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JOHN FRAME: CORNELIUS VAN TIL'S VIEW OF
REVELATION

(John Frame, Cornelius Van Til: An Analysis of His Thought , Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R
Publishing, 1995, pp. 115-129. #fZ&(55E - )
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As we have seen, Van Til's doctrine of analogical knowledge can be summarized by
saying (1) that God's thoughts are distinct from man's, as Creator from creature, and (2)
that man is to think God's thoughts after him. ...... We must now explore the second.
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Think God's Thoughts After Him Means:
Thinking Must Submit to Revelation
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For Van Til, “thinking God’s thoughts after him” is first of all thinking according to
divine revelation. In this chapter, we shall discuss general and special revelation. In
the next chapters, we shall explore the implications of revelation for epistemology: the
roles of presuppositions, reason and logic, and theological systems.
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In the Reformed Tradition
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Van Til’s view of revelation is essentially that of Calvin and the Reformed tradition,
especially including Kuyper, Bavinck, and Warfield. There is “natural” or “general”
revelation in all of creation, including man, who is God’s image. This revelation
indicates God’s nature and his moral demands. (Rom. 1:18-20, 32) After man sinned,
the message of God’s grace was given in additional “special” revelation, communicated
through theophany (including the incarnation of the Son of God), prophecy, and miracle,
and eventually committed to writing in Scripture.  Scripture is God’s Word, infallible
and inerrant in its original manuscripts. (Van Til’s view of revelation is expounded in
greatest detail in IST, 62-158. See also CA, 23-37; CTK, 25-71; PDS; NS; IW)
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As Van Til relates these doctrines to his own epistemological and apologetic
concerns, however, new emphases and insights emerge.  In what follows, I will focus on
what | take to be Van Til’s distinctive contributions to the church’s thinking about
revelation.
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Van Til is known for the view that all apologetic witness must be based on
presuppositions drawn from Scripture, rather than on religiously neutral argument from
the facts of nature alone. Consequently, critics sometimes fault him for failing to do
justice to general revelation.
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Van Til on General Revelation: Necessary, Authoritative, Sufficient, Clear
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It is important, then, to realize that Van Til has a very strong doctrine of general
revelation. This is a major emphasis in his writings. He stresses that general
revelation, like Scripture, is “necessary, authoritative, sufficient and perspicuous” for its
distinctive purposes. (CA, 30-37; NS, 269-283) As we shall see, this revelation plays a
central role in his apologetic. It is because of that clear, authoritative general revelation
that the unbeliever “knows” God (Rom. 1:21); and it is that revealed knowledge which he
seeks to suppress. It is to that clear self-revelation of God to the unbeliever, known but
suppressed, that the apologist appeals.
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Such a strong doctrine of general revelation follows from Van Til’s Reformed view
of divine sovereignty. If all things come to pass by God’s sovereign decree, then all
things to some extent reveal that decree. Therefore, “All created reality is inherently
revelational of the nature and will of God.” (CA, 33) He explains:
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This God naturally has an all-comprehensive plan for the created universe. He has
planned all the relationships between all the aspects of created being. He has planned
the end from the beginning.  All created reality therefore actually displays this plan. It
is, in consequence, inherently rational. (CA, 34-35)
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Universe Revelational, Because Created For God’s Glory;
Arminians Deny Human Nature Is Revelational
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Note also, “If the whole universe was created to show forth the glory of God, as the
Scriptures constantly say that it was, then it could not do this unless it was a revelation of
God.” (IST, 64. Onp. 110... he reproaches Arminian theology because it does not see
human nature itself as revelational. Since human free will, on the Arminian
understanding, is independent of God’s plan, it cannot be a divine revelation, the image
of God. As such, general revelation is insufficient to leave man totally without excuse
for sin.)
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Redemptive (Special Revelation) Presupposes General Revelation;
Differentiation Key to History
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A strong doctrine of general revelation is also important because the doctrine of
redemptive revelation (special revelation, Scripture) presupposes it:

AR IREY B 2ABUNGEERIBRGHUZ BREUME  (covenantal) By > HiATEE LA
HARRORE Ry (V-2 - (ERESERE fifErTIE 7 HY#EFE  (the process of
differentiation) - E77 Bloa & AT ILAVERIRIFIER - £ NSRS P S PR AU T8
Zi% > BT E AR REUTRIN T BIEIANZ » (NS, 267-268. " 739, —=
(differentiation ) J245 7 BT~ ERAEME 52 TP 2 M e BEHA R A B s 1y TS ch o3 1 2
Y > BRI AR - 72 (EiERHEEY ) —FPasfdnvigE - )

Being from the outset covenantal in character, the natural revelation of God to man
was meant to serve as the playground for the process of differentiation that was to take
place in the course of time. The covenant made with Adam was conditional. There
would be additional revelation of God in nature after the action of man with respect to
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. (NS, 267-268. “Differentiation,” a concept
explained at length in CGG, refers to the gradual manifestation in history of the people of
God in distinction from the reprobate world.)
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That additional revelation was a revelation of wrath (Rom. 1:18), but “together with
God’s wrath, his grace is also manifest.” God’s common grace is manifested to Noah
through the sign of the rainbow. But beyond this, God proclaims saving grace in Christ.
That revelation comes through prophecy and miracle. Van Til explains: “The forces of
nature are always at the beck and call of the power of differentiation that works toward
redemption and reprobation. It is the idea of a supernatural-natural revelation that
comes to such eloquent expression in the Old Testament, and particularly in the Psalms.”
(NS, 268-269)
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Before And After Fall, Man Needs

