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Preface

Now that my Systematic Theology is again being reprinted, the Preface can be very brief. It is
not necessary to say much about the nature of the work, since it has been before the public for
more than fifteen years and has been used extensively. | have ex@spn to be grateful for its

kind reception, for the favorable testimony of many reviewers, and for the fact that the book is
now used as a textbook in many Theological Seminaries and Bible Schools in our country, and
that requests were even received frombroad for permission to translate it into other
languages. These are blessings which | had not anticipated, and for which | am deeply grateful
to God. To Him be all the honor. And if the work may continue to be a blessing in many sections
of the Church bJesus Christ, it will but increase my recognition of the abundant grace of God.

L. Berkhof
Grand Rapids, Michigan

August 1, 1949.



Part One: The Doctrine of God
The Being of God
|. The Existence of God
A. Place of the Doctrine of God in Dogmatics.

WORKSN dogmatic or systematic theology generally begin with the doctrine of God. The
prevailing opinion has always recognized this as the most logical procedure and still points in
the same direction. In many instances even they whose fundamental principlalsl weem to
require another arrangement, continue the traditional practice. There are good reasons for
starting with the doctrine of God, if we proceed on the assumption that theology is the
systematized knowledge of God, of whom, through whom, and untormhare all things.
Instead of being surprised that Dogmatics should begin with the doctrine of God, we might well
expect it to be a study of God throughout in all its ramifications, from the beginning to the end.
As a matter of fact, that is exactly whigtis intended to be, though only the first locus deals
with God directly, while the succeeding ones treat of Him more indirectly. We start the study of
theology with two presuppositions, namely (1) that God exists, and (2) that He has revealed
Himself inHis divine Word. And for that reason it is not impossible for us to start with the study
of God. We can turn to His revelation, in order to learn what He has revealed concerning
Himself and concerning His relation to His creatures. Attempts have beeniméuke course of

time to distribute the material of Dogmatics in such a way as to exhibit clearly that it is, not
merely in one locus, but in its entirety, a study of God. This was done by the application of the
trinitarian method, which arranges the sulsfematter of Dogmatics under the three headings

of (1) the Father (2) the Son, and (3) the Holy Spirit. That method was applied in some of the
SFNIASNI a2ai0SYFGAO ¢2N)l azx ola NBad2NBR G2 FI ¢
Christian Dogmatg&: A similar attempt was made by Breckenridge, when he divided the subject
matter of Dogmatics into (1) The Knowledge of God Objectively Considered, and (2) The
Knowledge of God Subjectively Considered. Neither one of these can be called very successful.

Up to the beginning of the nineteenth century the practice was all but general to begin the

study of Dogmatics with the doctrine of God; but a change came about under the influence of
Schleiermacher, who sought to safeguard the scientific character of dggoby the

introduction of a new method. The religious consciousness of man was substituted for the

Word of God as the source of theology. Faith in Scripture as an authoritative revelation of God
gda RAAONBRAGSRI |FyR KdzYl y ralyoarataneppeiedsbk 2y
became the standard of religious thought. Religion gradually took the place of God as the object

of theology. Man ceased to recognize the knowledge of God as something that was given in
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Scripture, and began to pride himself being a seeker after God. In course of time it became

NI KSNJ O02YY2y (2 &aLISI]1 2F YlIyQa RAAO02OSNAyYy 3 I
RAAO020SNE GKIFG gFa YFERS Ay (GKS LINRPOSaa ¢l a RA
in at the end of asyllogism, or as the last link in a chain of reasoning, or as thatoape of a

structure of human thought. Under such circumstances it was but natural that some should
regard it as incongruous to begin Dogmatics with the study of God. It is ratherssngptthat so

many, in spite of their subjectivism, continued the traditional arrangement.

{2YSs: K28SOSNE aSyaSR GKS AyO2y3daNdHza(Ge |yR ai
dogmatic work is devoted to a study and analysis of the religious conseissisand of the

doctrines therein implied. He does not deal with the doctrine of God connectedly, but only in
fragments, and concludes his work with a discussion of the Trinity. His starting point is
anthropological rather than theological. Some of the nagitig theologians were influenced to

such an extent by Schleiermacher that they logically began their dogmatic treatises with the
study of man. Even in the present day this arrangement is occasionally followed. A striking
example of it is found in the wor&f O. A. Curtis on The Christian Faith. This begins with the
doctrine of man and concludes with the doctrine of God. Ritschlian theology might seem to call

for still another starting point, since it finds the objective revelation of God, not in the Bile

the divinely inspired Word, but in Christ as the Founder of the Kingdom of God, and considers

the idea of the Kingdom as the central and-ahtrolling concept of theology. However,
Ritschlian dogmaticians, such as Herrmann. Haering, and Kaftan falldeast formally, the

usual order. At the same time there are several theologians who in their works begin the
discussion of dogmatics proper with the doctrine of Christ or of His redemptive work. T. B.
Strong distinguishes between theology and Christiaik S2 f 238> RSF¥AySa GKS
SELINBaarzy |yR tylfteara 2F (GKS LyOFINYyLidAzy 2
dominating concept throughout his Manual of Theology.

B. Scripture Proof for the Existence of God.

For us the existence of Gad the great presupposition of theology. There is no sense in
speaking of the knowledge of God, unless it may be assumed that God exists. The
presupposition of Christian theology is of a very definite type. The assumption is not merely
that there is someting, some idea or ideal, some power or purposeful tendency, to which the
name of God may be applied, but that there is a-sgiftent, selconscious, personal Being,
which is the origin of all things, and which transcends the entire creation, but iseasame

time immanent in every part of it. The question may be raised, whether this is a reasonable
assumption, and this question may be answered in the affirmative. This does not mean,
however, that the existence of God is capable of a logical demormtréiiat leaves no room
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faith, this faith is based on reliable information. While Reformed theology regards the existence

of God as an entirely reasonable assumptid does not claim the ability to demonstrate this

08 NYGAZ2YIFE | NBdzYSyidl dA2y® 5N Ydz2 LISNJ aLISI| | &
G2 LINPGS D2RQ& SEA&GSYyOS Aa SAGKSNI dzasSt Saa 2N
that Godis a rewarder of those who seek Him. And it is unsuccessful if it is an attempt to force

a person who does not have this pistis by means of argumentation to an acknowledgment in a
f23A0f aSyaSoé w5A00G® 528Y.®Y] 5S 582 LI LId 717

The Christian accepts the truth of the existence of God by faith. But this faith is not a blind faith,

but a faith that is based on evidence, and the evidence is found primarily in Scripture as the
AYALIANBR 22NR 2F D2RX | yRnnat&e® SofipRureNafobf &n thisy D2 R
point does not come to us in the form of an explicit declaration, and much less in the form of a
logical argument. In that sense the Bible does not prove the existence of God. The closest it
comes to a declarationispdrhL,Jd Ay | S6® mMmYc & & & aF2NI KS (K
1S Aaz FYyR GKFdG 1S A& + NBgFNRSNI 2F (KSY GKI
D2R AYy AG& @OSNEBR 2LSyAy3 adGrdiSYSyidz aLy GKS 08
Not only does it describe God as the Creator of all things, but also as the Upholder of all His
creatures, and as the Ruler of the destinies of individuals and nations. It testifies to the fact that
God works all things according to the counsel of His aiitl reveals the gradual realization of

His great purpose of redemption. The preparation for this work, especially in the choice and
guidance of the old covenant people of Israel, is clearly seen in the Old Testament, and the
initial culmination of it inthe Person and work of Christ stands out with great clarity on the
pages of the New Testament. God is seen on almost every page of Holy Writ as He reveals
Himself in words and actions. This revelation of God is the basis of our faith in the existence of
Gad, and makes this an entirely reasonable faith. It should be remarked, however, that it is only
by faith that we accept the revelation of God, and that we obtain a real insight into its contents.
WSadza &l ARX GLF | yé& YI y h&doétrine, R2theKit\ba of Gddf of = K
GKSOGKSNI L aLISF] 2F YeaSt¥zéeé W2Ky T1YMT® LG A&
O2YYdzyA2Yy 6AGK D2RXYX gKAOK 1 2aSIF KFa Ay YAYR 4
2y G2 1y26 UK She InBeNdRex Kas nozedl @nderstanding df the Word of God.

¢tKS g2NRa 2F tldz FNBE OSNE YdzOK G2 0GKS LRAyl
the scribe? where is the disputer of this age (world)? Hath not God made foolish the wisdom of

the word? For, seeing that in the wisdom of God the world through its wisdom knew not God,

Al ¢l a D2RQ& 3F22R L) Sk adNBE GKNRdzZAK (KS F22fAa
| Cor. 1:20,21.
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C. Denial of the existence of God in its various forms.

Stuudents of Comparative Religion and missionaries often testify to the fact that the idea of God
is practically universal in the human race. It is found even among the most uncivilized nations
and tribes of the world. This does not mean, however, that thee no individuals who deny

the existence of God altogether, nor even that there is not a goodly number in Christian lands
who deny the existence of God as He is revealed in Scripture,-exs&tlnt and seltonscious
Person of infinite perfections, whworks all things according to a pdetermined plan. It is the

latter denial that we have in mind particularly here. This may and has assumed various forms in
the course of history.

1. ABSOLUTE DENIAL OF THE EXISTENCE ®@F &&€&d above, there is stig evidence for

the universal presence of the idea of God in the human mind, even among tribes which are
uncivilized and have not felt the impact of special revelation. In view of this fact some go so far
as to deny that there are people who deny the earste of God, real atheists; but this denial is
contradicted by the facts. It is customary to distinguish two kinds, namely, practical and
theoretical atheists. The former are simply godless persons, who in their practical life do not
reckon with God, butive as if there were no God. The latter are, as a rule, of a more
intellectual kind, and base their denial on a process of reasoning. They seek to prove by what
seem to them conclusive rational arguments, that there is no God. In view of the semen
religionis implanted in every man by his creation in the image of God, it is safe to assume that
no one is born an atheist. In the last analysis atheism results from the perverted moral state of
man and from his desire to escape from God. It is deliberately bdimohd suppresses the most
fundamental instinct of man, the deepest needs of the soul, the highest aspirations of the
human spirit, and the longings of a heart that gropes after some higher Being. This practical or
intellectual suppression of the operatiasf the semen religionis often involves prolonged and
painful struggles.

There can be no doubt about the existence of practical atheists, since both Scripture and
SELISNASYOS GSadtAaAfTe (G2 AGd ta&alfyY mnYno nRSOf I NE
D2R®¢ ! OO2NRAY3 (2 tad mnYm G¢KS F22f KFGK &l
0KS 9LKSaAlya GKFIG GKSe& gSNBE FT2N¥SNIe agAlKz2d
testifies abundantly to their presence in the world. They ao¢ necessarily notoriously wicked

in the eyes of men, but may belong to the-6d f f SR aRSOSyid YSy 27F Gf
respectably indifferent to spiritual things. Such people are often quite conscious of the fact that

they are out of harmony with Godyelad to think of meeting Him, and try to forget about Him.

They seem to take a secret delight in parading thaiheism when they have smooth sailing,

but have been known to get down on their knees for prayer when their life was suddenly

12



endangered. At th present time thousands of these practical atheists belong to the American
Association for the Advancement of Atheism.

Theoretical atheists are of a different kind. They are usually of a more intellectual type and
attempt to justify the assertion that the is no God by rational argumentation. Prof. Flint
distinguishes three kinds of theoretical atheism, namely, (1) dogmatic atheism, which flatly
denies that there is a Divine Being; (2) sceptical atheism, which doubts the ability of the human

mind to detemine, whether or not there is a God; and (3) critical atheism, which maintains that

there is no valid proof for the existence of God. These often go hand in hand, but even the most
modest of them really pronounces all belief in God a delusion {Amgistc Theories, p. 4 f.] In

this division, it will be noticed, agnosticism also appears as a sort of atheism, a classification
which many agnostics resent. But it should be borne in mind that agnosticism respecting the
existence of God, while allowing the pdsbty of His reality, leaves us without an object of

worship and adoration just as much as dogmatic atheism does. However the real atheist is the
dogmatic atheist, the man who makes the positive assertion that there is no God. Such an
assertion may meanne of two things: either that he recognizes no god of any kind, sets up no

idol for himself, or that he does not recognize the God of Scripture. Now there are very few
atheists who do not in practical life fashion some sort of god for themselves. Tharéars

greater number who theoretically set aside any and every god; and there is a still greater
number that has broken with the God of Scripture. Theoretical atheism is generally rooted in

some scientific or philosophical theory. Materialistic Monismtsnvarious forms and atheism

usually go hand in hand. Absolute subjective Idealism may still leave us the idea of God, but
RSYASa (KIFIG GKSNBE Aa lyé O2NNBALRYRAYy3I NBLF AL
GOKS {LIANRG 2F Kdz2i BN BEAS£a BKEKS]{ W3 2F DK f ¢
that kind. Other theories not only leave room for God, but also pretend to maintain His
existence, but certainly exclude the God of theism, a supreme personal Being, Creator,
Preserver, and Ruler of theniverse, distinct from His creation, and yet everywhere present in

it. Pantheism merges the natural and supernatural, the finite and infinite, into one substance. It

often speaks of God as the hidden ground of the phenomenal world, but does not con€eive

Him as personal, and therefore as endowed with intelligence and will. It boldly declares that all

Ad D2RI |YyR (Kdza Sy3ar3Sa Ay ¢gKIFIG . NARIKIGYlFYy OF
YdzOK 2F D2RX¢ aSSAy3a (KIF G Wwold. Ik éxdudles the/ @od dtR S & |
{ ONA LI dzNBSE FyR Ay &2 FIN Aa Of SANIHBEAROKSSRG X
but his God is certainly not the God whom Christians worship and adore. Surely, there can be

no doubt about the presence of theetical atheists in the world. When David Hume expressed
R2dzo i +Fta (G2 G(KS SEA&AGSYOS 2F | R23AYFGAO | GKSA
Fd GKAA Y2YSyd aArxddaAay3a d GlrotS gA0K asSgSyiass
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the exisence of God may differ somewhat from the dogmatic atheist, but they, as well as the
latter, leave us without a God.

2. PRESENT DAY FALSE CONCEPTIONS OF GOD INVOLVING A DENIAL OF THEeT&RUE GOD.
are several false conceptions of God current in our ddyichvinvolve a denial of the theistic
conception of God. A brief indication of the most important of these must suffice in this
connection.

a. An immanent and impersonal Godlheism has always believed in a God who is both
transcendent and immanent. Deismemoved God from the world, and stressed His
transcendence at the expense of His immanence. Under the influence of Pantheism, however,
the pendulum swung in the other direction. It identified God and the world, and did not
recognize a Divine Being, distintom, and infinitely exalted above, His creation. Through
Schleiermacher the tendency to make God continuous with the world gained a footing in
theology. He completely ignores the transcendent God, and recognizes only a God that can be
known by human exgrience and manifests Himself in Christian consciousness as Absolute
Causality, to which a feeling of absolute dependence corresponds. The attributes we ascribe to
God are in this view merely symbolical expressions of the various modes of this feeling of
dependence, subjective ideas without any corresponding reality. His earlier and his later
representations of God seem to differ somewhat, and interpreters of Schleiermacher differ as
to the way in which his statements must be harmonized. Brunner would seebe quite
correct, however, when he says that with him the universe takes the place of God, though the
latter name is used; and that he conceives of God both as identical with the universe and as the
unity lying behind it. It often seems as if his distion between God and the world is only an
ideal one, namely, the distinction between the world as a unity and the world in its manifold
YEYATFSAGlIrGA2yad |'S FNBIldSyhGfte aALISHUEZ 2T yIR2 R NIE
against the personality oGod; though, inconsistently, also speaking as if we could have
communion with Him in Christ. These views of Schleiermacher, making God continuous with
the world, largely dominated the theology of the past century, and it is this view that Barth is
combath y3 GAOK KAa &aGNRBYy3 SYLKIaAAA 2y D2R |a aiK

b. A finite and personal GodThe idea of a finite god or gods is not new, but as old as
Polytheism and Henotheism. The idea fits in with Pluralism, but not with philosophical Monism

or theologicalMonotheism. Theism has always regarded God as an absolute personal Being of
infinite perfections. During the nineteenth century, when monistic philosophy was in the
ascendant, it became rather common to identify the God of theology with the Absolute of

phA f 23 2LKed ¢26F NR (GKS SyR 2F GKS OSylddaNEIZ K24
God, fell into disfavor, partly because of its agnostic and pantheistic implications, and partly as
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exclude all metaphysics from theology. Bradley regarded the God of the Christian religion as a
part of the Absolute, and James pleaded for a conception of God that was more in harmony
with human experience than the idea of anfinite God. He eliminates from God the
metaphysical attributes of se#xistence, infinity, and immutability, and makes the moral
attributes supreme. God has an environment, exists in time, and works out a history just like
ourselves. Because of the etilat is in the world, He must be thought of as limited in
knowledge or power, or in both. The condition of the world makes it impossible to believe in a
good God infinite in knowledge and power. The existence of a larger power which is friendly to
man andwith which he can commune meets all the practical needs and experiences of religion.
James conceived of this power as personal, but was not willing to express himself as to whether
he believed in one finite God or a number of them. Bergson added to ¢hiseption of James

the idea of a struggling and growing God, constantly drawing upon his environment. Others
who defended the idea of a finite God, though in different ways, are Hobhouse, Schiller, James
Ward, Rashdall, and H. G. Wells.

c. God as the persufication of a mere abstract idedt has become quite the vogue in modern

fAOSNIE (GKS2f23& (G2 NBIFNR GKS yIYS aD2R¢ | &

some universal will or power, or some lofty and comprehensive ideal. The statement is

repeatedly made that, if God once created man in His image, man is now returning the

O2YLIX AYSyli o6& ONBIFIriGAy3a D2R AY KAA OYlFYyQauv AYl

aFAR Ay 2yS 2F KAa 102N d2NE OfNBaiSH YD 20RIEY (i

was a very blunt expression of a rather common idea. Most of those who reject the theistic

view of God still profess faith in God, but He is a God of their own imagination. The form which

He assumes at any particular time depends, accgrdm Shailer Mathews, on the thought

patterns of that day. If in prevar times the controlling pattern was that of an autocratic

sovereign, demanding absolute obedience, now it is that of a democratic ruler eager to serve all

his subjects. Since the days@omte there has been a tendency to personify the social order of

humanity as a whole and to worship this personification. Thealted Meliorists or Social

Theologians reveal a tendency to identify God in some way with the social order. And the New

Psytologists inform us that the idea of God is a projection of the human mind, which in its

early stages is inclined to make images of its experiences and to clothe them with quasi

personality. Leuba is of the opinion that this illusion of God has serveefal ysirpose, but

that the time is coming when the idea of God will be no more needed. A few definitions will

ASNBYS (2 aK2g (GKS LINBaSyid RIFIed GNBYR® aD2R Aa
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personalityevolving and personally responsive elements of our cosmic environment with which

S INBE 2NHIYyAOlIffe NBfFGISRE oO6{KIAf SNinadisi KS g a0
not a personal God and does not answer to the deepest needs of the human heart.

D. The Saalled Rational Proofs for the Existence of God.

In course of time certain rational arguments for the existence of God were developed, and
found a foothold m theology especially through the influence of Wolff. Some of these were in
essence already suggested by Plato and Aristotle, and others were added in modern times by
students of the Philosophy of Religion. Only the most common of these arguments can be
mentioned here.

1. THE ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMHNIE. has been presented in various forms by Anselm,
Descartes, Samuel Clarke, and others. It has been stated in its most perfect form by Anselm. He
argues that man has the idea of an absolutely perfect being; ¢egtence is an attribute of
perfection; and that therefore an absolutely perfect being must exist. But it is quite evident that

we cannot conclude from abstract thought to real existence. The fact that we have an idea of

God does not yet prove His objeat existence. Moreover, this argument tacitly assumes, as

£ NBIFI Ré& SEA&aGAY3I Ay GKS KdzYtry YAYRZE (KS @SNE
derive from logical demonstration. Kant stressed the untenableness of this argument, but Hegel
hailed it asthe one great argument for the existence of God. Some modern Idealists suggested
GKIFIG AG YAIKG 0SGGSNIo6S OFrad Aydz2z F az2ySegkKl
SELISNASYyOSodg . & GANILdZS 2F Al ¢ Savelah gkpedienc@df aL K
D2Ro¢

2. THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMBENS has also appeared in several forms. In general it runs
as follows: Every existing thing in the world must have an adequate cause; and if this is so, the
universe must also have an adequate caubat is a cause which is indefinitely great. However,

the argument did not carry general conviction. Hume called the law of causation itself in
guestion, and Kant pointed out that, if every existing thing has an adequate cause, this also
applies to Godand that we are thus led to an endless chain. Moreover, the argument does not
necessitate the assumption that the cosmos had a single cause, a personal and absolute cause,
T and therefore falls short of proving the existence of God. This difficulty lea stightly
different construction of the argument, as, for instance, by B. P. Bowne. The material universe
appears as an interacting system, and therefore as a unit, consisting of several parts. Hence
there must be a unitary Agent that mediates the interan of the various parts or is the
dynamic ground of their being.
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3. THE TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENS.is also a causal argument, and is really but an
extension of the preceding one. It may be stated in the following form: The world everywhere
reveals intdigence, order, harmony, and purpose, and thus implies the existence of an
intelligent and purposeful being, adequate to the production of such a world. Kant regards this
argument as the best of the three which were named, but claims that it does not pgheve

existence of God, nor of a Creator, but only of a great architect who fashioned the world. It is
superior to the cosmological argument in that it makes explicit what is not stated in the latter,
namely, that the world contains evidences of intelligerand purpose, and thus leads on to the
existence of a conscious, and intelligent, and purposeful being. That this being was the Creator

2T GKS $2NIR R2Sa y2i ySOSaalNRf&d F2ff26d aG¢K
Philosophy of Religion,Jd onmM®8 GYSNBfte AYyRAOIGSa GKS LINRO
least in considerable measure, in control of the world procesgnough to account for the
FY2dzyd 2F GSfS2t23& LI NBydG Ay AdGoeeg 1 SISt 0
one. The Social Theologians of our day reject it along with all the other arguments as so much
rubbish, but the New Theists retain it.

4. THE MORAL ARGUMENTIst as the other arguments, this too assumed different forms.
Kant took his startingpoint in theategorical imperative, and from it inferred the existence of
someone who, as lawgiver and judge, has the absolute right to command man. In his estimation
this argument is far superior to any of the others. It is the one on which he mainly relies in his
attempt to prove the existence of God. This may be one of the reasons why it is more generally
recognized than any other, though it is not always cast into the same form. Some argue from
the disparity often observed between the moral conduct of men andgiesperity which they
enjoy in the present life, and feel that this calls for an adjustment in the future which, in turn,
requires a righteous arbiter. Modern theology also uses it extensively, especially in the form
GKFG YIyQa NBO23Iy Miahdhs q@edt fol a nofaRides démand 2
necessitate the existence of a God to give reality to that ideal. While this argument does point
to the existence of a holy and just being, it does not compel belief in a God, a Creator, or a
being of infinite @rfections.

5. THE HISTORICAL OR ETHNOLOGICAL ARGluMiENmain this takes the following form:
Among all the peoples and tribes of the earth there is a sense of the divine, which reveals itself
in an external cultus. Since the phenomenon is universatust belong to the very nature of
man. And if the nature of man naturally leads to religious worship, this can only find its
explanation in a higher Being who has constituted man a religious being. In answer to this
argument, however, it may be said thiéis universal phenomenon may have originated in an
error or misunderstanding of one of the early progenitors of the human race, and that the
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religious cultus referred to appears strongest among primitive races, and disappears in the
measure in which thgbecome civilized.

In evaluating these rational arguments it should be pointed out first of all that believers do not
need them. Their conviction respecting the existence of God does not depend on them, but on
' 0StASOAY I | OOEudlatoryi® Scriptuie. IfDrarfy hour da§ arg willing to
stake their faith in the existence of God on such rational arguments, it is to a great extent due
to the fact that they refuse to accept the testimony of the Word of God. Moreover, in using
these argument$n an attempt to convince unbelievers, it will be well to bear in mind that none
of them can be said to carry absolute conviction. No one did more to discredit them than Kant.
Since his day many philosophers and theologians have discarded them aswit#Hiess, but
to-day they are once more gaining favor and their number is increasing. And the fact that in our
day so many find in them rather satisfying indications of the existence of God, would seem to
indicate that they are not entirely devoid of valuThey have some value for believers
themselves, but should be called testimonia rather than arguments. They are important as
AYGSNLINBGIFIGA2ya 2F D2RQa 3ISYySNIt NBGStlGA2y |
divine Being. Moreover, they caender some service in meeting the adversary. While they do
not prove the existence of God beyond the possibility of doubt, so as to compel assent, they
can be so construed as to establish a strong probability and thereby silence many unbelievers.

