications:


  If contradictory statements are true of the same subject at the same time, evidently all things will be the same thing.Socrates will be a ship, a house, as well as a maii; but thenCrito will be a ship, a house, and a man. But if precisely thesame attributes attach to Crito that attach to Socrates itfollows that Socrates is Crito. Not only so, but the ship inthe harbor, since it has the same list of attributes too, will beidentified with this Socrates-Crito person. In fact, everything will be everything. Therefore everything will be thesame thing. All differences among things will vanish and allwill be one.5


  This is only a sample of the nonsense that follows from any denial of the law of noncontradiction.


  LOGIC AND LANGUAGE


  Logic is as indispensable to language as it is to reality. Significant speech is impossible apart from an acceptance of the law of noncontradiction. If one is to speak intelligibly, contrary meanings may not beattributed to the same word at the same time and in the same sense.Since any refutation of the law of noncontradiction would have to beexpressed in intelligible language and since significant speech presupposes the law, it is in principle impossible to deny the law. Anyone whoobjects to the principle must use the very principle he is attempting torefute.


  Now any given word must signify one thing, or a finite number of things, or an infinite number of things. If theword has a finite number of meanings, then it would bepossible to invent a name for each meaning, so that allwords would have a single meaning. But if each word has aninfinite number of meanings, reasoning and conversationhave become impossible because not to have one meaning is to have no meaning. But if a word has a meaning theobject cannot be both man and not-man.6


  If speech is to be intelligible, words must have univocal meanings. If “terms had an infinite number of meanings, then all reasoning wouldcome to an end. For if a word is to convey a significance, it must notonly mean something, it must also not mean something. If it had all themeanings of all the terms in the dictionary, it would be useless inspeech.”7


  The fact that many words are ambiguous is irrelevant to this argument. As long as the possible meanings of a word are limited in number, one can always eliminate the ambiguity by assigning a different set of symbols to each meaning. For example, if, in the statement“S is P,” P is ambiguous and has (let us say) five or six possible meanings, we may further specify “S is Pp” “S is P2,” and so on for eachpossible meaning. But if the law of noncontradiction is denied, therewould then be no difference in meaning between P and non-P. Therefore, every word would have an infinite number of meanings. And ifwords have an infinite number of meanings, intelligible speech andreasoning becomes impossible. This is why the person who attempts toargue against the law of noncontradiction must make use of the very lawhe is trying to deny. In the now famous words of McTaggart, “No oneever tried to break logic but what logic broke him.”8


  LOGIC AND GOD


  We have argued that the claim that there is a human logic that is different from God’s logic is self-defeating and leads to nonsense. Thelaw of noncontradiction is more than a law of human thinking; it is a fundamental law of being as well. It is a principle that is absolutelyindispensable to significant thought, action, and speech. This extended discussion of the law of noncontradiction has implications fortheology, and specifically for the crisis of revealed truth in contemporary theology. For if God is to communicate His thoughts to humanbeings, that communication must accord with the law of noncontradiction.


  But does this constrain God? If so, or if not, what is the relationship between God and the necessary truths of logic? Plato, remember, made God subordinate to the Forms. Does the position taken in thisbook elevate logic above God? Not at all. God must not be madesubordinate to any higher idea or principle, be it goodness, truth, unity,or logic. The laws of logic are not above God; they are not metaphysically ultimate. While reason is an attribute of God and thus uncreated,“it does not follow . . . that the laws of reason are independent of the\will of God or in any way limit his power. The laws of reason may be)/taken as descriptive of the activity of God’s will, and hence dependenton it though not created as the world has been created.”9'


  How has sin affected human ability to reason? Has the combination of human finitude and sin made human reason completely defec-five? I think not. The scriptural doctrine of the image of God entails in part that humans possess a capacity for knowledge and rationality. Butwhat effect has the Fall had on human reasoning powers? How did theFall affect the cognitive functions of the image of God? Gordon Clarkanswers:


  The Fall seriously damaged God’s image in man in all its parts. The intellect became depraved as well as the will.This is the doctrine of total depravity: no part or function ofman is free from the effect of sin. However, the differentfunctions are differently affected. While no act of will canbe moral in the unregenerate man, it does not follow thatno intellectual argument can be valid. . . . Therefore, inorder not to assert that the image of God has been completely annihilated, stress must be laid on its component of logic and reason.10 11


  A careful distinction must be drawn between the noetic effect of sin on human mental activity and its effect on subject matter. The psychological activity oFlrnnking a propositionTo be true is subject tochanging conditions of time. The fact of error in particular humanjudgments is one result of the noetic effect of original sin. But sin doesnot affect the truth of subject matter such as the multiplication tables.True propositions are universally true. Thus while sin may affect thepsychological activity of thinking that a particular proposition is true orfalse, it does not affect the truth of falsity of that proposition. Sin mayhinder the ability to reason correctly but it does not alter the laws ofvalid inference.


  Logic, the law of contradiction, is not affected by sin. Even if everyone constantly violated the laws of logic, they wouldnot be less true than if everyone constantly observed them.Or, to use another example, no matter how many errors insubtraction can be found in the stubs of our checkbooks,mathematics itself is unaffected.11


  Any theologian who claims that human rational powers are completely defective is in effect implying that among the multitude of things humans cannot know is the person of God. Furthermore, if we cannotknow, then how do we know that we cannot know? Such a view reducesto scepticism and must be false. It is clear then that, in spite of originalsin, we must be capable of knowing; and one of the things we can knowis the laws of valid reasoning.