Special Revelation ( Thought-Communicatoin)
To Understand General Revelation
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Van Til, therefore, insists that general and special revelation are integrated, rather
than sharply distinguished. “Even in paradise,” to use a common Van Tillian phrase,
man “could read nature aright only in connection with and in the light of supernatural
positive revelation.” (DF2, 106; cf. CTK, 29-3. IST, 68, 162, 189......) After the Fall,
that supernatural thought-communication, now a “special revelation,” became all the
more necessary, since fallen man naturally distorted the truth of general revelation (Rom.
1:18-32).
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At the same time, supernatural thought-communication also presupposes general
revelation and therefore cannot be understood without it. Natural revelation, therefore,



bears the four attributes traditionally ascribed to Scripture.  Like Scripture, natural
revelation is necessary, authoritative, sufficient, and perspicuous.

1 4 o s

1. Necessity of General Revelation
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General revelation is necessary, because “for the supernatural to appear as
supernatural the natural had to appear as really natural. ... There had to be regularity if
there was to be a genuine exception.” (NS, 269-270) And God’s commandments
concerning particulars of human life (Van Til speaks here of the commandment
concerning the tree of knowledge in Gen. 2:17) must, if they are to serve as “examples”
for our obedience in other areas, be exceptional.
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The relation between the natural and the supernatural applies both before and after
the Fall. But after the Fall, another distinction enters: “The natural must appear as in
need of redemption. ... The Biblical miracles of healing point to the regeneration of all
things.” (NS, 270-271.) So, it is necessary to have a world cursed by sin in order to
show by contrast the special plan of God’s redemption. That plan is shown both by
God’s saving deeds and by his saving words.
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General revelation is also authoritative. Evangelicals sometimes think naively that
Scripture has more authority than natural revelation. But that is not the teaching of
Scripture.  Although Scripture has a unique role to play in the organism of revelation, as
the only divinely authored written revelation, it is no more or less authoritative than



God’s word through nature, for both revelations, exceptional and ordinary, come from
God. So, Van Til says,
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The voice of authority as it came to man in this exceptional manner was to be but
illustrative of the fact that, in and through the things of nature, there spoke the self-same

voice of God’s command. ... Man’s scientific procedure was accordingly to be marked
by the attitude of obedience to God. (NS, 272-273)
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Even our sins are “revelational, that is, in their very abnormality.” (NS, 275)
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General revelation is sufficient for its historical purpose, which is, of course, to
provide a proper background for supernatural redemption and revelation. It is not
sufficient to communicate God’s saving promises of grace, but that was not its purpose.
(NS, 275-276)
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Finally, general revelation is perspicuous, or clear. Although God is
incomprehensible, and the world is cursed, nevertheless the world reveals God clearly
(Rom. 1:18-21). Although clear in itself, general revelation is not properly understood
by sinful man: “For any fact to be a fact at all, it must be a revelational fact. It is
accordingly no easier for sinners to accept God’s revelation in nature than to accept
God’s revelation in Scripture.” (NS, 280)
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To summarize, general and special revelation are equally necessary, authoritative,
sufficient, and perspicuous. The uniqueness of special revelation is not that it is more
authoritative (or more of the other attributes ) than natural revelation. Rather, special
revelation is unique because it is given for distinct purposes: (1) to guide our
interpretation of general revelation, (2) after the Fall, to correct our sinful distortions of
general revelation, and (3) to bring us God’s promise of salvation through Christ, a

message not available through general revelation.
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Van Til develops in An Introduction to Systematic Theology his ideas on the
integration of general and special revelation. Interestingly, at this point he resorts to a
threefold, rather than a twofold, distinction: instead of the traditional general-special
distinction, he refers to revelation from God, from nature, and from self. (This is
reminiscent of the first page of Calvin’s Institutes, in which he declares the inseparability
of our knowledge of self from our knowledge of God. Calvin says that each is involved in
the other, and he does not know which “comes first.”)
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Relating these to another triad, that of revelation about God, about nature, and about
self, he ends up with nine categories: revelation about nature from nature, self, and God;
revelation about self from the same three sources; and revelation about God from the
same three sources. (Perhaps somewhat tongue in check (but perhaps not), Van Til gives
to each relationship a technical title, in the manner of Kuyper’s Encyclopedia. For
example, revelation about nature from nature is physics, and revelation about nature from
self is psycho-physics. The whole chart is in IST, 64-65.)
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He argues that all three sources are involved in the knowledge of any object: but,
more important, he argues that each relationship must be understood from a
Christian-theistic perspective. (These insights of VVan Til’s are one major source (together
with others) of the “perspectivalism” expounded in my DKG — John Frame.) As we
understand revelation about nature from nature, for example, it is important that we
recognize that nature is created and governed by God; therefore, all facts are governed by
laws, and all laws are related to facts. (Cf. chapter 5 of this volume, “The Trinity,” in
which I describe the rationale for this proposition in Van Til’s doctrine of the Trinity.)
And both facts and laws are what they are because of God. Apart from his plan, they
could not exist in “fruitful relation” to one another.
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Van Til eschews both traditional empiricism and traditional apriorism: facts apart
from laws and vice versa are equally meaningless. Without God to relate the facts and
laws intelligibly to one another, knowledge is impossible. Thus we see that for Van Til,

