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[159] In studying the relation between faith and theology, we need to frame
the question properly. It should not be: what is the minimum of truths a per-
son must know and hold as true to be saved? Leave that question to Rome,
and let Catholic theology decide whether to thar end two or four articles are
needed, Admittedly, Protestant theology, in the theory of “fundamental arti-
cles,” has given the impression of wanting to take thar road. Bat it ended with
the acknowledgment that it did not know the magnitude of God’s mercy and
therefore could not measure the amount of knowledge that is necessatily in-

31, Council of Tren, session VI, canon 12.

32. Bellarmine, “De justif,” Controversiss, 1, 8.

33. Cf Denzinger, Vier Brcker, I, 277#.; Heinrich, Dogmatik, 11, 658; Tansen, Prael Theol, 1,
449 Lammenais, Eoai supr Findifference, 1, 6, 7; 34,

34. E Spankeim, Opers, 111, 13084 .

35. G. Voetius, Select. Disp,, II, 537, 781; B Spanheim, Opers, T11, 1291; H, Witsius, Exereitaz Sac-
tae in Symb., 11, §2 and $15: Hoornbeek, Conf” Secin., 1, 209,

36. Cf, e.g,, Bruining in various publications: “De Theologie in den Kring der Wetenschapper,” D¢
Gids (June 1884); idem, Moderne Mystiek {Leiden: Van Doesburgh, 1885); idem, Het Bestaan van God
(Leiden: S.C. van Doesburgh, 1892); idem, “De Moderne Richting en de Dogmatick,” Theologische
Tijdschrifi 28 (November 1894). C. P Tiele, Elements of The Science of Religion, 2 vols. (Edinburgh &
London: Wiliiam Blackwood and Sens, 1897), 1, 152, 156-57; 11, 21-22, 25f
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614 FAITH (PRINCIPIUM INTERNLU M)

herent in a sincere faith. In addition, betwe:en the theor_y of “1‘mph.c1t-fa1-th”
and that of the “fundamental articles” therf: is, for all their seeming Slmﬂan.ty’
an important difference. On the Catholic side, that theory was developed with
2 view to the simple laicy, the “donkey” of Job 1:14. But in th.e theologﬁ of the
Reformation, it sprang from the fact that a number of different chuarches
emerged side by side with confessions that diverged from ea'lch other on many
points. For that theology, therefore, the focus was the.: question concerning the
essence of Christianity. Faith, on the part of Rome, is assent €0 an a?SErFment
of revealed truths, which can be counted, article by zfrtlcle, and whic m‘the
course of time increased in number. Faith on the side of the Reformartion,
however, is special (fides specialis) with p‘a'mcular ceqtral object: the grace of
God in Christ. Here an arithmetic addition of ar_tlcles, the knowledge of
which and the assent to which is necessary f(_)r salvat_lon, was ho long_er an op-
tion. Faith is a personal refation to Christ; it is organic and has put aside .Cgl_lan—
dtative addition. Rome, therefore, had to determine a minimum without
which there could not be salvation. On the side of the Reformathn, faith LE
trust in the grace of God and hence no longer calculable. Every believer, bo.
in the OT and the NT, in principle possesses the same know_ledge, which in
theology is developed both in breadth and in depth. From thi:.; vantage point
also the relation between faith and theology can be further elucidated.