  LOGIC AND FAITH


  What is the relationship between logic and faith? Certainly it is not an inverse relation, as some contemporary theologians argue, insistingthat the quotient of faith increases as its rational content decreases. Theposition of Thomas Aquinas is especially instructive in this connection.Aquinas (1225-1274) appeared on the scene at a time when many of hiscontemporaries believed that Christianity was threatened by the greatest intellectual challenge in its history. That threat, the philosophy ofAristotle, was first introduced into the Christian world about A.D. 1200.Even if Aristotle’s philosophy had been properly understood and statedin accurate Latin translations, it would have been a potent challenge tomedieval Christianity. But the Aristotelianism of the thirteenth centurycame complete with interpretations by Islamic philosophers, like Aver-roes (1126-1198), who confused a number of Aristotle’s doctrines withthose of certain Neoplatonists. Averroes’ form of Aristotelianism rejected the doctrine of creation, denied personal survival after death, andplaced numerous limitations on the extent of God’s knowledge andpower. Aristotelianism had previously been recognized as a threat toIslamic theology and charges of heresy within Islam had already beenbrought against adherents of these views. The Roman Catholic churchof the Middle Ages sought to counteract the influence of these new anddangerous ideas by banning the teaching of certain elements of Aristotle’s thought. But the ban was unsuccessful, especially at the Universityof Paris, where a group of Latin Averroists accepted Aristotle’sphilosophy as true even though they recognized its incompatibility withChristian doctrine.


  During the thirteenth century, intellectuals in the Christian world took a variety of positions regarding the new philosophy. There weresome who followed Averroes in proclaiming the supremacy ofphilosophy over revealed truth. These thirteenth-century forerunners ofmodern Christian liberals maintained that whenever a clear conflictbetween faith and reason arose, reason must always be accepted overfaith. Others (the fundamentalists of their century, perhaps) insisted onthe supremacy of faith. They argued that whenever revelation teachesone thing and Aristotle the opposite (regarding creation, for example),Aristotle must be rejected. In any conflict between the two, faith is to bepreferred to reason. Still others appeared to maintain a double theory oftruth. (Dare we call them the dialectical theologians of their age?) Sigerof Brabant, for example, seems to have held that a proposition can betrue in philosophy and its contradictory true in theology.


  Paul Tillich often sounds like a twentieth-century Siger of Brabant. In his Dynamics of Faith, for example, Tillich insists that the meaningof truth for faith is something quite different from its meaning for


  science, history, and philosophy. As Tillich put it, “The truth of faith cannot be made dependent on the historical truth of the stories andlegends in which faith has expressed itself. . . . [Nor can faith] beshaken by historical research .even if its results are critical of the traditions in which the event is reported.”12 In other words, faith is immunefrom difficulties raised in science, history, and philosophy because itbelongs to a different domain. Faith can rest in claims that are contradicted by competing claims in science, history, and philosophy.


  To his credit, Aquinas would have no part of any of these moves to resolve the conflict between revelation and human claims to truth.Aquinas repudiated the double theory of truth. Two contradictory propositions, even if found in different areas like science and theology,cannot both be true at the same time and in the same sense. If Aristotleshould prove to be correct about a certain belief which contradictsScripture, the Christian should not hedge or hide behind a dubioustheory of truth but be honest enough to admit that Scripture is wrong.But the Christian should also examine every alleged conflict betweenphilosophy and theology. Perhaps the conflict is only apparent orperhaps it is the philosopher who is in error. Aquinas went even furtherand insisted that faith and reason, properly understood, can never reallyconflict. God’s Word is true and what God teaches will always beconsistent with whatever truth humans discover. The truth of faith andthe truth of reason can never conflict logically.


  CONCLUSION


  It should now be clear how the Logos of God, the human logos, and the logos of the world fit together in one grand scheme that makespossible human knowledge of the world which God has created and therevelation of truth that God has communicated. Theories that deny thisGod-created interrelationship are not alternative theories of knowledge;they are theories that make knowledge impossible. There is no problemrelating any so-called human reason to God. Reason and logic havecosmic significance. Reason has an intrinsic relationship to God. Thelaw of noncontradiction is a law of being because the universe is thecreation of a rational God. The rational world (the creation) is knowable because it is the projection of a rational God who objectifies His eternal thoughts in the creation. The mind of God can be known bythe human logos because God has created us as creatures capable ofsuch knowledge.


  —————————————
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  Chapter 11


  Reason, Revelationand Language


  In the introduction I argued that the modern assault on the possibility of human knowledge about God has been grounded on theories about the nature of God, the nature of human knowledge, and thenature of language. To this point, I have responded almost exclusivelyto the first two points. In this context, it is possible to give only anoutline of my position on the nature of language. More complete statements of the theory can be found in Gordon Clark’s Religion, Reasonand Revelation1 and in Carl Henry’s God, Revelation and Authority.1 2


  Theories about language are by-products of more general world views. This is certainly true of the several naturalistic theories of language around; it is equally true of theism. The Christian is entitled todevelop a theory of language consistent with Christian presuppositons solong as that theory and its entailments do not conflict with the empiricaldata about language. One of the more important reasons why manycontemporary theologians have given up on language as an adequatecarrier of divinely revealed truth is their acceptance of presuppositionsthat are incompatible with a view of language that makes informationabout the transcendent possible.