the knowledge of God enters even into our consideration of “revelation about nature from
nature.” (IST, 65-66)
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“Revelation about nature from self” is also important, since we learn much about
nature by comparing it with ourselves. But to do this properly, we must have a biblical
concept of the self. (IST, 66-67.) “Revelation about nature from God,” therefore, is
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crucial. Itis God who tells us, both in natural and special revelation, that the world is
created and cursed. We may not, therefore, compartmentalize religion and science.
“Even in paradise,” God expected man to study nature in the light of his spoken word.
(IST, 67-68)
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Perspicuity of General Revelation After Fall
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In the next three chapters of An Introduction to Systematic Theology (7-9), Van Til
discusses the effects of the Fall upon God’s revelation about nature, man, and God. We
shall consider this material in Part Three, “The Ethics of Knowledge.” In general, the
revelation remains clear, although it reflects the curse on the earth, and although man
sinfully distorts the truth, he learns from it.
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Certainly, Van Til believed in sola Scriptura in the traditional Protestant sense: that
only Scripture serves as the supreme authority for human thought and life. We shall see
in the next chapter how Scripture was Van Til’s “presupposition.” Nevertheless, Van
Til did not hold a mechanical view of sola Scriptura, as if we could develop our
knowledge from Scripture alone, without any use of our own reason or senses. He
understood that in any instance of knowledge, there is simultaneous knowledge of God,
the world, and the self. We cannot know one thing without relating it to other things
and to ourselves. We cannot know God rightly unless we know him as Creator of the
world and as our own Creator-Redeemer. We cannot know Scripture without relating it
to ourselves and to the world of our experience. General and special revelation always
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work together, though certainly the latter must provide the ultimate criteria for
understanding the former.
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General Revelation and Special Revelation:
Forms One Whole, Mutual “Limiting Concepts”
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We should note especially that in this scheme, revelation from nature and revelation
from man are not isolated from revelation from God. Even revelation about nature from
nature must be understood in a scriptural way. Indeed, nature, man, and God must all be
understood in the light of one another. Even in “theology proper,” the “revelation about
God from God,” said Van Til, “we cannot artificially separate the knowledge of God that
man received or could receive by his reflection on man and the created universe in
general, and the knowledge of God that man received from God by direct
communication.” (IST, 67-68) Note also:
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What God did actually reveal directly, and what God revealed naturally to man,
together form one system of truth. God had one comprehensive plan with respect to the
universe inclusive of his natural and his supernatural revelation. It is of great
importance that the various aspects of revelation be regarded as implying one another.
They are limiting concepts of one another. (IST, 74)
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When Van Til says in the above quotation that natural and supernatural revelation
are “limiting concepts of one another,” I believe that he means that there is no purely
natural revelation or purely supernatural revelation without admixture of the other.
(“Limiting concept” is a term used by Immanuel Kant and later philosophers.
Mathematical infinity is a limiting concept, because although we can use the concept
meaningfully in calculations, there are no actually infinite quantities of objects in the
world. Limiting concepts are useful for analytic purposes, but they do not literally
represent something that exists. See chap. 13, “The Analogical System,” for more on
Van Til’s use of this concept.) The natural must be understood in the light of the
supernatural, and the supernatural must be understood against the “backdrop” of the
natural. Apart from these contexts, they do not actually function as revelation.

HAEETHHES  C (GIrRERER) - hEEmEENE - 5% © Doctrine of
the Knowledge of God ) fiE(E#I&fE R T A E#,  (perspectivalism) - FEZE
g0 NEPFTERIAE - SERRRIR B AV  BERMEFAATSRIRE R A A
Wk o /DT H T R o — SRR TR R AN - BRI B o B
RETREIEHEEEE O HEJTHMRE G2 AL - I - TE eV, '
ESTHIAIR - BT - SR FAEER LA 0 RNBEEEREE e -
FEEEE L BRI TEE TEC - AL ) EE=TH A (tiad) #Y
—{E*7 A (perspective) -

I have elsewhere described this sort of view as “perspectivalism.” (In DKG,
throughout.) That is, all human knowledge is simultaneous knowledge of self, world,
and God. Knowledge of one area cannot be adequate without knowledge of the other
two. One cannot know the self rightly without knowing God, and similarly with the other
relationships. Therefore, “self-knowledge” is really a knowledge of all three areas — self,
world, and God, with a focus or emphasis on the self.  Self-knowledge in this case
becomes a perspective on the entire triad.