First of all, there is strong rescmblance between the two. They have in (;01;11-
mon the principle, the Word of God; the obj?ct, the knc?wledge (t)}f1 Gt(: ;L ?
goal, the glory of God. Also theology as a science functions on the asi S
faith. The role assigned in the other sciences to observation is here assume thy
faith. Faith supplies to theology the “stuff” of choughe. In secular scmgﬁcﬁ : z
watchword is: sense perception precedes unde_rstandmg; there is no m?ih
understanding that was not first in the senses; in theology the slogan is: %irst
precedes understanding; there is nothing in und-erstanclmg that v\;gscnot .
present in faith.” Leibnitz therefore compared fglth to experience.” Concep :
without visual content are empty, said Kant; similatly, theo.logy- has no conte_[;t
apart from and through faith. The moment it abamflons fath, it ceases tf(‘)fe?(tlh
as theology. Not does it ever by thinking leave behm'd the viewpoint o [?;1 th
Though in all sorts of ways this has been attempyed, it has been mlvam-‘n o
is the beginning as well as the end of theology; it never becomes m:infvl ight
the strict sense, Le., knowing on the basis of personal observation and 1ns gn .
But this is not to deprive theology of its fref-:clom. Faith slrnply. posusd ?i) .
tmaintains the relation that ought to exist in his area between subjeclf1 an >
ject. It situates the theologian under and in the truth that he or she gs Eﬁ o
amine, not outside and over against and above that truth._It on!y bncll $ eins
ogy to its own object in no other way than every other science is aI; Iel'm‘lust
bound to observation and by it exists in relation to its object. Theology 15 ]

; L
37. R Rothe, Thealogische Frbik, 2d rev. ed., 5 vols. (Wittenberg: Zimmerman, 1867-71), §267

180. ] '
38. *Leibnitz, Discourse on the Conformity of Fuith with Reason, chap. 1.
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as free and just as dependent as every other science. It is free from all bonds
that militate against its nature but is totally defined by the object it seeks to
understand and has this characteristic in common with all the sciences. The
more rigorously it binds itself to its object, the less it runs the risk of degener-
ating into arid scholasticism and empty rheroric. By faith theology remains a
science of religton, a “theology of facts,” which does not think about concepts
but about things and does not lose itself in ethereal abstractions but has both
feet firmly planted in that world of realities that Secripture reveals to us.?”’
On the other hand, however, there is a notable difference between faith
and theology, not in essence but in degree, Theology remains a science of
faith, not only because it lives from the same principle from which faith
draws its contents, bur also because as a science it retains the same religious
character that belongs to the knowledge of faith. “A theology of the unregen-
erate” is possible in the same sense as a “historical faith,” but it corresponds
equally as little or as much to true theology as “historical faith” does to “sav-
ing faith.” But since saving faith includes true knowledge, theology can
deepen and expand the latter by ongoing intentional investigation.* In an
earlier age the two of them could be easily interchanged, because theology
and dogmatics plus ethics were virtually synonymous. But today theology
has become the name for a whole cycle of disciplines. The distinction there-
fore now leaps out at anyone considering the topic. Nowadays theology en-
compasses a multitude of sciences, which a simple believer does not even
know by name. Still, even if theology were understood in the old sense, the
distinction would remain substantial. In every area there is a difference be-
tween ordinary, everyday, empirical knowing and true, advanced, scientific
knowledge. Every human has some empirical knowledge of the sun, moon,
and stars, but this knowledge is a million miles removed from the scientific
knowledge of the astronomer. The former only knows the facts (facta); the
latter the reasons (rationes). The scientist does not spurn ordinary empirical
knowledge; he or she does not overthrow natural certainty; yet he or she has
the calling to clarify, to expand, and if necessary to correct and improve that
ordinary knowledge. Nor is this different in theology. Faith pauses to con-
sider the facts; theology, on the other hand, attempts to get down to the
idea. Faith is content with the #at; theology inquires into the why and the
how. Faith is always personal; it always relates the object to persons them-
selves and is directly interested in the religious contenc of the dogmas. The-
ology, on the pther hand, in a sense “objectivizes” the object; it attempts to
39. Vilimar, Die Theologie der Thatsachen wider die Theologie der Rhetorik, 4th ed. (Giltersloh: C. Ber-
telsmann, 1876).