  CONTEMPORARY ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT LANGUAGE The first of these assumptions is the belief that all language isincapable of expressing literal truth. An interesting fallacy is committedby many proponents of this position. First, they point to the undeniable fact that all language is symbolic. From this fact, they infer that nolanguage can be literally true. The specific error here goes by the nameof the fallacy of equivocation, an error committed whenever a key wordin an argument is used in two different senses. The word symbolic canmean either: (1) nonliteral or (2) that which serves as a symbol or representation for something else. It is undeniably (literally?) true that alllanguage is symbolic in the second sense. But if the word symbol is usedin the argument in question in this second sense, the conclusion doesnot follow. If “symbol״ is used in the first sense, the conclusion doesfollow but the argument is trivial. That is, it simply states: all language isnonliteral; therefore, no language can be literal.


  Language can serve a variety of functions. Many times, it is meant to be taken metaphorically or nonliterally. But the very possibility ofnonliteral uses of language requires that there are also uses of languagein which it is meant to be taken literally. If no language is capable ofexpressing literal truth, then, of course, it follows that even God cannotuse language to communicate literal truth. But those who appeal to thisargument conveniently ignore some of the fallout from their position.For example, if no language can be literally true, then it is also impossible for philosophers and theologians (including those who hold thisposition) to convey their thoughts in literally true propositions. Ironically, many of these writers act as if their sentences do convey literaltruth.


  The second alien presupposition is the claim that human language is derived from sensible human experience of the visible world. If thiswere true, it would be difficult to see how such a language could beadequate to express truth about a spiritual world and a transcendentbeing. Even if St. Paul, for example, had in some way received anintelligible revelation, how could he have communicated it to others?But before we get too excited about the supposed problem, we shouldlook more carefully at the theory that gives rise to it.


  As we saw in chapter 7, theories of knowledge may be either empiricist or rationalist. It is empiricism that gives rise to views oflanguage that cannot account for the possibility of communicationabout nonsensible reality. How might the differences betweenrationalism and empiricism as theories of knowledge give rise to com


  peting theories of language? One way to see this is to return to the model of the mind as a tabula rasa or blank tablet that was explained earlier. Ifthe empiricist is correct and the human mind at birth is like a blanktablet, then in principle every feature of human language should beexplicable in terms of what human beings acquire through their experiences of the world.


  A RATIONALIST VIEW


  The linguist Noam Chomsky is convinced that this cannot be done. He has received much attention for his rejection of empiricist andbehaviorist accounts of the origin of language. His own view stresses therelationship between language and thought. Language, in his view,does not grow out of human experience. Instead, he maintains, language is made possible by human thought. "As far as we know,״Chomsky writes, "human language is associated with a specific type ofmental organization, not simply a higher degree of intelligence.3״


  One helpful way to approach Chomsky's theory* is to imagine a box with two openings marked respectively "input״ and "output.״ Suppose that on a regular basis, far more leaves the box as output thanenters the box. The natural conclusion to draw is that the additionaloutput must result from what was already in the box to begin with.Chomsky believes the evidence clearly indicates that human languagecorresponds to his example of the box: far more comes out than evergoes in. Obviously, many features of a child's language are a directoutput that results from information fed into the "box." But the actualuse of language is far more complex than the accumulated total of inputexperience. Children learn the use of grammar very early in their lives.But their mastery of a grammar goes far beyond the sum total of thingsthey have heard or learned. Children are soon able to speak and writenew sentences unlike any they have heard or read. Thus, the actual useof language contains many characteristics that cannot be accounted foron the basis of stimulus and response.


  *It should be clearly understood that in the argument that follows, I am not tying the view of language I espouse to the theories of Chomsky. I simply refer to Chomsky’swell-known and highly respected views as one example of how a nonempiricist account oflanguage might be formulated and how that type of formulation would relate to theposition represented in this book.



  When a human being uses language, far more is put out than sense experience ever put in. Human beings use grammar creatively. We areable to use and comprehend sentences unlike any heard or used inprevious experience. In fact, most of the sentences we use and understandare new ones never encountered in prior experience. Chomsky believesthis feature of language is explained by our possession of unconscious,innate knowledge of the rules of language. Returning to the box model, ifoutput regularly exceeds input, the box must have contributed something. Chomsky concludes that the mind must contribute something tolanguage learning. Because any particular grammar is able to generate aninfinite number of new and different sentences, it must follow thatknowledge of a language is the complex result of an interaction of inputfrom one’s environment and an innate structure of the human mind.4


  Chomsky represents a rationalist approach to the theory of language; he stresses the primacy of mind and thought with respect to language building. The fundamental similarity of all human languages,Chomsky believes, suggests that the human brain contains an innatedisposition to build grammar. Human beings come into the world already equipped with an innate ability to acquire and use language andto construct grammar. The principles of language are not acquired; theyare present innately in every normal human mind at birth. Childrenutilize this innate knowledge when they learn the grammar of their ownlanguage. Language does not grow out of human experience. Instead,Chomsky maintains, language is made possible by human thought.


