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上帝的可知性THE KNOWABILITY OF GOD
(Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology, pp. 29-40.)
A. 上帝是不可知卻是可知的。 
God Incomprehensible but yet Knowable (pp. 29-30).
我們承認上帝是不可知的，卻是可知的
伯11：7，賽40：8；同時：約17：3，約壹5：20：人要得救，必須認識上帝

WE CONFESS: GOD IS INCOMPREHENSIBLE, YET KNOWABLE 

JOB 11:7, ISAIAH 40:8; YET JOHN 17:3, I JOHN 5:20: KNOWING GOD IS NECESSARY FOR SALVATION 

The Christian church confesses on the one hand that God is the Incomprehensible One, but also on the other hand, that He can be known and that knowledge of Him is an absolute requisite unto salvation.  It recognizes the force of Zophar’s question, “Canst thou by searching find out God?  Canst thou find out the Almighty unto perfection?” Job 11:7.  And it feels that it has no answer to the question of Isaiah, “To whom then will ye liken God?  Or what likeness will ye compare unto Him?” Isa. 40:8.  But at the same time it is also mindful of Jesus’ statement, “And this is life eternal, that they should know Thee, the only true God, and Him whom thou didst send, even Jesus Christ,” John 17:3.  It rejoices in the fact that “the Son of God is come, and hath given us an understanding, that we know Him that is true, and we are in Him that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ.”  I John 5:20.  The two ideas reflected in these passages were always held side by side in the Christian Church.  

早期教父沒有超越希臘哲學：上帝是絕對，沒有屬性的存在：無名，不受生，永恆，不能變
但是也相信：上帝藉『羅格斯』自我啓示；人可以認識上帝而得救

EARLY FATHERS DIDN’T ADVANCE BEYOND GREEK PHILOSOPHY: 

GOD IS ABSOLUTE, ATTRIBUTELESS EXISTENCE: NAMELESS, UNBEGOTTEN, ETERNAL, UNCHANGEABLE 

BUT GOD REVEALED HIMSELF IN LOGOS – MAN CAN KNOW GOD, BE SAVED 
The Early Church Fathers spoke of the invisible God as an unbegotten, nameless, eternal, incomprehensible, unchangeable Being.  They had advanced very little beyond the old Greek idea that the Divine Being is absolute attributeless existence.   At the same time they also confessed that God revealed Himself in the Logos, and can therefore be known unto salvation.  
亞流主義者：人的理性能完全理解（涵蓋）上帝

EUNOMIUS (ARIAN): GOD CAN BE PERFECTLY COMPREHENDED BY MAN’S INTELLECT 

In the fourth century Eunomius, an Arian, argued from the simplicity of God, that there is nothing in God that is not perfectly known and comprehended by the human intellect, but his view was rejected by all the recognized leaders of the Church.  
經院主義：上帝本質的存有（不可知）與上帝的屬性（可知）

SCHOLASTICS: GOD’S ESSENTIAL BEING (QUID) VS. GOD’S ATTRIBUTES (QUALIS); WE KNOW QUALIS 
The Scholastics distinguished between the quid and the qualis of God, and maintained that we do not know what God is in His essential Being, but can know something of His nature, of what He is to us, as  He reveals Himself in His divine attributes.  
宗教改革領袖：遵循經院主義； 例外：人不能用理性，不受外來幫助，真正認識上帝
REFORMERS FOLLOW SCHOLASTICS, BUT: MAN CAN’T REALLY KNOW GOD WITH UNAIDED REASON 

The same general ideas were expressed by the Reformers, though they did not agree with the Scholastics as to the possibility of acquiring real knowledge of God, by unaided human reason, from general revelation.  
路德：隱藏之上帝與啓示之上帝；啓示之上帝仍然隱藏（我們不能完全認識祂）
加爾文：上帝的本質是不可知的

LUTHER: HIDDEN GOD VS. REVEALED GOD; REVEALED GOD IS HIDDEN (WE CAN’T FULLY KNOW HIM)

CALVIN: GOD’S ESSENCE IS INCOMPREHENSIBLE 

Luther speaks repeatedly of God as the Deus Absconditus (hidden God), in distinction from Him as the Deus Revelatus (revealed God).  In some passages he even speaks of the revealed God as still a hidden God in view of the fact that we cannot fully know Him even through His special revelation.  To Calvin, God in the depths of His being is past finding out.  “His essence,” he says, “is incomprehensible; so that His divinity wholly escapes all human senses.”  

改教家：人能藉創造認識上帝，但：真正認識上帝，必須藉特殊啓示，加上聖靈的光照
REFORMERS: MAN CAN KNOW GOD THRU CREATION, BUT 

TRUE KNOWLEDGE ONLY THRU SPECIAL REVELATION WITH SPIRIT’S ILLUMINATION 

The Reformers do not deny that man can learn something of the nature of God from His creation, but maintain that he can acquire true knowledge of Him only from special revelation, under the illuminating influence of the Holy Spirit.  

臨在神學（受泛神論影響）：忽略或否認上帝的超越性
上帝與世界同一水平；沒有那麼不可知，卻仍然奧祕；
否認特殊啓示：人可以藉着臨在的上帝的外在彰顯來認識祂

IMMANENCE THEOLOGY (PANTHEISTIC) IGNORES/DENIES GOD’S TRANSCENDENCE 

GOD CONTINUOUS WITH WORLD, THUS LESS INCOMPREHENSIBLE, BUT STILL MYSTERIOUS 

NO SPECIAL REVELATION: KNOW GOD THRU OUTWARD MANIFESTATIONS OF IMMANENT GOD 
(*** 林注Notes by Ling) 