QUESTIOSI FOR FURTHER STUMBMN is modern theology inclined to give the study of man
rather than the study of God precedence in theology? Does the Bible prove the existence of
God or does it not? If it does, how does it prove it? What accounts for the generslissen
divinitatis in man? Are there nations or tribes that are entirely devoid of it? Can the position be
maintained that there are no atheists? Should present day Humanists be classed as atheists?
What objections are there to the identification of God witle Absolute of philosophy? Does a
finite God meet the needs of the Christian life? Is the doctrine of a finite God limited to
Pragmatists? Why is a personified idea of God a poor substitute for the living God? What was
YIEyiadQa ONRGAOA & ¥peautivelirdason forNidd eéxistBntaiai Go ZFHow should
we judge of this criticism?
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[I. The Knowabilityof God
A. God Incomprehensible but yet Knowable.

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. ltree Ay AT Sa GKS F2NOS 2F %2LKI NRa ljdzSada
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and hath given us an understanding, that we know Him that is true, and we are in Him that is
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always held side by side in the Ctiags Church. 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. Athe same time they also confessed that God revealed Himself in the Logos, and

can therefore be known unto salvation. 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. 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, Inutreaw something of

His nature, of what He is to us, as He reveals Himself in His divine attributes. 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 @Gbd, by unaided human reason, from general
revelation. 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 hiddé€od in view of the fact that we cannot fully know Him even
GKNRdzZAK | A4 aLISOALFE NBGStlFaGA2yd ¢2 /It @OAYyS D2
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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. Under the influencehef pantheizing

theology of immanence, inspired by Hegel and Schleiermacher, a change came about. The
transcendence of God is sgfedaled, ignored, or explicitly denied. God is brought down to the

level of the world, is made continuous with it, and isetbfore regarded as less
incomprehensible, though still shrouded in mystery. Special revelation in the sense of a direct
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communication of God to man is denied. Sufficient knowledge of God can be obtained without
it, since man can discover God for himselfthe 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. It is over against this trend in theology that Barth now raises his voice and
points out that God isiot 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. In his strong statements
respecting the hidden God he uses the language of Luther rather than of Calvin.

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 thestiue
GCAYAGdzy y2y Ll2&adaAiid O LISNBE AYTFAYyAldzydé CdzNIKS
proper sense of the word, but only a partial description. A logical definition is impossible,
because God cannot be subsumed under some higher genuke Atime 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. However, true knowledge of God can be acquired only from
the divine seHrevelation, and only byhie 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 Beingand 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 of God, it would be impodsibleém to
assume a religious attitude. There could be no reverence, no piety, no fear of God, no
worshipful service.

B. Denial of the Knowability of God.

The possibility of knowing God has been denied on various grounds. This denial is generally
based onthe 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, atierisfore
necessarily ignorant of supersensible and divine things. Huxley was the first to apply to those
K2 | aadzyS GKA&a LRaAGA2YI KAYaStFT AyOfdzRSRX
the sceptics of former centuries and of Greek plojasy. 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 oHim, and in many cases even deny that they can have any real knowledge of
Him.
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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 oatg¢inand 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 Kanteverwwho 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 phenomenm, the thing in itself. From this it followed, of course, that it

is impossible for us to have any theoretical knowledge of God. But Lotze already pointed out
that phenomena, whether physical or mental, are always connected with some substance lying
back of them, ad that in knowing the phenomena we also know the underlying substance, of
which they are manifestations. The Scotch philosopher, Sir William Hamilton, while not in entire
agreement with Kant, yet shared the intellectual agnosticism of the latter. He tagbat 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. But while he denies that theiite can be known by us, he does not deny
Ala SEA&GSYyOSo {l&a KSI 4G¢KNRIdAK FILAGK 65 | LI
were shared in substance by Mansel, and were popularized by him. To him also it seemed
utterly impossible to conceive on 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.

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 mapdgrégaomena,

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 affirmatiomdse 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-€ok £ f SR aNBft AIA2Yy 2F | dzYl y.
Comte, Herbert Spencer is recognizedlss great exponent of modern scientific agnosticism.
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Unknowable, which as 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
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lying back of phenomena, but maintains that all reflection on it lands us in conti@ubctT his

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 developnwdrthe positive content of the
Unknowable, as if it were well known indeed. Other agnostics, who were influenced by him, are
such men as Huxley, Fiske, and Clifford. We meet with agnosticism also repeatedly in modern
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position is the only one which can be supported by any scientifinaltgled and critically
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Besides the forms indated in the preceding the agnostic argument has assumed several
others, of which the following are some of the most important. (1) Man knows only by analogy.
2S 1y2¢ 2yte GKIG 6KAOK O0SIFNER a2yYys$sS Ftyltz23e
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by contrast. In many cases the differences are the very things that arrest our attention. The
Scholastics spoke of the via negationis by which they in thought elindnfiten God the
imperfections of the creature. Moreover, we should not forget that man is made in the image
of God, and that there are important analogies between the divine nature and the nature of
man. (2) Man really knows only what he can grasp in itgedg. Briefly stated the position is
that man cannot comprehend God, who is infinite, cannot have an exhaustive knowledge of
Him, and therefore cannot know Him. But this position proceeds on the unwarranted
assumption that partial knowledge cannot be rdanowledge, an assumption which would
really invalidate all our knowledge, since it always falls far short of completeness. Our
knowledge of God, though not exhaustive, may yet be very real and perfectly adequate for our
present needs. (3) All predicate$ 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 selfexistence and selufficiency. Moreover, such ideas as loverigmlity, and holiness,
are positive. (4) 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 kndsdge we distort and colour 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 andlaculties, 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 natureéhifigs. Without such
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correspondence, not only the knowledge of God, but all true knowledge would be utterly
impossible.

Some are inclined to look upon the position of Barth as a species of agnosticism. Zerbe says that
LINF OGAOFE | 3y 2ailksainking and 2eviderg |hith  avictim lof\tlie Kk@ntian
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the unknown God; God comes to man, not man to God. Even after the revelation man cannot

know God, for He is alwa the unknown God. In manifesting Himself to us He is farther away
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speaking of a transcendent God, Barth seems sometimes to be spedlangod of Whom we
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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 Enigéd 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 Hiseselition

in Christ, when imeets 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 exreer w

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 sag.adsertion, 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 reat®n 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
followingpassa§ AY ¢KS 5200NAYS 2F (KS 22NR 2F D2RI
freedom (freedom of God) rests the inconceivability of God, the inadequacy of all knowledge of

the revealed God. Eventhethrée2 y Sy Saad 2F D2R A& NbhgGtioasSR 2
Therefore the thredn-oneness of God is also inconceivable to us. Hence, too, the inadequacy

of all our knowledge of the thres-oneness. The conceivability with which it has appeared to

us, primarily in Scripture, secondarily in the Chuddctrine 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
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former conceivability in its absolute separation from its object, is vet not without truth. In this
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C. Selirevelation the Prerequisite of all Knowledge of God.

1. GOD COMMUNICATES KNOWIEOE HIMSELF TO MAQyper 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 dicits 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 knowns @Gied 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 ablecquire 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. However, by the application of
sanctified human reason to the studybf2 RQa 2 2NR YIy OlFy® dzy RSNJ (K
Spirit, gain an eveincreasing 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, buonly 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.

The position must be maintained, however, that theology would be utterly impossible without

a selfrevelation of God. And when we speak of revelation, we use the term in the strict sense
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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 @vereasing discovery of God on the

part of man; but a supernatural act of sebmmuncation, 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. In a measure this is also true of man. Even after Psychology has made a
rather exhaustive tsidy of man, Alexis Carrell is still able to write a very convincing book on
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spirit of the man, which is in him? even so the things of God none knoweth, save theoBpirit
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them unto man. God has made Himself known. Alongside of the archetypal knowledge of God,
found in God Himself, there is also an ectypal knowledge of biven 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
selfrevelation in nature and in Scriptel 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 AND ACQUIRED KNOWLEDGE OF GOD (COGNIAIGNBRSACTQUISTAA

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 ratherthdnK S2 f 2 3A 0l f @ ¢KS &ASSR& 2F Al
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modern philosophy it was taught first of all by Descartes, who regarded the idea of God as
innate. He di 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, thodghwent to another

extreme in his philosophical empiricism. Reformed theology also rejected the doctrine in that
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gave it another connotation, others preferred tpesak 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 mercapacity 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. It is a knowledge which man, constituted as he is, acquires of
necessity, and as such is distinguished from all knowledge that diticored by the will of
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does not arise spontaneously in the human mind, but results from the conscious and sustained
pursuit of knowledge. It can be acquired oty the wearisome process of perception and
reflection, reasoning and argumentation. Under the influence of the Hegelian Idealism and of

the modern view of evolution the innate knowledge of God has been-ewgyhasized; Barth

on the other hand denies the &stence of any such knowledge.
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3. GENERAL AND SPECIAL REVELAH®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 the Bible as the Word of God. It
GSAGAFASE G2 GKS TFT2NXYSNI Ay adzOK LI aalr3asSa Fa i
and the firmanent showeth His handiwork. Day unto day uttereth speech, and night unto night
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good and gave you from heaven rains and fruitful seasons, filling your hearts with food and
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manifested itunto 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
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seer, saying, Turn ye from your evil ways, and keep my commandments and my statutes,
according to all the law which | commanded your fathers, and whisknt to you by my
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Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He hat®del NER | AYXZ ¢ W2KYy MYMy ®
time spoken unto the fathers in the prophets by divers portions and in divers manners, hath at

GKS SyR 2F (GKS&aS RIrea aLRi1Sy (2 dza Ay | Aa {2y

On the basis of these scriptural data it became custonm@augpeak 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 ature of its subjecimatter. 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, supernaturalemarm
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 wih@ould not be known from
nature, nor by unaided human reason. Hence it became quite common in the Middle Ages to
contrast reason and revelation. In Protestant theology natural revelation was often called a
revelatio realis, and supernatural revelation ravelatio 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 origiand, as a revelation of God, also in content. Ewald in his
work on Revelation: its Nature and Record[p. 5 f.] speaks of the revelation in nature as
immediate revelation, and of the revelation in Scripture, which he regards as the only one
deservingthenai® G NBGSt I GA2yé Ay (GKS FdzZt Sad asSyasS:
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distinction, however, which gradually gained currency, is that of general and special revelation.
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creatures, and is therefore accessible to all men; the other is addressed to a special class of
sinners, to whom God would make known His salvation. The one has in view to meet and
supply the natural need of creatures for knowledge of thead(Gthe other to rescue broken
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General revelation is rooted in creation, is addressed to man as man, and more particularly to
human reason, and finds its purposethe realization of the end of his 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 e 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 afteought, but was in the mind of Goddim the

very beginning.

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 humesason. 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 speal revelation. It is a knowledge that is not rationally

demonstrable but must be accepted by faith. Some of the earlier Scholastics were guided by

(
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considera it necessary to raise faith to understanding by a rational demonstration of those
truths, or at least to prove their rationality. Thomas Aquinas, however, considered this
impossible, except in so far as special revelation contained truths which alsedaarpart 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 thosé supernatural revelation. If there appears

G2 0SS | O2yFft A0l GUKSNB Aa az2YSGKAY3I gNRyY3
that he recognized, besides the structure reared by faith on the basis of supernatural
revelation, a system of sciefiti 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 questioreiarth, is

the natural method of proof in the other.
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twofold revelation. They did not believe in the ability of human reason to construct a scientific
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system of theologyn 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 importantrsatte
rather dim and illegible. 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 frustrati 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 supernaturag¢velation 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 kwdedge that carries with it the assurance of eternal life.

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
goodnessrefused 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. Somemadiatained 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 completentil its contents had been demonstrated

by reason. And finally Deism in some of its forms denied, not only the necessity, but also the
possibility and reality of supernatural revelation. In Schleiermacher the emphasis shifts from
the objective to the subjetive, from revelation to religion, and that without any distinction
0SUB6SSY YyIFldzNFf FyR NBOSEFf{SR NBftAIA2Yyd ¢KS
a designation of the deeper spiritual insight of man, an insight which does not cormiento
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
Y2RSNY GKS2ft23e8d {IFe&a YydzRa?y Ynddevadad thedohya RA &
has now largely fallen into disuse. The present tendency is to draw no sharp line of distinction
between revelation and the natural reason, but to look upon the highest insights of reason as
themselves divine revelations. In any cakere is no fixed body of revealed truth, accepted on
authority, that stands opposed to the truths of reason. All truthdimy rests on its power of
FLIISEE (2 GKS KdzYly YAYR®E w¢KS 5200NRAYS 2F D2
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It is this view of revelation that is denouncedtire strongest terms by Barth. He is particularly
interested in the subject of revelation, and wants to lead the Church back from the subjective
G2 GKS 202SO00A0Ss FNRY NBftAIA2Yy (G2 NBOStF A2,
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revelation in nature. Revelation never exists on any horizontal line, but always comes down
perpendicularly from above. Revelation is always God in action, God speakingndring
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 the revelation of God, and only he whnwskdesus Christ knows

anything about revelation at all. Revelation is an act of grace, by which man becomes conscious
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Christ. Barth even calls it the recoitiion. 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
D2RQal iINS2XStAY Fye 20KSNJ KIFIy | aSO2yRINBE &aSya
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 theeetad

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 iggirSancti. 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 Hlis revelation is also continuomsas it ist , 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. Thus Vieftangth

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 €hrstather

precarious foundation for theology. It is no wonder ti&arth 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 revelations that come to
certain men it las knowledge only through the testimony of fallible witnesses.

QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER STiubNat sense can we speak of the hidden or unknown God

in spite of the fact that He has revealed Himself? How did the Scholastics and the Reformers

differ on thispoint? What is the position of modern theology? Why is revelation essential to

religion? How does agnosticism differ theoretically from atheism? Is the one more favorable to

religion than the other? How did Kant promote agnosticism? What was Sir WillidfiHal 2 y Q &

doctrine of the relativity of knowledge? What form did agnosticism take in Positivism? What

other forms did it take? Why do some speak of Barth as an agnostic? How should this charge be
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and special revelation an exactrpdel of the preceding one? What different views were held

as to the relation between the two? How does revelation differ from human discovery? Does

Barth believe in general revelation? How does he conceive of special revelation?

LITERATURBavinck, Gere Dogm. I, pp. 1:74; Kuyper, Dict. Dogm., De Deo |,-gf; Hodge,

Syst. Theol. |, pp. 19240; 335365; Shedd, Dogm. Theol. I, pp. 2290; Thornwell, Collected

Works |, pp. 74.42; Dorner, System of Chr. Doct., |, pp-189; Adeney, The Christian
Caception of God, pp. 197; Steenstra, The Being of God as Unity and Trinity, ##h; 1

Hendry, God the Creator; Gilson, Reason and Revelation in the Middle Ages; Baillie and Matrtin,
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Warfield, Revelation and Inspiration, pp-48; Orr, Revelation and Inspiration, pgé;

Camfield, Revelation and the Holy Spirit, pp-12¥; Dickie, Revelation and Response, Warfield,
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[ll. Relation of the Being and Attributes of God

Some dogmaticians devote a separate chapter or chapters to the Being of God, before taking up
the discussion of His attributes. This is done, for instance, in the works of Mastricht, Ebrard,
Kuyper, and Shedd. Others prefer to consider the Being of God in connection with His attributes
in view of the fact that it is in these that He has revealed Himself. This is the more common
method, which is followed in the Synopsis Purioris Theologiae, atiteimorks of Turretin, a
Marck, Brakel, Bavinck, Hodge, and Honig. This difference of treatment is not indicative of any
serious fundamental disagreement between them. They are all agreed that the attributes are
not mere names to which no reality correspis) nor separate parts of a composite God, but
essential qualities in which the Being of God is revealed and with which it can be identified. The
only difference would seem to be that some seek to distinguish between the Being and the
attributes of God mae than others do.

A. The Being of God.

It is quite evident that the Being of God does not admit of any scientific definition. In order to
give a logical definition of God, we would have to begin by going in search of some higher
concept, under which God ot be ceordinated with other concepts; and would then have to
point out the characteristics that would be applicable to God only. Such a geayeiicetic
definition cannot be given of God, since God is not one of several species of gods, which can be
subsumed under a single genus. At most only an analytieatriptive definition is possible.

This merely names the characteristics of a person or thing, but leaves the essential being
unexplained. And even such a definition cannot be complete but onlyghaltecause it is
impossible to give an exhaustive positive (as opposed to negative) description of God. It would
consist in an enumeration of all the known attributes of God, and these are to a great extent
negative in character.

The Bible never operatesith an abstract concept of God, but always describes Him as the
Living God, who enters into various relations with His creatures, relations which are indicative
2T ASOSNIf RAFTFSNBYG FGGNAOGdzISad Ly YdRtLISNRA
God, personified as Wisdom, speaks of His essence in Prov. 8:14, when He ascribes to Himself
GdzakKAedel OKEX | | SoONBg 62NR NBYRSNBR a4Si Syé Ay
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pointed out that the Bible speaks of the nature of God in Il Pet. 1:4, but this can hardly refer to
the essential Being of God, for we are not made partakers of the divine essence. An indication
of the very essence of God has beenrid in the name Jehovah, as interpreted by God Himself,
gL FY GKFG L FY®PE hy GKS oFara 2F GKAA LI aatl
abstract being. And this has been interpreted to mean -sgitence or sel€ontained
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permanence or absate independence. Another passage is repeatedly quoted as containing an
indication of the essence of God, and as the closest approach to a definition that is found in the

. A0E ST yIrYSter W2KY nYHnI aGD2R Aa { pMARGY | yF
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derived from these passages occur repeatedly in theology as designations of the very Being of
God. On the whole it may be said that Scripture doet exalt one attribute of God at the
expense of the others, but represents them as existing in perfect harmony in the Divine Being.

It may be true that now one, and then another attribute is stressed, but Scripture clearly
intends to give due emphasis to eay one of them. The Being of God is characterized by a
depth, a fullness, a variety, and a glory far beyond our comprehension, and the Bible represents

it as a glorious harmonious whole, without any inherent contradictions. And this fullness of life
findsexpression in no other way than in the perfections of God.

Some of the early Church Fathers were clearly under the influence of Greek philosophy in their
R2OGNAYS 2F D2R FtyR=Z a {SS06SNH SELNBaasSa Al
conceptionth &t GKS S5AGAYS . SAy3 Aa |oaz2ftdziS I GdNROdz
were rather generally inclined to emphasize the transcendence of God, and to assume the
impossibility of any adequate knowledge or definition of the divine essence. Dtinmg

trinitarian controversy the distinction between the one essence and the three persons in the
Godhead was strongly emphasized, but the essence was generally felt to be beyond human
O2YLINBEKSyaAz2yd® DNBIA2NER 27F bl 1 Al ywdcarxdisdemd,hs @S NE
on and ho theos are somehow more than other terms the names of the (divine) essence, and of
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conception of the essence of God was closely afiithat of Gregory. In the Middle Ages too

there was a tendency, either to deny that man has any knowledge of the essence of God, or to
reduce such knowledge to a minimum. In some cases one attribute was singled out as most
expressive of the essence ob& Thus Thomas Aquinas spoke of His aseity oesilfence,

and Duns Scotus, of His infinity. It became quite common also to speak of God as actus purus in
view of His simplicity. The Reformers and their successors also spoke of the essence of God as
incomprehensible, but they did not exclude all knowledge of it, though Luther used very strong
language on this point. They stressed the unity, simplicity, and spirituality of God. The words of
GKS . St3A0 /2yFSaarzy | NB wihdileinéart, @i coNtesOWits NA & G A
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on philosophers and theologians found the essence of God in abstract being, in universal
substance, in pure thought, in abstducausality, in love, in personality, and in majestic holiness

or the numinous.
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B. The Possibility of Knowing the Being of God.

From the preceding it already appears that the question as to the possibility of knowing God in
His essential Being engagedthest minds of the Church from the earliest centuries. And the
consensus of opinion in the early Church, during the Middle Ages, and at the time of the
Reformation, was that God in His inmost Being is the Incomprehensible One. And in some cases
the langua@e used is so strong that it seemingly allows of no knowledge of the Being of God
whatsoever. At the same time they who use it, at least in some cases, seem to have
considerable knowledge of the Being of God. Misunderstanding can easily result fronra failu

to understand the exact question under consideration, and from neglecting to discriminate
0SU6SSY aly26Ay3dé YR GqO2YLINBKSYRAYyIdE ¢KS {C
all the speculations respecting the Divine Being could be reduced, nafrelit Deus? Quid sit

Deus? and Qualis sit Deus? The first question concerns the existence of God, the second, His
nature or essence, and the third, His attributes. In this paragraph it is particularly the second
guestion that calls for attention. The gston then is, What is God? What is the nature of His

inner constitution? What makes Him to be what He is? In order to answer that question
adequately, we would have to be able to comprehend God and to offer a satisfactory
explanation of His Divine Beingnd this is utterly impossible. The finite cannot comprehend
GKS LYFAYAGSD® ¢KS ljdzSadAzy 2F %2LKINE a4/ Fyai
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the second question entirely apart from the third, our negative answer becomes even more
inclusive. Apart from the revelation of God in His attributes, we have no knowledge of the Being

of God whatsoever. But in so far as God reveals Himself in His agsibwe also have some
knowledge of His Divine Being, though even so our knowledge is subject to human limitations.

Luther uses some very strong expressions respecting our inability to know something of the
Being or essence of God. On the one hand he djsigihes between the Deus absconditus

(hidden God) and the Deus revelatus (revealed God); but on the other hand he also asserts that

in knowing the Deus revelatus, we only know Him in his hiddenness. By this he means that even

in His revelation God has notanifested Himself entirely as He is essentially, but as to His
essence still remains shrouded in impenetrable darkness. We know God only in so far as He
enters into relations with us. Calvin too speaks of the Divine essence as incomprehensible. He
holds hat God in the depths of His Being is past finding out. Speaking of the knowledge of the

quid and of the qualis of God, he says that it is rather useless to speculate about the former,
GKAES 2dzNJ LINY OG A O € AYUSNBad el ®yng Wit frigidk S £ |
speculations whose mind is set on the question of what God is (quid sit Deus), when what it
really concerns us to know is rather what kind of a person He is (qualis sit) and what is
FLILINBLINREFGS (2 | A& v fedisdiaBood carinof Belkrbwriltoperfecion® 8 2 K
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he does not deny that we can know something of His Being or nature. But this knowledge
cannot be obtained by a priori methods, but only in an a posteriori manner through the
attributes, which he regards as redeterminations of the nature of God. They convey to us at
least some knowledge of what God is, but especially of what He is in relation to us.

In dealing with our knowledge of the Being of God we must certainly avoid the position of
Cousin, rather rarenithe history of philosophy, that God even in the depths of His Being is not
at all incomprehensible but essentially intelligible; but we must also steer clear of the
agnosticism of Hamilton and Mansel, according to which we can have no knowledge
whatsoeve of the Being of God. We cannot comprehend God, cannot have an absolute and
exhaustive knowledge of Him, but we can undoubtedly have a relative or partial knowledge of
the Divine Being. It is perfectly true that this knowledge of God is possible onbuydeéele has
placed Himself in certain relations to His moral creatures and has revealed Himself to them, and
that even this knowledge is humanly conditioned; but it is nevertheless real and true
knowledge, and is at least a partial knowledge of the absoh#ture of God. There is a
difference between an absolute knowledge, and a relative or partial knowledge of an absolute
being. It will not do at all to say that man knows only the relations in which God stands to His
creatures. It would not even be posklio have a proper conception of these relations without
knowing something of both God and man. To say that we can know nothing of the Being of
God, but can know only relations, is equivalent to saying that we cannot know Him at all and

cannotmake Hmtf 202S0O0 2F 2dzNJ NBf AFA2y d 5N hNNJ al &

of His absolute being. But we can at least know Him in so far as He reveals Himself in His
relation to us. The question, therefore, is not as to the possibility of a knowledgedinGbe
unfathomableness of His being, but is: Can we know God as He enters into relations with the
world and with ourselves? God has entered into relations with us in His revelations of Himself,
and supremely in Jesus Christ; and we Christians humlity that through this Selfevelation

we do know God to be the true God, and have real acquaintance with His character and will.
Neither is it correct to say that this knowledge which we have of God is only a relative
knowledge. It is in part a knowledge 6fKS | 6 a2 € dzi S vy I G dzNight2ch D2 R
Christian Doctrine, p. 11.] The last statements are probably intended to ward off the idea that
all our knowledge of God is merely relative to the human mind, so that we have no assurance
that it correspnds with the reality as it exists in God.