  THE EMPIRICIST APPROACH


  Basic to the empiricist approach to language is the belief that language like human knowledge arises from sense experience; languagegrows out of children’s imitation of their parents’ use of language.Since, on this view, words have their origin in sense experience, theoriginal referent for any word must be something physical. Even wordsthat denote relations are supposed to arise from an experience of spatialrelations. Not surprisingly, advocates of such a theory of language con-elude that human language cannot apply literally to things that arespiritual and nonspatial.


  But we should pause and reflect a bit. All theologians use words like soul and God to refer to things that are spiritual and nonspatial.How can words that supposedly have an original physical referent suddenly refer adequately to something spiritual? Is it possible that sometheologians have been too hasty in accepting an empiricist theory oflanguage? “If all words are primarily physical or sensuous, and if relations are basically spatial, either language cannot properly apply tospiritual and nonspatial subjects, or one must explain how the physicalmeaning can be changed into a spiritual meaning. How can sensoryexperience give rise to words for soul and God?”5 Carl Henry extendsthis critique:



  The prevalent contemporary theory that language originates in sense experience and represents a gradual evolutionarydevelopment of animal sounds is difficult to assess becauseits supposed stages have not been exhibited, and becausethere are striking differences between nonhuman utterances. Contrary to human language that communicates adescriptive content and changes from time to time and placeto place, the sounds of birds and beasts are instinctive andconstant, and can hardly be considered descriptive sentences. If words are primarily sensuous in their reference, asnaturalism contends, and are not to be considered signs of amental concept, nor to be correlated with intellection, thenit should be emphasized that such explanation is notverified by the empirical criteria that naturalism cherishes.6


  Karl Barth is an example of those theologians who regard human language as an unfit instrument to carry the truth of God. In his ChurchDogmatics, he wrote: “The pictures in which we view God, thethoughts in which we think Him, the words with which we can defineHim, are in themselves unfitted to this object and thus inappropriate to express and affirm the knowledge of Him.”7 This suspicion that wordsare generally unfit to carry anything as majestic as God’s revelation isone element of the contemporary rejection of propositional revelation.Words themselves should never be regarded as God’s revelation. Atmost, they can witness to the revelation; God may use words to “communicate” with human beings. But once again, the appearance of suchviews in a theologian who himself has written hundreds of thousands ofwords about God is more than a little ironic. Barth has told us thathuman language cannot be used to speak truly about God; God issimply too great for human language. What are we to make then of thethousands of sentences that Barth has written about God?


  James Packer has drawtn attention to several claims used by theologians like Barth to ground their scepticism about human language. (1) They assert that language is an inadequate instrument of humancommunication. But their view is obviously self-defeating. Consider thedilemma it raises for the person who holds this view. Either his own useof language is an exception to his claim or it is not. If his own languageis an exception, then some uses of language can be an adequate instrument of human communication, in which case claim (1) is false. But ifthe proponent’s own language is not an exception to his theory, his viewcan be safely ignored since on his own view he cannot possibly communicate that theory to us.


  A second claim Packer identifies is that made by the theological sceptic who thinks that no human language can communicate information about transcendent reality. Few of the theologians who assertclaim (2) practice what they preach. Any theologian who asserts (a) thathuman language cannot communicate information about the transcendent and (b) that God is transcendent is, of course, caught in a contradiction. The statement that God is transcendent is a communicationabout transcendent reality. Any advocate of claim (2) who wishes to beconsistent must become dumb and forfeit forever the right to say anything about God. This is an interesting prospect to contemplate.


  The third position that Packer finds in the thinking of those sceptical about religious language is the denial that the language of Scripture is a propositional revelation of divine truth. Since we have alreadydevoted two chapters to this unfortunate position, no further commentis needed except to note, with Packer, that the disjunction betweenpersonal and propositional revelation “makes God’s method of selfdisclosure analogous to the nonverbal communication of HarpoMarx.”8 As Packer continues:


  When leaders of theology thus decline to treat any of the statements of our thousand-plus-page, million-and-a-half word Bible as information from God to us and trumpetabroad that there can be no such thing as God-given information and that it is an intellectual mistake to look for any,it is no wonder if folk lose faith in the capacity of biblicalspeech to tell us facts about our Maker. Were we allclearheadedly logical, we should see ourselves as called bythis situation to choose between such modern theologians . . . and such older ones as Moses and the prophets,Jesus Christ, Peter, Paul, John, and the author of Hebrews.Seeing the issue that way we might resolve that, on thispoint at least, we should ditch the moderns.9


  What reasons are given to support the three claims just noted? Considering their significance, it is surprising to find hardly any. Modern theologians seem to regard these claims as self-evident, so that nosupport is really needed. That confidence is unwarranted. The truthseems to be that no support can be given.