40, This fundamentally answers the question that Dr. Riemens raises concerning the distinction and
connection between religious and theorerical knowing: “Principia in de Dogmatiek,” Theologische Studién
21 (1903): 383f; idem, “Intellectueele.en Intuitieve Kennis,” Theologische Seudién 22 (1904): 137-61;
see also above, 40-43; *W. Brand:, “Kenvermogen, Goddelijke Geesten Kennis in hee NUT.,” Zeplers The-
olpgische Tijdschrift, I, 37711 .
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see the truth as it objectively exists in itself. Tt explores its unity and inner
coherence and seeks to artive at a system. Faith focuses directly on the cen-

tral object; theology expands its horizon to the entire circumference. Bur,
they cannot do without each other. Faith

however divetse the two may be,
preserves theology from secularizaton; theology preserves faith from separat-

ism. For that reason the church and the school (seminary, department of
theology and religion), though two entities, ought to be in solidarity with
cach other. This arrangement, it must be said, in no way detracts from the
freedom and independence of theology. Fvery college or university depart-
meat does scientific work, not only for its own sake, but also for the purpose
of training students for various positions in society. Fvery science, actually,
has to take account of the demands of life. Similarly, theology does not oc-
cupy a position high above real life but is situated in its midst, in the life of
the Christian community. The distorted relation that everywhere exists to-
day between the church and theology is a disaster for both.

REASON SERVING FAITH

If theology thus has its internal principle not in faith as such but in be-
lieving reflection, the task of reason in theological science calls for further
definition. In this context we must first of all and fundamentally reject the
notion that regards faith and reason as two independent powers engaging in
a life-and-deach struggle with each other. In that way one creates a dualism
that does not belong in the Christian domain. In that case faith is always
above {supra) or even opposed (comtra) to reason. Threatening on the one
hand is rationalism and on the other supernaturalism. Faith, the faith by
which we believe, is not an organ or faculty next to or above reason but a
disposition or habit of reason itself. Reason, or if people prefer, thinking, 1s
certainly not a source of theology, not a principle by which or through
which or from which or on account of which we believe.*! Reason 1s a
source, not the source of any science; at most it is only for the formal sci-
¢ or mathematics. Still reason is the recipient subject of

ences such as logi
ith; faith is an act of the human consciousness; an anim

faith, capable of fa
is not capable of believing. Furthermore, faith is not an involunrary but 2
mmand, out of fear, or in response

free act. Christians do not believe on co
1o violence. Believing has become the natural habit of their mind, not in the
sense that there is often not considerable resistance in their soul to that be-
lieving, but still in such a way that, though often doing what they do not
want to do, they still take delight in God’s law in their inmost self [cf. Rom.
7:22]. Believing is the natural breath of the children of God. Their submis-
sion to the Word of God is not slavery but freedom. In that sense faich is not
a sacrifice of the intellect but mental health (samitas mentis). Faith, therefore,