C. The Being of God Revealed in His Attributes.

From the simplicity of God it follows that God and His attributes are one. The attributes cannot
be considered as so many parts that enter into the composition af, @&v God is not, like men,
composed of different parts. Neither can they be regarded as something added to the Being of
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God, though the name, derived from ad and tribuere, might seem to point in that direction, for
no addition was ever made to the Bein§God, who is eternally perfect. It is commonly said in
GKS2f 238 GKIFIG D2RQa FGGNROodziSa FNB D2R | AYa:
Scholastics stressed the fact that God is all that He has. He has life, light, wisdom, love,
righteousness, and may be said on the basis of Scripture that He is life, light, wisdom, love,
and righteousness. It was further asserted by the Scholastics that the whole essence of God is
ARSYUAOIT gA0GK SIFIOK 2yS 2F (GKS | (ingdid@odzarsa > a2
so on. Some of them even went so far as to say that each attribute is identical with every other
attribute, and that there are no logical distinctions in God. This is a very dangerous extreme.
While it may be said that there is an interpdraion of the attributes in God, and that they

form a harmonious whole, we are moving in the direction of Pantheism, when we rule out all
distinctions in God, and say that His selistence is His infinity, His knowing is His willing, His
love is His rigteousness, and vice versa. It was characteristic of the Nominalists that they
obliterated all real distinctions in God. They were afraid that by assuming real distinctions in
Him, corresponding to the attributes ascribed to God, they would endanger thigy and
simplicity of God, and were therefore motivated by a laudable purpose. According to them the
perfections of the Divine Being exist only in our thoughts, without any corresponding reality in
the Divine Being. The Realists, on the other hand, assehe reality of the divine perfections.

They realized that the theory of the Nominalists, consistently carried out, would lead in the
direction of a pantheistic denial of a personal God, and therefore considered it of the utmost
importance to maintain theobjective reality of the attributes in God. At the same time they
sought to safeguard the unity and simplicity of God by maintaining that the whole essence is in
each attribute: God is All in all, All in each. Thomas Aquinas had the same purpose in mind,
when he asserted that the attributes do not reveal what God is in Himself, in the depths of His
Being, but only what He is in relation to His creatures.

Naturally, we should guard against separating the divine essence and the divine attributes or
perfections, and also against a false conception of the relation in which they stand to each
other. The attributes are real determinations of the Divine Being or, in other words, qualities
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2T GKS S33SyOSo¢éw523Y® ¢KS2fd LI L oondé Ly
D2RQa LISNFSOGA2YyaAa INB D2R 1 AYaStF +a 1S KIFa |
FIENGKSNI YR al & ¢ A énke i ikKeéadh Rifribute, takdShe atkilute 81 the & a
S43SyOSdéd WLOARD® LI oond8 !'yR 06SOI1dzasS 2F GKS O
it can be said that knowledge of the attributes carries with it knowledge of the Divine Essence.
It would ke a mistake to conceive of the essence of God as existing by itself and prior to the
attributes, and of the attributes as additive and accidental characteristics of the Divine Being.
They are essential qualities of God, which inhere in His very Beingrarab-existent with it.
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These qualities cannot be altered without altering the essential Being of God. And since they
are essential qualities, each one of them reveals to us some aspect of the Being of God.

QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER SHdtan we distingah between the being, the nature, and

the essence of God? How do the philosophical views of the essential Being of God generally
differ from the theological views? How about the tendency to find the essence of God in the
absolute, in love, or in personaditKk 2 K+ G R2Sa haid2 YSIy 6KSy KS
| 2t 8¢ 2NJ AU0KS bdzYAy2dzaé K 2Keé Aa AdG AYLRaaraofsS
FFFSOGSR YlyQa |oAfAle G2 (y26 D2RK L& 0KSNE
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the Nominalist views of Occam, by whom he was influenced in other respects? How did the
Reformers, in distinction from the Scholastics, consider the problem of the existence of God?
Could we have any knowledge of God, if He were pure attributeless being? What erroneous

views of the attributes should be avoided? What is the proper view?

LITERATURBavinck, Geref. Dogm. |, pp.-213,; Kuyper, Dict. Dogm., De Deo |, pp.-128,;
Hodge,Syst. Theol. I, pp. 338%74; Shedd, Dogm. Theol. |, pp. 1B2; Thornwell, Collected
Works, |, pp. 104.72; Dorner, Syst. of Chr. Doct. I, pp.-242; Orr, Chr. View of God and the
World, pp. 7593; Otten, Manual of the Hist. of Dogmas |, pp.-260; Tarke, The Chr. Doct. of
God, pp. 5670; Steenstra, The Being of God as Unity and Trinity, {88; Thomson, The
Christian Idea of God, pp. 1:169; Hendry, God the Creator (from the Barthian standpoint);
Warfield, Calvin and Calvinism, pp. 1835 (Calyf Q& 52 O0UNAYS 2F D2R0O O
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IV. The Names of God
A. The Names of God in General.

While the Bible records several names of God, it also speaks of the name of God in the singular
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stands for the whole manifestation of God in His relation to His people, or simply for the
person, so that it becomes synonymous with God. This usage is due to the fact that in oriental
thought a name was nev regarded as a mere vocable, but as an expression of the nature of

the thing designated. To know the name of a person was to have power over him, and the
names of the various gods were used in incantations to exercise power over them. In the most
generalsense of the word, then, the name of God is His-isal€lation. It is a designation of

Him, not as He exists in the depths of His divine Being, but as He reveals Himself especially in

His relations to man. For us the one general name of God is splihntopmany names,
expressive of the mansided Being of God. It is only because God has revealed Himself in His
name (nomen editum), that we can now designate Him by that name in various forms (nomina
indita). The names of God are not of human invention, dfudivine origin, though they are all

borrowed from human language, and derived from human and earthly relations. They are
anthropomorphic and mark a condescending approach of God to man.

The names of God constitute a difficulty for human thought. Gadadncomprehensible One,
infinitely exalted above all that is temporal; but in His names He descends to all that is finite
and becomes like unto man. On the one hand we cannot name Him, and on the other hand He
has many names. How can this be explainedZv@at grounds are these names applied to the
AYFAYAOGS YR AYO2YLINBKSyaaofS D2RK LG akKzdzZ R
invention, and do not testify to his insight into the very Being of God. They are given by God
Himself with the assurandbat they contain in a measure a revelation of the Divine Being. This
was made possible by the fact that the world and all its relations is and was meant to be a
revelation of God. Because the Incomprehensible One revealed Himself in His creatures, it is
possible for man to name Him after the fashion of a creature. In order to make Himself known
to man, God had to condescend to the level of man, to accommodate Himself to the limited
and finite human consciousness, and to speak in human language. If theaghamGod with
anthropomorphic names involves a limitation of God, as some say, then this must be true to an
even greater degree of the revelation of God in creation. Then the world does not reveal, but
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rather conceals, God; then man is not related to Ghdt simply forms an antithesis to Him;
and then we are shut up to a hopeless agnosticism.

From what was said about the name of God in general it follows that we can include under the
names of God not only the appellatives by which He is indicated asdapendent personal

Being and by which He is addressed, but also the attributes of God; and then not merely the
attributes of the Divine Being in general, but also those that qualify the separate Persons of the
Trinity. Dr. Bavinck bases his division af ttames of God on that broad conception of them,

and distinguishes between nomina propria (proper names), nomina essentialia (essential
names, or attributes), and nomina personalia (personal names, as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit).
In the present chapter @ limit ourselves to the discussion of the first class.

B. The Old Testament Names and their Meaning.

M® Q9[ X Q9 h|Thearost kiyipe nd@ by whichdGod is designated in the Old
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as the strong and mighty Oner, as the object of fear. The name seldom occurs in the singular,

except in poetry. The plural is to be regarded as intensive, and therefore serves to indicate a
Fdzf ySaa 27F LIRogSN® ¢KS yIYS Qotez2y Aa RSNAGS|
designaes God as the high and exalted One, Gen. 14:19,20; Num. 24:16; Isa. 14:14. It is found
especially in poetry. These names are not yet nomina propria in the strict sense of the word, for

they are also used of idols, Ps. 95:3; 96:5, of men, Gen. 33:10;1E&and: of rulers, Judg. 5:8;

Ex. 21:6; 22:840; Ps. 82:1.

H® Q! SThidnarhedss related in meaning to the preceding ones. It is derived from either
Rdzy O6RAYO 2NJ QFRFyYyS>S 020K 2F gKAOK YSIy G2 2dzR
Ruler, b whom everything is subject, and to whom man is related as a servant. In earlier times

it was the usual name by which the people of Israel addressed God. Later on it was largely
supplanted by the name Jehovah (Yahweh). All the names so far mentionetdé&sod as the

high and exalted One, the transcendent God. The following names point to the fact that this
exalted Being condescended to enter into relations with His creatures.

od {1 ! 55 LSHADDXIFhe fadd Shaddai is derived from shadad, to begyi; and

points to God as possessing all power in heaven and on earth. Others, however, derive it from
AaKIFIRZ t2NR® LG RAFFSNE AY |y AYLRZNIFYG LRAYD
it contemplates God as subjecting all the powersature and making them subservient to the

work of divine grace. While it stresses the greatness of God, it does not represent Him as an
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object of fear and terror, but as a source of blessing and comfort. It is the name with which God
appeared unto Abrahanthe father of the faithful, Ex. 6:2.

4. YAHWEH and YAHWEH TSEBHAQ@T#iespecially in the name Yahweh, which gradually
supplanted earlier names, that God reveals Himself as the God of grace. It has always been
regarded as the most sacred and the mosstidctive name of God, the incommunicable name.

¢tKS WSgad KIR | adzZJSNERGAGAZ2dza RNBIFIR 2F dzaAy3
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the consonants intact, attached to them the vowels of one of these names, usually those of

Q! R2YIAd ¢KS NBFf RSNAGFIGA2Y 2F GKS yIYS |yR
or less lost in obscurity. The Pentateuch connects the name with the Hebrew verb hayah, to be,

Ex. 3:13,14. On the strength of that passage we may assume that the name is in all probability
derived from an archaic form of that verb, namely, hawah. As fahagorm is concerned, it

may be regarded as a third person imperfect gal or hiphil. Most likely, however, it is the former.

¢KS YSIyAy3a A& SELXITAYSR Ay 9E® oYmMnI 6KAOK A
aKFff 0S®dé ¢ Kdzame poifts ® khkIBhangdallenasKob God. Yet it is not so

much the unchangeableness of His essential Being that is in view, as the unchangeableness of

His relation to His people. The name contains the assurance that God will be for the people of

a 2 a Say @haRHe was for their fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. It stresses the covenant
faithfulness of God, is His proper name par excellence, Ex. 15:3; Ps. 83:19; Hos. 12:6; Isa. 42:8,
FYR A& GKSNBF2NB dzaSR 2F y2 2ef6fthe daine dppedld St QA&
from the fact that it never occurs in the plural or with a suffix. Abbreviated forms of it, found
especially in composite names, are Yah and Yahu.

The name Yahweh is often strengthened by the addition of tsebhaoth. Origen and Jerome
regard this as an apposition, because Yahweh does not admit of a construct state. But this
interpretation is not sufficiently warranted and hardly yields an intelligible sense. It is rather
hard to determine to what the word tsebhaoth refers. There areezsally three opinions:

a. The armies of IsraeBut the correctness of this view may well be doubted. Most of the
passages quoted to support this idea do not prove the point; only three of them contain a
semblance of proof, namely, | Sam. 4:4; 17:45amh.36:2, while one of them, Il Kings 19:31, is

rather unfavorable to this view. While the plural tsebhaoth is used for the hosts of the people

of Israel, the army is regularly indicated by the singular. This militates against the notion,
inherent in this Yew, that in the name under consideration the term refers to the army of

LANI St a2NB20SNE Ad0 Aa OftSIFEN GKFdG Ay GKS t NP
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refer to Jehovah as the God of war. And if the meaning of the name changed, whatl ¢thase
change?

b. The starsBut in speaking of the host of heaven Scripture always uses the singular, and never
the plural. Moreover, while the stars are called the host of heaven, they are never designated
the host of God.

c. The angelsThis interpretaton deserves preference. The name Yahweh tsebhaoth is often
found in connections in which angels are mentioned: | Sam. 4:4; Il Sam. 6:2; Isa. 37:16; Hos.
12:4,5, Ps. 80:1,4 f.; Ps. 8986The angels are repeatedly represented as a host that surrounds
the throne of God, Gen. 28:12; 32:2; Jos. 5:14; | Kings 22:19; Ps. 68:17; 103:21; 148:2; Isa. 6:2. It
is true that in this case also the singular is generally used, but this is no serious objection, since
the Bible also indicates that there were several dovisi of angels, Gen. 32:2; Deut. 33:2; Ps.
68:17. Moreover, this interpretation is in harmony with the meaning of the name, which has no
martial flavor, but is expressive of the glory of God as King, Deut. 33:2; | Kings 22:19; Ps. 24:10;
Isa. 6:3; 24:23; &b. 14:16. Jehovah of hosts, then, is God as the King of glory, who is
surrounded by angelic hosts, who rules heaven and earth in the interest of His people, and who
receives glory from all His creatures.

C. The New Testament Names and their Interpretation

1. THEOEKS bSg ¢SadhkyYSyid KIFIa GKS DNBS{ SljdzA gt Sy
Q9f 2KAYZXZ YR Q9feéz2y Al KIFra ¢KS24ar gKAOK Aa (K
it may by accommodation be used of heathen gods, though strictly kipgat expresses
SaaSyidAltf RSAGed wotezy Aad NBYRSNBR |l dzJaradza
| Sod TYMP® ¢ KS yiShaddai aré rérdéerl IPdntokragpRandeos Pantokrator,

Il Cor. 6:18; Rev. 1:8; 4:8; 11:17; 15:3; 16t7More generally, however, Theos is found with a

genitive of possession, such as mou, sou, hemon, humon, because in Christ God may be
regarded as the God of all and of each one of His children. The national idea of the Old
Testament has made place for tiveividual in religion.

2. KURIOSThe name Yahweh is explicated a few times by variations of a descriptive kind, such

Fa GO0KS ! fLKIF FYyR GKS hYS3lIzé aoK2 Aa yR gK?2
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derived from kuros, power. This name does not have exactly the same connotation as Yahweh,

but designatessod as the Mighty One, the Lord, the Possessor, the Ruler who has legal power

and authority. It is used not only of God, but also of Christ.
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3. PATERI is often said that the New Testament introduced a new name of God, namely, Pater
(Father). But this idardly correct. The name Father is used of the Godhead even in heathen
religions. It is used repeatedly in the Old Testament to designate the relation of God to Israel,
Deut. 32:6; Ps. 103:13; Isa. 63:16; 64:8; Jer. 3:4,19; 31:9; Mal. 1:6; 2:10, wkiléesisalled the

son of God, Ex. 4:22; Deut. 14:1; 32:19; Isa. 1:2; Jer. 31:20; Hos. 1:10; 11:1. In such cases the
name is expressive of the special theocratic relation in which God stands to Israel. In the
general sense of originator or creator it is dga the following New Testament passages: | Cor.

8:6; Eph. 3:15; Heb. 12:9; James 1:18. In all other places it serves to express either the special
relation in which the first Person of the Trinity stands to Christ, as the Son of God either in a
metaphystcal or a mediatorial sense, or the ethical relation in which God stands to all believers
as His spiritual children.

V. The Attributes of God in General
A. Evaluation of the Terms Used.

¢CKS yIFIYS alF GGNROdziSa¢ A& y2i nddR&signiag sanfetfii®S A i
to one, and is therefore apt to create the impression that something is added to the divine

. SAy3dd ! yR2dzoGSRf & GKS GSNY GLINRLISNIASaE Aa o
God and to God only. Naturally, in so fax some of the attributes are communicable, the

absolute character of the proprium is weakened, for to that extent some of the attributes are

not proper to God in the absolute sense of the word. But even this term contains the
suggestion of a distinction bseen the essence or nature of God and that which is proper to it.

hy (GKS ¢gK2fS A0 Aa LINSFSNIoftS (2 aLISKF|{ 2F (GKS
dzy RSNR Gl YRAY3IZ K2¢SOSNE GKIFIG Ay GKAa Gl asS (K
sense. By so doing we (a) follow the usage of the Bible, which uses the term arete, rendered
virtues or excellencies, in | Pet. 2:9; and (b) avoid the suggestion that something is added to the
Being of God. His virtues are not added to His Being, [suBking is the pleroma of His virtues

and reveals itself in them. They may be defined as the perfections which are predicated of the
Divine Being in Scripture, or are visibly exercised by Him in His works of creation, providence,

and redemption. If we sl O2y Ay dzS (2 dzaS GKS yIFYS aF GGNRO
used and with the distinct understanding that the notion of something added to the Being of

God must be rigidly excluded.

B. Method of determining the attributes of God.

The Scholastias their attempt to construct a system of natural theology posited three ways in
which to determine the attributes of God, which they designated as the via causalitatis, via
negationis, and via eminentiae. By the way of causality we rise from the effaath we see in
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the world round about us to the idea of a first Cause, from the contemplation of creation, to
the idea of an almighty Creator, and from the observation of the moral government of the
world, to the idea of a powerful and wise Ruler. By wagexfation we remove from our idea of

God all the imperfections seen in His creatures, as inconsistent with the idea of a Perfect Being,
and ascribe to Him the opposite perfection. In reliance on that principle we speak of God as
independent, infinite, incgporeal, immense, immortal, and incomprehensible. And finally, by
way of eminence we ascribe to God in the most eminent manner the relative perfections which
we discover in man, according to the principle that what exists in an effectexysts in its
cause, and even in the most absolute sense in God as the most perfect Being. This method may
appeal to some, because it proceeds from the known to the unknown, but is not the proper
method of dogmatic theology. It takes its startingpoint in man, and consldiden what it finds

in man to what is found in God. And in so far as it does this it makes man the measure of God.
This is certainly not a theological method of procedure. Moreover, it bases its knowledge of
God on human conclusions rather than on thefsevelation of God in His divine Word. And

yet this is the only adequate source of the knowledge of God. While that method might be
followed in a secalled natural theology, it does not fit in a theology of revelation.

The same may be said of the methaglgggested by modern representatives of experimental
ikS2t23ed ! GeLAOKt SEFYLXS 2F GKAAa Yl& 0SS 71
Science.[p. 159 ff.] He also speaks of three methods of procedure. We may begin with our
intuitions of the realityof God, those unreasoned certitudes which are firmly rooted in
immediate experience. One of these is that the Object of our religious dependence is absolutely
sufficient for our imperative needs. Especially may deductions be drawn from the life of Jesus

anR UKS a/ KNRAGEA|1SE SOSNEBEGKSNBP® 2SS Yire Ffaz
but in his needs. The practically necessary postulate is that God is absolutely sufficient and
absolutely dependable with reference to the religious needs of n@m.that basis man can

build up his doctrine of the attributes of God. And, finally, it is also possible to follow a more
pragmatic method, which rests on the principle that we can learn to a certain extent what

things and persons are, beyond what they arenediately perceived to be, by observing what

they do. Macintosh finds it necessary to make use of all three methods.

Ritschl wants us to start with the idea that God is love, and would have us ask what is involved

in this most characteristic thought @od. Since love is personal, it implies the personality of

God, and thus affords us a principle for the interpretation of the world and of the life of man.

The thought that God is love also carries with it the conviction that He can achieve His purpose

of love, that is, that His will is supremely effective in the world. This yields the idea of an

Ff YAIKGE / NBFG2NY ! YR o0& @ANIdzS 2F GKAA ol ai
controlling all things for the realization of His Kingdom, He skeshd from the beginning. In
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analyzing the idea of God which we already won from the revelation in Christ; and we arrange

them in such a way as to bring the distha®S FSI G dzNBa 2F GKIF G ARSF {2
Theol. in Outline, p. 101.]

All these methods take their startingpoint in human experience rather than in the Word of God.

They deliberately ignore the clear sedfvelation of God in Scripture andakthe idea of the

human discovery of God. They who rely on such methods have an exaggerated idea of their

own ability to find out God and to determine the nature of God inductively by approved
GaOASYUATAO YSUK2Radé | (i ib&Sonls davahSe thiough Shich KSe  C
they might obtain real knowledge of God, that is, His special revelation, apparently oblivious of

the fact that only the Spirit of God can search and reveal the deep things of God and reveal
them unto us. Their very methatbmpels them to drag God down to the level of man, to stress

His immanence at the expense of His transcendence, and to make Him continuous with the
world. And as the final result of their philosophy we have a God made in the image of man.
James condemns lahtellectualism in religion, and maintains that philosophy in the form of
A0K2f adA0 (GKS2ft23& FrAata Fa O2YLX SGSte G2 RS
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intellectual processes the truth of the delivei@s of direct religious experiences is absolutely
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method which seeks for a God that meets the practical needs of man. In his estimation it is
sufficientto belie¢ GKIF G ao0Seé2yR SIFOK YIFYy YR AY | Fl akj
larger power which is friendly to him and to his ideals. All that the facts require is that the

power should be other and larger than our conscious selves. Anything larger viflitamly be

large enough to trust for the next step. It need not be infinite, it need not be solitary. It might
conceivably even be only a larger and more godlike self, of which the present self would then

be the mutilated expression, and the universéght conceivably be a collection of such selves,

2T RAFFSNBYy(O RSAINBS YR AyOfdzaAra@dSySaaszs ogAlK y
Thus we are left with the idea of a finite God.[Cf. Baillie, Our Knowledge of God, p. 251 ff. on

this mater.]

The only proper way to obtain perfectly reliable knowledge of the divine attributes is by the
dGdzRe 2 FrevelatiBrOrScriptSré. | is true that we can acquire some knowledge of the
greatness and power, the wisdom and goodness of God thrdlg study of nature, but for an
adequate conception of even these attributes it will be necessary to turn to the Word of God. In
the theology of revelation we seek to learn from the Word of God which are the attributes of
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the Divine Being. Man does noti@t knowledge from God as he does from other objects of
study, but God conveys knowledge of Himself to man, a knowledge which man can only accept
and appropriate. For the appropriation and understanding of this revealed knowledge it is, of
course, of thegreatest importance that man is created in the image of God, and therefore finds
helpful analogies in his own life. In distinction from the a priori method of the Scholastics, who
deduced the attributes from the idea of a perfect Being, this method magalied a posteriori,

since it takes its startingpoint, not in an abstract perfect Being, but in the fulness of the divine
seltrevelation, and in the light of this seeks to know the Divine Being. C. Suggested Divisions of
the Attributes.

The question of he classification of the divine attributes has engaged the attention of
theologians for a long time. Several classifications have been suggested, most of which
distinguish two general classes. These classes are designated by different names and represent
different points of view, but are substantially the same in the various classifications. The
following are the most important of these:

1. Some speak of natural and moral attribute$he former, such as sedikistence, simplicity,
infinity, etc., belong tathe constitutional nature of God, as distinguished from His will. The
latter, as truth, goodness, mercy, justice, holiness, etc., qualify Him as a moral Being. The
objection to this classification is that the-salled moral attributes are just as truly taa@al (i.e.
original) in God as the others. Dabney prefers this division, but admits, in view of the objection
raised, that the terms are not felicitous. He would rather speak of moral andnmmal
attributes.

2. Others distinguish between absolute and lagive attributes. The former belong to the
essence of God as considered in itself, while the latter belong to the divine essence considered
in relation to His creation. The one class includes such attributes asxsgtlénce, immensity,
eternity; and theother, such attributes as omnipresence and omniscience. This division seems
to proceed on the assumption that we can have some knowledge of God as He is in Himself,
entirely apart from the relations in which He stands to His creatures. But this is nando,
therefore, properly speaking, all the perfections of God are relative, indicating what He is in
relation to the world. Strong evidently does not recognize the objection, and gives preference
to this division.

