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] . in refersnce to article by me In

Bxpogitory Timegdon " Natural Religion or Revelariont"
: ‘ \

How do we know the Gospel? Answer. The Holy Spirit

witnegees to its truth, But how do I krow that 1t is the
Holy Spirit? Answer. I know the Gospel. But is not this
a clear cage of circular reasoning? ‘ .

~ Might i+ not be argued that when 1 say I krow the
feel  Gospél to be true, I mean that 1 athat If 1t were true
that it would mer} my deepest necds, 1 feel thab ’
~ these deepest needs are of a kind that they need to be
satisfied, and so I conclude that that which satisilies
them is true. But is that not to presupPose that the P
uravegse~1s~a moral order which is the very point to be
proved. e | , :

- Another side., . : , , Lo

1 do not see how theology today %s«to ignore these points.

- for the prevalent moderh attack(see thé Humanist =~
literature,pascim) is that faigh is simply "wistful
thinking," = TNor does the~beln%'humgry prove tgat R

we have bread." ag yatthew Arnold pays. S \
o ~ But to meet thig attack we muspnemtablyj/.
"Natural theolcgg“ ofl an gglstgmcloglcal kiniat least.
~ - MIght I put it this way? 5 \ L
Thr Reformers were perfectly right in their use of
the "Testimonium Spiritug Sgnctl'because 1n the;rez%e ,
the Exist-nce of God and of His Spirit was admitted by
‘all parties, They all accepted, more or lesg, somse form
- pdxn aksxha&&m%xmx Hetegopapxangiskrelxsobdrxindian.
of the Scheolastic Philosophy which, of course, had a
‘ natural theology, Theiss was a quarrel w1thlp-Theism."
PN But today, unbélief has gone gdecper.lt juestions and
= - denies God, 1t reduces all religious conviction to
- "gigtful thinking," and dsmands utferly ilmpartial
Y W - scientific thinking. e e
oo ‘Barth,s repudiation ofrak% natural theology and |
~all epistemology and end®your to ground evVerything on
. the Tegtimonium Spiritus Sancti is illegimimate,and
irrelevant te the real difficulties today. R
SO0 TTC U Brunner in a measure gees this,and has left
Barth on this point.See his article on the =
. Anknipfungspunct in Zwischen den Zeiten. . - SRR
, e Qu@r{? Does Barth Teally succesd in getting =
 rid of all philosophy in theological thought? I should -
" have thought his theolry of time and eternity was a
~ philesophical position, : o .

e,

[P Jatks—TATTor of Hib0eTt JOWIAl,SPeakiTg of the
 mags of criticism which Two articles on parthian thﬁolog o
) had pvoked writes " It may De summed up as follows.Barth

rmminani i min ey .

i




r&pr&g%ﬁ@ man ag net only epirvituslly in the
dark out as spirituall olind, blind in the sense
of having mo Spiritual eys§, so that the "eve.t"
of revelation, when it happened would find him
not only unadle to apprehend it,out unaware that
it was haprening. One critic uses the word |
"deaf ™, instead of"blindn,and says the thunders o
Sinai would be thrown away on such a being.He
then goes on to ask how a race of beings with no
spiritual ears(or eyes)have managed to digcover
thay have none,and 1o be conscious of fhelr
deficiency-or how Barth himgelf has found it ou.
There are other criticisms but all turning on the .
same point." o « : - ‘