41. G, Voetius, Select. Disp., 1, 3.
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f}?:;l I:;t gsliﬁzeegjlrﬁfns gf the jesire to study and reflect; rather it spurs
: . Nature is not destroyed by regenerati :
ing?;h;x:;s who Wan}: to deyote themselves toymegstudy O%I;l:;tl;grto;:ird_
inghy mus tgrepare lt eir minds for the task awaiting them. There is no ad-
ipenssble o she pracctioncs of e ience o thestogs b ohleomti
ispen he prac e science of theo i i i
%i?;;zaiiaagd lmg-ulsmc preparatory training. Philoso]_:?li)r: ;sajghé?sr?ni}rllltcﬂf
plexandiia hgr‘zpaljs the way for the most royal teaching.” Emperor Julian
phew wh Woulda[i gl?g when he-depnved Christians of pagan learning; he
e o eh cfeated by I’.IIS own weapons. This thinking, thus l;rc-
o Do and tain ,ﬁ :(115_, in the main, a threefold rask in theology. First, it of-
pors It seryices n fin I;)lg the material. Scripture is the principle of theolo
i ccilfsi nﬁt z'af ook of f.:%WS;'lt i.s an organic whole. The material 1%2;.
i ﬁ-or’n 1; minca v L’J}i‘ dogmatics, is distributed throughout Scripture. Like
gold from a i zilso e truth of faith has to be extracted from Scripture b
fhe exertion of 4 available mental powers. Nothing can be done with Z
pandh Scrigmre ifx'ts. Dogma has to be .built, not on a few isolated texts
but on Scripture its entirety. It must arise organically from the princip[e;
pacare hurl;ly;z;rl ere 1:%rc-sent for tl}at purpose in Scripture. The doctrines of
oo };mnounc ity, o bsm, of Christ, etc., after all, are not to be fou Id ina
few pronoun efments ut are spread throughour Scripture and are contained
bt Cezﬁ inal ew p;ogf texts, but also in a wide range of images and parai
Who,le cremo! es and histories. No part of Scripture may be neglected. The
rhole of Scr Tfoturel must prove the whole system.*? Also in theology we must
Gl par of Sexiprune and meglect menybing che. The e ot oo
widespread error is the rejection or n:‘iery T & Ol Toesm, Marenon
| : . glect of the Old Testament. ion-
iirsdiige?}tlf;ill); reemerg(ﬁdén the Christ-ian church and plays a Iztargf\c/[ ig(ile:OIiln
modern theol a%lydas well. > All this arbitrary use of Holy Scripture leads ro
th g th il and rich confgueaion o o fors o o v T
Either the person and work of the Father I;rooftf}lll; o ot S
- L work ¢ Son or of iri
;)srit;:; sco)lrd hsihort. aIanl;SUCC is done to Christ either in his prtcl:;hljt(i)iy cip EE
priesty « heazl [i};arto f;i }'ll;illl«::i S_l-heﬂiti:ri-l religion lo;cs its catholici’ty. The
N , \ d are not harmoniously molded and gui
Oietiiedtcrctllggésgnl%fo?lfh '\:tllzlec; Bible in itﬁ fullness presgrves us from algllgiesg
Imlli}i)rttail’c[l roée1 inl tracking dox};nr iaf;s: ?};eolo(gijlr,n:iirti}inlﬂng fiad has an
ext, the theologian must intellectual eri i
The dogmas are not spelled out in Scripgrgziczzs;hjnl;ligi?sl' tit;i%iiiil-
; e

.. J. C. C.von Hofm N ii CUETS, yols, 1 gen: Deck, — N —D2.
423 o C Hofmann, Der Schriftbew L 3 (NO d Beck, 1857 6(,) 32
4 . Diestel ) Geschichte des Alten Testament in dor Christliche Kirche (Jena MHI.].I_(C, 8()9),

H. Schmidr, “Der Marcionitismus i ron en Theolo: 7
9 T11C1S! s in der neue aie,”
( ); | - : . - I 1 e, Neue ]ﬂfﬁréuch ﬁi} deutsche Theologie
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in the thought, not in the letter. They are .the corllclu,_sions of faith. Tl:; doc-
crines of the Trinity, the two natures of Ch.nst, of vicarious atonement, the sau:(;l
raments, etc., are not based on a single scnptut# utcerance but are constructe
from many givens distributed througho-ut the Blble. Dogmas ate cotrilcme Skl,.l-m—
maries in our own language of everything Scripture teaches about tfl SLI- JCZE
in question. Against all sorts of schools that \.vvanted to stick with ehltef
phraseology of Scripture, accordingly; Cathohf; as well as Protestant t eobo—
gians defended the right to use dogmatic terminology. They did this, %10;1 e
cause they wanted to be less but more sctipt}nal tlllan these others. oh eir
mind, Scripture above all came into its own in all its splendorfn(ci)t.w en a
single text was [iterally cited but—when the whole truth contzmm:f in many
texts was condensed and reproduccd in a dogma. Theology, there ore, i not
only a noetic but also a dianoetic science; not an apprehenswe but a ?1scurs;1ve
branch of knowledge. It reflects, compares, evaluates, sums up, 1 ers ;t heir
wwuths from the truth acquired, etc. Also Jesus and the apostes followed t s
procedure (Matt. 22:32, 44f; John 10:34{'} Acts 15:9f; 18:28; 1Qor. ;51,
etc.); and church’ fathers, scholastics, Cathohc.and Protestant theolog}:ims 0)-
lowed that example. God has not called us to h@ral_ly repeat but to re-flect on,
what he has anecedently thought and laid out in his r-evelauon. .
Finally, it is the task of the chinking theological mind to gat_her up an r;:ll
capitulate all cruth in one system.* System is the. supreme des1de.ratum C{nl
science. Also theology does not rest until it has d1scover§d the unity under 1317—
ing revelation. Tt may not impose that system from‘wuhout, nor pf:eslz the
cruth ino a philosophical system that is fforelgn to its nature. But it keeps
searching until the system that is present in the object 1ts§lf has been repro-
duced in the human mind. Tn Al this theology operates like other sc.xc?‘ces.
Like these other sciences, it is bound to its object. In the process of 'thlm un&,
it is subject to the laws that apply to this process. Tt woo cannot‘:zilo ate t ;
Jaws of logic with impunity.®* For theology, too, the supreme dccsl% eianilr:)lw_
the unity of truth, the system of the knowledge c.>f God: Accor '1nlg v, how
ever much theology may differ from the other sciences In plrmctil];) e, 0 je Ojf
and goal, formally it agrees with them and may rlghFly claim the nam o
science. And since revelation does not per 5¢ clash with hum;ndireasqgon (
only “on account of the accident of corrupuon”and a“dePra\S id "Sﬁfﬂc hri,s ]
theology may even in a sense be called “nat-ur’?l and “rational. N 312'1)
tian religion is a “reasonable form of worship” (hoyukm hoTperds, om. 12:1).