BELFRFR NP FEAEER?
Do Distinguish the Two: Do We Need Theology?

T Z RTHBEES [ SCHUARES T SUZS R HYRERCAE - H A HERNIE B A HERIAN A
"OWEELE  EESPEEARE TINE . P - BRSO PRERE - BRERIIIK
FEe0% - SREAMES 2% > NiEMEE A S BV ERAY 77k > REEREE BAF 2
HIEROERG THg, RmEAy?  (IST,74)
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Van Til does say in the context of the last quotation that natural and supernatural
theology must nevertheless be “kept distinct.: The distinctness is a distinctness of
content: “If we keep them distinct at this place, it will help us when we come to the
question of what can, now that sin has entered the world, still be known of God by the

process of natural and rational theology, and what must be reserved for theology proper.”
(IST, 74)

AR E O e R M EAE T —(E s EVEE © BAMEEEIE L
HEVATEBLZAS - BURNHEERIE IR - NIL > BARURERPRBUNMENE B
FTATE » A& > SR IEHER AR ~ ER T —RERor - RIJEERESSIN—T - 3K
AL ORI A L3R - DU B ERERUR PV E RS & — 1% © TuZRH
BT EFEEURHVBRAE - FLERFRTARRCR Z FEHMHE A - HE -
ORISR T —h - #E = HMERE -

Here | believe Van Til is simply making the traditional distinction between natural
theology as communicating God’s nature and wrath, and revealed theology, as
communicating the gospel. Natural and special revelation, therefore, differ in content.
But to understand and to apply each one properly, we need the other. Van Til’s
perspectivalism must not be taken in a leveling way so that all God’s messages become
identical. Rather, it calls us to recognize both the integrity of each revelation and the
interdependence of all God’s revelations. For revelation is, after all, like creation, a
manifestation of the divine Trinity.
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Fr 7R T
SPECIAL REVELATION

FARfeT ¥ g TG cha s
Special Revelation Rules Over All Knowledge

SUZRH —EGARE > HIREME T RN — RS REM - 1l > 1B
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Z<‘<>> STOCHIIRRE o ATl MEAE T UR MRRBUNE i B T —RE © FFIRRUR
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Van Til’s threefold perspectival scheme appears in a series of chapters devoted to
the topic of general revelation. As we have seen, however, this scheme includes special
revelation within its purview. “Revelation by God about nature, man, and God” is a
category that certainly includes special, as well as general, revelation: indeed, all the
categories require interpretation in the light of Scripture. So we have already seen some
of what is most important in Van Til’s view of special revelation: that it must rule all
other aspects of human knowledge.

HEZRANIE SR M — DR R DA RS S UE R RO — Rl E( EE4E )
— b - AR MACE R E T AR, o

Nevertheless, Van Til does go on to give more focused attention to special
revelation, and particularly to Scripture. We must now give attention to that discussion.

FeFRECT S S L A
The Need for Special Revelation: Man’s Sin

RRBCRHT AN T A ER _EAE AlliE AR Aréa iy m R~ A (T8 X -
(IST,110.) #HREHHIE » HEEUNE 22 - BERFIL > 3H/AE Hlﬁlj
It o SERERERYRER - RPRBURHYRANMRE ARVIENE (A2 ARVATRYE - SEZRH
WL ) - AR LA R A E A BEAE B AR - 1SN > FPRBURE LR
0y > EEMIES BIEARYIMT - B EEURHYHi - (1ST, 111-112)

The necessity of special revelation “does not lie in any defect in the general
revelation that God gave to man when he created him.” (IST, 110) General revelation was,
and still is, fully adequate for its purpose. Rather, the need for special revelation is
found in man’s sin (not, Van Til emphasizes, in his finitude.) The message of grace is not
found in nature. In addition, special revelation is necessary to correct our sinful
distortion of general revelation. (IST, 111-112)
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HBARELT L P R UTEE S FE S TRA
Special Revelation: God’s Words, Deeds, Presence

FIRBURA & BFR B EHORHY Y - BERE EWEURERIIER - SEZEME (B
&) ERAVEEE ~ JeRITHS AHEN B —(EREAG © B ROEMERIERLE  BOEMEATES
s AR TR Ry o ((HEIE - 22 = CEURRR R ) SRty — (lal s - &
AR, pasilh R et - ) B—RRURAY 720 (mode) #THEL T 55/ NAE G 5 -
EREHEERR ARV (R Ry I _EAF HVSEEEAI(E Ry AR T AV BEER (_EAF (EAE AR
DR - (IST, 119) SREARUEIE(E Hrysas - (R 2EE R
T,z (IST,130) HMHIFEAEEZEHAVERZ - IWPIFTHREN > A
PRAE

Special revelation consists not only of inspired words, but also of revelatory deeds.
Van Til sees an organic relation in Scripture between theophany, prophecy, and miracle:
God’s saving presence, saving words, and saving deeds. (Cf. the categories “normative,”
“situational,” and “existential in my DKG — John Fame.) Each mode of revelation
presupposes the other two. God’s words interpret his deeds, and both “give significance
to God’s dwelling with man (theophany).” (IST, 119.) The emphasis on saving deeds
keep us from ““false intellectualism;” (IST, 130) our need is not a mere lack of
information, but a need for personal change.