  What theory of language do I offer in lieu of the basically empiricist position that grounds the prevailing scepticism toward language as a vehicle of divine revelation? My alternative view flows naturally frommy acceptance of a Logos epistemology: The omnipotent God hascreated human beings as rational creatures who possess innately thecapacity to think and to use language. Language is possible becausehumans, created in the image of God, possess innately a prioricategories of thought and the ability to use and understand language. AsCarl Henry explains,


  Since every mind is lighted by the Logos or Reason of God, thought stands behind language. . . . Man's ability to thinkand to speak [is] God-given for certain essentialpurposes—for receiving a verbal revelation, for approachingGod in prayer, and for conversing with other men aboutGod and spiritual realities. . . . The gift of human speechand language, in brief, presupposes the imago Dei, particularly rationality.10 11



  Humans can communicate only when they share the same ideas. “The situation,״ Gordon Clark says, “is somewhat like that of cryptographers who can break any cipher. The symbols are at first unknown;but because the ideas expressed are common, the message can be understood. If language had no thought behind it, as the behavioristsclaim, and if the symbols were just a random aggregate of marks, therewould be no cipher to break.11״ Therefore, the sufficiency of humanlanguage to communicate truth about a transcendent God rests on “thetheomorphism of created man, whom God made a language user, ableto receive God’s linguistic communication and to respond in kind.12״Basic to the Christian world view is the presupposition that thehuman being is a creature who carries the image of God. Essential tothis image is rationality, a rationality that reflects the rationality of God’sown mind. Human language is adequate as a vehicle for divine revelation and for human communication about God because it is a divinelygiven instrument. God can therefore reveal truth about Himselfthrough words. Thought exists behind language as its necessary condition. Communication is possible because the human creatures usinglanguage are enlightened by the divine Logos, are in possession ofcertain innate ideas.


  —————————————
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  Chapter 12


  Revelation and theBible


  Until recently, regardless of how much they may have disagreed on other points, Evangelicals have shared the common conviction thatGod had revealed truth about Himself in Holy Scripture. This traditional consensus about revelation no longer exists. The current disagreement among Evangelicals concerning the relationship betweenrevelation and the Bible is due, in part, to the presence of Hume’s Gapand Kant’s Wall in contemporary evangelical thought. In this finalchapter I will address this central issue directly.


  This task is hindered, however, by several obstacles. Many who, in personal conversation or classroom teaching, avow their opposition topropositional revelation have not expressed their doubts in print. Secondly, from the writings of those who have published their views, it isclear that they are rejecting a mere stereotype of propositional revelation. As caricatured by those who reject it, the doctrine of propositionalrevelation is an unrecognizable position held by no one that I know. Athird problem encountered in any attempt to explore contemporaryevangelical attitudes towards these issues is the extremely ambiguousway in which the opponents of propositional revelation formulate theirown alternative. And, finally, effective dialogue on these topics is impeded by the fact that few of the participants seem to recognize thecentrality of the Logos doctrine to the debate. The issues of the debatecould be set forth much more clearly if participants would clarify theirstance toward the Logos doctrine.


  This chapter will begin by noting a few examples of Evangelicals


  who appear to reject the doctrine of cognitive revelation. Because I am more concerned, however, about Evangelicals who stop short of such anextreme position and aver (confusedly, I think) some kind of cognitiverevelation, most of the chapter will focus on Evangelical DonaldBloesch. Author of the important two-volume work Essentials ofEvangelical Theology, Bloesch is representative of a group of Evangelicals who, because they reject the Logos doctrine and have no realconfidence in God’s ability to communicate propositional truth to thehuman mind, give an extremely fuzzy treatment of the relation betweenrevelation and the Bible. Since Bloesch has discussed the relation between revelation and Scripture in detail and since his position is similarto that of other Evangelicals who declare their opposition to propositional revelation, an examination of his view is a helpful way of understanding what many other Evangelicals have tried to say.


  DUTCH AND CANADIAN CALVINISM


  The most explicit renunciations of cognitive revelation by contemporary Evangelicals have come from people associated with The Institute for Christian Studies in Toronto. James Olthuis of ICS, forexample, has stated that the Bible is “not the Word of God period.”Olthuis views Scripture as only “redemptive concentrations of-theWord of God.”1 Arnold DeGraaff, another ICS professor, has writtenthat “you distort the Scriptures when you read them as a collection ofobjective statements about God and man, as truths in propositionalform, or a collection of moral lessons. They do not contain any rational, general theological statements about God and his creation,from which we can deduce some moral applications.”1 2 Still anotherICS professor, Hendrick Hart, insists that the Bible should not be reduced “to a set of truths, a collection of infallible propositions.”3 Inthe same book, Hart states that “the Bible is not the Word of God atall but is only an authoritatively inspired instance ... of God’sWord-revelation.”4 Hart’s comments continued an earlier attack on the view that Scripture is objective revelation in an article written for SolaFide. He maintained that


  the Bible is a collection of writings, of which we confess that they are so inspired by God that under the guidance ofhis Spirit they are to us a completely reliable, unified,trustworthy witness to his Word, an infallible revelation ofthat Word. These writings are not that Word, they reveal it.Because of this revelational character, this relation to theWord, this being relative to the Word, we may call theBible in an analogical sense, the Word of God. . . . TheBible is not to be identified with the Word of God. . . . TheWord of God ... is not a book at all.5


  It is difficult to see precisely how Hart’s separation of the Bible and the Word of God differs from the neo-orthodox position represented byEmil Brunner. The ICS view of the Bible has come under attack fromother Calvinists, especially faculty members at Westminster Theological Seminary.6


  The well-known Dutch theologian, G. C. Berkouwer, has also received considerable attention for what is perceived to be a vacillatingattitude toward the Scriptures.7 Gordon R. Lewis laments the extent towhich, in his later writings on Scripture, Berkouwer capitulates to Bar-thian emphases. According to Lewis, “in Berkouwer’s doctrine of special revelation, there is no objective scriptural content that is identifiedwith the Word of God. The Bible remains merely a time-bound humanwitness to Christ.”8 Henry Krabbendam reports on the growinginfluence of Barth on Berkouwer’s understanding of Scripture.