3. Still others divide the divine perfeabns into immanent or intransitive and emanent or

transitive attributes. Strong combines this division with the preceding one, when he speaks of
absolute or immanent and relative or transitive attributes. The former are those which do not
go forth and operte outside of the divine essence, but remain immanent, such as immensity,
simplicity, eternity, etc.; and the latter are such as issue forth and produce effects external to
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God, as omnipotence, benevolence, justice, etc. But if some of the divine atsilangepurely
immanent, all knowledge of them would seem to be excluded. H. B. Smith remarks that every
one of them must be both immanent and transeunt.

4. The most common distinction is that between incommunicable and communicable
attributes. The former age those to which there is nothing analogous in the creature, as aseity,
simplicity, immensity, etc.; the latter those to which the properties of the human spirit bear
some analogy, as power, goodness, mercy, righteousness, etc. This distinction founemo fa
with the Lutherans, but has always been rather popular in Reformed circles, and is found in
such representative works as those of the Leyden Professors,[Synopsis Purioris Theologiae.]
Mastricht and Turretin. It was felt from the very beginning, howevbkat the distinction was
untenable without further qualification, since from one point of view every attribute may be
called communicable. None of the divine perfections are communicable in the infinite
perfection in which they exist in God, and at trese time there are faint traces in man even

of the socalled incommunicable attributes of God. Among more recent Reformed theologians
there is a tendency to discard this distinction in favor of some other divisions. Dick, Shedd, and
Vos retain the old digion. Kuyper expresses himself as dissatisfied with it, and yet reproduces
it in his virtutes per antithesin and virtutes per synthesin; and Bavinck, after following another
order in the first edition of his Dogmatics, returns to it in the second edititomnig prefers to
follow the division given by Bavinck in his first edition. And, finally, the Hodges, H. B. Smith, and
Thornwell follow a division suggested by the Westminster Catechism. However, the
classification of the attributes under two main heads #ound in the distinction under
consideration, is really inherent in all the other divisions, so that they are all subject to the
objection that they apparently divide the Being of God into two parts, that first God as He is in
Himself, God as the absotiBeing, is discussed, and then God as He is related to His creatures,
God as a personal Being. It may be said that such a treatment does not result in a unitary and
harmonious conception of the divine attributes. This difficulty may be obviated, howbyer,
having it clearly understood that the two classes of attributes named are not strictly co
ordinate, but that the attributes belonging to the first class qualify all those belonging to the
second class, so that it can be said that God is one, absolutbangeable and infinite in His
knowledge and wisdom, His goodness and love, His grace and mercy, His righteousness and
holiness. If we bear this in mind, and also remember that none of the attributes of God are
incommunicable in the sense that there is tnace of them in man, and that none of them are
communicable in the sense that they are found in man as they are found in God, we see no
reason why we should depart from the old division which has become so familiar in Reformed
theology. For practical resans it seems more desirable to retain it.
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QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUHaY pbjections are there to the use of the term attributes
Fa FLIWXASR (2 D2RK 52 GKS aryYS 202S0i0A2ya
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conception of the attributes as parts of God or as additions to the Divine Being? What faulty
conceptions of the attributes were current in the Middle Ages? Did the Scholastics in their
search for the #ributes follow an a priori or an a posteriori, a deductive or an inductive
method? Why is their method inherently foreign to the theology of revelation? What
classifications of the attributes were suggested in addition to those mentioned in the text? Why
is it virtually out of the question to give a faultless division? What division is suggested by the
Westminster Catechism?

LITERATURBavinck, Geref. Dogm. Il, pp. 2023; Kuyper, Dict. Dogm., De Deo I, pp.-288;
Honig, Geref. Dogm., pp. 1885; Hodje, Syst. Theol. |, pp. 3@36; Shedd, Dogm. Theol. I, pp.
334-338; Thornwell, Collected Works, I, pp. 1bR; Dabney, Lectures on Theol., pp. <144,
Pieper, Christl. Dogm. |, pp. 5886; Kaftan, Dogm., pp. 1d®81; Pope, Chr. Theol. I, pp. 287
291; $eenstra, The Being of God as Unity and Trinity, ppl BB

47



VI. The Incommunicable Attributes
(God as the Absolute Being)

It has been quite common in theology to speak of God as the absolute Being. At the same time
GKS GSNXY &l 0az2ft dziiSaof philosophy thai is 6f khkeokbiy Ol rBefahhgsics
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the theist also speaks of God as the ultimate ground of all existence, it is sometimes thought

that the Absolute of philosophy and the God of theism are one and the same. But that is not
necessarily so. In fact the usual conception of the Absolute renders it impossible to equate it
gAOUK (KS D2R 2F GKS . A0fS YR 27F rivekKidm&ha Al y Gl
Latin absolutus, a compound of ab (from) and solvere (to loosen), and thus means free as to
condition, or free from limitation or restraint. This fundamental thought was worked out in

various ways, so that the Absolute was regarded as thathvis free from all conditions (the
Unconditioned or SelExistent), from all relations (the (Unrelated), from all imperfections (the
Perfect), or free from all phenomenal differences or distinctions, such as matter and spirit,

being and attributes, subgt and object, appearance and reality (the Real, or Ultimate Reality).

The answer to the question, whether the Absolute of philosophy can be identified with the God
of theology, depends on the conception one has of the Absolute. If Spinoza conceives of th
Absolute as the one Sedfibsistent Being of which all particular things are but transient modes,
thus identifying God and the world, we cannot share his view of this Absolute as God. When
Hegel views the Absolute as the unity of thought and being, eddtality of all things, which
includes all relations, and in which all the discords of the present are resolved in perfect unity,
we again find it impossible to follow him in regarding this Absolute as God. And when Bradley
says that his Absolute is rédal to nothing, and that there cannot be any practical relation
between it and the finite will, we agree with him that his Absolute cannot be the God of the
Christian religion, for this God does enter into relations with finite creatures. Bradley cannot
conceive of the God of religion as other than a finite God. But when the Absolute is defined as
the First Cause of all existing things, or as the ultimate ground of all reality, or as the one self
existent Being, it can be considered as identical with thd &dheology. He is the Infinite One,
who does not exist in any necessary relations, because He isusigtient, but at the same

time can freely enter into various relations with His creation as a whole and with His creatures.
While the incommunicablattributes emphasize the absolute Being of God, the communicable
attributes stress the fact that He enters into various relations with His creatures. In the present
chapter the following perfections of God come into consideration.

48



A. The SelExistence of5od.

God is selexistent, that is, He has the ground of His existence in Himself. This idea is
sometimes expressed by saying that He is causa sui (His own cause), but this expression is
hardly accurate, since God is the uncaused, who exists by the itgoaflsklis own Being, and
therefore necessarily. Man, on the other hand, does not exist necessarily, and has the cause of
KAa SEA&GSYOS 2dzi aA RS 2Astefica wad Gehefally expriésSed hyRH@ I 2 F
term aseitas, meaning sefiriginated, but Reformed theologians quite generally substituted for

it the word independentia (independence), as expressing, not merely that God is independent

in His Being, but also that He is independent in everything else: in His virtues, decrees, works,
and soon. It may be said that there is a faint trace of this perfection in the creature, but this

can only mean that the creature, though absolutely dependent, yet has its own distinct
existence. But, of course, this falls far short of being-eeltent. Thisattribute of God is

generally recognized, and is implied in heathen religions and in the Absolute of philosophy.
When the Absolute is conceived of as the safistent and as the ultimate ground of all things,

which voluntarily enters into various relatie with other beings, it can be identified with the

God of theology. As the sadkistent God, He is not only independent in Himself, but also
causes everything to depend on Him. This-egitence of God finds expression in the name
Jehovah. It is onlysathe selexistent and independent One that God can give the assurance

that He will remain eternally the same in relation to His people. Additional indications of it are
F2dzyR Ay GKS |3daSNIA2y Ay W2KYy pYHgadeHe@®2NI | &
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that all things exist only through Him, Ps. 94:8 ff.; Isa. 40:18 ff.; Acts 7:25; and in statements
implying that He is independent in His thougRom. 11:33,34, and in His will, Dan. 4:35; Rom.

9:19; Eph. 1:5; Rev. 4:11. in His power, Ps. 115:3, and in His counsel, Ps. 33:11.

B. The Immutability of God.

The Immutability of God is a necessary concomitant of His aseity. It is that perfection bfyGod
which He is devoid of all change, not only in His Being, but also in His perfections, and in His
purposes and promises. In virtue of this attribute He is exalted above all becoming, and is free
from all accession or diminution and from all growth or @gdén His Being or perfections. His
knowledge and plans, His moral principles and volitions remain forever the same. Even reason
teaches us that no change is possible in God, since a change is either for better or for worse.
But in God, as the absolute Rection, improvement and deterioration are both equally
impossible. This immutability of God is clearly taught in such passages of Scripture as Ex. 3:14;
Ps. 102:2&8; Isa. 41:4; 48:12; Mal. 3:6; Rom. 1:23; Heb. 1:11,12; Jas. 1:17. At the same time
there are many passages of Scripture which seem to ascribe change to God. Did not He who
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dwelleth in eternity pass on to the creation of the world, become incarnate in Christ, and in the
Holy Spirit take up His abode in the Church? Is He not represented adimgvaad hiding
Himself, as coming and going, as repenting and changing His intention, and as dealing
differently with man before and after conversion? Cf. Ex. 32:40Jonah 3:10; Prov. 11:20;
12:22; Ps. 18:26,27. The objection here implied is based taedain extent on
misunderstanding. The divine immutability should not be understood as implying immobility, as
if there were no movement in God. It is even customary in theology to speak of God as actus
purus, a God who is always in action. The Biblehea us that God enters into manifold
relations with man and, as it were, lives their life with them. There is change round about Him,
change in the relations of men to Him, but there is no change in His Being, His attributes, His
purpose, His motives ofciion, or His promises. The purpose to create was eternal with Him,
and there was no change in Him when this purpose was realized by a single eternal act of His
will. The incarnation brought no change in the Being or perfections of God, nor in His purpose,
for it was His eternal good pleasure to send the Son of His love into the world. And if Scripture
speaks of His repenting, changing His intention, and altering His relation to sinners when they
repent, we should remember that this is only an anthropopathiay of speaking. In reality the
OKIFy3aS Aa y24 Ay D2RX o6dzi AY YIY FYR AY YIyQa
immutability of God over against the Pelagian and Arminian doctrine that God is subject to
change, not indeed in His Being,tbo His knowledge and will, so that His decisions are to a
great extent dependent on the actions of man; over against the pantheistic notion that God is
an eternal becoming rather than an absolute Being, and that the unconscious Absolute is
gradually devidping into conscious personality in man; and over against the present tendency
of some to speak of a finite, struggling, and gradually growing God.

C. The Infinity of God .

The infinity of God is that perfection of God by which He is free from all liaitst In ascribing

it to God we deny that there are or can be any limitations to the divine Being or attributes. It
implies that He is in no way limited by the universe, by this tapace world, or confined to the
universe. It does not involve His identivith the sumtotal of existing things, nor does it
exclude the ceexistence of derived and finite things, to which He bears relation. The infinity of
God must be conceived as intensive rather than extensive, and should not be confused with
boundless extasion, as if God were spread out through the entire universe, one part being
here and another there, for God has no body and therefore no extension. Neither should it be
regarded as a merely negative concept, though it is perfectly true that we cannot d&rm
positive idea of it. It is a reality in God fully comprehended only by Him. We distinguish various
FaLlSola 2F D2RQa AyTFAyAileéo
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1. HIS ABSOLUTE PERFECTIRsLIs the infinity of the Divine Being considered in itself. It

should not be understood in a qoatative, but in a qualitative sense; it qualifies all the
communicable attributes of God. Infinite power is not an absolute quantum, but an exhaustless
potency of power; and infinite holiness is not a boundless quantum of holiness, but a holiness
which B, qualitatively free from all limitation or defect. The same may be said of infinite
1y26ft SRAIS IyR 6A&R2YI YR 2F AYFTAYAGS t20S |y
say that infinity in God is ultimately: (a) internally and qualitatively, abseof all limitation and
RSTFSOGT 600 02 dzy Righisioa Chridian ®gtiiirde | pt 26.Jil@ this senseloRtle

word the infinity of God is simply identical with the perfection of His Divine Being. Scripture

proof for it is found in Job 11:¥0; Ps. 145:3; Matt. 5:48.

2. HIS ETERNITHe infinity of God in relation to time is called His eternity. The form in which
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102:12; Eph. 3:21. We should rembken, however, that in speaking as it does the Bible uses
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the same way, namely, as duration infinitely prolonged both backwards and forwards. But this

is only a ppular and symbolical way of representing that which in reality transcends time and

differs from it essentially. Eternity in the strict sense of the word is abscribed to that which
transcends all temporal limitations. That it applies to God in that senseléast intimated in 1l
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God fills time; is in every part of it; but His eternity still is not really this being in time. It is rather
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weeks and months and years; not so the existence of God. Our life is divided into a past,
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eternity may be defined as that perfection of God whereby He is elevated above all temporal

limits and all succession of moments, and possesses the whole of His existence in one
indivisible present. The relation of eternity to time constituteseonf the most difficult

problems in philosophy and theology, perhaps incapable of solution in our present condition.

3. HIS IMMENSITYhe infinity of God may also be viewed with reference to space, and is then
called His immensity. It may be defined asittlperfection of the Divine Being by which He
transcends all spatial limitations, and yet is present in every point of space with His whole
Being. It has a negative and a positive side, denying all limitations of space to the Divine Being,
and asserting tht God is above space and fills every part of it with His whole Being. The last
words are added, in order to ward off the idea that God is diffused through space, so that one
part of His Being is present in one place, and another part in some other plecdistinguish

three modes of presence in space. Bodies are in space circumscriptively, because they are
bounded by it; finite spirits are in space definitively, since they are not everywhere, but only in
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a certain definite place; and in distinction fronoth of these God is in space repletively,
because He fills all space. He is not absent from any part of it, nor more present in one part
than in another.
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same thing,and can therefore be regarded as synonymous. Yet there is a point of difference
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part of space with His entire Being. The former emphasizes the transcendence, and the latter,

the immanence of God. God is immanent in all His creatures, in His entire creation, but is in no
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hand, the error of Pantheism, so characteristic of a great deal of present day thinking, with its
denial of the transcendence of God and its assumption that the Being of God is really the
substance of all thirgy and, on the other hand, the Deistic conception that God is indeed
present in creation per potentiam (with His power), but not per essentiam et naturam (with His

very Being and nature), and acts upon the world from a distance. Though God is distinct from

the world and may not be identified with it, He is yet present in every part of His creation, not

only per potentiam, but also per essentiam. This does not mean, however, that He is equally
present and present in the same sense in all His creatures. atueenof His indwelling is in

harmony with that of His creatures. He does not dwell on earth as He does in heaven, in
animals as He does in man, in the inorganic as He does in the organic creation, in the wicked as

He does in the pious, nor in the Church lde does in Christ. There is an endless variety in the
manner in which He is immanent in His creatures, and in the measure in which they reveal God

to those who have eyes to see. The omnipresence of God is clearly revealed in Scripture.
Heaven and earthannot contain Him, | Kings 8:27; Isa. 66:1; Acts 7:48,49; and at the same

time He fills both and is a God at hand, Ps. 13®;7Jer. 23:23,24; Acts 17:27,28.

D. The Unity of God.
A distinction is made between the unitas singularitatis and the unitas girapis.

1. THE UNITAS SINGULARITAINE. attribute stresses both the oneness and the unicity of

God, the fact that He is numerically one and that as such He is unique. It implies that there is

but one Divine Being, that from the nature of the case thean be but one, and that all other

beings exist of and through and unto Him. The Bible teaches us in several passages that there is
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as much as they do His uniqueness. This is the case in the wélyknog 2 NRa 2 F 5Sdzi &
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this would seem to be a better translatioKeil stresses that fact that this passage does not

teach the numerical unity of God, but rather that Jehovah is the only God that is entitled to the

name Jehovah. This is also the meaning of the term in Zech. 14:9. The same idea is beautifully
expressedyy G KS NKSG2NAOIf jdzS§adAaz2y 2F 9E® MpYMMI ¢
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polytheistic conceptions of God.

2. THE UNITAS SIMPLICITAMSle theunity discussed in the preceding sets God apart from
other beings, the perfection now under consideration is expressive of the inner and qualitative
unity of the Divine Being. When we speak of the simplicity of God, we use the term to describe
the state o quality of being simple, the condition of being free from division into parts, and
therefore from compositeness. It means that God is not composite and is not susceptible of
division in any sense of the word. This implies among other things that the Peesons in the
D2RKSIFIR IINB y20 a2 Ylyeé LINGA 2F 6KAOK (KS 5]
and perfections are not distinct, and that the attributes are not superadded to His essence.
Since the two are one, the Bible can speak of God hsdigd life, as righteousness and love,
thus identifying Him with His perfections. The simplicity of God follows from some of His other
perfections; from His Se#xistence, which excludes the idea that something preceded Him, as
in the case of compoundsind from His immutability, which could not be predicated of His
nature, if it were made up of parts. This perfection was disputed during the Middle Ages, and
was denied by Socinians and Arminians. Scripture does not explicitly assert it, but implies it
where it speaks of God as righteousness, truth, wisdom, light, life, love, and so on, and thus
indicates that each of these properties, because of their absolute perfection, is identical with
His Being. In recent works on theology the simplicity of God woselmentioned. Many
theologians positively deny it, either because it is regarded as a purely metaphysical
abstraction, or because, in their estimation, it conflicts with the doctrine of the Trinity. Dabney
believes that there is no composition in the stdysce of God, but denies that in Him substance
and attributes are one and the same. He claims that God is no more simple in that respect than
finite spirits.[Syst. and Polem. Thedql.,43f.]

QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER S™WiiaY .different conceptions of the solute do we meet
with in philosophy? Can the Absolute of philosophy always be identified with the God of
theology? How does Bradley distinguish between the two? How is the finite God of James,
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Schiller, Ward, Wells and others, related to the Absolute?vHip the incommunicable

attributes of God link up with the Absolute? Does the immutability of God exclude all
movement in God? In how far does it exclude changes of action and relations? Should the
absolute perfection of God be regarded as an attribute?®WhR2 Sa (GKS . A06f S NBI
eternity as endless duration? Is it possible to harmonize the transcendence and the immanence

of God? How is transcendence frequently interpreted in modern theology? What is implied in

the simplicity of God?
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254-260, 275279; Pieper, Christl. Dogm. |, pp. 8343, 547549; Knudson, The Doct. of God,
pp. 242284; Steenstra, God as Unity and Trinity, pp.-139; Charnock, Existence and
Attributes of God. pp. 274805.
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VII. The Communicable Attributes
(God as a Personal Spirit)

If the attributes discussed in the previous chapter stressed the absolute Being of God, those
that remain to be considered emphasize His personal nature. It is in the communicable
attributes that God stands out as a conscious, lilgent, free, and moral Being, as a Being that

is personal in the highest sense of the word. The question has long engaged the attention of
philosophers, and is still a subject of debate, whether personal existence is consistent with the
idea of absoluteass. The answer to that question depends to a great extent on the meaning
2yS aONAoSa (2 GKS ¢2NR dloazfdziSoé ¢KS 42N
philosophy, which may be denominated as the agnostic, the logical, and the causal sense. For
the agnostic the Absolute is the unrelated, of which nothing can be known, since things are
known only in their relations. And if nothing can be known of it, personality cannot be ascribed
to it. Moreover, since personality is unthinkable apart from relas, it cannot be identified

with an Absolute which is in its very essence the unrelated. In the logical Absolute the individual
is subordinated to the universal, and the highest universal is ultimate reality. Such is the
absolute substance of Spinoza, atied absolute spirit of Hegel. It may express itself in and
through the finite, but nothing that is finite can express its essential nature. To ascribe
personality to it would be to limit it to one mode of being, and would destroy its absoluteness.
In fact such an absolute or ultimate is a mere abstract and empty concept, that is barren of all
content. The causal view of the Absolute represents it as the ultimate ground of all things. It is
not dependent on anything outside of itself, but causes all thingdepend on it. Moreover, it

is not necessarily completely unrelated, but can enter into various relations with finite
creatures. Such a conception of the Absolute is not inconsistent with the idea of personality.
Moreover, we should bear in mind that itheir argumentation philosophers were always
operating with the idea of personality as it is realized in man, and lost sight of the fact that
personality in God might be something infinitely more perfect. As a matter of fact, perfect
personality is foundnly in God, and what we see in man is only a finite copy of the original.
Still more, there is a tripersonality in God, of which no analogy is found in human beings.

Several natural proofs, quite similar to those adduced for the existence of God, hawe bee
urged to prove the personality of God. (1) Human personality demands a personal God for its
explanation. Man is not a sedixistent and eternal, but a finite being that has a beginning and
an end. The cause assumed must be sufficient to account for lmdevof the effect. Since man

is a personal product, the power originating him must also be personal. Otherwise there is
something in the effect which is superior to anything that is found in the cause; and this would
be quite impossible. (2) The world general bears witness to the personality of God. In its
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whole fabric and constitution it reveals the clearest traces of an infinite intelligence, of the
deepest, highest and tenderest emotions, and of a will that ip@ierful. Consequently, we
areconsNI AYySR (2 Y2dzyd FTNRY (GKS g2NIR G2 GKS
sensibility, and will, that is, as a person. (3) The moral and religious nature of man also points to
the personality of God. His moral nature imposes on him a sense of abligatdo that which

is right, and this necessarily implies the existence of a supreme Lawgiver. Moreover, his
religious nature constantly prompts him to seek personal communion with some higher Being;
and all the elements and activities of religion demangersonal God as their object and final
end. Even saalled pantheistic religions often testify unconsciously to belief in a personal God.
The fact is that all such things as penitence, faith and obedience, fellowship and love, loyalty in
service and satfice, trust in life and death, are meaningless unless they find their appropriate
object in a personal God.

But while all these considerations are true and have some value as testimonia, they are not the
proofs on which theology depends in its doctrinfetioe personality of God. It turns for proof to
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there are words, such as the Hebrew panim and the Greek prosopon, that come very close to
expressing the ideaAt the same time Scripture testifies to the personality of God in more than
one way. The presence of God, as described by Old and New Testament writers, is clearly a
personal presence. And the anthropomorphic and anthropopathic representations of God in
Scipture, while they must be interpreted so as not to militate against the pure spirituality and
holiness of God, can hardly be justified, except on the assumption that the Being to whom they
apply is a real person, with personal attributes, even thougdbeitwithout human limitations.

God is represented throughout as a personal God, with whom men can and may converse,
whom they can trust, who sustains them in their trials, and fills their hearts with the joy of
deliverance and victory. And, finally, the hést revelation of God to which the Bible testifies is

a personal revelation. Jesus Christ reveals the Father in such a perfect way that He could say to
t KAfALEE 1S gK2 KFEGK asSSy YS KFEGK asSSy GKS
appear in thediscussion of the communicable attributes.

A. The Spirituality of God.

The Bible does not give us a definition of God. The nearest approach to anything like it is found
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statement purporting to tell us in a single word what God is. The Lord does not merely say that
God is a spirit, but that He is Spirit. And because of this clear statement it is but fitting that we
should discuss first of all the spirituality of Gd&); teaching the spirituality of God theology

stresses the fact that God has a substantial Being all His own and distinct from the world, and
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that this substantial Being is immaterial, invisible, and without composition or extension. It
includes the thoughthat all the essential qualities which belong to the perfect idea of Spirit are

found in Him: that He is a setbnscious and setfetermining Being. Since He is Spirit in the

most absolute, and in the purest sense of the word, there is in Him no cotigoosif parts.