" A EERR B R lE L _ERRIIE BB EESEE T, (IST, 131)
FEEREE - ERE E AR AT - RIS o AE A IRARRTA =
BORGEIENLT, BAFIA Al pEadas L P B —fT X — 2 e i Atk

(perspectival )  HYRH % -

“The words corroborate the deeds and the deeds corroborate the words.” (IST, 131)
And in the two, God himself comes to us to save us from our sin. We cannot know one
form of revelation without knowing all of them — another “perspectival” relationship.

(%)
SCRIPTURE

(Bg) e (BE) TR AFTLAR
Idea of Scripture, Message of Scripture: Inseparable

SO EERHE R E S e n B o T IRV R RS | R |
ffFER - (EEEK) HYELE  (ideaof Scripture) skigEfrjEd (EE4E) AVEITH | |
(JA, 8; 22 CTK, 31, 33, SUFMIEZERE] > [ (BER) F=E 1T (EEAK) N
A (EE AU AHERAHRC M (interdependence) < ) T 43FH | (separation) 7EfHIEEAE [
E—ERHVES  BEAYHERE TESEER ) (R GRASFEE SR B AR E -
W BN WA (L) fVEHEETRIE - Rt (L) MRt EZ BN
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IREVEROESEE » 26 > M AEEF (BE4R) fEam N EEEYIF HIE SRR -
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Speaking of Kuyper’s and Bavinck’s views of Scripture, Van Til remarks, “How
basic and how broad was their view! The idea of Scripture, they said, must never be
separated from its message.” (JA, 8; cf. CTK, 31, 33, where Van Til speaks of the
“interdependence of the idea of the fact and the content of Scripture.”)  “Separation” is
a tricky word in theology, and some have used this idea-message relationship to criticize
orthodox views of Scripture. For example, the claim is sometimes made that because
the message of Scripture deals with salvation, the idea of Scripture must limit inerrancy
to matters of salvation narrowly defined, thus allowing for errors when Scripture speaks
of other things. Van Til, however, comes to these questions with a different concept of
both the idea and the message of Scripture. The message of Scripture, for Van Til, is a
message of grace from a God who is absolutely sovereign and speaks with absolute
authority. If Scripture is this Word, then it must convey his ultimate authority and
therefore be inerrant in all matters. Van Til describes Warfield with approval as holding
that

EHEE R T (BRAE) MESRBUR ) AvEEEE T b B iBEAE BN
o EAEAREAES ABURE CRETHE > Hf nlsEfEfaHE AJH — AR R EE SRRy
AN —HIRHEE TR - EWEIE T PR ) IR E A - FEE S A A AR AV
EEE TR (IW,3.)

The classical doctrine of the infallible inspiration of Scripture was involved in the
doctrine of divine sovereignty. God could not be sovereign in his disposition of rational
human beings if he were not also sovereign in his revelation of himself to them. If God is
sovereign in the realm of being, he is surely also sovereign in the realm of knowledge.
(W, 3.)

HFEre (B AGaEcEEEN By — 2 (B) &afey—if -
U ERMIEEIERE T ERAVERHE - Mg SRR TSRy AR
BHREY SR Bt EEETE DA EENEM - & EHTE PR
HEE Ml AELEEENIEHEHER % -, (CK, 282 1 1W, 1)

We learn of this sovereign God from Scripture; this is part of its message. But
when we learn of such a God, we realize that “such a God must identify himself. Such a
God ... identifies all the facts of the universe. In identifying all the facts of the universe
he sets these facts in relation to one another.” (CK, 28. Cf. IW, 1)
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It - _ERFHIsS — Rt B CREEIERBOEE PS4 7 AN — a2 ERERY - (B
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Thus, a word of God, giving his own authoritative promise of redemption, must be
self-attesting.  Scripture, as that Word, needs no corroboration from any source outside
itself; and no such corroboration is possible, unless the other source is already subject to
the interpretation and evaluation of Scripture. (Cf. Van Til’s argument in RP, p. 37)

(BELE) HEBHAEH » AL B A EGHEIE M - Rt - JE
MRSl - SUZRE SIS LR T

If Scripture is self-attesting, then it bears the traditional attributes — necessity,
authority, perspicuity, and sufficiency — which Van Til expounds as follows:

EwBORT (BE) > BMEZNEAEEE Ny aEBEAEHEETNE
AT T NE G A ROEAIIE R, (IST, 133) - (Rt (E24E) /Ay - DAZY
ERrROEAVERRAESY © T (1) FEMURAE - (2) HEIMER - (3) R A {55 -

(4) 78 (B4 ) HmREErVEEM -, (IST,134)

God inspired Scripture as his written Word, because sinful man, if left on his own,
“would be sure to misinterpret” (IST, 133 ) the saving deeds of God. Thus, there was
the necessity for Scripture, so that God’s saving message “(1) might remain through the
ages, (2) might reach all mankind, (3) might be offered to men objectively, and (4) might
have the testimony of its truthfulness within itself.” (IST, 134)

(BEL) Wi AtER > RBEAEANE Bie ERVEERE - 224 %ﬁk*ﬁﬁﬁafﬁa
HE EVESHPRER - EAHvsho A @z By e — 2R WV ER > 5
MAENG LR ERE -

Scripture also has authority, because, of its very nature, it must challenge man’s
claim to autonomy. It must convey God’s claim to absolute authority — his lordship
over man.