  Warfield and the early Berkouwer hold that Scripture is the Word of God in the sense that the human words as God-breathed are a divine product. As such they are true,trustworthy, infallible, inerrant, and authoritative in every pronouncement they make, in every subject matter theyaddress, and in every area in which they speak—as well asbeing fit to be the means of regeneration, justification, andsanctification. The later Berkouwer holds that Scripture isthe word of man in the same sense in which every otherhuman document is the word of man. At the same time, itis nevertheless in the act of faith proclaimed by the apostlesand confessed by the church as the God-breathed Word ofGod by virtue of its witness to Christ.9


  According to Krabbendam, the later Berkouwer (the Berkouwer who wrote Holy Scripture) is struck by the mystery “that God uses a falliblebook to convey a divine message. Berkouwer is forced to refer to this as amystery because the realm of revelation and faith is not continuous withthat of the written or spoken word.”10 11


  Some would question this evaluation by Lewis and Krabbendam. But Berkouwer’s ambiguity leaves the issue open. As Geoffrey Bromileysaid in his review of Berkouwer’s Holy Scripture, it would do Berkouwer“a serious injustice to say that he personally espouses a compromisingview [of Scripture]. The problem remains, however, that his presentation opens up unhappy possibilities that his many imprecise or ambivalent statements in no way exclude.”11


  DONALD BLOESCH


  From Dutch and Canadian Calvinism, we turn to the views of Donald Bloesch. Bloesch is an important evangelical resource. He hasalready produced a number of influential books in addition to his systematic theology, Essentials of Evangelical Theology. Much of whatBloesch says in his account of the Bible is sound. He is certainly correctwhen he urges Evangelicals to recognize the importance of attainingsome creedal identity:


  On the one hand, we have creedal churches that merely recite creeds handed down from tradition, and, on theother, there are creedless churches that languish in a doctrinal vacuum. . . . Our need is for a confessing churchthat will boldly confront a secularized world with the claimsof the Gospel. Confessions should not be straight-jackets;yet at the same time they should be more than just generalguides. An authentic confession, one that derives its inspiration from Scripture, is a norm for faith, though not anabsolute norm. It is a test as well as a testimony of faith, butit does not base the case for the faith on human formulationalone but on fidelity to a living Lord.12



  Bloesch is also correct in his insistence on the primacy of Scripture over religious experience and feelings.13 Holiness denominations that encourage or allow their followers to place their private visions, dreams,and feelings on a par with Scripture need to give more attention to thedangers resident in such a practice.


  Unfortunately, Bloesch’s overall doctrine of Scripture is a major disappointment. While Bloesch does not deny that revelation is, amongother things, a communication of truth, his system leaves no room forthe Logos doctrine and its teaching of a fundamental relationship between the human and divine minds that alone can ground the communication of divine truth. For Bloesch, the Bible is the Word of Godonly in an indirect sense. That is, the Bible is the Word of God onlywhen it is actually used by the Holy Spirit as an instrument of God’sspeaking. Bloesch refuses “to posit an absolute equation between theletter of the Bible and divine revelation.”14 Rather, he maintains, thewords of Scripture are a medium “by which we hear and know the livingWord.”15


  Bloesch realizes that, left unqualified, these words could mislead readers and suggest that he holds a view that is essentially the same asthat held by neo-orthodox thinkers like Emil Brunner. Consequently,Bloesch seeks to distinguish his position from neo-orthodoxy. He pointsout, for example, that, like the incarnate Christ, Scripture has both a human and a divine side. This he gives as a reason to refuse (as he does)to equate the words of the Bible and the Word of God. Liberals erred,he continues, when they ignored the divine side to Scripture and treatedit as a wholly human book, just as they tended to deny the deity of Jesus.But too often, conservatives err in the other direction by exalting thedivine side of Scripture and ignoring its human dimension. As Bloeschsees it, “the Bible is not partly the Word of God and partly the word ofman: it is in its entirety the very Word of God and the very word ofman.”16 Conservative Christians believe that Jesus is both fully humanand fully God, even though the doctrine of the two natures of Christraises some difficult questions. Since Evangelicals are used to wrestlingwith the difficulties that arise from their belief in the two natures ofChrist, they should not draw back from a belief in the dual nature ofScripture simply because that view raises a few problems of its own.


  But Bloesch ,s efforts do not persuade. His view of Scripture is defective not because he is more honest than other Evangelicals inacknowledging the human dimension of Scripture, but because somecontrol-beliefs borrowed from Barth continue to lurk in the shadows ofhis theory. Consider the following:


  Revelation is better spoken of as polydimensional rather than propositional in the strict sense, in that it connotes the event of God speaking as well as the truth of whatis spoken: this truth, moreover, takes various linguisticforms including the propositional. Objective intelligibletruth is revealed (though not exhaustively), but the formulation in the Bible is one step removed from this truth evenwhile standing in continuity with it. The truth of revelationcan be apprehended through the medium of the humanlanguage which attests it, but only by the action of theSpirit.17