Under the influence of the pantheizing theology of immanence, inspired by Hegel and Schleiermacher, a change came about.  The transcendence of God is soft-pedaled, ignored, or explicitly denied.  God is brought down o the level of the world, is made continuous with it, and is therefore regarded as less incomprehensible, though still shrouded in mystery.  Special revelation in the sense of a direct communication of God to man is denied.  （Ling: Van Til would say: Special revelation in the sense of a direct, concrete communication of God to man in nature and history is denied.）  Sufficient knowledge of God can be obtained without it, since man can discover God for himself in the depths of his own being, in the material universe, and above all in Jesus Christ, since these are all but outward manifestations of the immanent God.  
巴特：不能藉自然，歷史認識上帝，只能藉特殊啓示，所謂『上帝的話』
BARTH: KNOW GOD ONLY IN SPECIAL REVELATION (SO-CALLED “WORD”), NOT IN NATURE/HISTORY
（***林注Notes by Ling ）
It is over against this trend in theology that Barth now raises his voice and points out that God is not to be found in nature, in history, or in human experience of any kind, but only in the special revelation that has reached us in the Bible.  (Ling: Special revelation that is the Word of God, which is contained in the Bible.)  In his strong statements respecting the hidden God he uses the language of Luther rather than Calvin.  (Ling: He uses the language of Schleiermacher and Kierkegaard.)  
改革宗神學：不可能透知（涵蓋，comprehend）上帝
人不可能正式給上帝定義 (define)，只能局部描述 (describe)上帝
不可能用邏輯定義上帝：上帝不在任何類別之下
可是：人能認識上帝：此知識足夠讓人實現上帝在他生命中的旨意
憑特殊啓示，藉着小孩子的信心，人能真正認識上帝 -> 敬虔（宗教）
真正的宗教：敬畏，敬虔，敬拜，事奉上帝：認識上帝是至高聖潔的上帝

REFORMED THEOLOGY: FINITE CANNOT COMPREHEND GOD (EXHAUSTIVE KNOWLEDGE)
MAN CAN’T PROPERLY DEFINE GOD, ONLY PARTIALLY DESCRIBE GOD 

LOGICAL DEFINITION IMPOSSIBLE: GOD NOT UNDER HIGHER GENUS
BUT MAN CAN KNOW GOD, ADEQUATE TO REALIZE GOD’S PURPOSE IN HIS LIFE  
(*** 林注Notes/Ling)
MAN CAN TRULY KNOW GOD THRU SPECIAL REVELATION + CHILD-LIKE FAITH -> RELIGION (GODLINESS)

RELIGION: FEAR, REVERENCE, WORSHIP, SERVICE OF GOD: TO KNOW THATGOD IS HIGH AND HOLY

Reformed theology holds that God can be known, but that it is impossible for man to have a knowledge of Him that is exhaustive and perfect in every way.  To have such a knowledge of God would be equivalent to comprehending Him, and this is entirely out of the question: “Finitum non posit capere infinitum.”  Furthermore, man cannot give a definition of God in the proper sense of the word, but only a partial description.  A logical definition is impossible, because God cannot be subsumed under some higher genus.  At the same time it is maintained that man can obtain a knowledge of God that is perfectly adequate for the realization of the divine purpose in the life of man.  (Ling: Frame would say: Knowledge of God is possible, which is covenant obedience.)  However, true knowledge of God can be acquired only from the divine self-revelation, and only by the man who accepts this with childlike faith.  Religion necessarily presupposes such a knowledge.  It is the most sacred relation between man and his God, a relation in which man is conscious of the absolute greatness and majesty of God as the supreme Being, and of his own utter insignificance and subjection to the High and Holy One.  And if this is true, it follows that religion presupposes the knowledge of God in man.  If man were left absolutely in the dark respecting the being o f God, it would be impossible for him to assume a religious attitude.  There could be no reverence, no piety, no fear of God, no worshipful service.  
B.  否認上帝的可知性的理論。
Denial of the Knowability of God (pp. 30-34).  
否認人能認識上帝的根據：人類五官，理性的『限制』（！）
人不能認識神明及任何超越自然現象的事物

Huxley用『不可知論者』：與古希臘哲學以來的懷疑主義論一致

不可知論者不等於是無神論者：他們不知道上帝是否存在
BASIS OF DENIAL: THE “LIMITS” OF HUMAN SENSES/MIND 

MAN CANNOT KNOW DIVINE THINGS, ANYTING BEYOND/BEHIND NATURAL PHENOMENA

HUXLEY: USES NAME “AGNOSTIC”: ~ SKEPTICS SINCE GREEK PHILOSOPHY 

AGNOSTICS ARE NOT ATHEISTS: DO NOT KNOW WHETHER GOD EXISTS OR NOT 
The possibility of knowing God has been denied on various grounds.  This denial is generally based on the supposed limits of the human faculty of cognition, though it has been presented in several different forms.  The fundamental position is that the human mind is incapable of knowing anything of that which lies beyond and behind natural phenomena, and is therefore necessarily ignorant of supersensible and divine things.  Huxley was the first to apply to those who assume this position, himself included, and the name “agnostics.”  They are entirely in line with the skeptics of former centuries and of Greek philosophy.  As a rule agnostics do not like to be branded as atheists, since they do not deny absolutely that there is a God, but declare that they do not know whether He exists or not, and even if He exists, are not certain that they have any true knowledge of Him, and in many cases even deny that they can have any real knowledge of Him.  
休謨：我們並不真正認識上帝的屬性；這些知識都是擬人化

我們稱上帝的屬性：符合上帝的事實嗎？不確定；預設：所有知識都基於經驗

康德：分析理性的限制；理性只認識現象，不能認識現象背後的『事物的本相』
因此，我們當然不可能理論上認識上帝
DAVID HUME: WE DON’T TRULY KNOW GOD’S ATTRIBUTES; ALL KNOWLEDGE = ANTHROPOMORPHISM