The idea of spirituality of necessity excludes the ascription of anything like corporeity to God,

and thus condemns the fancies of some of the early Gnostics and medieval Mystics, and of all
those sectarians of our own day who ascribe a btwd@od. It is true that the Bible speaks of

the hands and feet, the eyes and ears, the mouth and nose of God, but in doing this it is
speaking anthropomorphically or figuratively of Him who far transcends our human knowledge,

and of whom we can only spe@aka stammering fashion after the manner of men. By ascribing
spirituality to God we also affirm that He has none of the properties belonging to matter, and
GKFG 1S OFyy2i 06S RAAOSNYySR o6& GKS o02RAf& &8s
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hath immortality, dwelling in light unapproachable; whom no man hath seen, nor can see: to
GK2Y 0S K2y2NJ FyR LRoSNI SGSNYyIfx¢é L ¢CAYDP cYwmp

B. Intellectual Attributes.

God is represented in Scripture as Light, and therefore as perfect in His intellectual life. This
category comprises two of the divine perfections, namely, the knowledge and the wisdom of
God.

1. THE KNOWLEDGE OF GIie.knowledge of God may be definasl that perfection of God
whereby He, in an entirely unique manner, knows Himself and all things possible and actual in
one eternal and most simple act. The Bible testifies to the knowledge of God abundantly, as, for
instance, in | Sam. 2:3; Job 12:13; ®9; 147:4; Isa. 29:15; 40:27,28. In connection with the
knowledge of God several points call for consideration.

a. Its nature.The knowledge of God differs in some important points from that of men. It is
archetypal, which means that He knows the umse as it exists in His own eternal idea
previous to its existence as a finite reality in time and space; and that His knowledge is not, like
ours, obtained from without. It is a knowledge that is characterized by absolute perfection. As
such it is intuitve rather than demonstrative or discursive. It is innate and immediate, and does
not result from observation or from a process of reasoning. Being perfect, it is also
simultaneous and not successive, so that He sees things at once in their totality, &and no
LIASOSYSIE 2yS FTFAOASNI Fy20KSNXP CdzNIKSNY2NBX Al
knowledge is always partial, frequently indistinct, and often fails to rise into the clear light of
consciousness. A distinction is made between the necessaryraackhowledge of God. The
former is the knowledge which God has of Himself and of all things possible, a knowledge
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resting on the consciousness of His omnipotence. It is called necessary knowledge, because it is

not determined by an action of the divine Wilt is also known as the knowledge of simple
intelligence, in view of the fact that it is purely an act of the divine intellect, without any
concurrent action of the divine will. The free knowledge of God is the knowledge which He has

of all things actal, that is, of things that existed in the past, that exist in the present, or that
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and unchangeable eternal purpose, and is called free knowledge, becassietermined by a

concurrent act of the will. It is also called scientia visionis, knowledge of vision.

b. Its extent. The knowledge of God is not only perfect in kind, but also in its inclusiveness. It is
called omniscience, because it is@imprehensre. In order to promote a proper estimate of

it, we may particularize as follows: God knows Himself and in Himself all things that come from
Him (internal knowledge). He knows all things as they actually come to pass, past, present, and
future, and knowshem in their real relations. He knows the hidden essence of things, to which
the knowledge of man cannot penetrate. He sees not as man sees, who observes only the
outward manifestations of life, but penetrates to the depths of the human heart. Moreover, He
knows what is possible as well as what is actual; all things that might occur under certain
circumstances are present to His mind. The omniscience of God is clearly taught in several
passages of Scripture. He is perfect in knowledge, Job 37:16, lookeéttomautward
appearance but on the heart, | Sam. 16:7; | Chron. 28:9,17; Ps-43%#t. 17:10, observes the
ways of men, Deut. 2:7; Job 23:10; 24:23; 31:4; Ps. 1:6; 119:168, knows the place of their
habitation, Ps. 33:13, and the days of their life,3¥%18. This doctrine of the knowledge of God
must be maintained over against all pantheistic tendencies to represent God as the
unconscious ground of the phenomenal world, and of those who, like Marcion, Socinus and all
who believe in a finite God, asceilbo Him only a limited knowledge.
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foreknowledge of the free actions of men, and therefore of conditional events. We can
understand how God can foreknow where necessitesubut find it difficult to conceive of a
previous knowledge of actions which man freely originates. The difficulty of this problem led
some to deny the foreknowledge of free actions, and others to deny human freedom. It is
perfectly evident that Scripte teaches the divine foreknowledge of contingent events, | Sam.
23:1013; 1l Kings 13:19; Ps. 81:14,15; Isa. 42:9; 48:18; Jer. 2:2,3:288:Ezek. 3:6; Matt.
11:21. Moreover, it does not leave us in doubt as to the freedom of man. It certainly does not
permit the denial of either one of the terms of the problem. We are up against a problem here,
which we cannot fully solve, though it is possible to make an approach to a solution. God has
decreed all things, and has decreed them with their causes anditoams in the exact order in
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which they come to pass; and His foreknowledge of future things and also of contingent events
rests on His decree. This solves the problem as far as the foreknowledge of God is concerned.

But now the question arises, Is thegaletermination of things consistent with the free will of
man? And the answer is that it certainly is not, if the freedom of the will be regarded as
indifferentia (arbitrariness), but this is an unwarranted conception of the freedom of man. The
will of manis not something altogether indeterminate, something hanging in the air that can be
swung arbitrarily in either direction. It is rather something rooted in our very nature, connected
with our deepest instincts and emotions, and determined by our intaligictonsiderations and

by our very character. And if we conceive of our human freedom as lubentia rationalis
(reasonable selfletermination), then we have no sufficient warrant for saying that it is
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though our minds fail to grasp it. In part it probably lies, not in denying freedom, but in a
revised conception of freedom. For freedom, after all, is not arbitrariness. There is in all rational
action a why for acting a reason which decides action. The truly free man is not the
uncertain, incalculable man, but the man who is reliable. In short, freedom has itstlaws
spiritual lawst and the omniscient Mind knows what these are. But an element of mystery, it
mustbeat y2 6f SRISRZ & digttston ChE DoctA p/ 309 € w{ A RS

Jesuit, Lutheran, and Arminian theologians suggested thealed scientia media as a solution

of the problem. The name is indicative of the fact that it occupies a middle ground between the
necessary and the free knowledge of God. It differs from the former in that its object is not all
possible things, but a special class of things actually future; and from the latter in that its
ground is not the eternal purpose of God, but the free actidntlte creature as simply
foreseen[A. A. Hodge, Outlines of Theol., p. 147f A a OF f ft SR YSRAI S> al
they suppose God arrives at it, not directly by knowing His own purpose to effect it, but
indirectly by His infinite insight into theanner in which the contingent second cause will act,
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156.]But this is no solution of the problem at all. It is an attempt to reconcile two things which
logicallyexclude each other, namely, freedom of action in the Pelagian sense and a certain
foreknowledge of that action. Actions that are in no way determined by God, directly or
indirectly, but are wholly dependent on the arbitrary will of man, can hardly beothject of

divine foreknowledge. Moreover, it is objectionable, because it makes the divine knowledge
dependent on the choice of man, virtually annuls the certainty of the knowledge of future
events, and thus implicitly denies the omniscience of Godalss contrary to such passages of
Scripture as Acts 2:23; Rom. 9:16; Eph. 1:11; Phil. 2:13.
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2. THE WISDOM OF GOIhe wisdom of God may be regarded as a particular aspect of His
knowledge. It is quite evident that knowledge and wisdom are not the sameigthdhey are

closely related. They do not always accompany each other. An uneducated man may be
superior to a scholar in wisdom. Knowledge is acquired by study, but wisdom results from an
intuitive insight into things. The former is theoretical, while tlater is practical, making
knowledge subservient to some specific purpose. Both are imperfect in man, but in God they
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adaptation of means to ends. It points tbe fact that He always strives for the best possible

ends, and chooses the best means for the realization of His purposes. H. B. Smith defines the
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whereby He applies His knowledge to the attainment of His ends in a way which glorifies Him
most. It implies a final end to which all secondary ends are subordinate; and agcdadin

Scripture this final end is the glory of God, Rom. 11:33; 14:7,8; Eph. 1:11,12; Col. 1:16. Scripture
refers to the wisdom of God in many passages, and even represents it as personified in
Proverbs 8. This wisdom of God is seen particularly in creaffen 19:47; 104:134; in

providence, Ps. 33:10, 11; Rom. 8:28; and in redemption, Rom. 11:33; | Cor. 2:7; Eph. 3:10.

3. THE VERACITY OF GS8dipture uses several words to express the veracity of God: in the
hiR ¢Sadl YSyd QSYS(KZ in@he XexyTeskament ajetRes Qlethemy > |y
alethinos, and pistis. This already points to the fact that it includes several ideas, such as truth,
truthfulness, and faithfulness. When God is called the truth, this is to be understood in its most
comprehensivesense. He is the truth first of all in a metaphysical sense, that is, in Him the idea
of the Godhead is perfectly realized; He is all that He as God should be, and as such is
distinguished from all soalled gods, which are called vanity and lies, P%5;%57:7; 115:48;
Isa. 44:9,10. He is also the truth in an ethical sense, and as such reveals Himself as He really is,
so that His revelation is absolutely reliable, Num. 23:19; Rom. 3:4; Heb. 6:18. Finally, He is also
the truth in a logical sense, and wirtue of this He knows things as they really are, and has so
constituted the mind of man that the latter can know, not merely the appearance, but also the
reality, of things. Thus the truth of God is the foundation of all knowledge. It should be borne in
mind, moreover, that these three are but different aspects of the truth, which is one in God. In
view of the preceding we may define the veracity or truth of God as that perfection of His Being
by virtue of which He fully answers to the idea of the Godhdadperfectly reliable in His
revelation, and sees things as they really are. It is because of this perfection that He is the
source of all truth, not only in the sphere of morals and religion, but also in every field of
scientific endeavor. Scripture \&ry emphatic in its references to God as the truth, Ex. 34:6;
Num. 23:19; Deut. 32:4; Ps. 25:10; 31:6; Isa. 65:16; Jer. 10:8, 10, 11; John 14:6; 17:3; Tit. 1:2;
Heb. 6:18; 1 John 5:20, 21. There is still another aspect of this divine perfection, antabiee t
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always regarded as of the greatest importance. It is generally called His faithfulness, in virtue of
which He is ever mindful of His covenant and fulfils all the promises which He has made to His
people. This faithfulness of God is of the utmostgial significance to the people of God. It is

the ground of their confidence, the foundation of their hope, and the cause of their rejoicing. It
saves them from the despair to which their own unfaithfulness might easily lead, gives them
courage to carryn in spite of their failures, and fills their hearts with joyful anticipations, even
when they are deeply conscious of the fact that they have forfeited all the blessings of God.
Num. 23:19; Deut. 7:9; Ps. 89:33; Isa. 49:7; | Cor. 1:9; Il Tim. 2:18:Hell8; 10:23.

C. Moral Attributes.

The moral attributes of God are generally regarded as the most glorious of the divine
perfections. Not that one attribute of God is in itself more perfect and glorious than another,
but relatively to man the moral péctions of God shine with a splendor all their own. They are
generally discussed under three heads: (1) the goodness of God; (2) the holiness of God; and (3)
the righteousness of God.

1. THE GOODNESS OF GO is generally treated as a generic conaeptincluding several

varieties, which are distinguished according to their objects. The goodness of God should not be
confused with His kindness, which is a more restricted concept. We speak of something as
good, when it answers in all parts to the idedknce in our ascription of goodness to God the
fundamental idea is that He is in every way all that He as God should be, and therefore answers
LISNFSOGte (G2 GKS ARSIt SELINB&aasSR Ay G(GKS 62NR
word, absolute prfection and perfect bliss in Himself. It is in this sense that Jesus said to the
@2dzy3 NMzZf SN ab2yS Aa 3I22R al @S 2ySs S@Sy D2R
He is also good for His creatures, and may therefore be called the fons orbomwnum. He is

the fountain of all good, and is so represented in a variety of ways throughout the Bible. The
LI2SG aAy3aay aC2N) gAldK GKSS Aa GKS F2dzyal Ay 27F
good things which the creatures enjoy tmetpresent and expect in the future, flow to them out

of this inexhaustible fountain. And not only that, but God is also the summum bonum, the
highest good, for all His creatures, though in different degrees and according to the measure in
which they answeto the purpose of their existence. In the present connection we naturally

stress the ethical goodness of God and the different aspects of it, as these are determined by

the nature of its objects.

a. The goodness of God towards His creatures in genefais may be defined as that
perfection of God which prompts Him to deal bountifully and kindly with all His creatures. It is
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the affection which the Creator feels towards His sentient creatures as such. The Psalmist sings
2F AG Ay GKS ¢ Dvahis qogixaway; anal HidFerddar mérakS &re over all His
works. . . . The eyes of all wait for thee; and thou givest them their food in due season. Thou
2LSySai GKeé KFEyYyRX FTyYyR aldratfaisSad GKS RSaax
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nature and the circumstances of the creature. It naturally varies in degree according to the
capacity of the objects to receive it. And while it is not restrictedb@ievers, they only
manifest a proper appreciation of its blessings, desire to use them in the service of their God,
and thus enjoy them in a richer and fuller measure. The Bible refers to this goodness of God in
many passages, such as Ps. 36:6; 10M2att. 5:45; 6:26; Luke 6:35; Acts 14:17.

b. The love of GodWhen the goodness of God is exercised towards His rational creatures, it
assumes the higher character of love, and this love may again be distinguished according to the
objects on which it termiates. In distinction from the goodness of God in general, it may be
defined as that perfection of God by which He is eternally moved tecsetimunication. Since

God is absolutely good in Himself, His love cannot find complete satisfaction in any object th
falls short of absolute perfection. He loves His rational creatures for His own sake, or, to express
it otherwise, He loves in them Himself, His virtues, His work, and His gifts. He does not even
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withdraw His love completely from the sinnerin hispgse a Ay ¥dz aGlF GS> (K2dz

is an abomination to Him, since He recognizes even in the sinner His-bmage. John 3:16;

Matt. 5:44,45. At the same time He loves believers with a special love, since He contemplates
them as His spiritual childn in Christ. It is to them that He communicates Himself in the fullest
and richest sense, with all the fulness of His grace and mercy. John 16:27; Rom. 5:8; | John 3:1.

c. Thegraceof God KS &AAIYAFAOIYG ¢2NR a3INF O%dandai |
the Greek charis. According to Scripture it is manifested not only by God, but also by men, and
then denotes the favor which one man shows another, Gen. 33:8,10,18; 39:4; 47:25; Ruth 2:2; |
Sam. 1:18; 16:22. In such cases it is not necessarilemnthat the favor is undeserved. In
general it can be said, however, that grace is the free bestowal of kindness on one who has no
claim to it. This is particularly the case where the grace referred to is the grace of God. His love
to man is always unmiged, and when shown to sinners, is even forfeited. The Bible generally
uses the word to denote the unmerited goodness or love of God to those who have forfeited it,
and are by nature under a sentence of condemnation. The grace of God is the source of all
spiritual blessings that are bestowed upon sinners. As such we read of it in Eph. 1:8;7T2.7

2:11; 3:47. While the Bible often speaks of the grace of God as saving grace, it also makes
mention of it in a broader sense, as in Isa. 26:10; Jer31@Hhe grace of God is of the greatest
practical significance for sinful men. It was by grace that the way of redemption was opened for
them, Rom. 3:24; Il Cor. 8:9, and that the message of redemption went out into the world, Acts
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14:3. By grace sinnersagve the gift of God in Jesus Christ, Acts 18:27; Eph. 2:8. By grace they

are justified, Rom. 3:24; 4:16; Tit. 3:7, they are enriched with spiritual blessings, John 1:16; Il

Cor. 8:9; Il Thess. 2:16, and they finally inherit salvation, Eph. 2:8; Tit.S2#&ihg they have

absolutely no merits of their own, they are altogether dependent on the grace of God in Christ.

In modern theology, with its belief in the inherent goodness of man and his ability to help
himself, the doctrine of salvation by grace haéglp OG A OF t £t & ©6S02YS | af 2ad
g2NR a3IN)I OS¢ ¢Fa SYLWASR 2F Fff A&ALANRGdAzZf YS|
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there are some evidense of a renewed emphasis on sin, and of a newly awakened
consciousness of the need of divine grace.

d. The mercy of GodAnother important aspect of the goodness and love of God is His mercy or

tender compassion. The Hebrew word most generally used forighihesed. There is another

word, however, which expresses a deep and tender compassion, namely, the word racham,
GKAOK Aad o0SlIdziATdzfe& NBYRSNBR 08 aiSYRSNJ YSNJI
New Testament employ the Greek word eleos toigeate the mercy of God. If the grace of

God contemplates man as guilty before God, and therefore in need of forgiveness, the mercy of

God contemplates him as one who is bearing the consequences of sin, who is in a pitiable
condition, and who therefore nais divine help. It may be defined as the goodness or love of

God shown to those who are in misery or distress, irrespective of their deserts. In His mercy

God reveals Himself as a compassionate God, who pities those who are in misery and is ever
ready to elieve their distress. This mercy is bountiful, Deut. 5:10; Ps. 57:10; 86:5, and the poets

of Israel delighted to sing of it as enduring forever, | Chron. 16:34; Il Chron. 7:6; Ps. 136; Ezra
3:11. In the New Testament it is often mentioned alongside ofgraxe of God, especially in
salutations, | Tim. 1:2; Il Tim. 1:1; Titus 1:4. We are told repeatedly that it is shown to them that

fear God, Ex. 20:2; Deut. 7:9; Ps. 86:5; Luke 1:50. This does not mean, however, that it is limited

to them, thoughtheyenjg A 0G0 Ay | &aLISOAFf YSI &adz2NFEd® D2RQa (!
Ps. 145:9, and even those who do not fear Him share in them, Ezek. 18:23,32; 33:11; Luke
6:35,36. The mercy of God may not be represented as opposed to His justice. It is exergised onl

in harmony with the strictest justice of God, in view of the merits of Jesus Christ. Other terms
dzZaSR F2NJ AG Ay GKS . A06fS NP aLAGezZé aO2YLIN aa

e. The longsuffering of GodThe longsuffering of God is still another aspect of ¢tisat
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makrothumia. It is that aspect of the goodness or love of Godrinesof which He bears with

the froward and evil in spite of their long continued disobedience. In the exercise of this
attribute the sinner is contemplated as continuing in sin, notwithstanding the admonitions and
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warnings that come to him. It reveals et in the postponement of the merited judgment.
Scripture speaks of it in Ex. 34:6; Ps. 86:15; Rom. 2:4; 9:22; | Pet. 3:20; Il Pet. 3:15. A
aeyzyevyzdza GSNY 2F | atA3adKdfte RAFTFSNByG O2yy2

2. THE HOLINESS OF GDB.Hebrew@ NR F2NJ a2 06S K2fteéxé¢ |jdzZ RI a
gad, which means to cut or to separate. It is one of the most prominent religious words of the

Old Testament, and is applied primarily to God. The same idea is conveyed by the New
Testament words hagzo and hagios. From this it already appears that it is not correct to think

of holiness primarily as a moral or religious quality, as is generally done. Its fundamental idea is
that of a position or relationship existing between God and some person rg.thi

a. Its nature. The Scriptural idea of the holiness of God is twofold. In its original sense it
denotes that He is absolutely distinct from all His creatures, and is exalted above them in
infinite majesty. So understood, the holiness of God is one ®frAinscendental attributes, and

is sometimes spoken of as His central and supreme perfection. It does not seem proper to
speak of one attribute of God as being more central and fundamental than another; but if this

were permissible, the Scriptural emphsisin the holiness of God would seem to justify its
selection. It is quite evident, however, that holiness in this sense of the word is not really a

moral attribute, which can be eordinated with the others, such as love, grace and mercy, but

is rather sonething that is ceextensive with, and applicable to, everything that can be
predicated of God. He is holy in everything that reveals Him, in His goodness and grace as well
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such passages as Ex. 15:11; | Sam. 2:2; Isa. 57:15; Hos. 11:9. It is this holiness of God which
Otto, in his important work on Das Heilige,[Eng. tr. The Idea of the Holy.] regards as that which

is most essential in God, and which he desi§nat I & GG KS ydzYAy2dza®é | S
the nonrational in God, which cannot be thought of conceptually, and which includes such
ARSIFA |d daloaz2ftdziS dzyl LILINRPF OKIF oAt AGRE YR Gl o
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But the holiness of God also has a specifically ethical aspect in Scripture, and it is with this
aspect of it that we are more directly concerned this connection. The ethical idea of the
RAGAYS K2t AySaa Yireé y20 0S RA a&dRaSs\ The RerT N2 Y
developed out of the latter. The fundamental idea of the ethical holiness of God is also that of
separation, but in thisase it is a separation from moral evil or sin. In virtue of His holiness God

Oy KIFI@S y2 02YYdzyA2y 6AGK aiAys W26 onYmnT ||
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negative (separation from sin); it also has a positive content, namely, that of moral excellence,
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insignificance and awe, his reaction to the ethicaiineds reveals itself in a sense of impurity, a
consciousness of sin, Isa. 6:5. Otto also recognizes this element in the holiness of God, though

KS aaNBaasSa (GKS 20KSNE FyR aleéea 2F GKS NBaLRy
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to stand in the presence of the Holy One, and that his entire personal unworthiness might defile
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that perfection of God, in virtue of which He eternally wills and maintains His own moral
excellence, abhors sin, and demands purity in his moral creatures.

b. Its manifestation.The holiness of God is revealed in the moral law, m@aRt Ay Y I yQa K¢
FYR aLISI{1Ay3 GKNRdZAK GKS O02yaOASyOSs FyR Y2NB
out prominently in the law given to Israel. That law in all its aspects was calculated to impress

upon lIsrael the idea of the holiness of d;and to urge upon the people the necessity of

leading a holy life. This was the purpose served by such symbols and types as the holy nation,

the holy land, the holy city, the holy place, and the holy priesthood. Moreover, it was revealed

in the manner inwhich God rewarded the keeping of the law, and visited transgressors with
RANB LldzyAaKYSyidad ¢KS KAIKSad NBGStFiAzy 2F A
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holiness of God is also revealed in the Church as the body of Christ. It is a striking fact, to which
attention is often called, that holiness is ascribed to God with far greater frequency in the Old
Testament than in the New, though it isme occasionally in the New Testament, John 17:11; |

Pet. 1:16; Rev. 4:8; 6:10. This is probably due to the fact that the New Testament appropriates

the term more particularly to qualify the third Person of the Holy Trinity as the One whose
special task its, in the economy of redemption, to communicate holiness to His people.

3. THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF Gattribute is closely related to the holiness of God. Shedd
alsSria 2F GKS 2dzadA0S 2F D2R |a al Y®B®RS 2F | .
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from the absolute, justice of God.

a. The fundamental idea of righteousnes$he fundamental idea of righteousness is that of
strict adherence to th law. Among men it presupposes that there is a law to which they must
conform. It is sometimes said that we cannot speak of righteousness in God, because there is
no law to which He is subject. But though there is no law above God, there is certanlyra la

the very nature of God, and this is the highest possible standard, by which all other laws are
judged. A distinction is generally made between the absolute and the relative justice of God.
The former is that rectitude of the divine nature, in virtuevehich God is infinitely righteous in
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Himself, while the latter is that perfection of God by which He maintains Himself over against

every violation of His holiness, and shows in every respect that He is the Holy One. It is to this
righteousness that thel SN Ga2dzaGA OS¢ Y2NB LI NI AOdzZ F NI & |
especially in giving every man his due, in treating him according to his deserts. The inherent
righteousness of God is naturally basic to the righteousness which He reveals in dealiHgswith
creatures, but it is especially the latter, also called the justice of God, that calls for special
O2yaARSNIYGA2Y KSNB® ¢KS | SoNBg GSN¥a F2N aN.
tsedhek, and tsedhakah, and the corresponding Greek terms, dikendsdikaiosune, all of

which contain the idea of conformity to a standard. This perfection is repeatedly ascribed to

God in Scripture, Ezra 9:15; Neh. 9:8; Ps. 119:137; 145:17; Jer. 12:1; Lam. 1:18; Dan. 9:14; John
17:25; 1l Tim. 4:8; 1 John 2:29; 3:7yREG:5.

b. Distinctions applied to the justice of Godhere is first of all a rectoral justice of God. This
justice, as the very name implies, is the rectitude which God manifests as the Ruler of both the
good and the evil. In virtue of it He has instdd a moral government in the world, and
imposed a just law upon man, with promises of reward for the obedient, and threats of
punishment for the transgressor. God stands out prominently in the Old Testament as the
Lawgiver of Israel, Isa. 33:22, and obpke in general, Jas. 4:12, and His laws are righteous
laws, Deut. 4:8. The Bible refers to this rectoral work of God also in Ps. 99:4, and Rom. 1:32.