(EREO VBT AR T ARSI A (L) ERYZR 2’ | -
(IST, 135) HEHVZENEGETREARRME (BE4L) Jrmds T3MA HAVEEE) & nl 24k
R EHANSERINE R T B & 0SB A AR B R 224K ) - 4 (IST,
135) & (BE&L) AV » SN aad (EE4E) AvRERL s (RRy - SR A TEVEE
PERCE T IERERVEEA (BEEE) | ZREREVEAY - N S AFERERGRLR T 8Eny
R

The perspicuity of Scripture means that there is no “necessity for human interpreters
to intervene between Scripture and those to whom Scripture comes.” (IST, 135)
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Teachers of the church may give us useful assistance in understanding Scripture, but
Roman Catholic theology is wrong to claim that “no ordinary member of the Church may
interpret Scripture for himself directly.” (IST, 135) To deny the clarity of Scripture is to
deny its authority, for if a human teaching authority is necessary for the proper use of
Scripture, then that human authority becomes the ultimate authority in the church.

RIS - NIRRT (48D > b - pioks (4K ) Hifir FISEATRER - %
2o (B BRI - SERER - FHECCEATEITERE (B HE M
TR BRI ER  (sectarianism) : AH{E (FBLL) AEMAE: » RITTR
EPSOEE (olericalism) AT (4K ) AYLTEYE - BRI RCEFRIE £ 26 ¢ S (2
4C) AOMBERME > RIRE AR E 2N - 5 (IST,136) Sed bMtes Ay fa s desst
i

Thus, no human opinion may be added to Scripture as an authority coordinate with
Scripture. In other words, Scripture has sufficiency. The Reformers, says Van Til,
thought of sufficiency “particularly in opposition to all manner of sectarianism, as they
thought of perspicuity chiefly in opposition to clericalism, as they thought of necessity in
opposition to rationalism, and as they thought of authority in opposition to autonomy.”
(IST, 136.) Characteristically, he adds:

ELEE A O EE - b > BEEEEN - (LK) MWHEEAYEREM
RIS > Nt D —6 - RPTE AL - FEAVEGSER « — e HE
FRERE - AT —(EeimE R AR HE S - (IST, 136)

All these matters overlap and are involved in one another, and it is well to see  that
they do. The four attributes of Scripture are equally important because, if ~ we did not
have them all, we would have none. The whole matter centers about an absolutely true
interpretation that came into a world full of false interpretation. (IST, 136)

strtige f fts £ Tad ) |
The four attributes, too, are “perspectives.”

BRIV ERGE - R (L) B LwHUES - B EwWIIEURZ
[EIRL T AARERANREERE o (IST,136) A AFREG{EE —#E LRI - A
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AT ZRE R ERE (BEEE) - CEA ARITEEGRERE - F2EAESE 10
B 5225 o ) UMY RME ) - f2 3k (RIS AYFIET > NEIEIRAE (B
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The overall argument here is that if Scripture is the self-attesting Word of God, there
must be “no admixture of human interpretation” standing between the believer and the
revelation. (IST, 136) It might be objected at this point that an “admixture of human
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interpretation” always does intervene in our study of Scripture, since, as Van Til
recognizes, we must use our own senses and reason in that process. Here, Van Til would
doubtless refer to his perspectival analysis of general and special revelation: in the work
of Bible interpretation, our reasons, senses, and methods must themselves be brought into
conformity to Scripture. (For the issue of circularity which arises here, see chaps. 10 and
22) The “admixture” to which Van Til objects, in my judgment, is not an admixture in
which human reason is governed by Scripture, but one in which that reason asserts its
own ultimacy and rebelliously distorts the truth.

A > B EEENRE (L) » AMuEREHE —LIRrERyR S ? 21y -
R (STEVTE (EE4R) B - SEZER () A50980E - AIFERFIEE
HECHIRETIAREERE (B24E) -~ (EE&) Al kEmERMZ £ AErR I MIFEER
IRk o (EEEL) LR ERRAIRE - BEERVES - RS2SR ER - ARE
BIFAMT5E HERATPRE -

Is there not some sinful distortion even in the believer’s study of Scripture? Yes.
But the goal of the believer’s study is to understand the teaching of the Word itself.
Although we use our own faculties to interpret Scripture, it always stands over against us,
challenging our sinful distortions. And to do that, Scripture itself must be God’s pure,
self-attesting Word, itself free from sinful distortion.