ATTRIBUTES WE ASCRIBE TO GOD – CORRESPOND TO REALITY OF GOD?  NOT SURE 

PRESUPPOSITION: ALL KNOWLEDGE IS BASED ON EXPERIENCE 

IMMANUEL KANT: ANALYZED LIMITS OF HUMAN REASON

REASON ONLY KNOWS PHENOMENA, CANNOT KNOW “THING IN ITSELF” BEHIND PHENOMENA 

THUS, WE CANNOT HAVE THEORETICAL KNOWLEDGE OF GOD 


Hume has been called the father of modern agnosticism.  He did not deny the existence of God, but asserted that we have no true knowledge of His attributes.  All our ideas of Him are, and can only be, anthropomorphic.    We cannot be sure that there is any reality corresponding to the attributes we ascribe to Him.  His agnosticism resulted from the general principle that all knowledge is based on experience.  It was especially Kant, however, who stimulated agnostic thought by his searching inquiry into the limits of the human understanding and reason.  He affirmed that the theoretical reason knows only phenomena and is necessarily ignorant of that which underlies these phenomena, - the thing in itself.  　From this it followed, of course, that it is impossible for us to have any theoretical knowledge of God.  
Lotze批判康德：我們認識現象時，同時認識現象背後的本質
Hamilton: 我們只能認識有條件與對外有相關的事物

我們不可能認識絕對與無限者：它完全對外沒有相關性（它不依靠任何相關性存在）

LOTZE VS. KANT: WHEN WE KNOW PHENOMENA, WE ALWAYS KNOW SUBSTANCE BEHIND THEM

HAMILTON (AGNOSTIC): MIND ONLY KNOWS THINGS CONDITIONED & IN RELATIONS 

WE CAN’T KNOW ABSOLUTE AND INFINITE: ENTIRELY UN-RELATED (EXISTS IN NO RELATIONS) 

(*** 林注Notes by Ling)
But Lotze already pointed out that phenomena, whether physical or mental, are always connected with some substance lying back of them, and that in knowing the phenomena we also know the underlying substance, of which they are manifestations.  (Ling: cf. Van Til’s nine forms of knowledge.)  The Scotch philosopher, Sir William Hamilton, while not in entire agreement with Kant, yet shared the intellectual agnosticism of the latter.  He asserts that the human mind knows only that which is conditioned and exists in various relations, and that, since the Absolute and Infinite is entirely unrelated, that is exists in no relations, we can obtain no knowledge of it.  
Hamilton, Mansel: 我們不可藉理性知道的，可以藉信心知道
可是：絕對者不一定沒有相關性而存在；它可以建立關係

我們只認識有關係的事物；這是真知識，不是虛假（相關）的知識
HAMILTON & MANSEL: THAT WHICH IS BEYOND KNOWLEDGE, WE CAN KNOW THROUGH FAITH 
BUT: ABSOLUTE DOESN’T NECESSARILY EXIST OUTSIDE OF RELATIONS, IT CAN ENTER INTO RELATIONS 

WE KNOW THINGS ONLY IN RELATIONS; SUCH KNOWLEDGE ISN’T UNREAL/RELATIVE 

But while he denies that the Infinite can be known by us, he does not deny its existence.  Says he, “Through faith we apprehend what is beyond our knowledge.”  His views were shared in substance by Mansel, and were popularized by him.  To him also it seemed utterly impossible to conceive of an infinite Being, though he also professed faith in its existence.  The reasoning of these two men did not carry conviction, since it was felt that the Absolute or Infinite does not necessarily exist outside of all relations, but can enter into various relations; and that the fact that we know things only in their relations does not mean that the knowledge so acquired is merely a relative or unreal knowledge.  
孔德：實證主義 (Positivism) ：人只能透過五官認識物質現象，和現象之間的關係，定律
理性的現象，直接的意識＝約化為物質現象

神學猜測（有神論，無神論）＝幼稚階段的思想，必須被駁斥
COMTE: MAN CAN KNOW ONLY PHYSICAL PHENOMENA THRU SENSES, + THEIR LAWS/RELATIONS  
MENTAL PHENOMENA, IMMEDIATE CONSCIOUSNESS = (reduced to) PHYSICAL PHENOMENA 

THEOLOGICAL SPECULATION (THEISM, ATHEISM) = THOUGHT IN INFANCY, TO BE CONDEMNED 


Comte, the father of Positivism, was also agnostic in religion.  According to him man can know nothing but physical phenomena and their laws.  His senses are the sources of all true thinking, and he can know nothing except the phenomena which they apprehend and the relations in which these stand to each other.  Mental phenomena can be reduced to material phenomena, and in science man cannot get beyond these.  Even the phenomena of immediate consciousness are excluded, and further, everything that lies behind the phenomena.   Theological speculation represents thought in its infancy.  No positive affirmation can be made respecting the existence of God, and therefore both theism and atheism stand condemned.  In later life Comte felt the need of some religion and introduced the so-called “religion of Humanity.”  

Spencer （現代科學的不可知論）：『不可知』的教義（宇宙中的絕對，為首，至終，上帝）
現象背後是有至終實存的，可是思想它必導致矛盾；至終實存是完全不可測度的
我們必須承認，至終權力是存在的（位格與否？不知道），可是不可建立有關它的觀念
然後孔德發展『不可知者』的正面內容（不一致！）

HERBERT SPENCER (modern scientific agnosticism): DOCTRINE OF THE UNKNOWABLE  
(THE ABSOLUTE, FIRST, ULTIMATE, “GOD” IN UNIVERSE) 

REALITY BEHIND PHENOMENA EXISTS, BUT REFLECTION ON IT -> CONTRADICTION; IT IS INSCRUTABLE

WE MUST ACCEPT: SOME ULTIMATE POWER EXISTS (personal?), CANNOT FORM CONCEPT OF IT

THEN COMTE DEVELOPS THE UNKNOWABLE’S POSITIVE CONTENT (INCONSISTENT!) 
(***林注Notes by Ling)
Even more than Comte, Herbert Spencer is recognized as the great exponent of modern scientific agnosticism.  He was influenced very much by Hamilton’s doctrine of the relativity of knowledge and by Mansel’s conception of the Absolute, and in the light of these worked out his doctrine of the Unknowable, which was his designation of whatever may be absolute, first or ultimate in the order of the universe, including God.  He proceeds on the assumption that there is some reality lying back of phenomena, but maintains that all reflection on it lands us in contradiction.  This ultimate reality is utterly inscrutable.  While we must accept the existence of some ultimate Power, either personal or impersonal, we can form no conception of it.  Inconsistently he devotes a great part of his First Principles to the development of the positive content of the Unknowable, as if it were well known indeed.  (Ling: cf. John Frame’s “non-Christian rationalism” and “non-Christian irrationalism.”)