Closely connected with the rectoral is the distributive justice of God. This term usually serves to
desigf 1S D2RQ& NBOGAGIZRRS Ay (GKS SESOdzirAzy 2F (K
and punishments, Isa. 3:10,11; Rom. 2:6; | Pet. 1:17. It is of two kinds: (1) Remunerative justice,
which manifests itself in the distribution of rewards to botlemand angels, Deut. 7:9,12,13; I

Chron. 6:15; Ps. 58:11; Micah 7:20; Matt. 25:21,34; Rom. 2:7; Heb. 11:26. It is really an
expression of the divine love, dealing out its bounties, not on the basis of strict merit, for the
creature can establish no abstdumerit before the Creator, but according to promise and
FANBSYSyaGs [dzlS mTtTYMAT L /2NX» nYT®d® D2RQ& NBg
relation which He has established. (2) Retributive justice, which relates to the infliction of
penalties. Itis an expression of the divine wrath. While in a sinless world there would be no

place for its exercise, it necessarily holds a very prominent place in a world full of sin. On the
whole the Bible stresses the reward of the righteous more than the punishfethe wicked;

but even the latter is sufficiently prominent. Rom. 1:32; 2:9; 12:19; Il Thess. 1:8, and many
other passages. It should be noted that, while man does not merit the reward which he
receives, he does merit the punishment which is meted @uhim. Divine justice is originally

and necessarily obliged to punish evil, but not to reward good, Luke 17:10; | Cor. 4:7; Job 41:11.
Many deny the strict punitive justice of God and claim that God punishes the sinner to reform

him, or to deter others frmn sin; but these positions are not tenable. The primary purpose of

66



the punishment of sin is the maintenance of right and justice. Of course, it may incidentally
serve, and may even, secondarily, be intended, to reform the sinner and to deter others from
sin.

D. Attributes of Sovereignty.

The sovereignty of God is strongly emphasized in Scripture. He is represented as the Creator,
and His will as the cause of all things. In virtue of His creative work heaven and earth and all
that they contain belong to HinHe is clothed with absolute authority over the hosts of heaven
and the inhabitants of the earth. He upholds all things with His almighty power, and determines
the ends which they are destined to serve. He rules as King in the most absolute sense of the
word, and all things are dependent on Him and subservient to Him. There is a wealth of
Scripture evidence for the sovereignty of God, but we limit our references here to a few of the
most significant passages: Gen. 14:19; Ex. 18:11; Deut. 10:14,17; | 2%wdh12; 1l Chron.

20:6; Neh. 9:6; Ps. 22:28; 47:2,3,7,8; Ps. 502,05:35; 115:3; 135:5,6; 145:113; Jer. 27:5;

Luke 1:53; Acts 17:226; Rev. 19:6. Two attributes call for discussion under this head, namely
(1) the sovereign will of God, and (2etkovereign power of God.

1. THE SOVEREIGN WILL OF GOD.

a. The will of God in generalThe Bible employs several words to denote the will of God,
namely the Hebrew words chaphets, tsebhu and ratson and the Greek words boule and
thelema. The importance ohe divine will appears in many ways in Scripture. It is represented
as the final cause of all things. Everything is derived from it; creation and preservation, Ps.
135:6; Jer. 18:6; Rev. 4:11, government, Prov. 21:1; Dan. 4:35, election and reprobatimon, Ro
9:15,16; Eph. 1:11, the sufferings of Christ, Luke 22:42; Acts 2:23, regeneration, Jas. 1:18,
Al YOUGATFAOIGARZ2YS tKAf® HYMOoX (KS adzFFSNRAy3Ia
18:21; Rom. 15:32; Jas. 4:15, and even the smallest thiniife,aviatt. 10:29. Hence Christian
theology has always recognized the will of God as the ultimate cause of all things, though
philosophy has sometimes shown an inclination to seek a deeper cause in the very Being of the
Absolute. However, the attempt tground everything in the very Being of God generally results

in Pantheism.

CKS 62NR aoAfftée a |LIWIEASR (2 D2R R2Sa yz2i
may denote (1) the whole moral nature of God, including such attributes as love, fmlines
righteousness, etc.; (2) the faculty of sédtermination, i.e. the power to determine self to a
course of action or to form a plan; (3) the product of this activity, that is, the predetermined
plan or purpose; (4) the power to execute this plan ande@lize this purpose (the will in action

or omnipotence); and (5) the rule of life laid down for rational creatures. It is primarily the will
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of God as the faculty of saifetermination with which we are concerned at present. It may be
defined as that pdection of His Being whereby He, in a most simple act, goes out towards
Himself as the highest good (i.e. delights in Himself as such) and towards His creatures for His
26y ylIYSQa al{1S FyR Aa (Kdza GKS 3INRdzyR 27
reference to the universe and all the creatures which it contains this naturally includes the idea

of causation.

b. Distinctions applied to the will of GodSeveral distinctions have been applied to the will of
God. Some of these found little favor in Refauntheology, such as the distinction between an
antecedent and a consequent will of God, and that between an absolute and a conditional will.
These distinctions were not only liable to misunderstanding, but were actually interpreted in
objectionable waysOthers, however, were found useful, and were therefore more generally
accepted. They may be stated as follows: (1) The decretive and the preceptive will of God. The
former is that will of God by which He purposes or decrees whatever shall come to pass,
whether He wills to accomplish it effectively (causatively), or to permit it to occur through the
unrestrained agency of His rational creatures. The latter is the rule of life which God has laid
down for His moral creatures, indicating the duties which Heiesjupon them. The former is
always accomplished, while the latter is often disobeyed. (2) The will of eudokia and the will of
eurestia. This division was made, not so much in connection with the purpose to do, as with
respect to the pleasure in doing, thie desire to see something done. It corresponds with the
preceding, however. in the fact that the will of eudokia, like that of the decree, comprises what
shall certainly be accomplished, while the will of eurestia, like that of the precept, embraces
simply what God is pleased to have His creatures do. The word eudokia should not mislead us
to think that the will of eudokia has reference only to good, and not to evil, cf. Matt. 11:26. It is
hardly correct to say that the element of complacency or deliglalways present in it. (3) The

will of the beneplacitum and the will of the signum. The former again denotes the will of God as
embodied in His hidden counsel, until He makes it known by some revelation, or by the event
itself. Any will that is so revead becomes a signum. This distinction is meant to correspond to
that between the decretive and the preceptive will of God, but can hardly be said to do this.
The good pleasure of God also finds expression in His preceptive will; and the decretive will
somdimes also comes to our knowledge by a signum. (4) The secret and the revealed will of
D2R® ¢KA&a Aad (0UKS Y2ad 0O2YY2y RAaAUAYyOGA2Y D ¢K
largely hidden in God, while the latter is the will of the precept, whickvealed in the law and

in the gospel. The distinction is based on Deut. 29:29. The secret will of God is mentioned in Ps.
115:3; Dan. 4:17,25,32,35; Rom. 9:18,19; 11:33,34; Eph. 1:5,9,11; and His revealed will, in Matt.
7:21; 12:50; John 4:34; 7:17; Ron2:2. The latter is accessible to all and is not far from us,
Deut. 30:14; Rom. 10:8. The secret will of God pertains to all things which He wills either to
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effect or to permit, and which are therefore absolutely fixed. The revealed will prescribes the
duties of man, and represents the way in which he can enjoy the blessings of God.

O ¢ KS T NI SR ZINe gaestionDsrBoQently debdtel] whether God, in the exercise

of His will, acts necessarily or freely. The answer to this question requires Icarefu
discrimination. Just as there is a scientia necessaria and a scientia libera, there is also a voluntas
necessaria (necessary will) and a voluntas libera (free will) in God. God Himself is the object of
the former. He necessarily wills Himself, His hayure, and the personal distinctions in the
Godhead. This means that He necessarily loves Himself and takes delight in the contemplation
of His own perfections. Yet He is under no compulsion, but acts according to the law of His
Being; and this, while nessary, is also the highest freedom. It is quite evident that the idea of
causation is absent here, and that the thought of complacency orapglfoval is in the
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voluntarily what and whom He will create, and the times, places, and circumstances, of their
lives. He marks out the path of all His rational creatures, determines their destiny, and uses
them for His purposes. And though He endows them with freedom, yetudi controls their
FOlAz2yad ¢KS . AofS aLlSria 2F GdKAa FNBSR2Y 27
33:13; Ps. 115:3; Prov. 21:1; Isa. 10:15; 29:16; 45:9; Matt. 20:15; Romrl&21621; | Cor.

12:11; Rev. 4:11. The Church always defernttiesifreedom, but also emphasized the fact that

it may not be regarded as absolute indifference. Duns Scotus applied the idea of a will in no
sense determined to God; but this idea of a blind will, acting with perfect indifference, was
rejected by the Chueh. The freedom of God is not pure indifference, but rational-self
determination. God has reasons for willing as He does, which induce Him to choose one end
rather than another, and one set of means to accomplish one end in preference to others.
There ign each case a prevailing motive, which makes the end chosen and the means selected
the most pleasing to Him, though we may not be able to determine what this motive is. In
general it may be said that God cannot will anything that is contrary to His natoirelis
wisdom or love, to His righteousness or holiness. Dr. Bavinck points out that we can seldom
discern why God willed one thing rather than another, and that it is not possible nor even
permissible for us to look for some deeper ground of things ttienwill of God, because all

such attempts result in seeking a ground for the creature in the very Being of God, in robbing it
of its contingent character, and in making it necessary, eternal, divine.[Geref. Dogm. Il, p. 241.]

R® D2RQ& ¢ A fdn. TReydochifefof theAvllyof Gb@ often gives rise to serious
guestions. Problems arise here which have never yet been solved and which are probably
incapable of solution by man.
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(1) It is said that if the decretive will of God also determined thearte of sin into the world,

God thereby becomes the author of sin and really wills something that is contrary to His moral
perfections. Arminians, to escape the difficulty, make the will of God to permit sin dependent

on His foreknowledge of the course whi man would choose. Reformed theologians, while
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includes the sinful deeds of man, are always careful to point out that this must be conceived in

such a wayhat God does not become the author of sin. They frankly admit that they cannot

solve the difficulty, but at the same time make some valuable distinctions that prove helpful.
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a will to effectuate it, as He does the moral good. This terminology is certainly permissible,
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carries certainty with it. Others call attentian2 (G KS FIF OO0 GKI 00X 6KAES (K
may include the idea of complacency or delight, they sometimes point to a simple
determination of the will; and that therefore the will of God to permit sin need not imply that

He takes delight or plesaire in sin.

(2) Again, it is said that the decretive and preceptive will of God are often contradictory. His
decretive will includes many things which He forbids in His preceptive will, and excludes many
things which He commands in His preceptive willGe#n. 22; Ex. 4:243; Il Kings 20:T; Acts

2:23. Yet it is of great importance to maintain both the decretive and the preceptive will, but
with the definite understanding that, while they appear to us as distinct, they are yet
fundamentally one in Godlhough a perfectly satisfactory solution of the difficulty is out of the
guestion for the present, it is possible to make some approaches to a solution. When we speak
2T GKS RSONBGAODGS YR (GUKS LINSOSLIIAGS sehasest 2F D
By the former God has determined what He will do or what shall come to pass; in the latter He
reveals to us what we are in duty bound to do.[Cf. Bavinck, Geref. Dogm. Il, pp. 246 ff.; Dabney,
Syst. and Polem. Theol., p. 162] At the same time weldh@member that the moral law, the

rule of our life, is also in a sense the embodiment of the will of God. It is an expression of His
holy nature and of what this naturally requires of all moral creatures. Hence another remark
must be added to the precéag. The decretive and preceptive will of God do not conflict in the
sense that in the former He does, and according to the latter He does not, take pleasure in sin;
nor in the sense that according to the former He does not, and according to the lat@odse

will the salvation of every individual with a positive volition. Even according to the decretive will
God takes no pleasure in sin; and even according to the preceptive will He does not will the
salvation of every individual with a positive volition.

2. THE SOVEREIGN POWER OF TGfexovereignty of God finds expression, not only in the
divine will, but also in the omnipotence of God or the power to execute His will. Power in God
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may be called the effective energy of His nature, or that perfectioHisfBeing by which He is

the absolute and highest causality. It is customary to distinguish between a potentia Dei
absoluta (absolute power of God) and a potentia Dei ordinata (ordered power of God).
However, Reformed theology rejects this distinctionhe sense in which it was understood by

the Scholastics, who claimed that God by virtue of His absolute power could effect
contradictions, and could even sin and annihilate Himself. At the same time it adopts the
distinction as expressing a real truth, thigluit does not always represent it in the same way.
According to Hodge and Shedd absolute power is the divine efficiency, as exercised without the
intervention of second causes; while ordinate power is the efficiency of God, as exercised by
the ordered opeation of second causes.[Shedd, Dogm. Theol. |, pp. 361f., Hodge, Syst. Theol. 1,
LI nmnFTFde ¢KS Y2NBE 3ISYSNIfE @GASg A& adl dSR
whereby God is able to do that which He will not do, but is possible to be dodieate, is that

power whereby God doth that which He hath decreed to do, that is, which He hath ordained or
appointed to be exercised; which are not distinct powers, but one and the same power. His
ordinate power is a part of His absolute; for if He had power to do everything that He could
gAftfZ 1S YAIKOG y20 KIFI@S (GKS LI2ggSNI 62 R2 SOSNE
of God IlI, p. 12. Cf. also Bavinck, Geref. Dogm. Il, p. 252: Kuyper, Dict. Dogm., De Deo |, pp.
412f.] The potentia ordiata can be defined as that perfection of God whereby He, through the

mere exercise of His will, can realize whatsoever is present in His will or counsel. The power of

God in actual exercise limits itself to that which is comprehended in His eternal d&uethe
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were so minded. In that sense we can speak of the potentia absoluta, or absolute power, of

God. This position must be maintained over against tholse,wke Schleiermacher and Strauss,
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the absolute power of God it is necessary to guard against misconceptions. The Bible teaches us

on the one hand that the @wer of God extends beyond that which is actually realized, Gen.

18:14; Jer. 32:27; Zech. 8:6; Matt. 3:9; 26:53. We cannot say, therefore, that what God does not
bring to realization, is not possible for Him. But on the other hand it also indicates teed th

are many things which God cannot do. He can neither lie, sin, change, nor deny Himself, Num.
23:19; | Sam. 15:29; Il Tim. 2:13; Heb. 6:18; Jas. 1:13,17. There is no absolute power in Him that

is divorced from His perfections, and in virtue of whichdda do all kinds of things which are
AYKSNByGte O2yiGNIRAOUZ2NER® ¢KS ARSI Shaddaiz RQa 2
and the Bible speaks of it in no uncertain terms, Job 9:12; Ps. 115:3; Jer. 32:17; Matt. 19:26;
Luke 1:37; Rom. 1:20; Eph19: God manifests His power in creation, Rom. 4:17; Isa. 44:24; in

the works of providence, Heb. 1:3, and in the redemption of sinners, | Cor. 1:24; Rom. 1:16.

(@]]

QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER STiubivat different senses can we speak of the foreknowledge
of God?How do the Arminians conceive of this foreknowledge? What objections are there to
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the Jesuit idea of a scientia media? How must we judge of the modern emphasis on the love of
God as the central and @ SUSNNXAYAY I FUGGNROGdzGS 2% DRHFRK (G2KSI
| 2t 8¢ AY D2RK 2KI{i 202S0i0A2y Aa GKSNB G2 GKS
to reform the sinner, or to deter others from sin? What is the Socinian and the Grotian
conception of retributive justice in God? Is it correct to #agt God can do everything in virtue

of His omnipotence?
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VIII. The Holy Trinity
A. The Doctrine of the Trinity in History.

The doctrine of the Trinity has always bristled with difficulties, and therefore it is no wonder
that the Church in its attempt to formulate it waspeatedly tempted to rationalize it and to
give a construction of it which failed to do justice to the Scriptural data.

1. THE PREEFORMATION PERIGDK S WS ga 2F WS&adzaQ RI&ad &aidNRy:
God, and this emphasis was carried over inte tbhristian Church. The result was that some

ruled out the personal distinctions in the Godhead altogether, and that others failed to do full
justice to the essential deity of the second and third persons of the Holy Trinity. Tertullian was
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deficient, since it involved an unwarranted subordination of the Son to the Father. Origen went
even farther in this direction by teaching explicitly that the Son is subordinateetd-ather in

respect to essence, and that the Holy Spirit is subordinate even to the Son. He detracted from
the essential deity of these two persons in the Godhead, and furnished a steppingstone to the
Arians, who denied the deity of the Son and of thelyHSpirit by representing the Son as the

first creature of the Father, and the Holy Spirit as the first creature of the Son. Thus the
consubstantiality of the Son and the Holy Spirit with the Father was sacrificed, in order to
preserve the unity of God;nal the three persons of the Godhead were made to differ in rank.

The Arians still retained a semblance of the doctrine of three persons in the Godhead, but this
was sacrificed entirely by Monarchianism, partly in the interest of the unity of God and fmartly
maintain the deity of the Son. Dynamic Monarchianism saw in Jesus but a man and in the Holy
Spirit a divine influence, while Modalistic Monarchianism regarded the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Spirit, merely as three modes of manifestation successagslymed by the Godhead. On

the other hand there were also some who lost sight of the unity of God to such an extent that
they landed in Tritheism. Some of the later Monophysites, such as John Ascunages and John
Philoponus, fell into this error. During tiMiddle Ages the Nominalist, Roscelinus, was accused

of the same error. The Church began to formulate its doctrine of the Trinity in the fourth
century. The Council of Nicea declared the Son to bessential with the Father (325 A.D.),

while the Councibf Constantinople (381 A.D.) asserted the deity of the Holy Spirit, though not

with the same precision. As to the interrelation of the three it was officially professed that the

Son is generated by the Father, and that the Holy Spirit proceeds from therFatid the Son.

In the East the doctrine of the Trinity found its fullest statement in the work of John of
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element of subordination, which is entirely elimindtby the latter.

73



2. THE POSREFORMATION PERIOE have no further development of the doctrine of the
Trinity, but only encounter repeatedly some of the earlier erroneous constructions of it after
the Reformation. The Arminians, Episcopius, CurcellzeusLanborgh, revived the doctrine of
subordination, chiefly again, so it seems, to maintain the unity of the Godhead. They ascribed
to the Father a certain preminence over the other persons, in order, dignity, and power. A
somewhat similar position was kan by Samuel Clarke in England and by the Lutheran
theologian, Kahnis. Others followed the way pointed out by Sabellius by teaching a species of
Modalism, as, for instance, Emanuel Swedenborg, who held that the eternaim@ondecame

flesh in the Son, andperated through the Holy Spirit; Hegel, who speaks of the Father as God

in Himself, of the Son as God objectifying Himself, and of the Holy Spirit as God returning unto
Himself; and Schleiermacher, who regards the three persons simply as three aspé&uaid:of

the Father is God as the underlying unity of all things, the Son is God as coming to conscious
personality in man, and the Holy Spirit is God as living in the Church. The Socinians of the days
of the Reformation moved along Arian lines, but even wieeyond Arius, by making Christ
merely a man and the Holy Spirit but a power or influence. They were the forerunners of the
Unitarians and also of the liberal theologians who speak of Jesus as a divine teacher, and
identify the Holy Spirit with the immanérGod. Finally, there were also some who, since they
regarded the statement of the doctrine of an ontological Trinity as unintelligible, wanted to
stop short of it and rest satisfied with the doctrine of an economic Trinity, a Trinity as revealed

in the wak of redemption and in human experience, as Moses Stuart, W. L. Alexander, and W.
A. Brown. For a considerable time interest in the doctrine of the Trinity waned, and theological
discussion centered more particularly on the personality of God. BrunneBariti have again

called attention to its importance. The latter places it very much in the foreground, discussing it

in connection with the doctrine of revelation, and devotes 220 pages of his Dogmatics to it.
Materially, he derives the doctrine from Satare, but, formally and logically, he finds that it is
AYy@2ft SR Ay GKS &aAYLIS aSyiSyOS: aD2R &LJSI 1ac
Revealedness (Holy Spirit). He reveals Himself, He is the Revelation, and He is also the content
of the Reelation. God and His revelation are identified. He remains God also in His revelation,
absolutely free and sovereign. This view of Barth is not a species of Sabellianism, for he
recognizes three persons in the Godhead. Moreover, he does not allow foruanydsation.
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Revealedness, is also ascribed in unimpaired variety in Himself precisely this threefold mode of
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B. God a Trinity in Unity.
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simply denote the state of being three, without any implication as to the unity of the three. It is
generally understood, however, that, as almical term in theology, it includes that idea. It

goes without saying that, when we speak of the Trinity of God, we refer to a trinity in unity, and

to a unity that is trinal.

1. THE PERSONALITY OF GOD AND THE TRdNiI@¥ed in the preceding, the comunicable

attributes of God stress His personality, since they reveal Him as a rational and moral Being. His

life stands out clearly before us in Scripture as a personal life; and it is, of course, of the
greatest importance to maintain the personality @bd, for without it there can be no religion

in the real sense of the word: no prayer, no personal communion, no trustful reliance and no
confident hope. Since man is created in the image of God, we learn to understand something of

the personal life of Goftom the contemplation of personality as we know it in man. We should
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God must be measured. The original form of personality is not in man but in God; His is
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faint traces of similarity with it. We should not say that man is personal, while God is-super
personal (a very unfortunate term), for what is sugErsonal iot personal; but rather, that

what appears as imperfect in man exists in infinite perfection in God. The one outstanding
difference between the two is that man is gymérsonal, while God is tpersonal. And this ti

personal existence is a necessitythe Divine Being, and not in any sense the result of a choice

of God. He could not exist in any other than thepersonal form. This has been argued in

various ways. It is very common to argue it from the idea of personality itself. Shedd bases his
argunment on the general selfonsciousness of the triune God, as distinguished from the
particular individual sel€onsciousness of each one of the Persons in the Godhead, for4n self
consciousness the subject must know itself as an object, and also percaivié does. This is

possible in God because of His trinal existence. He says that God could not be self
contemplating, seltognitive, and selcommuning, if He were not trinal in His
constitution.[Dogm. Theol., I, pp. 393 f., 251 ff., 178ff.] Bartlettspres in an interesting way a

variety of considerations to prove that God is necessaribpdrsonal.[The Triune God, Part
Two.]The argument from personality, to prove at least a plurality in God, can be put in some

such form as this: Among men the egeakens to consciousness only by contact with the-non

ego. Personality does not develop nor exist in isolation, but only in association with other
persons. Hence it is not possible to conceive of personality in God apart from an association of
equal personsn Him. His contact with His creatures would not account for His personality any
Y2NB GKFIYy YlIyQa O2y il Ot sAGK GKS FTYyAYlFEa ¢2dz
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personal existence of God there is an infinite fulness of divine life in Hinh.sPaaks of this
pleroma (fulness) of the Godhead in Eph. 3:19 and Col. 1:9; 2:9. In view of the fact that there
are three persons in God, it is better to say that God is personal than to speak of Him as a
Person.

2. SCRIPTURAL PROOF FOR THE DOCTRINETBHINTHYThe doctrine of the Trinity is very
decidedly a doctrine of revelation. It is true that human reason may suggest some thoughts to
substantiate the doctrine, and that men have sometimes on purely philosophical grounds
abandoned the idea of a bamnity in God, and introduced the idea of living movement and
seltdistinction. And it is also true that Christian experience would seem to demand some such
construction of the doctrine of God. At the same time it is a doctrine which we would not have
known, nor have been able to maintain with any degree of confidence, on the basis of
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Therefore it is of the utmost importance that we gather the Scriptural proaf# fo

a. Old Testament proofsSome of the early Church Fathers and even some later theologians,
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doctrine of the Trinity was completely revealed in the Old Testamémt.the other hand
Socinians and Arminians were of the opinion that it was not found there at all. Both were
mistaken. The Old Testament does not contain a full revelation of the trinitarian existence of
God, but does contain several indications of it. Almd is exactly what might be expected. The
Bible never deals with the doctrine of the Trinity as an abstract truth, but reveals the trinitarian
life in its various relations as a living reality, to a certain extent in connection with the works of
creation and providence, but particularly in relation to the work of redemption. Its most
fundamental revelation is a revelation given in facts rather than in words. And this revelation
increases in clarity in the measure in which the redemptive work of God i® roearly
revealed, as in the incarnation of the Son and the outpouring of the Holy Spirit. And the more
the glorious reality of the Trinity stands out in the facts of history, the clearer the statements of
the doctrine become. The fuller revelation of tfienity in the New Testament is due to the fact
that the Word became flesh, and that the Holy Spirit took up His abode in the Church.