  Except for the last sentence, I could have written this paragraph myself. Bloesch and I agree that revelation can communicate objectiveintelligible truth. No informed Christian should have any problem withthe qualification that the truth God reveals is never exhaustive. Butwhy, considering all the words Bloesch might have used, does he use the weak term attest? Why is he content to say only that the language ofScripture attests the truth of revelation? What prevents him fromselecting one of several stronger verbs and saying that the language ofScripture actually expresses God’s revelation? At the end of the paragraph Bloesch suggests that the language of Scripture only becomesrevelation when it is energized by the action of the Holy Spirit. In mydiscussion of revelation in chapter 4, I explicitly rejected an exclusivelystatic account of divine revelation and moved in the direction of adynamic view of revelation in which both the written word and the workof the Spirit are vital. But in my view, revealed truth is still revelationeven when no one is aware of it. (This is the point of my story of the lostletter that revealed the truth about the relationship between the motherand the lost son.) Bloesch apparently does not want to say this and,consequently, stays dangerously close to neo-orthodoxy. He seems tosay that when the words of Scripture are not accompanied by the workof the Holy Spirit, it is impossible for Scripture to be revelation: “Thetruth of revelation can be apprehended only by faith.”18


  Both Berkouwer and Bloesch maintain that Word and Spirit are inseparable. One of the problems in sorting out an adequate theory ofrevelation is clarifying what this claim means. It is comparatively easy torepeat this claim in a seminary classroom. But in the laboratory of life,it often appears as though Word and Spirit are separated. Many peoplehave read the Bible, understood its meaning, believed the statements tobe true and yet failed to receive the spiritual impact of the words.Bloesch’s position seems to entail the impossibility of a person’s beingan unregenerate inerrantist, that is, someone who accepts all Scriptureas divinely revealed truth who is at the same time devoid of saving faith.Has Bloesch never met someone like this: S0ren Kierkegaard certainlydid. Kierkegaard seems to have believed that most of the citizens of theDenmark of his day fell into this category. Even though they may havebeen baptized members of the Lutheran Church and knew the objectivetruth about Christianity and accepted the Bible as revealed truth, theywere not really Christians. My own youth was spent in a denominationvery much like the one Kierkegaard knew. But Bloesch apparently believes this common state of affairs is impossible. For him, the moment any person apprehends anything in the Bible as revealed truth, thatperson must also be a recipient of special grace.


  Does Bloesch really hold this view? In volume 2 of his systematic theology, he writes: “The Bible is the Word of God in all that it teaches,though this teaching is not immediately self-evident but must be unveiled by the Spirit.19״ Elsewhere in the same volume, he claims thatapart from special grace, an “outsider״ cannot understand one singleitem of revelation.20 These are strong statements which, when takenliterally, easily suggest counter-examples. Consider the first verse of theBible. Many people understand and believe the Genesis claim that Godis Creator of heaven and earth even though they have not experiencedthe new birth. A person does not have to become a Christian believer tounderstand and believe Genesis 1:1. As for Bloesch’s conviction that notruth in Scripture is immediately self-evident unless unveiled by theHoly Spirit, consider 2 Samuel 5:3-4: “So all the elders of Israel cameto the king at Hebron . . . and they anointed David king over Israel.David was thirty years old when he began to reign, and he reigned fortyyears. ״ The meaning of this text is patently self-evident: David was thirtyyears old when he became king and he ruled for forty years. In the lightof a passage like this, how are we to understand Bloesch s claim that theteaching of Scripture “is not immediately self-evident but must be unveiled by the Spirit״?


  A basic fault of Bloesch,s treatment of Scripture is his continual confusion of two different senses of truth. It is difficult to find any placein his discussion of revelation and the Bible where Bloesch concedesthat a particular statement in Scripture is true (and revelational) if it isnot also salvational. Clearly something happens to the truths of Scripture when the Holy Spirit uses them to convict of sin, righteousness,and judgment; something happens when an unregenerate mind is enlightened and an unregenerate heart opened to receive the truth of God.But does this mean that the passage was not true prior to this regeneration? Does this mean that biblical texts (like Genesis 1:1 and 2 Samuel5:3-4) that have no clear salvational relevance are not true or that theyare not revelation? Surely Bloesch does not intend to answer eitherquestion in the affirmative. But much that he writes suggests that nonsalvational Scripture is not revelation.


  Suppose we concede the common sense distinction between a truth and a saving truth. An example of a plain and simple truth mightbe the statement that David became king at the age of thirty. It isdifficult to see how this true statement could also become a saving truth.An example of a saving truth could presumably be a verse like Romans10:9 or John 3:16. It is relatively easy to see how such verses could, forsome people, be examples only of our first type of truth. For Romans10:9 or John 3:16, while true, can only become saving truths when theHoly Spirit applies the truth to the heart and life of the agent. Myproblem with Bloesch does not concern his treatment of verses like John3:16; it is what he does with the rest of the Bible that is troubling.


  What then is Bloesch's reaction to the claim that God can reveal truth in a nonsalvational sentence? Based upon everything he has written thus far, Bloesch appears to reject it. But the implications of thisrejection are rather far-reaching. For one thing, Bloesch’s positionsuggests that verses like “David became king at the age of thirty״ areeither not true or not ievelation. It seems likely that Bloesch wouldreject these entailments. But if so, some modifications of his doctrine ofrevelation seem in order. From the true premise that no one can have asaving understanding of the Bible apart from the redemptive work of theHoly Spirit, Bloesch draws the invalid conclusion that no one canunderstand anything revealed in Scripture apart from the redemptivework of the Holy Spirit. It is possible that the apparent confusions inBloesch,s account of revelation are a product of a tension in his system;this tension results from Bloesch’s desire to develop a view of Scripturethat avoids the errors of neo-orthodoxy while maintaining a fatal commitment to an epistemology according to which God cannot communicate truth to the human mind in human language.