受Spencer影響的不可知論者；二十世紀的人文主義 
SPENCER INFLUENCED HUXLEY, FISKE, CLIFFORD 

MODERN HUMANISM: HARRY ELMDER BARNES 

Other agnostics, who were influenced by him, are such men as Huxley, Fiske, and Clifford.  We meet with agnosticism also repeatedly in modern Humanism.  Harry Elmer Barnes says: “To the write it seems quite obvious that the agnostic position is the only one which can be supported by any scientifically-minded and critically-inclined person in the present state of knowledge.”  (Barnes, The Twilight of Christianity, p. 260.)  

Besides the forms indicated in the preceding the agnostic argument has assumed several others, of which the following are some of the most important.  

First: Man knows only by analogy.  We know only that which bears some analogy to our own nature or experience: “Similia similibus percipiuntur.”  But while it is true that we learn a great deal by analogy, we also learn by contrast.  In many cases the differences are the very things that arrest our attention.  The Scholastics spoke of the via negationis by which they in thought eliminated from God the imperfections of the creature.  Moreover, we should not forget that man is made in the image of God, and that there are important analogies between the divine nature and the nature of man.  
(Cf. Van Til on extrapolation and negation.) 

Second: Man really knows only what he can grasp in its entirety.  Briefly stated the position is that man cannot comprehend God, who is infinite, cannot have an exhaustive knowledge of Him, and therefore cannot know Him.  But this position proceeds on the unwarranted assumption that partial knowledge cannot be real knowledge, an assumption which would really invalidate all our knowledge, since it always falls far short of completeness.  Our knowledge of God, though not exhaustive, may yet be very real and perfectly adequate for our present needs.  
(Cf. Van Til’s critique of “activism” in The New Modernism.)  

Third: All predicates of God are negative and therefore furnish no real knowledge.  Hamilton says  that the Absolute and the Infinite can only be conceived as a negation of the thinkable; which really means that we can have no conception of them at all.  But though it is true that much of what we predicate to God is negative in form, this does not mean that it  may not at the same time convey some positive idea.  The aseity of God includes the positive idea of his self-existence and self-sufficiency.  Moreover, such ideas as love, spirituality, and holiness, are positive.  

(Cf. Frame on Van Til’s extrapolation and negation.)  

Fourth: All our knowledge is relative to the knowing subject.  It is said that we know the objects of knowledge, not as they are objectively, but only as they are related to our senses and faculties.  In the process of knowledge we distort and color them.  In a sense it is perfectly true that all our knowledge is subjectively conditioned, but the import of the assertion under consideration seems to be that, because we know things only through the mediation of our senses and faculties, we do not know them as they are.  But this is not true; in so far as we have any real knowledge of things, that knowledge corresponds to the objective reality.  The laws of perception and thought are not arbitrary, but correspond to the nature of things.  Without such correspondence, not only the knowledge of God, but all true knowledge would be utterly impossible.  
(Note by Ling: cf. Van Til’s “incomprehensibility of God”, i.e., his omniscience, as the basis of human knowledge; and Van Til on “analogical knowledge”.)  

KARL BARTH IS AGNOSTIC (ZERBE) 

Some are inclined to look upon the position of Barth as a species of agnosticism.  Zerbe says that practical agnosticism dominates Barth’s thinking and renders him a victim of the Kantian unknowableness of the Thing-in-Itself, and quotes him as follows; “Romans is a revelation of the unknown God; God comes to man, not man to God.  Even after the revelation man cannot know God, for He is always the unknown God.  In manifesting Himself to us He is farther away than ever before.  (Rbr. p. 53).”  [Zerbe, The Karl Barth Theology, p. 84.]  At the same time he finds Barth’s agnosticism, like that of Herbert Spencer, inconsistent.  Says he: “It was said of Herbert Spencer that he knew a great deal about the ‘Unknowable’; so of Barth, one wonders how he came to know so much of the ‘Unknown God.’”  [Zerbe, The Karl Barth Theology, p. 84.]  
DICKIE ON BARTH: STRONG AGNOSTICISM – 
GOD REVEALS SELF/WE KNOW HIM AS UNKNOWN GOD 
DICKIE: BARTH MEANS TO SAY: WE KNOW HIM AS INCOMPREHENSIBLE, NOT UNKNOWN!  

(Ling: Dickie一廂情願, not informed re. Barth’s existential method)