A4, Sce abave, pp. 3846

. Alsted, Praecognits, 186. . ‘ ‘
ié I\4’04:1:5':165 Se;ect. gjsp., disp. L, 3. The literarure o2 the use of reason and philesophy in theology 15

i ;i ls.
astonishingly abundant. For che chureh fathers, of. J. Kleutgen, Theologie der Vovaeit, id. ed.,dzi:;n’
(Miinster: Theissing, 1867-74), TV, 143fF; Denzinget, Vier Biicher, 11, 574ff; an 1r;‘l aw-ts'ms
2. Voetius, Select. Disp., L 1-11: B Tursetin, Fustisutes of Elenctic Theslogy, loc. I, qu. 8-13 B AWVISHS

. . . 9.
Mise. Sacva, 11, SBATE; and farther literature in M. Vitringz's edition of C. Viuinga, Docr. Christ., 1, 3
34. Cf. also A. Kuypet Jr, Openbaring en Reds (Kampen: Kok, 1902).
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[160] Although knowledge is attainable in theology, this is not true of
comprehension. There is substantial difference between “being acquainted
with,” “knowing,” and “comprehending.” True, these words are often used
interchangeably. But there are demonstrable differences among them. “Being
acquainted with” pertains to a things existence, the that; “knowing” con-
cerns a thing’s quality, the whas; comprehending relates to its inner possibil-
ity, the how of a thing, There are few things we comprehend; actually we
comprehend only the things that are totally in our power, the things we can
make or break. I comprehend a machine when I see how it is put together
and how it works, and when there is nothing left in it I still think strange.
Comprehension excludes amazement and admiration. 1 comprehend or
think 1 comprehend the things that are self-evident and perfectly natural.
Often comprehension ceases to the degree a person digs deeper into a sub-
ject. That which seemed self-evident proves ro be absolutely extraordinary
and amazing. The farther a science penetrates its object, the more it ap-
proaches mystery. Even if on its journey it encountered no other object it
would still always be faced with the mystery of being. Where comprelension
ceases, however, there remains room for knowledge and wonder. And so
things stand in theology. Disclosed to us in revelation is “the mystery of our
religion™: the mystery of God’s grace [1 Tim. 3:16]. We see it; it comes out
to meer us as a reality in history and in our own life. But we do not fathom
it. In that sense Christian theology always has to do with mysteries that it
knows and marvels at but does not comprehend and fathom.