JUZRRHAEIEIE AE. Taylor YR am 1SR 18 & ¥ IEGA B R aC Y A
REGRIE T ERERIE AR - S RS2 R R By IR AT
REREEERHIEAE - 4 (IST, 139) A2 » BIAFGRE B OE T T EeRAYIhEE |
FTERV G

Van Til discusses this issue in dealing with A.E. Taylor, whose objections to the
orthodox view of Scripture amounts to this: “There can be no authority which is absolute,
if the one who receives the message of authority is, in any way, constructive in the
reception of it.” (IST, 139, | am not clear as to why the last three words are emphasized —
John Frame.) This objection assumes, however, that the interpretive activity of the human
mind is

L B DR Z NIRRT Ry - NG LUE RS B RoleRh - E 2R AT RE
B EFEANZ ERVEEHER  FRIE > AR OEEE S 2FELE - (IST, 139)

Something is independent of the interpretive activity of the divine mind. And if one
starts with such a false assumption it is but to be expected that one cannot think of the
absolute authority of God over man unless man’s mental activity is brought to a complete
standstill. (IST, 139)

A MRIBAEZWEMILES - EwalE NBUOER DA EBILN L
ZAh o WEEEERE - B ARLOESE T HCHE M - Bk Ly B4R R
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On a Christian basis, however, the human mind was not made to be independent of the
divine. I would paraphrase: the human mind does its best job of interpreting when it
denies its own autonomy and “thinks analogically.” If sin enters into the believer's
thought, it is sin that he and the Holy Spirit are overcoming.

(&) PR+
THE AUTOGRAPHA

HRAGREORM Y [ RERERAVESE ) T RE SR fYEE - it
FYILI5RE Ry (B4 (1ST, 140-145) - Jeth A Gl oA« (BEE) B2 (BF)
BORIMAL ) BEmse (thiREg) - (IST, 148-158)

I will not deal with Van Til’s rather traditional responses to the views of Scripture of
Roman Catholicism and “false mysticism,” (IST, 140-145) or with his scriptural
argument, also traditional, for plenary inspiration. (IST, 148-158)

AESUZEE (BE4L) A (autographa) HYEE - @IV A R -
AR SRR T R Ry T (BEAR) MR, (infallibility) 245 L7F ELFEEER
TRNEAR  MAREZIEE AR - HF2 APt BOESERE  BES KK
MF B8y (BELR) AR 7 (infallible) - (EE4¥) RARRAELLIAE -
FIE_ERRMT0 A SEZERA SO A > BT E R HER SOF EE R 7
AT By (BEEE) th R TROR EAT5E | (reasonably reliable) o iR ig T
B | 1Y AR 2

His discussion of the “autographa” is, however, of some interest to us. Traditional
Reformed theology has argued that the infallibility of Scripture pertains strictly, not to
every copy of Scripture, but to the autographs, the original manuscripts, which God
directly inspired. Many have objected that if that is true, our present copies of Scripture
are not infallible. And since the original manuscripts are lost, we have in fact no infallible
text, and our position is no different from that of liberalism. Are we not, then, left with a
Bible that is not infallible but only “reasonably reliable”?

SO — BRI KO 2 B ZRER B A [ FE -

To answer this objection, VVan Til employs the illustration of a bridge covered
somewhat by a flooding river:

HEKE FAVREAEE - HUERELTENK L MHEIGREERS - HE
AAAE T (EEE) T REASE,; (general trustworthiness ) » iR E T #EZERMIEAR 4
(infallible inspiration) | FEENEER @ " HMEE NG HRBEIVRA A =
5 N Bdtem o] IATED LR EROKERBE L - HERMIEKER » AFELE
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BIMERE AR - NI - (B2E) AVIERACE AR EEZ s tBoR - AR AR eSS
R GUSE ERERIERE Y E o RS - (BR4K) TRTEMIVEE N ELEE
MAEREE S R E 7 N ERRAEE - (IST, 153)

We can drive with comparative ease in water that is a few inches deep as long as we
have a solid bottom under the water. What the idea of general trustworthiness without
infallible inspiration does in effect is to say that it really makes no difference whether
there is a solid bottom under us, inasmuch as we have to drive through water in any case.
But we have seen that man needs absolutely authoritative interpretation. Hence, if the
autograph were not infallibly inspired, it would mean that at some point human
interpretation would stand above divine interpretation. It would mean that men were,
after all, not certain that the facts and the interpretations given to the facts in Scripture are
true. (IST, 153)

T (EBZ0:%:w) (A Christian Theory of Knowledge ) —&Eh » SR TS
EArry E Rk e (E R

In A Christian Theory of Knowledge, Van Til responds to the same issue by
appealing to divine sovereignty:

FRIE YRR SR B SRICERE SR T SRR SR
(reasonably reliable) J57AR] LIEH EarHsES - . IRy (BEEE) ZAMUEER >
A REfRHER AR ERHE S - B ER AR T EE AV S (identify
himself) o - FA{EEHRAY—L L ~ FFriateay i sell DR T 2y (22
48) o MEEZEY (L) - WRTERE B e B R B > ESEH B E

B o (CTK,28;cf. IW,44)

There would be no reasonably reliable method of identifying the Word of God in
human history unless human history itself is controlled by God. ...It is impossible to
attain the idea of such a God by speculation independently of Scripture. ... Such a God
must identify himself. ... Such a view of God and human history is both presupposed
by, and in turn presupposes, the idea of the infallible Bible. (CTK, 28; cf. IW, 44)