Dickie speaks in a similar vein: “In speaking of a transcendent God, Barth seems sometimes to be speaking of a God of Whom we can never know anything.” [Dickie, Revelation and Response, p. 187.]    He finds, however, that in this respect too there has been a change of emphasis in Barth.  While it is perfectly clear that Barth does not mean to be an agnostic, it cannot be denied that some of his statements can readily be interpreted as having an agnostic flavor.  He strongly stresses the fact that God is the hidden God, who cannot be known from nature, history, or experience, but only by His self-revelation in Christ, when it meets with the response of faith.  But even in this revelation God appears only as the hidden God.  God reveals Himself exactly as the hidden God, and through His revelation makes us more conscious of the distance which separates Him from man than we ever were before.  This can easily be interpreted to mean that we learn by revelation merely that God cannot be known, so that after all we are face to face with an unknown God.  But in view of all that Barth has written this is clearly not what he wants to say.  His assertion, that in the light of revelation we see God as the hidden God, does not exclude the idea that by revelation we also acquire a great deal of useful knowledge of God as He enters into relations with His people.  When He says that even in His revelation God still remains for us the unknown God, he really means, the incomprehensible God.  The revealing God is God in action.  By His revelation we learn to know Him in His operations, but acquire no real knowledge of His inner being.  The following passage in The Doctrine of the Word of God (p. 426), is rather illuminating: “On this freedom (freedom of God) rests the inconceivability of God, the inadequacy of all knowledge of the revealed God.  Even the three-in-oneness of God is revealed to us only in God’s operations.  Therefore the three-in-oneness of God is also inconceivable to us.  Hence, too, the inadequacy of all our knowledge of the three-in-oneness.  The conceivability with which it has appeared to us, primarily in Scripture, secondarily in the Church doctrine of the Trinity, is a creaturely conceivability.  To the conceivability in which God exists for Himself it is not only relative: it is absolutely separate from it.  Only upon the free grace of revelation does it depend that the former conceivability, in its absolute separation from its object, is yet not without truth.  In this sense the three-in-oneness of God, as we know it from the operation of God, is truth.”  

C.  Self-Revelation the Prerequisite of All Knowledge of God (pp. 34-39).

#1 – KUYPER: MAN STANDS ABOVE/UNDER OBJECT OF KNOWLEDGE?  
MAN REFLETS ON KNOWELDGE GIVEN BY REVELATION 

EVEN WITH OBJECTIVE REVELATION, REASON DOESN’T DISCOVER GOD; GOD DISCLOSES SELF TO FAITH 

1.  God Communicates Knowledge of Himself to Man. 

Kuyper calls attention to the fact that theology as the knowledge of God differs in an important point from all other knowledge.  In the study of all other sciences man places himself above the object of his investigation and actively elicits from it his knowledge by whatever method may seem most appropriate, but in theology he does not stand above but rather under the object of his knowledge.  In other words, man can know God only in so far as the latter actively makes Himself known.  God is first of all the subject communicating knowledge to man, and can only become an object of study for man in so far as the latter appropriates and reflects on the knowledge conveyed to him by revelation.  Without revelation man would never have been able to acquire any knowledge of God.  And even after God has revealed Himself objectively, it is not human reason that discovers God, but it is God who discloses Himself to the eye of faith.  
BUT W/SANCTIFIED REASON STUDYING GOD’S WORD, SPIRIT GUIDES MAN TO KNOW GOD MORE 
BARTH: ONLY WHEN GOD REVEALS, CAN MAN KNOW GOD; 

GOD IS ALWAYS SUBJECT, NEVER OBJECT – 

REVELATION ALWAYS SUBJECTIVE, NEVER -> OBJECTIVE E.G. SCRIPTURE 

REVELATION = GIVEN ONCE FOR ALL IN JESUS CHRIST, COMES TO MEN IN EXISTENTIAL MOMENT OF LIFE

BARTH’S DOCTRINE OF REVELATION = FOREIGN TO REFORMED THEOLOGY 

However, by the application of sanctified human reason to the study of God’s Word man can, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, gain an ever-increasing knowledge of God.  Barth also stresses the fact that man can know God only when God comes to him in an act of revelation.  He asserts that there is no way from man to God, but only from God to man, and says repeatedly that God is always the subject, and never an object.  Revelation is always something purely subjective, and can never turn into something objective like the written Word of Scripture, and as such become an object of study.  It is given once for all in Jesus Christ, and in Christ comes to men in the existential moment of their lives.  While there are elements of truth in what Barth says, his construction of the doctrine of revelation is foreign to Reformed theology.
GOD’S SELF-REVELATION NECESSARY FOR THEOLOGY 

GOD IS NOT PASSIVE IN REVELATION; GOD ACTS MAKES HIMSELF KNOWN 

REVELATION = NOT MAN’S DEEPENED INSIGHT, INCREASING DISCOVERY OF GOD 

REVELATION = GOD’S SUPERNATURAL, PURPOSEFUL ACT OF SELF-COMMUNICATION 

The position must be maintained, however, that theology would be utterly impossible without a self-revelation of God.  And when we speak of revelation, we use the term in the strict sense of the word.  It is not something in which God is passive, a mere “becoming manifest,” but something in which He is actively making Himself known.  It is not, as many moderns would have it, a deepened spiritual insight which leads to an ever-increasing discovery of God on the part of man: but a supernatural act of self-communication, a purposeful act on the part of the Living God.  There is nothing surprising in the fact that God can be known only if, and in so far as, He reveals Himself.  

SAME IS TRUE OF MAN, DESPITE PSYCHOLOGY 

In a measure this is also true of man.  Even after Psychology has  made a rather exhaustive study of man, Alexis Carrell is still able to write a very convincing book on Man the Unknown.  “For who among men,” says Paul, “knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of the man, which is in him?  Even so the things of God none knoweth, save the Spirit of God.”  I Cor. 2:11.  The Holy Spirit searcheth all things, even the deep things of God, and reveals them unto man.  God has made Himself known.  