Very often, however, mystery in Christian theology has been construed
very differently. The word wvemptov (derived from puomg, poa, ic., to
close, be shut, of eyes, lips, or wounds) in ordinary Greek is the name for the
sectet religious-political doctrine that in some fellowships of Eleusis, Samo-
thrace, etc., was communicated only to initiates and concealed from all oth-
ers.7 Tn the NT the word consistently has a religious meaning and refers to a
matter belonging to the kingdom of God, which, either on account of the
obscure and enigmatic form in which it was presented (Matt. 1%:11; Mark
4:11; Luke 8:10; Rev. 1:20; 17:5, 7), or on account of its content, is hidden.
This, above all, is the word for the universal (including also the Gentiles) de-
cree of God concerning redemption in Christ (Rom. 16:25; Eph. 1:9; 3:3;
6:19; Col. 1:26, 27; 2:2; 4:3), as well as the manner in which it is carried out
(Rom. 11:25; 1 Cor. 15:51; 2 Thess. 2:7; Rev. 10:7). But this mystery is so
called, not because it is still hidden in the present, but because it had been
unknown in the past. Now—of all things—it has been made public by the
gospel of Christ, is proclaimed by the apostles as the stewards of the mystery

47. F. Hatch, “The Influence of Greek Ideas and Usages upon the Christdan Church,” The Hibberr
Lectures, 1888, trans. A. M. Fairbairh, 7th ed. (London: Williams and Norgate, 1898), 296. Gustav An-
tich, Das antike Mysteriewesen in Seinim FEinfluss auf das Christenthum (GBriingen: Vandenhoeck und Ru-
precht, 1894); Wobbermin, Religionsgeschichrliche Studien zur Frage nach der Beeinflussung des Urchristen-
thum durch das antike Mysterienwesen (Berlin: E. Fbering, 1896).
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of God (Rom. 16:25, 26; Col. 1:26; 1 Cc'nr. 4:}; Matt. 13:11; 11%?;.14:51;
and from now on will be increasingly manifest in history (1 C(()lr. 51, 52
2 Thess. 2:7). The NT term puonpiov, accordlygly, does not flnl;:)tc an in-
rellectually uncomprehended and incomprehensible truth of fait hut a maui‘
ter that was formerly hiclc[enl in Gog, was then made known in the gospel,
i understood by believers. .
ancliriscrlll(zl\:;h usage, howZver, the word soon })egan to mean sEmeth;nbg [t'hat
was incomprehensible, something far surpassing even the intellect o del1ev-
ers, such as the incarnation, the mystical.umon, the sacraments, etlc):., an a,tig
all the “pure articles” (articuli puri), Wth:h cguld not be proven by reazanil
Even at that there remained a stark distinction between the pagandan the
Christian use of the word. For in the formffr it denoted a secret Cﬁc.tnpe,
which had to be kept hidden from the un.m;.tla}tedij but in theh ristian
church there had never been a truly “arcane discipline, even dl'(ﬁugh a dcertam
order was observed in the communication of the truth. St'lht S{ .ognc'i?s
were the uncomprehended and incomprelnemsixbise1 truths of fau}rl 1, 4 n;utte y
not contrary to reason, but certainly far above it In the church s }clon emna‘:
tion of Erigena, Raymond Lull, Hermes, Giinther, and Fro 15 larmrfuefr,. tlh
pronounced its disapproval of every attempt prove the my;lte-rle_s 0 :ud h
from reason. And the Vatican Council [I] confessed: “For by their nature 1d
vine mysteries so far surpass the created intellc-:ct that, even whin trglllsr;l;tt-eth
by revelation and received by faith, they remain cove.red V.Vlth the Vlei" of fai
itself, and shrouded in a certain obscurity as long as, in .thls }};;)rtal ife, we are
exiled from the Lord: for we walk by faith and not by sight! . ]
The Reformation admirtedly recognized the supernatural ¢ arafltcr 0
revefation but nevertheless in fact brought about_ a great change. lin tbelcase
of Rome, the mysteries are incompl'ehensii?le, primarily because ¢ ey eltl):C%
to another, higher, supernatural order, which Surpasses the human.Lr}f-e <
as such. It therefore has to put a heavy accent on the anomprf:hensilr i 1tym_
the mysteries, as well as protect and maintain it. The d1mens[i0£110- 1]1;1(:{16\{{
prehensibility scems by itself to be a proof of validity and trut - ;:315B et o
able because it is absurd. . .. Certain, because it is impaossible. ’ Bu he
Reformation replaced this contrast between the natural and the supem;udm
order by thar of sin and grace. It located the. essence of mystery,hno.t e
fact that it is incomprehensible to human beings as such but to the in