(EEZIEG) AR REREENE - ERAIF %R - M BEW
BtV 598 ¢ PRIE R RN ~ 22 G & MEEZSAEDT - 1 S ERUR
SR E R DARs NFfradade (B0 - BEESORLH) - &R0 FefmtA el e REdT_ERpdl
FERELSE © A HIRESRUE - EEEHEMEYIEIEE - 928 > 527 Bk
sting > WAL ERIE (L) TRy ERMAGFE - AR - (B) foy EwriEE s
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The passage in A Christian Theory of Knowledge is suggestive, but somewhat
obscure. The upshot of these two passages, however, is that unless the infallible
revelation has been given somewhere in space and time, and thus is accessible in
principle to human knowledge (e.g., by textual criticism), then we have no access to the
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pure Word of God. And without that, there can be no certainty about salvation, or, for
that matter, about anything else. Indeed, without such a Word, we would know that the
biblical God does not exist. For the biblical God is one, who does address us
authoritatively, that is the only way in which the Lord can address his servants.

It - B BB AEESE - WUSH B - B bW o sgARTEE T &
HAYA]5E ) BVEY) - 1 T B BYsE B

Therefore, if there is no such Word, there is no God. And if there is no God, there
is no such thing as “reasonable reliability.” Without God, all is chance, chaos.

(2) f W
THE SCOPE OF SCRIPTURE

WIH (—rERER) EpEEFE - A S R0EEERrs TEC » 36
& FEPATEERE A (intelligibility)  #ZAKEAH - #HAVEE— (L) —
TP ArERERE g AR - SErvEEE () NRUREERETH R
BEZR TAMREERER S, MHE AL ARER - (B&) Tim&EHE,  (speaks of
everything) - SEZREEfFRE -

If that God does exist, revealing himself by his infallible Word, then all meaning and
intelligibility in the universe is due to him.  And his Word, Scripture, is relevant to all
meaning in the universe. This means, contrary to “limited inerrantists” and others, that
the scope of Scripture is universal. It “speaks of everything.” Van Til explains:

HMEEA RS () Ein & 7 e ke ~ i1 FEY) 0 AR
Fr o (EEEE) HpgskiElfgtan b 7S o (B24E) A HRIMIRUR 7 EEAHH R
AT > IR B RS —L E7F ~ FHEEAMEAK - (BEEL) AHFTE
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(EE&%) PPrad " oREL M TERE ) HECE > BEEETTH —F0 - PIE T Y
FU55Rd - (DF2,8)

We do not mean that it speaks of football games, of atoms, etc., directly, but we do
mean that it speaks of everything either directly or indirectly. It tells us not only of the
Christ and his work but it also tells us who God is and whence the universe has come. It
gives us a philosophy of history as well as history. Moreover, the information on these
subjects is woven into an inextricable whole. It is only if you reject the Bible as the
Word of God that you can separate its so-called religious and moral instruction from what
it says, e.g., about the physical universe. (DF2, 8)

(BE&L)  TZirAEFMmEAT > AA—EE > (HEHETH TRrANEE - &L
IR EAC#ER: - (DF2,107; 28 CA, 23-29)
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The Bible “stands before us as the light in terms of which all the facts of the created
universe must be interpreted.” (DF2, 107; cf. CA, 23-29)

EAIFRAHTR T - RSB E O (BLE) EAENEE - ElE
e (BE4L) HUEE HPRPRAERIRTEE [ oRBRAE ) - SEREEE TS G R
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AN IEMERR RN - FefIgii e &1E LA AVEEREA - B E—(E)2 A HEEMRHEHTE N |
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As | indicated at the beginning of this section, many theologians tried to show, based
on the nature of Scripture’s message, that the scope of Scripture is limited to certain areas
of narrowly religious concern. VVan Til has done the church a great service here: he has
rethought the nature of Scripture’s message and has concluded, rightly, that when that
message is properly understood, it will require us to find in God's Word a message of
unlimited scope, together with ultimate authority.
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Thus Van Til unleashes the great vision of Kuyper, to bring all areas of human life
under the sway of Christ. (See | Cor. 10:31; 2 Cor. 10:5) Scripture does, after all, talk
about psychology, logic, mathematics, history, science, art, philosophy, politics,
economics, etc., as well as the narrowly theological disciplines. Many of Kuyper's
followers have unfortunately argued that Scripture has a narrow scope and that our desire
to reform society must therefore largely ignore the teachings of the Bible, although
Scripture may motivate us in a useful direction. Van Til, on the contrary, opens up the
great power of Scripture, not only to regenerate people, but also to instruct them for
social and cultural change.
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This does not mean that VVan Til is a narrow Biblicist. We have seen that for Van
Til, revelation is an organism that special and general revelation must be taken together.
Van Til, as we have seen, does not believe that the presence of human interpretation
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relativizes the authority of the Word of God. Rather, God calls us to apply our best gifts
toward applying his Word to all matters, and he promises that such efforts, humbly
subject to that very Word we seek to apply, will be fruitful.