ARCHETYPAL AND ECTYPAL KNOWLEDGE – ECTYPAL KN. IS TRUE, ACCURATE, COPY
Alongside of the archetypal knowledge of God, found in God Himself, there is also an ectypal knowledge of Him, given to man by revelation.  The latter is related to the former as a copy is to the original, and therefore does not possess the same measure of clearness and perfection.  All our knowledge of God is derived from His self-revelation in nature and in Scripture.  Consequently, our knowledge of God is on the one hand ectypal and analogical, but on the other hand also true and accurate, since it is a copy of the archetypal knowledge which God has of Himself.  
#2 – INNATE KNOWLEDGE, ACQUIRED KNOWLEDGE – ALL KNOWLEDGE IS ACQUIRED 

INNATE IDEAS – PLATO, CICERO; DESCARTES – IDEA OF GOD IS INNATE: 

MAN TENDS TO FORM IDEA OF GOD WHEN MIND MATURES  

THERE ARE IDEAS, OF WHICH IDEA OF GOD IS MOST PROMINENT 

LOCKE ATTACKS THIS DOCTRINE: GOES TO EXTREME OF PHILOSOPHICAL EMPIRICISM 

2. Innate and Acquired Knowledge of God (cognito insita and acquista).  A distinction is usually 

made between innate and acquired knowledge of God.  This is not a strictly logical distinction, because in the last analysis all human knowledge is acquired.  The doctrine of innate ideas is philosophical rather than theological.  The seeds of it are already found in Plato’s doctrine of ideas, while it occurs in Cicero’s De Natura Deorum in a more developed form.  In modern philosophy it was taught first of all by Descartes, who regarded the idea of God as innate.  He did not deem it necessary to consider this as innate in the sense that it was consciously present in the human mind from the start, but only in the sense that man has a natural tendency to form the idea when the mind reaches maturity.  The doctrine finally assumed the form that there are certain ideas, of which the idea of God is the most prominent, which are inborn and are therefore present in human consciousness from birth.  It was in this form that Locke rightly attacked the doctrine of innate ideas, though he went to another extreme in his philosophical empiricism.  

REFORMED REJECT “INNATE IDEAS” (rationalist); “INGRAFTED/IMPLANTED KNOWLEDGE” 
KNOWLEDGE OF GOD IS NECESSARY FROM MIND’S CONSTITUTION: ACQUIRED SPONTANEOUSLY THROUGH SEED OF RELIGION IMPLANTED AS CREATED IN GOD’S IMAGE
Reformed theology also rejected the doctrine in that particular form.  And while some of its 
representatives retained the name “innate ideasm” but gave it another connotation, others preferred to speak of a cognitio Dei insita (ingrafted or implanted knowledge of God).  On the one hand this cognitio Dei insita does not consist in any ideas or formed notions which are present in man at the time of his birth; but on the other hand it is more than a mere capacity which enables man to know God.  It denotes a knowledge that necessarily results from the constitution of the human mind, that is inborn only in the sense that it is acquired spontaneously, under the influence of the semen religionis implanted in man by his creation in the image of God, and that is not acquired by the laborious process of reasoning and argumentation.  
MAN ACQUIRES THIS KNOWLEDGE OF NECESSITY; NOT CONDITIONED BY MAN’S WILL  

ACQUIRED KNOWLEDGE IS NOT SPONTANEOUS; OBTAINED BY STUDY OF REVELATION 

It is a knowledge which man, constituted as he is, acquires of necessity, and as such is distinguished from all knowledge that is conditioned by the will of man.  Acquired knowledge, on the other hand, is obtained by the study of God’s revelation.  It does not arise spontaneously in the human mind, but results from the conscious and sustained pursuit of knowledge.  It can be acquired only by the wearisome process of perception and reflection, reasoning and argumentation.  

HEGEL’S IDEALISM, EVOLUTION: OVEREMPHASIZES INNATE KNOWLEDGE 

BARTH DENIES INNATE KNWOLEDGE 

Under the influence of the Hegelian Idealism and of the modern view of evolution the innate knowledge of God has been over-emphasized; Barth on the other hand denies the existence of any such knowledge.  
#3 – BIBLE SPEAKS OF GENERAL REVELATION & SPECIAL REVELATION 

GENERAL REVELATION: PSALM 19, ACTS 14, ROMANS 1 

3.  General and Special Revelation.  The Bible testifies to a twofold revelation of God: a 

revelation in nature round about us, in human consciousness, and in the providential government of the world; and a revelation embodied in the Bible as the Word of God.  It testifies to the former in such passages as the following: “The heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmament showeth His handiwork.  Day unto day uttereth speech, and night unto night showeth knowledge,” Ps. 19:1, 2.  “And yet He left not Himself without witness, in that He did good and gave you from heaven rains and fruitful seasons, filling your hearts with food and gladness,” Acts 14:17.  “Because that which is known of God is manifest in them; for God manifested it unto them.  For the invisible things of Him since the creation of the world are clearly seen, being perceived through the things that are made, even His everlasting power and divinity,” Rom. 1:19, 20.  

SPECIAL REVELATION 

Of the latter it gives abundant evidence in both the Old and New Testament.  “Yet Jehovah testified unto Israel, and unto Judah, by every prophet, and every seer, saying, Turn ye from your evil ways, and keep my commandment s and my statutes, according to all the law which I commanded your fathers, and which I sent to you by my servants the prophets,” I Kings 17:13.  “He hath made known His ways unto Moses, His doings unto the children of Israel,” Ps. 103:7.  “No man hath seen God at any time; the only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He hath declared Him,” John 1:18.  “God, having of old time spoken unto the fathers in the prophets by divers portions and in divers manners, hath at the end of these days spoken to us in His Son,” Heb. 1:2.
NATURAL & SUPERNATURAL REVELATION: 

DIFFERENT WAYS IN WHICH REVELATION IS COMMUNICATED; ALSO DIFFERENT SUBJECT-MATTER  


On the basis of these scriptural data it became customary to speak of natural and supernatural revelation.  The distinction thus applied to the idea of revelation is primarily a distinction based on the manner in which it is communicated to man; but in the course of history it has also been based in part on the nature of its subject-matter.  The mode of revelation is natural when it is communicated through nature, that is, through the visible creation with its ordinary laws and powers.  It is supernatural when it is communicated to man in a higher, supernatural manner, as when God speaks to him, either directly, or through supernaturally endowed messengers.  The substance of revelation was regarded as natural, if it could be acquired by human reason from the study of nature; and was considered to be supernatural when it could not be known from nature, nor by unaided human reason.  