i illiam
48. Cremer, Biblico-Theolagical Lextcon of New Tesimment Greck, trans. DLW Simon and Willi
Urwick (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1872), s.v. “pronofa.”
49, Suicerus, Thesaurus Feel., s.v. “puompov. , o
« . y 155,
0. G. N. Bonwetsch, “Arkandisziplin.” PRE?, 11, 5 . - ' e
Zl Aquinas, Summa Theol., 1, qu. 32, art. 1; idem, Summa contra Gmtzler', I, 3; 1V, 1,1 B;garz'urﬁ}
“De C‘.hristo ? C;mwyersiif, I, 2: 1L, 6; }. B. Heinrich and C. Gutberlet, Dogmatische Theologie, ET‘/;M,L
vols (Maj.nz" Kirchheim, 1881-1900), I1, 772ff; Denvinger, Vier Biicher, 11, 80-150; J. Kleurgen,
ogie der Vorzeir, V, 164fF. .
52, Vatican Council I, session 111, “De fide,” chap. 4.
53, Tertullian, O the Flesh of Chrisr, 5.
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of the “natural” (i.e., unspiritual) person.> This view is undoubtedly much
more consonant with N'T usage. Nowhere in the NT is the abstract super-
natural and scientifically incomprehensible character of mystery in the fore-
ground. But while it is folly in the eyes of the “natural” person, however wise
he or she may be, it is revealed to believers who sce in it the wisdom and
grace of God (Mart. 11:25; 13:11; 16:17; Rom. 11:33: 1 Cor. 1:30). Natu-
rally it is also not the intent of Scripture to say that the believer grasps those
mysteties in a scientific sense. We walk by faith, after all; we know in part
and now sec in a mirror dimly (Rom, 11:34; 1 Cor. 13:12; 2 Cor. 5:7). But
believers oo know those mysteries; they are no longer a folly and an offense
to them; they do marvel ar God's wisdom and love manifest in them. “The
secret of God ought to produce earnest people, not hostile ones” (August-

inc). It does not even occur to them, therefore, that the mysteries surpass

their reason, that they are above reason; they do not experience them as an

oppressive burden but rather as intellecrual liberation. Their faith turms into
wonder; knowledge terminates in adoration; and their confession becomes a
song of praise and thanksgiving, Of this kind, too, is the knowledge /of God
theology atms for. It is not just a knowing, much less a comprehendiing; it is

berter and more glotious than that: it is the knowledge which is life, “eternal
life” (John 17:3).>

4. J. Calvin, Insriutes, 11.i0.20; G. Voetins, Select D, 1, 3,

55. On weempe, in addition to the literacure cited above (pp. 61920 nn. 47-49), also see
Brevschneider, Systematische Enwicklung aller in de Dogmatick (Leipzig: J. A. Barth, 1841), I, 168.
1. Boeles, De mysteriis in relig. Christ. (Gronigen: C. M. van B, Hoitsema, 1843). J. H. Scholten, De Leer
der Hervormde Kerk, 2d ed., 2 vols. (Leyden: B Engels, 1850-51), I, 225. J. 1. van Qosterzee, Christign
Dogmatics, trans. |. Watson and M. Evans, 2 vols. {New York: Scribner, Armmstrong, 1874), 1, 116. Phil-
ippi, Commentary on St Pault Lpistle to the Romans, wans. John S, Banks (Edinburgh: T. 8 T. Clark,
1878-79). Grétillat, Bxposé de théol spst, 6 vols. {Paris: Neucharel: J. Actinger, Librairie Fischbacher,
1885-99), 1, 1826F; II, 183; 5. Cheetham, 7% Mysseries: Pagan and Christian (London: MacMillan,
1897); R. H. Griitzmacher, Madern-positive Vorsrige (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1906), 276, 326F
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