  BLOESCH’S CRITIQUE OF OTHER VIEWS


  Based on Bloesch’s own positive statements, it is difficult to discover precisely what he thinks of the relationship between revelation and Scripture. Perhaps the picture will become more clear if we examine his criticism of those with whom he disagrees. He certainly does notwant his position confused with that of neo-orthodoxy. As he puts it, “inleft-wing neo-orthodoxy, revelation is dissolved in an existential encounter.” In other words, he is saying, do not confuse me with Tillich, Bultmann, or even Brunner. But on the. other hand, “in right-wingscholastic orthodoxy, revelation is frozen into a propositional for-mula.”21 Who does he have in mind here? From various references,“right-wing scholastic orthodoxy” seems to include the proponents ofpropositional revelation. But notice how he explains their view: “revelation is frozen into a propositional formula.” Does anyone today actually hold such a static view of revelation? Anything is possible, I suppose. But as I have attempted to show throughout this book, the positionBloesch describes is not that held by those, like myself, who advocatebelief in propositional revelation.


  Bloesch claims to be seeking a middle ground between two positions that serve as foils for his own: Brunner and the mystics on the one side and those he identifies as evangelical rationalists on the other.Bloesch rejects Brunner’s view because Brunner represents a totallydynamic view of revelation; while the evangelical rationalists are rejected for advancing a static view of revelation. Bloesch wants a theoryof revelation that mediates between the static and the dynamic, betweenthe objective and the subjective. But that is also a goal of this book.Where then do we differ? Bloesch and I certainly differ in our understanding of and our appraisal of evangelical rationalism. Bloesch represents it as holding a totally static view of divine revelation. I think hisaccount is a caricature. We also differ in our willingness to make accommodations to a dynamic view of revelation along Barthian lines.Perhaps some Evangelicals have overreacted to what they understand tobe an emphasis on the dynamic in some theories of revelation. But itappears that thinkers like Berkouwer and Bloesch have been so anxiousto correct what they have taken to be a static view of revelation (the deadletter of the Word), that they have overexaggerated the dynamic element. In spite of all that Berkouwer and Bloesch have said about Wordand Spirit being inseparable, they tend to exalt Spirit over Word; theyimply that the Word is nothing apart from the Spirit. Attaining theproper balance between objective and subjective, Word and Spirit, isthe problem. But that balance is hardly possible in the presence ofclaims that no biblical statement can be revealed truth in the absence of the saving work of the Holy Spirit.


  Bloesch’s basic error is simple: he confuses the difference between truth and the apprehension of truth. Imagine that some great andlearned teacher lectures to a group of college freshmen on some extremely technical subject. Suppose as well that that lecture is recordedon tape. Imagine also that no one in the class understands what theteacher says. Suppose finally that many years later some of those formerstudents return for a reunion and, by chance, listen anew to the tapedlecture that none of them understood when they were freshmen. Thistime the lecture is understood. Each of the listeners marvels at howbrilliant and clear the words now seem. How would Bloesch analyzethis situation if he were to apply his understanding of Scripture to it?Bloesch would have to say that because the teacher’s words were notunderstood during their first delivery, they were not true; by analogy toScripture, we might say they were not revelation. Only much later,when the very same words were understood did they become true. But,as I have suggested, this is to mistake an unprepared audience for anuntrue message. It confuses truth with apprehension of truth. It makesmuch more sense to recognize that the teacher’s words were true all thetime; they were true when delivered even though not understood; andthey were still true years later when the audience, now properly prepared, finally understood them.


  What is the sum of all this! So far, the effort by Evangelicals like Bloesch to develop a mediating view of Scripture and revelation is alosing proposition. It fails to go far enough. It falls at least one giant stepshort of what is required. And what is required is simply to rememberthat while there is nothing to be gained by withholding the property ofrevealed truth from the inscripturation of God’s Word in the Bible,there is a great deal to be lost. Bloesch and others seem to dismiss thisinsight. Without it, a balanced view of revelation becomes impossiblesince there is nothing left to balance.


  CONCLUSION


  My accounts of rationalism, the Logos, logic, and language fit together into one package. A blank mind (tabula rasa) cannot knowanything; human knowledge of anything depends upon an a priori posses


  sion of innate categories of thought. These categories are ours by virtue of having been created in God’s image, a fact that guarantees that thehuman structure of reasoning matches the divine reason. Reason subsists in the mind of God eternally. Reason also characterizes the humanmind. And reason is objectified in the world because of its relation tothe divine Logos. Language is a divinely-given gift to facilitate a communion between God and humans that is both personal and cognitive.Evangelicals have good reason therefore to protest the “needless relinquishment of cognitive knowledge of the spiritual world22״ that is such aprominent feature of contemporary theology. Any flight from reasonand of logic is a flight from reality. All who repudiate logic automatically cut themselves off from any possible knowledge of God and Hiscreation. The Word of God (that includes revealed information fromGod and of God) is not alien to the human mind. Neither the nature ofGod nor the nature of human knowledge and language preclude thepossibility of the human mind attaining cognitive knowledge of theWord of God.


  —————————————
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