MIDDLE AGES: REASON VS. REVELATION

PROTESTANTS: REAL REVELATION VS. VERBAL REVELATION 

BUT: ALL REVELATION IS SUPERNATURAL, IN ORIGIN AND CONTENT 

IMMEDIATE REVELATION & MEDIATE REVELATION (EWALD) 

Hence it became quite common in the Middle Ages to contrast reason and revelation.  In Protant theology natural revelation was often called a revelatio realis, and supernatural revelation a revelatio verbalis, because the former is embodied in things, and the latter in words.  In course of time, however, the distinction between natural and supernatural revelation was found to be rather ambiguous, since all revelation is supernatural in origin and, as a revelation of God, also in content. Ewald in his work on Revelation: Its Nature and Record [p. 5f.] speaks of the revelation in nature as immediate revelation, and of the revelation in Scripture, which he regards as the only one deserving the name “revelation” in the fullest sense, as mediate revelation.  

GENERAL REVELATION & SPECIAL REVELATION

A more common distinction, however, which gradually gained currency, is that of general and special revelation.  Dr. Warfield distinguishes the two as follows; “The one is addressed generally to all intelligent creatures, and is therefore accessible to all men; the other is addressed to a special class of sinners, to whom God would make know His salvation.  The one has in view to meet and supply the natural need of creatures for knowledge of their God; the other to rescue broken and deformed sinners from their sin and its consequences.”  [B.B. Warfield, Revelation and Inspiration, p. 6.]  General revelation is rooted in creation, to know God and thus enjoy communion with Him.  Special revelation is rooted in the redemptive plan of God, is addressed to man as sinner, can be properly understood and appropriated only by faith, and serves the purpose of securing the end for which man was created in spite of the disturbance wrought by sin.  In view of the eternal plan of redemption it should be said that this special revelation did not come in as an after-thought, but was in the mind of God from the very beginning.  
RELATIONSHIP OF GENERAL REVELATION TO SPECIAL REVELATION

SCHOLASTICISM: HUMAN REASON W/ NATURAL REVELATION CAN BUILD NATURAL THEOLOGY 


There was considerable difference of opinion respecting the relation of these two to each other.  According to Scholasticism natural revelation provided the necessary data for the construction of a scientific natural theology by human reason.  But while it enabled man to attain to a scientific knowledge of God as the ultimate cause of all things, it did not provide for the knowledge of the mysteries, such as the Trinity, the incarnation, and redemption.  This knowledge is supplied by special revelation.  It is a knowledge that is not rationally demonstrable but must be accepted by faith.

EARLY SCHOLASTICS: CREDO UT INTELLIGAM –
SPECIAL REVELATION TRUTHS = BY FAITH, THEN DEMONSTRAT THESE TRUTHS RATIONALLY

Some of the earlier Scholastics were guided by the slogan “Credo ut intelligam,” and, after accepting the truths of special revelation by faith, considered it necessary to raise faith to understanding by a rational demonstration of those truths, or at least to prove their rationality.  

AQUINAS: MYSTERIES CANNOT BE LOGICALLY DEMONSTRATED; 
GENERAL & SPECIAL REVELATION DON’T CONFLICT

A NATURAL THEOLOGY POSSIBLE BASED ON NATURAL REVELATION 

Thomas Aquinas, however, considered this impossible, except in so far as special revelation contained truths which also formed a part of natural revelation  In his opinion the mysteries, which formed the real contents of supernatural revelation, did not admit of any logical demonstration.  He held, however, that there could be no conflict between the truths of natural and those of supernatural revelation.  If there appears to be a conflict, there is something wrong with one’s philosophy.  The fact remains, however, that he recognized, besides the structure reared by faith on the basis of supernatural revelation, a system of scientific theology on the foundation of natural revelation.  In the former one assents to something because it is revealed, in the latter because it is perceived as true in the light of natural reason.  The logical demonstration, which is out of the question in the one, is the natural method of proof in the other.  
REFORMERS REJECTED SCHOLASTIC DUALISM

NATURAL THEOLOGY BASED ON NATURAL REVELATION = IMPOSSIBLE 

BECAUSE OF SIN, GENERAL REVELATION = DIM, ILLEGIBLE; ALSO MAN IS BLIND 

THEREFORE: GOD REPUBLISHED TRUTHS OF GENERAL REVELATION; 

AND CURED MAN’S BLINDNESS THROUGH REGENERATION, SANCTIFICATION, INCL. ILLUMINATION


The Reformers rejected the dualism of the Scholastics and aimed at a synthesis of God’s twofold revelation.  They did not believe in the ability of human reason to construct a scientific system of theology on the basis of natural revelation pure and simple.   Their view of the matter may be represented as follows: As a result of the entrance of sin into the world, the handwriting of God in nature is greatly obscured, and is in some of the most important matters rather dim and illegible.  (Note: Van Til would disagree.)  Moreover, man is stricken with spiritual blindness, and is thus deprived of the ability to read aright what God had originally plainly written in the works of creation.  In order to remedy the matter and to prevent the frustration of His purpose, God did two things.  In His supernatural revelation He republished the truths of natural revelation, cleared them of misconception, interpreted them with a view to the present needs of man, and thus incorporated them in His supernatural revelation of redemption.  And in addition to that He provided a cure for the spiritual blindness of man in the work of regeneration and sanctification, including spiritual illumination, and thus enabled man once more to obtain true knowledge of God, the knowledge that carries with it the assurance of eternal life. 
RATIONALISM: NATURAL REVELATION AT EXPENSE OF SUPERNATURAL REVELATION

MAN TRUSTS COMPLETELY IN HIS REASON FOR TRUE KNOWLEDGE


When the chill winds of Rationalism swept over Europe, natural revelation was exalted at the expense of supernatural revelation.  Man became intoxicated with a sense of his own ability and goodness, refused to listen and submit to the voice of authority that spoke to him in Scripture, and reposed complete trust in the ability of human reason to lead him out of the labyrinth of ignorance and error into the clear atmosphere of true knowledge.  

