
� These early Reformed statements concerning theological 
presuppositions focus, virtually without exception, on the problem of 
the knowledge of God given the fact not only of human finitude but 
also of human sin. The critique leveled by the Reformation at 
medieval theological presuppositions added a soteriological 
dimension to the epistemological problem. Whereas the medieval 
doctors had assumed that the fall affected primarily the will and its 
affections and not the reason, the Reformers assumed also the 
fallenness of the rational faculty: a generalized or “pagan” natural 
theology, according to the Reformers, was not merely limited to 
nonsaving knowledge of God—it was also bound in idolatry. This view 
of the problem of knowledge is the single most important contribution 
of the early Reformed writers to the theological prolegomena of 
orthodox Protestantism. Indeed, it is the doctrinal issue that most 
forcibly presses the Protestant scholastics toward the modification of the 
medieval models for theological prolegomena.

•



�"Hence sacred doctrine makes use also 
of the authority of philosophers in those 
questions in which they were able to know 
the truth by natural reason, as Paul quotes 
a saying of Aratus: As some also of your 
own poets said: For we are also His 
offspring (Acts 17:28)."



�See “Bavinck's Realism, the Logos 
Principle and Sola Scriptura.” 
Westminster Theological Journal 72, no. 2 
(2010): 359-390, esp. 375-388.



�For the wrath of God is revealed from 
heaven against all ungodliness and 
unrighteousness of men, who by their 
unrighteousness suppress the truth. For 
what can be known about God is plain to 
them, because God has shown it to them. For 
his invisible attributes, namely, his eternal 
power and divine nature, have been clearly 
perceived, ever since the creation of the 
world, in the things that have been made. So 
they are without excuse.



� “Taking over this philosophy of Aristotle, St. Thomas was bound, in 
consequence, to “translate all the problems concerning being from 
the language of essences into that of existences.” But could he do so 
without suppressing reason? Was it St. Thomas the theologian who, 
because of his faith, was able to make this transposition from the 
realm of abstract essences to that of existence? If it was, then no 
progress has been made in solving the problem of the relation of 
authority and reason. In fact the problem then seems to be more 
difficult than ever. For the god of Aristotle has then begun to appear 
to be quite different from the God of the Christian faith. Aristotle’s 
god, it is admitted, has not created the world and does not know the 
world. If such a god is the natural outcome of the activity of reason 
when it is not enlightened by faith does it not seem as though faith 
will have to reverse the decisions of reason with respect to God? A 
philosophy that deals with essences only would seem to resemble a 
merry-go-round hovering above reality but never touching it. Yet 
according to Rome, St. Thomas the Christian theologian need not at all 
ask St. Thomas the autonomous philosopher to reverse his decisions 
on the fundamental question about the existence of God.”  Van Til, 
DOF, 155-56