Proof for the Trinity has sometimes been found in the distinction of Jehovah and Elohim, and
also in the plural Elohim,ub the former is entirely unwarranted, and the latter is, to say the
least, very dubious, though Rottenberg still maintains it in his work on De Triniteit in Israels
Godsbegrip.[pp. 19ff.] It is far more plausible that the passages in which God speaksselfH

in the plural, Gen. 1:26; 11:7, contain an indication of personal distinctions in God, though even
these do not point to a trinity but only to a plurality of persons. Still clearer indications of such
personal distinctions are found in those passag#ich refer to the Angel of Jehovah, who is on
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the one hand identified with Jehovah, and on the other hand distinguished from Him, Gen.
16:7-13; 18:121; 19:128; Mal. 3:1; and also in passages in which the Word or Wisdom of God
is personified, Ps. 33:8; Prov. 8:1231. In some cases more than one person is mentioned, Ps.
33:6; 45:6, 7 (comp. Heb. 1:8, 9), and in others God is the speaker, and mentions both the
Messiah and the Spirit, or the Messiah is the speaker who mentions both God and the Spirit,
Isa. 48:16; 61:1; 63:9, 10. Thus the Old Testament contains a clear anticipation of the fuller
revelation of the Trinity in the New Testament.

b. New Testament proofsThe New Testament carries with it a clearer revelation of the
distinctions in the Godheadf in the Old Testament Jehovah is represented as the Redeemer

and Saviour of His people, Job. 19:25; Ps. 19:14; 78:35; 106:21; Isa. 41:14; 43:3,11,14; 47:4;
49:7,26; 60:16; Jer. 14:3; 50:14; Hos. 13:3, in the New Testament the Son of God clearly stands

out in that capacity, Matt. 1:21; Luke 1:78; 2:17; John 4:42; Acts 5:3; Gal. 3:13; 4:5; Phil.

3:30; Tit. 2:13,14. And if in the Old Testament it is Jehovah that dwells among Israel and in the
hearts of those that fear Him, Ps. 74:2; 135:21; Isa. 818 Ezek. 43:9; Joel 3:17,21; Zech.

2:10, 11, in the New Testament it is the Holy Spirit that dwells in the Church, Acts 2:4, Rom.
8:9,11; I Cor. 3:16; Gal. 4:6; Eph. 2:22; Jas. 4:5. The New Testament offers the clear revelation of
God sending His Sonto the world, John 3:16; Gal. 4:4; Heb. 1:6; | John 4:9; and of both the

Father and the Son, sending the Spirit, John 14:26; 15:26; 16:7; Gal. 4:6. We find the Father
addressing the Son, Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22, the Son communing with the Father, Mait261:2

26:39; John 11:41; 12:27,28, and the Holy Spirit praying to God in the hearts of believers, Rom.
8:26. Thus the separate persons of the Trinity are made to stand out clearly before our minds.

At the baptism of the Son the Father speaks from heaved,the Holy Spirit descends in the
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They are also named alongsideeach other in | Cor. 128; Il Cor. 13:14; and | Peter 1:2. The

only passage speaking of-tnnity is | John 5:7 (Auth. Ver.), but this is of doubtful genuineness,

and is therefore eliminated from the latest critical editions of the New Testament.

3. STATEMENT OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRiBlldyctrine of the Trinity can best be
discussed briefly in connection with various propositions, which constitute an epitome of the
faith of the Church on this point.

a. There is in the Divine Being but one indilole essence (ousia, essenti@od is one in His

essential being or constitutional nature. Some of the early Church Fathers used the term
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are often used interchangeably. There is no objection to this, provided we beamuh that
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esse, to be, and denotes energetic being. Substance is from substare, and denotes the latent
possibility of being. . . . The term essence describesdsaa surrtotal of infinite perfections;

the term substance describes Him as the underlying ground of infinite activities. The first is,
comparatively, an active word; the last, a passive. The first is, comparatively, a spiritual, the last

a material term.2 S ALISF]1 2F YFGSNAIE &adzmaidl yoS NI GKSN
Theol., I, p. 271.] Since the unity of God was already discussed in the preceding, it is not
necessary to dwell on it in detail in the present connection. This proposition respebing t

unity of God is based on such passages as Deut. 6:4; Jas. 2:19, on #hvastaiice and
immutability of God, and on the fact that He is identified with His perfections as when He is
called life, light, truth, righteousness, and so on.

b. In this one vine Being there are three Persons or individual subsistences, Father, Son, and

Holy Spirit. This is proved by the various passages referred to as substantiating the doctrine of

the Trinity. To denote these distinctions in the Godhead, Greek writers giypemployed the

term hupostasis, while Latin authors used the term persona, and sometimes substantia.
Because the former was apt to be misleading and the latter was ambiguous, the Schoolmen
coined the word subsistentia. The variety of the terms used tgotn the fact that their
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expression of the idea. In common parlance it denotes a separate rational and moral individual,
possessed of setfonsciousness, andowscious of his identity amid all changes. Experience
teaches that where you have a person, you also have a distinct individual essence. Every person

is a distinct and separate individual, in whom human nature is individualized. But in God there

are no thee individuals alongside of, and separate from, one another, but only personal self
distinctions within the Divine essence, which is not only generically, but also numerically, one.
Consequently many preferred to speak of three hypostases in God, thifeeedif modes, not
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person, then, | mean a subsistence in the Divine essana subsistence which, while related

to the other two, is distinguished fromthem by 02 YYdzy A OF 6 f S LINP LISNI A S & b
is perfectly permissible and may ward off misunderstanding, but should not cause us to lose
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in the Being ofGod, which assume personal relations to one another. Matt. 3:16; 4:1; John

1:18; 3:16; 5:22; 14:26; 15:26; 16:135.

c. The whole undivided essence of God belongs equally to each of the three perddnms.
means that the divine essence is not dividedang the three persons, but is wholly with all its
perfection in each one of the persons, so that they have a numerical unity of essence. The
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divine nature is distinguished from the human nature in that it can subsist wholly and indivisibly
in more than o person. While three persons among men have only a specific unity of nature
or essence, that is, share in the same kind of nature or essence, the persons in the Godhead
have a numerical unity of essence, that is, possess the identical essence. Humam oratur
essence may be regarded as a species, of which each man has an individual part, so that there is
a specific (from species) unity; but the divine nature is indivisible and therefore identical in the
persons of the Godhead. It is numerically one and $hene, and therefore the unity of the
essence in the persons is a numerical unity. From this it follows that the divine essence is not an
independent existence alongside of the three persons. It has no existence outside of and apart
from the three personsilf it did, there would be no true unity, but a division that would lead

into tetratheism. The personal distinction is one within the divine essence. This has, as it is
usually termed, three modes of subsistence. Another conclusion which follows from the
preceding, is that there can be no subordination as to essential being of the one person of the
Godhead to the other, and therefore no difference in personal dignity. This must be maintained
over against the subordinationism of Origen and other early Chisathers, and the Arminians,

and of Clarke and other Anglican theologians. The only subordination of which we can speak, is
a subordination in respect to order and relationship. It is especially when we reflect on the
relation of the three persons to theidne essence that all analogies fail us and we become
deeply conscious of the fact that the Trinity is a mystery far beyond our comprehension. It is
the incomprehensible glory of the Godhead. Just as human nature is too rich and too full to be
embodied ina single individual, and comes to its adequate expression only in humanity as a
whole so the divine Being unfolds itself in its fulness only in its three fold subsistence of Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit.

d. The subsistence and operation of the three persoin the divine Being is marked by a
certain definite order.There is a certain order in the ontological Trinity. In personal subsistence
the Father is first, the Son second, and the Holy Spirit third. It need hardly be said that this
order does not pertan to any priority of time or of essential dignity, but only to the logical
order of derivation. The Father is neither begotten by, nor proceeds from any other person; the
Son is eternally begotten of the Father, and the Spirit proceeds from the FathethanBon
from all eternity. Generation and procession take place within the Divine Being, and imply a
certain subordination as to the manner of personal subsistence, but no subordination as far as
the possession of the divine essence is concerned. Thadagatal Trinity and its inherent order
is the metaphysical basis of the economical Trinity. It is but natural, therefore, that the order
existing in the essential Trinity should be reflected in the opera ad extra that are more
particularly ascribed to ed&icone of the persons. Scripture clearly indicates this order in the so
called praepositiones distinctionales, ek, dia, and en, which are used in expressing the idea that
all things are out of the Father, through the Son, and in the Holy Spirit.
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e. There ae certain personal attributes by which the three persons are distinguish&tese

are also called opera ad intra, because they are works within the Divine Being, which do not
terminate on the creature. They are personal operations, which are not perfobgdte three
persons jointly and which are incommunicable. Generation is an act of the Father only; filiation
belongs to the Son exclusively; and procession can only be ascribed to the Holy Spirit. As opera
ad intra these works are distinguished from thpeoa ad extra, or those activities and effects

by which the Trinity is manifested outwardly. These are never works of one person exclusively,
but always works of the Divine Being as a whole. At the same time it is true that in the
SO2y2YAOIf iR Somik & the dperalRa@ éxtra are ascribed more particularly to
one person, and some more especially to another. Though they are all works of the three
persons jointly, creation is ascribed primarily to the Father, redemption to the Son, and
sanctificdion to the Holy Spirit. This order in the divine operations points back to the essential
order in God and forms the basis for what is generally known as the economic Trinity.

f. The Church confesses the Trinity to be a mystery beyond the comprehensianawt. The
Trinity is a mystery, not merely in the Biblical sense that it is a truth, which was formerly hidden
but is now revealed; but in the sense that man cannot comprehend it and make it intelligible. It
is intelligible in some of its relations and madef manifestation, but unintelligible in its
essential nature. The many efforts that were made to explain the mystery were speculative
rather than theological. They invariably resulted in the development of tritheistic or modalistic
conceptions of God, ithe denial of either the unity of the divine essence or the reality of the
personal distinctions within the essence. The real difficulty lies in the relation in which the
persons in the Godhead stand to the divine essence and to one another; and trdgfisudty
which the Church cannot remove, but only try to reduce to its proper proportion by a proper
definition of terms. It has never tried to explain the mystery of the Trinity, but only sought to
formulate the doctrine of the Trinity in such a manrtkat the errors which endangered it were
warded off.

4. VARIOUS ANALOGIES SUGGESTED TO SHED LIGHT ON THE@WBH=@Iry earliest
time of the Christian era attempts were made to shed light on the trinitarian Being of God, on
the trinity in unity ar the unity in trinity, by analogies drawn from several sources. While these
are all defective, it cannot be denied that they were of some value in the trinitarian discussion.
This applies particularly to those derived from the constitutional nature, @mfrthe
psychology, of man. In view of the fact that man was created in the image of God, it is but
natural to assume that, if there are some traces of the trinitarian life in the creature, the
clearest of these will be found in man.
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a. Some of these illusdtions or analogies were taken from inanimate nature or from plant life,
as the water of the fountain, the creek, and the river, or of the rising mist, the cloud, and the
rain, or in the form of rain, snow, and ice; and as the tree with its root, trunH, l@ranches.
These and all similar illustrations are very defective. The idea of personality is, of course,
entirely wanting; and while they do furnish examples of a common nature or substance, they
are not examples of a common essence which is presentneoely in part, but in its entirety,

in each of its constituent parts or forms.

b. Others of greater importance were drawn from the life of man, particularly from the
constitution and the processes of the human mind. These were considered to be oflspecia
significance, because man is the imdmggarer of God. To this class belong the psychological
unity of the intellect, the affections, and the will (Augustine); the logical unity of thesis,
antithesis, and synthesis (Hegel); and the metaphysical unitylgest, object, and subjeet
object (Olshausen, Shedd). In all of these we do have a certain trinity in unity, but-no tri
personality in unity of substance.

c. Attention has also been called to the nature of love, which presupposes a subject and an
object, and calls for the union of these two, so that, when love has its perfect work, three
elements are included. But it is easy to see that this analogy is faulty, sincentlicates two
persons and a relationship. It does not illustrate gpoegrsonality atall. Moreover, it only refers

to a quality and not at all to a substance possessed in common by the subject and the object.

C. The Three Persons Considered Separately.
1. THE FATHER OR THE FIRST PERSON IN THE TRINITY.

F® ¢KS yIYS a&cCl (i KISHE naigiis rotldlwayis $ed ofiGod iD the same
sense in Scripture. (1) Sometimes it is applied to the Triune God as the origin of all created
things, | Cor. 8:6; Eph. 3:15; Heb. 12:9; Jas. 1:17. While in these cases the name applies to the
triune God,it does refer more particularly to the first person, to whom the work of creation is
more especially ascribed in Scripture. (2) The name is also ascribed to the triune God to express
the theocratic relation in which He stands to Israel as His Old Testgmepte, Deut. 32:6; Isa.

63:16; 64:8; Jer. 3:4; Mal. 1:6; 2:10; (3) In the New Testament the name is generally used to
designate the triune God as the Father in an ethical sense of all His spiritual children, Matt.
5:45; 6:615; Rom. 8:16; | John 3:1. (M) an entirely different sense, however, the name is
applied to the first person of the Trinity in His relation to the second person, John 1:14,18; 5:17
26; 8:54; 14:12,13. The first person is the Father of the second in a metaphysical sense. This is
the original fatherhood of God, of which all earthly fatherhood is but a faint reflection.
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b. The distinctive property of the FatherfThe personal property of the Father is, negatively
speaking, that He is not begotten or unbegotten, and positively speakieggeéneration of the

Son and the spiration of the Holy Spirit. It is true that spiration is also a work of the Son, but in
Him it is not combined with generation. Strictly speaking, the only work that is peculiar to the
Father exclusively is that of actigeneration.

c. The opera ad extra ascribed more particularly to the Fath&ll.the opera ad extra of God

are works of the triune God, but in some of these works the Father is evidently in the
foreground, such as: (1) Designing the work of redemptionudhiieg election, of which the Son

was Himself an object, Ps. 27 40:69; Isa. 53:10; Matt. 12:32; Eph. 163 (2) The works of
creation and providence, especially in their initial stages, | Cor. 8:6; Eph. 2:9. (3) The work of
representing the Trinity ithe Counsel of Redemption, as the holy and righteous Being, whose
right was violated, Ps. 29; 40:69; John 6:37,38; 17:4.

2. THE SON OR THE SECOND PERSON IN THE TRINITY.

Fd ¢KS yIFYS a{2yé¢ +a ILIWIASR (2 (K&iszdlgd2y R LIS
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must be maintained over against Socinians and Unitarians, who reject the idea -pfeastonal

Godhead, see in Jesus a mere man, and regard the a2y 2F D2RE& | & | LILI
primarily as an honorary title conferred upon Him. It is quite evident that Jesus Christ is
represented as the Son of God in Scripture, irrespective of His position and work as Mediator.

(a) He is spoken of as the Son of Gain a preincarnation standpoint, for instance in John
MYMNEIMYT DFEf® nYn® DDDG 0 Sy A & 204 X TS RD 2AIK S2 NI 2/F &
would not apply to Him, if He were the Son of God only in an official or in an ethical sense, John
1:14,18; 3:16,18; | John 4:9. Compare |l Sam. 7:14; Job 2:1; Ps. 2:7; Luke 3:38; John 1:12. (c) In
some passages it is abundantly evident from the context that the name is indicative of the deity

of Christ, John 5:185; Heb. 1. (d) While Jesus teaches Hisiglss to speak of God, and to
FRRNX&&a | AY a a2dz2NJ CFIKSNEé¢ IS 1 AYaSt¥ aLlsSlh |
2NJ aYe ClFiKSNE¢ |FyR GKSNBoeée akKz2g¢ga GKFG 1S gt
Father, Matt. 6:9; 7:21; John 20:17. (e) éwhlng to Matt. 11:27, Jesus as the Son of God claims

a unique knowledge of God, a knowledge such as no one else can possess. (f) The Jews certainly
understood Jesus to claim that He was the Son of God in a metaphysical sense, for they
regarded the mannemn which He spoke of Himself as the Son of God as blasphemy, Matt.

26:63; John 5:18; 10:3G. 1 (2) In an official or Messianic sense. In some passages this
meaning of the name is combined with the one previously mentioned. The following passages
applythey I YS a{ 2y 2F D2R¢ (2 /KNRA&AG Fa aSRAI{02NE
combined with the other); 27:40; John 1:49; 11:27. This MesSw@tship is, of course, related
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to the original Sonship of Christ. It was only because He was the essentiateaindl Son of

God, that He could be called the Son of God as Messiah. Moreover, the M8ssiahip

reflects the eternal Sonship of Christ. It is from the point of view of this Mesoaiship that

God is even called the God of the Son, Il Cor. 11:31; EB, and is sometimes mentioned as

God in distinction from the Lord, John 17:3; | Cor. 8:6; Eph. 4:516(3) In a nativistic sense.

¢tKS yIYS {2y 2F D2R¢ Aa 3IAQPSYy (G2 WSadza | f a2z
paternity of God. He wasegotten, according to His human nature, by the supernatural
operation of the Holy Spirit, and is in that sense the Son of God. This is clearly indicated in Luke
1:32,35, and may probably be inferred also from John 1:13.

b. The personal subsistence of th8on. The personal subsistence of the Son must be
maintained over against all Modalists, who in one way or another deny the personal
distinctions in the Godhead. The personality of the Son may be substantiated as follows: (1) The

way in which the Bible spds of the Father and the Son alongside of each other implies that

the one is just as personal as the other, and is also indicative of a personal relationship existing
0SG8SSYy GKS (g2 0HU ¢HSIRAIISFE R laBENEIG DR G
relation between the Father and the Son, while unique, can nevertheless be represented
FLIWNREAYI GSte a 2yS 2F ISYySNIGA2Y YR 0ANIKG
1:6, and emphasizes the fact of the eternal generation of the Bamply means that He was
0SF2NBE Iff ONBIFIOGA2Yy® 000 ¢KS RAAGAYOGIAODS dza$s
direction. This term is applied to the Son, not in the first place to express His relation to the

world (which is quite secondanfut to indicate the intimate relation in which He stands to the

Father, the relation like that of a word to the speaker. In distinction from philosophy, the Bible
represents the Logos as personal and identifies Him with the Son of God, Jeh; 1:dohn

1:1-3. (4) The description of the Son as the image, or even as the very image of God in Il Cor.

4:4; Col. 1:15; Heb. 1:3. God clearly stands out in Scripture as a personal Being. If the Son of
God is the very image of God, He too must be a person.

c. Theeternal generation of the SonThe personal property of the Son is that He is eternally
0S32G0Sy 2F GUKS CIFGKSNI 6oNASTFEe OFftftSR aFAEAL
the Spirit. The doctrine of the generation of the Son is suggesyetid Biblical representation

of the first and second persons of the Trinity as standing in the relation of Father and Son to
SIOK 20KSNXY b2 2yfé R2 GKS yIYSa daClFOGKSNE |y
the former, but the Son is also repges5 Rf @ OF f HSR2G8FZ 2y WBKY MYMn
Heb. 11:17; 1 John 4:9. Several particulars deserve emphasis in connection with the generation

of the Son: (1) It is a necessary act of God. Origen, one of the very first to speak of the
generatond (G KS {2yX NBIIFINRSR AlG Ia Iy I O RSLISYRS
Others at various times expressed the same opinion. But it was clearly seen by Athanasius and
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others that a generation dependent on the optional will of the Father wouldkenthe

existence of the Son contingent and thus rob Him of His deity. Then the Son would not be equal

to and homoousios with the Father, for the Father exists necessarily, and cannot be conceived

of as nonrexistent. The generation of the Son must be regarés a necessary and perfectly
YIEGdz2NF £ OG0 2F D2R® ¢KAa R2Sa y2d4 YSIy GKIFG A
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will takes perfect delight iit. (2) It is an eternal act of the Father. This naturally follows from

the preceding. If the generation of the Son is a necessary act of the Father, so that it is
impossible to conceive of Him as not generating, it naturally shares in the eternity Bather.

This does not mean, however, that it is an act that was completed in the far distant past, but
rather that it is a timeless act, the act of an eternal present, an act always continuing and yet

ever completed. Its eternity follows not only from tle¢ernity of God, but also from the divine
immutability and from the true deity of the Son. In addition to this it can be inferred from all

those passages of Scripture which teach either thegxistence of the Son or His equality with

the Father, Mic. 5:2John 1:14,18; 3:16; 5:17,18,30,36; Acts 13:33; John 17:5; Col. 1:16; Heb.
MYo® ¢KS adladSYSyd 2F tad HYTI a¢K2dz NI Ye
guoted to prove the generation of the Son, but, according to some, with rather doubtfu
propriety, cf. Acts 13:33; Heb. 1:5. They surmise that these words refer to the raising up of
Jesus as Messianic King, and to the recognition of Him as Son of God in an official sense, and
should probably be linked up with the promise found in Il Sari4,7just as they are in Heb.

1:5. (3) It is a generation of the personal subsistence rather than of the divine essence of the

Son. Some have spoken as if the Father generated the essence of the Son, but this is equivalent

to saying that He generated His nwssence, for the essence of both the Father and the Son is
exactly the same. It is better to say that the Father generates the personal subsistence of the

Son, but thereby also communicates to Him the divine essence in its entirety. But in doing this

we should guard against the idea that the Father first generated a second person, and then
communicated the divine essence to this person, for that would lead to the conclusion that the

Son was not generated out of the divine essence, but created out of ngptti the work of

generation there was a communication of essence; it was one indivisible act. And in virtue of

this communication the Son also has life in Himself. This is in agreement with the statement of
WSadzaZ GC2NJ Ia (GKS eénbKdgWHK o ih& Soh alsh $ havy lifelimh Y & S
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opposition to the Arians, who insisted that the generation of the Son necessarily implied
separation or divien in the divine Being, the Church Fathers stressed the fact that this
generation must not be conceived in a physical and creaturely way, but should be regarded as
spiritual and divine, excluding all idea of division or change. It brings distinctio stnitbutio,

but no diversitas and divisio in the divine Being. (Bavinck) The most striking analogy of it is
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of the Son as the Logos. (5) The following definitmnay be given of the generation of the Son:

It is that eternal and necessary act of the first person in the Trinity, whereby He, within the
divine Being, is the ground of a second personal subsistence like His own, and puts this second
person in possessn of the whole divine essence, without any division, alienation, or change.

d. The deity of the SonThe deity of the Son was denied in the early Church by the Ebionites
and the Alogi, and also by the dynamic Monarchians and the Arians. In the days of the
Reformation the Socinians followed their example, and spoke of Jesus as a mere man. The same
position is taken by Schleiermacher and Ritschl, by a host of liberal scholars, particularly in
Germany, by the Unitarians, and by the Modernists and Humanisteeopresent day. This

denial is possible only for those who disregard the teachings of Scripture, for the Bible contains
an abundance of evidence for the deity of Christ.[This is very ably summed up in such works as
[ ARR2Y Qa4 ¢KS 5AJMSKRNE2 | KISdzNI2[NRNRSF 2D NNINE >
Lord.] We find that Scripture (1) explicitly asserts the deity of the Son in such passages as John
1:1; 20:28; Rom. 9:5; Phil. 2:6; Tit. 2:13; | John 5:20; (2) applies divine names to Him, Isa. 9:6;
40:3; Jer. 23:5,6; Joel 2:32 (comp. Acts 2:21); | Tim. 3:16; (3) ascribes to Him divine attributes,
such as eternal existence, Isa. 9:6; John 1:1,2; Rev. 1:8; 22:13, omnipresence, Matt. 18:20;
28:20; John 3:13, omniscience, John 2:24,25; 21:17; Rev. 2:23,aiemdp. Isa. 9:6; Phil. 3:21;

Rev. 1:8, immutability, Heb. 1:14®; 13:8, and in general every attribute belonging to the
Father, Col. 2:9; (4) speaks of Him as doing divine works, as creation, John 1:3,10; Col. 1:16;
Heb. 1:2,10, providence, Luke 10:2®hd 3:35; 17:2; Eph. 1:22; Col. 1:17; Heb. 1:3, the
forgiveness of sins, Matt. 92, Mark 2:710; Col. 3:13, resurrection and judgment, Matt.
25:31,32; John 5:299; Acts 10:42; 17:31; Phil. 3:21; Il Tim. 4:1, the final dissolution and
renewal of all thigs, Heb. 1:142; Phil. 3:21; Rev. 21:5, and (5) accords Him divine honour,
John 5:22,23; 14:1; | Cor. 15:19; Il Cor. 13:13; Heb. 1:6; Matt. 28:19.