NATURAL REVELATION = SUFFICIENT, BUT SUPERNATURAL REVELATION SPEEDS UP UNDERSTANDING 

OR: SUPERNATURAL REVELATION NEEDS TO BE PROVEN BY REASON 

Some who maintained that natural revelation was quite sufficient to teach men all necessary truths, still admitted that they might learn them sooner with the aid of supernatural revelation.  Others denied that the authority of supernatural revelation was complete, until its contents had been demonstrated by reason.  

DEISM (CLIMAX): SUPERNATURAL REVELATION DOESN’T EXIST, IS NOT NEEDED, NOT POSSIBLE 

And finally Deism in some of its forms denied, not only the necessity, but also the possibility and reality of supernatural revelation.  

SCHLEIERMACHER: FROM OBJECTIVE REVELATION TO SUBJECTIVE RELIGION:

NO  DISTINCTION BETWEEN NATURAL RELIGION AND REVEALED RELIGION 

REVELATION = MAN’S DISCOVERY 

MODERN (LIBERAL) THEOLOGY: NO DISTINCTION BETWEEN REVELATION AND REASON 

THERE IS NO BODY OF REVEALED TRUTH ACCEPTED ON AUTHORITY, OPPOSED TO HUMAN REASON 

ALL TRUTH RESTS ON POWER TO APPEAL TO HUMAN MIND 

In Schleiermacher the emphasis shifts from the objective to the subjective, from revelation to religion, and that without any distinction between natural and revealed religion.  The term “revelation” is still retained, but is reserved as a designation of the deeper spiritual insight of man, an insight which does not come to him, however, without his own diligent search.  What is called revelation from one point of view, may be called human discovery from another.  This view has become quite characteristic of modern theology.  Says Knudson: “But this distinction between natural and revealed religion has now largely fallen into disuse.  The present tendency is to draw no sharp line of distinction between revelation and natural reason, but to look upon the highest insights of reason as themselves divine revelations.  In any case there is no fixed body of revealed truth, accepted on authority, that stands opposed to the truths of reason.  All truth to-day rests on its power to appeal to the human mind.”  [Knudson, The Doctrine of God, p. 173.]
BARTH STRONGLY DENOUNCED LIBERAL VIEW OF REVELATION; 

TO LEAD CHURCH FROM SUBJECTIVE RELIGION BACK TO OBJECTIVE REVELATION  

GOD DOES NOT REVEAL IN NATURE; GOD REVEALS DIRECTLY TO MAN, RECEIVED BY FAITH 


It is this view of revelation that is denounced in the strongest terms by Barth. He is particularly interested in the subject of revelation, and wants to lead the Church back from the subjective to the objective, from religion to revelation.  In the former he sees primarily man’s efforts to find God, and in the latter “God’s search for man” in Jesus Christ.  Barth does not recognize any revelation in nature.  Revelation never exists on any horizontal line, but always comes down perpendicularly from above.  Revelation is always God in action, God speaking, bringing something entirely new to man, something of which he could have no previous knowledge, and which becomes a real revelation only for him who accepts the object of revelation by a God-given faith.  
JESUS CHRIST IS GOD’S REVELATION – REVELATION IS ACT OF GRACE – THE RECONCILIATION 

GOD IS SOVEREIGN & FREE; REVELATION CAN NEVER BE IN OBJECTIVE FORM WITH LIMITAQTIONS 

BIBLE IS WORD OF GOD ONLY IN SECONDARY SENSE; IT IS WITNESS TO, TOKEN OF REVELATION 

BUT MAN RECOGNIZES REVELATION AS FROM ABOVE: RECOGNITION EFFECTED BY

 TESTIMONY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT 

Jesus Christ is the revelation of God, and only he who knows Jesus Christ knows anything about revelation at all.  Revelation is an act of grace, by which man becomes conscious of his sinful condition, but also of God’s free, unmerited, and forgiving condescension in Jesus Christ.  Barth even calls it the reconciliation.  Since God is always sovereign and free in His revelation, it can never assume a factually present, objective form with definite limitations, to which man can turn at any time for instruction.  Hence it is a mistake to regard the Bible as God’s revelation in any other than a secondary sense.  It is a witness to, and a token of, God’s revelation.  The same may be said, though in a subordinate sense, of the preaching of the gospel.  But through whatever mediation the word of God may come to man in the existential moment of his life, it is always recognized by man as a word directly spoken to him, and coming perpendicularly from above.  This recognition is effected by a special operation of the Holy Spirit, by what may be called an individual testimonium Spiritus Sancti.  
GOD’S REVELATION IN JESUS CHRSIT = ONCE FOR ALL, NOT IN HISTORY;

GOD CONTINUES TO SPEAK 

The revelation of God was given once for all in Jesus Christ: not in His historical appearance, but in the superhistorical in which the powers of the eternal world become evident, such as His incarnation and His death and resurrection.  And if His revelation is also continuous – as it is –, it is such only in the sense that God continues to speak to individual sinners, in the existential moment of their lives, through the revelation in Christ, mediated by the Bible and by preaching.  

WHAT WE HAVE: FLASHES OF REVELATION TO INDIVIDUALS 

BARTH DOUBTS WE CAN BUILD A DOCTRINE OF GOD 

MAN ONLY HAS KNOWLEDGE OF GOD THRU FALLIBLE TESTIMONIES;

NO INFALLIBLE REVELATION AVAILABLE TO MAN 

Thus we are left with mere flashes of revelation coming to individuals, of which only those individuals have absolute assurance; and fallible witnesses to, or tokens of, the revelation in Jesus Christ, – a rather precarious foundation for theology.  It is no wonder that Barth is in doubt as to the possibility of constructing a doctrine of God.  Mankind is not in possession of any infallible revelation of God, and of His unique revelation in Christ and its extension in the special revelation that come to certain men it has knowledge only through the testimony of fallible witnesses.  