<

e. The place of the Son in the economic Trinillyshould be noted that the order of existence

in the essetial or ontological Trinity is reflected in the economic Trinity. The Son occupies the
second place in the opera ad extra. If all things are out of the Father, they are through the Son, |

Cor. 8:6. If the former is represented as the absolute cause diiafis, the latter stands out

clearly as the mediating cause. This applies in the natural sphere, where all things are created

and maintained through the Son, John 1:3,10; Heb. 1:2,3. He is the light that lighteth every man

that cometh into the world, Joha:9. It applies also to the work of redemption. In the Counsel

2F wWSRSYLIWiA2y |I'S (F1Sa dzLl2y 1 AYaStF G2 0SS { dzN
plan of redemption, Ps. 40:7,8. He works this out more particularly in His incarnation,
sufferingsand death, Eph. 1:24. In connection with His function the attributes of wisdom and
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power, | Cor. 1:24; Heb. 1:3, and of mercy and grace, are especially ascribed to Him, Il Cor.
13:13; Eph. 5:2,25.

3. THE HOLY SPIRIT OR THE THIRD PERSON IN THE TRINITY.

a. The name applied to the third person of the TrinitWhile we are told in John 4:24 that God

is Spirit, the name is applied more particularly to the third person in the Trinity. The Hebrew

term by which He is designated is ruach, and the Greek pneunth,djovhich are, like the

[FGAY &LANARGdzAEZ RSNAGSR FNBY NR2Ga o0KAOK YSIy
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63:10,11, while in the New Testament this has become a far more common designation of the

third person in tke Trinity. It is a striking fact that, while the Old Testament repeatedly calls God
GGKS 1 2f@ hyS 2F LaANIStz¢é tad® TMYHHT ydpYmMyT |
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Spirit. This is in all probability due to the fact that it was especially in the Spirit and His
sanctifying work that God revealed Himself as the Holy One. It is the Holy Spirit that takes up

His abode in the hearts of believers, thaparates them unto God, and that cleanses them

from sin.

b. The personality of the Holy Spiritt KS G SNXY& a{ LIANARG 2F D2Ré 2NJ
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appear ina clearly discernible personal form among men, as the person of the Son of God did.

As a result the personality of the Holy Spirit was often called in question, and therefore
deserves special attention. The personality of the Spirit was denied in the @aulich by the
Monarchians and the Pneumatomachians. In this denial they were followed by the Socinians in

the days of the Reformation. Still later Schleiermacher, Ritschl, the Unitarians, poesent
Modernists, and all modern Sabellians reject the pegdity of the Holy Spirit. It is often said in

the present day that those passages which seem to imply the personality of the Holy Spirit
simply contain personifications. But personifications are certainly rare in the prose writings of

the New Testament andan easily be recognized. Moreover, such an explanation clearly
destroys the sense of some of these passages, e.g. John 14:26;11636m. 8:26. Scripture

proof for the personality of the Holy Spirit is quite sufficient: (1) Designations that are pit@per
personality are given to Him. Though pneuma is neuter, yet the masculine pronoun ekeinos is

used of the Spirit in John 16:14; and in Eph. 1:14 some of the best authorities have the
masculine relative pronoun hos. Moreover, the name Parakletos is apjaiélim, John 14:26;
MPpYHCT McYTI GKAOK Olyy2i o6S (UNrvyatlriSR o6& «a

86



abstract influence. That a person is meant is indicated by the fact that the Holy Spirit as
Comforter is placed in juxtaposition with Christ as thomforter about to depart, to whom the

same term is applied in | John 2:1. It is true that this term is followed by the neuters ho and

auto in John 14:14.8, but this is due to the fact that pneuma intervenes. (2) The characteristics

of a person are asitred to Him, such as intelligence, John 14:26; 15:26; Rom. 8:16, will, Acts
16:7; 1 Cor. 12:11, and affections, Isa. 63:10; Eph. 4:30. Moreover, He performs acts proper to
personality. He searches, speaks, testifies, commands, reveals, strives, createss ma
intercession, raises the dead, etc., Gen. 1:2; 6:3; Luke 12:12; John 14:26; 15:26; 16:8; Acts 8:29;
13:2; Rom. 8:11; | Cor. 2:10,11. What does all these things cannot be a mere power or
influence, but must be a person. (3) He is represented as stardisgch relations to other

persons as imply His own personality. He is placed in juxtaposition with the apostles in Acts
15:28, with Christ in John 16:14, and with the Father and the Son in Matt. 28:19; 1l Cor. 13:13; |
Pet. 1:1,2; Jude 20, 21. Sound exsg requires that in these passages the Holy Spirit be
regarded as a person. (4) There are also passages in which the Holy Spirit is distinguished from
His own power, Luke 1:35; 4:14; Acts 10:38; Rom. 15:13; | Cor. 2:4. Such passages would
become tautologcal, meaningless, and even absurd, if they were interpreted on the principle
GKFG GKS 1 2f@ {LIANRGO A& YSNBfe | LR2oSNWP ¢KAA
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c. The relation of the Holy Spirit tdhe other persons in the trinity.The early trinitarian
controversies led to the conclusion that the Holy Spirit, as well as the Son, is of the same
essence as the Father, and is therefore consubstantial with Him. And the long drawn dispute
about the quesibn, whether the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Father alone or also from the
{2y gt a FTAylffte aSiaGgtSR o0& GKS {e&y2R 2F ¢2fS
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procession of the Holy Spirit, briefly called spiration, is his personal property. Much of what was
said respecting the generation of the Son also &spto the spiration of the Holy Spirit, and
need not be repeated. The following points of distinction between the two may be noted,
however: (1) Generation is the work of the Father only; spiration is the work of both the Father
and the Son. (2) By geneia the Son is enabled to take part in the work of spiration, but the
Holy Spirit acquires no such power. (3) In logical order generation precedes spiration. It should
be remembered, however, that all this implies no essential subordination of the Haly tSpi
the Son. In spiration as well as in generation there is a communication of the whole of the
divine essence, so that the Holy Spirit is on an equality with the Father and the Son. The
doctrine of the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father #mel Son is based on John
15:26, and on the fact that the Spirit is also called the Spirit of Christ and of the Son, Rom. 8:9;
Gal. 4:6, and is sent by Christ into the world. Spiration may be defined as that eternal and
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necessary act of the first and secopdrsons in the Trinity whereby they, within the divine
Being, become the ground of the personal subsistence of the Holy Spirit, and put the third
person in possession of the whole divine essence, without any division, alienation or change. p>
<p>The Hol\Bpirit stands in the closest possible relation to the other persons. In virtue of His
procession from the Father and the Son the Spirit is represented as standing in the closest
possible relation to both of the other persons.

From | Cor. 2:10,11, we mayfen, not that the Spirit is the same as the setinsciousness of

God, but that He is as closely connected with God the Father as the soul of man is with man. In

LL /2NX¥» oYMTXI ¢S NBIFIRZI ab2g¢g 0GKS [2NR Ad (0KS
fAOSNIe@dé | SNB GKS [2NR 6/ KNRaduv Aa ARSYOGATFAS
Fa 42 YFYYSNI 2F ¢62NJAy3aId Ly (GKS alFyYS LI aal3as
work for which the Holy Spirit was sent into the Chuorhthe day of Pentecost was based on

His unity with the Father and the Son. He came as the Parakletos to take the place of Christ and

to do His work on earth, that is, to teach, proclaim, testify, bear witness, etc., as the Son had
done. Now in the casefdhe Son this revelational work rested on His unity with the Father. Just

so the work of the Spirit is based on His unity with the Father and the Son, John 16:14,15.
b2GAO0OS (GKS ¢g2NRa 2F WSadza Ay (KAa LI@and3aSy al
shall declare it unto you. All things whatsoever the Father hath are mine: therefore said I, that
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d. The deity of the Holy SpirifThe deity of the Holy Spirit may be established from Scripture by
aline of proof quite similar to that employed in connection with the Son: (1) Divine names are
given to Him, Ex. 17:7 (comp. Heb.-8)7 Acts 5:3,4; | Cor. 3:16; 1l Tim. 3:16 (comp. Il Pet. 1:21).
(2) Divine perfections are ascribed to Him, such as oresgirce, Ps. 13970, omniscience,

Isa. 40:13,14 (comp. Rom. 11:34); | Cor. 2:10,11, omnipotence, | Cor. 12:11; Rom. 15:19, and
eternity, Heb. 9:14 (?). (3) Divine works are performed by Him, such as creation, Gen. 1:2; Job.
26:13; 33:4, providential renaion, Ps. 104:30, regeneration, John 3:5,6; Tit. 3:5, and the
resurrection of the dead, Rom. 8:11. (4) Divine honour is also paid to Him, Matt. 28:19; Rom.
9:1; 1l Cor. 13:13.

e. The work of the Holy Spirit in the divine economyhere are certain works lich are more
particularly ascribed to the Holy Spirit, not only in the general economy of God, but also in the
special economy of redemption. In general it may be said that it is the special task of the Holy
Spirit to bring things to completion by actimgmediately upon and in the creature. Just as He

| AYaStET A4 (KS LISNER2Y ¢K2 O2YLX SGSa GKS C¢NRYA
with His creatures and the consummation of the work of God in every sphere. It follows the

work of the Son, jusas the work of the Son follows that of the Father. It is important to bear

88



this in mind, for if the work of the Holy Spirit is divorced from the objective work of the Son,
false mysticism is bound to result. The work of the Holy Spirit includes theviiogoin the

natural sphere: (1) The generation of life. As being is out of the Father, and thought through the
Son, so life is mediated by the Spirit, Gen. 1:3; Job. 26:13; Ps. 33:6 (?); Ps. 104:30. In that
respect He puts the finishing touch to the work @eation. (2) The general inspiration and
gualification of men. The Holy Spirit inspires and qualifies men for their official tasks, for work
in science and art, etc., Ex. 28:3; 31:2,3,6; 35:35; | Sam. 11:6; 16:13,14.

Of even greater importance is the woof the Holy Spirit in the sphere of redemption. Here the
following points may be mentioned: (1) The preparation and qualification of Christ for His
mediatorial work. He prepared Christ a body and thus enabled Him to become a sacrifice for
sin, Luke 1:35Heb. 1051 ® Ly GKS @g2NR& dal o02Reé (GK2dz RARA
Hebrews follows the Septuagint. The meaning is: Thou hast enabled me by the preparation of a
holy body to become a real sacrifice. At His baptism Christ was anointed with tieSplioi,

Luke 3:22, and received the qualifying gifts of the Holy Spirit without measure, John 3:24. (2)
The inspiration of Scripture. The Holy Spirit inspired Scripture, and thus brought to men the
special revelation of God, | Cor. 2:13; Il Pet. 1:2&, khowledge of the work of redemption
which is in Christ Jesus. (3) The formation and augmentation of the Church. The Holy Spirit
forms and increases the Church, the mystical body of Jesus Christ, by regeneration and
sanctification, and dwells in it as th@inciple of the new life, Eph. 1:22,23; 2:22; | Cor. 3:16;
12:4 ff. (4) Teaching and guiding the Church. The Holy Spirit testifies to Christ and leads the
Church in all the truth. By doing this He manifests the glory of God and of Christ, increases the
knowledge of the Saviour, keeps the Church from error, and prepares her for her eternal
destiny, John 14:26; 15:26; 16:13,14; Acts 5:32; Heb. 10:15; | John 2:27.

QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER STDUBY pagan literature contain any analogies of the doctrine
of the Trinity? Does the development of the doctrine of the Trinity start from the ontological or
from the economical Trinity? Can the economical Trinity be understood apart from the
ontological? Why is the doctrine of the Trinity discussed by some as intragutbothe
doctrine of redemption? What is the Hegelian conception of the Trinity? How did Swedenborg
conceive of it? Where do we find Sabellianism in modern theology? Why is it objectionable to
hold that the Trinity is purely economical? What objection® dhere to the modern
Humanitarian conception of the Trinity? Why does Barth treat of the Trinity in the Prolegomena
to theology? What is the practical significance of the doctrine of the Trinity?
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The Works of God
I. The Divine Decrees in General
A. The Doctrine of the Decrees in Theology.

Reformed theology stresses the sovereignty of God in virtue of which He has sovereignly
determined from all eternity whatsoever will come to gasnd works His sovereign will in His

entire creation, both natural and spiritual, according to His-getermined plan. It is in full
FANBSYSyYyd 6AGK tldAf @oKSy KS areéea GKFEG D2R agz
Eph. 1:11. For that reasanis but natural that, in passing from the discussion of the Being of

God to that of the works of God, it should begin with a study of the divine decrees. This is the

only proper theological method. A theological discussion of the works of God shoeldtsak
startingpoint in God, both in the work of creation and in that of redemption or recreation. It is

only as issuing from, and as related to, God that the works of God come into consideration as a

part of theology.

In spite of this fact, however, Refoad theology stands practically alone in its emphasis on the
doctrine of the decrees. Lutheran theology is less theological and more anthropological. It does

not consistently take its starting point in God and consider all things as divinetjepgemined,

but reveals a tendency to consider things from below rather than from above. And in so far as it

does believe in preletermination, it is inclined to limit this to the good that is in the world, and

more particularly to the blessings of salvation. It isstaiking fact that many Lutheran
theologians are silent, or all but silent, respecting the doctrine of the decrees of God in general

and discuss only the doctrine of pdestination, and regard this as conditional rather than
absolute. In the doctrine opredestination Lutheran theology shows strong affinity with
Arminianism. Krauth (an influential leader of the Lutheran Church in our country) even says:
G¢KS @OASga 2F ! NV¥AYyAdza KAYaSt¥Fs Ay NBIFINR (2
influences, ad do not differ essentially from those of the Lutheran Church; but on many points

in the developed system now known as Arminianism, the Lutheran Church has no affinity
whatever with it, and on these points would sympathize far more with Calvinism, thdugh s

has never believed that in order to escape from Pelagianism, it is necessary to run into the
R2ZOUNAYS 2F 0a2fdziS LINBRSalGAylrGAZ2yd ¢KS wcC2N
purely on their practical sides, and on them arrays itself agaGwtinism, rather by the

negation of the inferences which result logically from that system, than by express
O2yRSYYlL UA2y 2F Al0a FdzyRFEFYSyudlf GKS2NE Ay A:
and Its Theology, pp. 127f] In so far as Lutheran tgiahs include the doctrine of
predestination in their system, they generally consider it in connection with Soteriology.
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Naturally, Arminian theology does not place the doctrine of the decrees in the foreground. That

of the decrees in general is usuallgnepicuous by its absence. Pope brings in the doctrine of
predestination only in passing, and Miley introduces it as an issue for discussion. Raymond
discusses only the doctrine of election, and Watson devotes considerable space to this in
considering theextent of the atonement. One and all reject the doctrine of absolute
predestination, and substitute for it a conditional predestination. Modern liberal theology does

not concern itself with the doctrine of predestination, since it is fundamentally antHogpcal.

Ly GKS aikKS2t23& 2F ONRaAaed Al Aa F3ILAYy NBO?2
historical. In spite of its appeal to the Reformers, it departs widely from the doctrine of
predestination, as it was taught by Luther and Calvin.

B. Scriptural Names for the Divine Decrees.

From the purely immanent works of God (opera ad intra) we must distinguish those which bear
directly on the creatures (opera ad extra). Some theologians, in order to avoid
misunderstanding, prefer to speak of opamamanentia and opera exeuntia, and subdivide the
former into two classes, opera immanentia per se, which are the opera personalia (generation,
filiation, spiration), and opera immanentia donec exeunt, which are opera essentialia, that is,
works of the trime God, in distinction from works of any one of the persons of the Godhead,
but are immanent in God, until they are realized in the works of creation, providence, and
redemption. The divine decrees constitute this class of divine works. They are nobddsicri

the abstract in Scripture, but are placed before us in their historical realization. Scripture uses
several terms for the eternal decree of God.

1. OLD TESTAMENT TERMtere are some terms which stress the intellectual element in the

decree, suchéd QSdéal K FNRY &Il Qldax G2 O2dzyaStxz G2 3
from yasad, to sit together in deliberation (niphal), Jer. 23:18,22; and mezimmah from zamam,

to meditate, to have in mind, to purpose, Jer. 4:28; 51:12; Prov. 30:32. Bathidse there are

terms which emphasize the volitional element, such as chaphets, inclination, will, good
pleasure, Isa. 53:10; and ratson, to please, to be delighted, and thus denoting delight, good
pleasure, or sovereign will, Ps. 51:19; Isa. 49:8.

2. NBV TESTAMENT TERM&e New Testament also contains a number of significant terms.
The most general word is boule, designating the decree in general, but also pointing to the fact
that the purpose of God is based on counsel and deliberation, Acts 2:23; A&18 6:17.
Another rather general word is thelema, which, as applied to the counsel of God, stresses the
volitional rather than the deliberative element, Eph. 1:11. The word eudokia emphasizes more
particularly the freedom of the purpose of God, and theight with which it is accompanied,
though this idea is not always present, Matt. 11:26; Luke 2:14; Eph. 1:5,9. Other words are used
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more especially to designate that part of the divine decree that pertains in a very special sense
G2 D2RQa&a Y2 hddis knowias pretdsihation. These terms will be considered in
connection with the discussion of that subject.

C. The Nature of the Divine Decrees.

¢tKS RSONBS 2F D2R YIé& 0S RSFAYSR gAGK GKS 28
purpose accorthg to the counsel of His will, whereby, for His own glory, He hath foreordained
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1. THE DIVINE DECREE IS Oingtigh we often speak of the decrees of God in the plural, yet

in its own nature the divine decree is but a single @icGod. This is already suggested by the
fact that the Bible speaks of it as a prothesis, a purpose or counsel. It follows also from the very
nature of God. His knowledge is all immediate and simultaneous rather than successive like
ours, and His comprehsion of it is always complete. And the decree that is founded on it is
also a single, atomprehensive, and simultaneous act. As an eternal and immutable decree it
could not be otherwise. There is, therefore, no series of decrees in God, but simply one
comprehensive plan, embracing all that comes to pass. Our finite comprehension, however,
constrains us to make distinctions, and this accounts for the fact that we often speak of the
decrees of God in the plural. This manner of speaking is perfectly letgtimovided we do

not lose sight of the unity of the divine decree, and of the inseparable connection of the various
decrees as we conceive of them.

2. THE RELATION OF THE DECREE TO THE KNOWLEDGEN®&@R. of God bears the
closest relation to thedivine knowledge. There is in God, as we have seen, a necessary
knowledge, including all possible causes and results. This knowledge furnishes the material for
the decree; it is the perfect fountain out of which God drew the thoughts which He desired to
objectify. Out of this knowledge of all things possible He chose, by an act of His perfect will, led
by wise considerations, what He wanted to bring to realization, and thus formed His eternal
purpose. The decree of God is, in turn, the foundation of His knowledge or scientia libera.

It is the knowledge of things as they are realized in the course of history. While the necessary
knowledge of God logically precedes the decree, His free knowledge logically follows it. This
must be maintained over againatl those who believe in a conditional predestination (such as
SemiPelagians and Arminians), since they make thedaterminations of God dependent on

His foreknowledge. Some of the words used to denote the divine decree point to an element of
deliberaton in the purpose of God. It would be a mistake, however, to infer from this that the
plan of God is the result of any deliberation which implies skaghtedness or hesitation, for it

is simply an indication of the fact that there is no blind decree ad,®ut only an intelligent

and deliberate purpose.
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3. THE DECREE RELATES TO BOTH GOD ANDd/#ddree has reference, first of all, to the
g2N)la 2F D2R® LG Aa ftAYAGSRI K28SOSNE (G2 D2R!
pertain to the essetial Being of God, nor to the immanent activities within the Divine Being

which result in the trinitarian distinctions. God did not decree to be holy and righteous, nor to

exist as three persons in one essence or to generate the Son. These things hey aset
necessarily, and are not dependent on the optional will of God. That which is essential to the

inner Being of God can form no part of the contents of the decree. This includes only the opera

ad extra or exeuntia. But while the decree pertains prilgato the acts of God Himself, it is not

limited to these, but also embraces the actions of His free creatures. And the fact that they are
included in the decree renders them absolutely certain, though they are not all effectuated in

the same manner. Ithe case of some things God decided, not merely that they would come to

pass, but that He Himself would bring them to pass, either immediately, as in the work of
creation, or through the mediation of secondary causes, which are continually energized by His
power. He Himself assumes the responsibility for their coming to pass. There are other things,
however, which God included in His decree and thereby rendered certain, but which He did not
decide to effectuate Himself, as the sinful acts of His ratioredtares. The decree, in so far as
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that the futurition of these acts is not certain to God, but simply that He permits them to come

to pass by the free agency #lis rational creatures. God assumes no responsibility for these

sinful acts whatsoever.

4. THE DECREE TO ACT IS NOT THE ACTTHeS&#drees are an internal manifestation and
exercise of the divine attributes, rendering the futurition of things certhut this exercise of

the intelligent volition of God should not be confounded with the realization of its objects in
creation, providence, and redemption. The decree to create is not creation itself, nor is the
decree to justify justification itself. Aigtinction must be made between the decree and its
SESOdziaAz2y® D2RQa a2 2NRSNAyYy3I GKS dzy A OSNES GKI
quite a different thing from His commanding him to do so. The decrees are not addressed to
man, and are nbof the nature of a statute law; neither do they impose compulsion or
obligation on the wills of men.

D. The Characteristics of the Divine Decree.

1. 1T IS FOUNDED IN DIVINE WISDDK.S g2 NR G O2dzyaSts¢é @KAOK Aa
the decree is degnhated, suggests careful deliberation and consultation. It may contain a
suggestion of an intercommunion between the three persons of the Godhead. In speaking of
D2RQa NB@StlFGA2y 2F GKS YeadSNE GKFG ol a F2NI
intent that now unto the principalities and the powers in the heavenly places might be made
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known through the Church the manifold wisdom of God, according to the eternal purpose
GKAOK |I'S LizN1}2aSR Ay [/ KNAald WSadza erdeNdlsq 2 NRX ¢
follows from the wisdom displayed in the realization of the eternal purpose of God. The poet
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counsel of the Lord can also be inferred from the fact that it stands fast forever, Ps. 33:11; Prov.
19:21. There may be a great deal iretldecree that passes human understanding and is
inexplicable to the finite mind, but it contains nothing that is irrational or arbitrary. God formed

his determination with wise insight and knowledge.

2. IT IS ETERNAIhe divine decree is eternal in thense that it lies entirely in eternity. In a
certain sense it can be said that all the acts of God are eternal, since there is no succession of
moments in the Divine Being. But some of them terminate in time, as, for instance, creation
and justification. Hece we do not call them eternal but temporal acts of God. The decree,
however, while it relates to things outside of God, remains in itself an act within the Divine
Being, and is therefore eternal in the strictest sense of the word. Therefore it alsdkpartd

the simultaneousness and the successionlessness of the eternal, Acts 15:18; Eph. 1:4; Il Tim.
1:9. The eternity of the decree also implies that the order in which the different elements in it
stand to each other may not be regarded as temporal, baly as logical. There is a real
chronological order in the events as effectuated, but not in the decree respecting them.

3. IT IS EFFICACIOUMs does not mean that God has determined to bring to pass Himself by a
direct application of His power all thgs which are included in His decree, but only that what

He has decreed will certainly come to pass; that nothing can thwart His purpose. Says Dr. A. A.
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acting in amanner perfectly consistent with the nature of the event in question. Thus in the
case of every free act of a moral agent the decree provides at the samettirf@ That the

agent shall be a free agent. (b) That his antecedents and all the antecedettie aft in

guestion shall be what they are. (c) That all the present conditions of the act shall be what they
are. (d) That the act shall be perfectly spontaneous and free on the part of the agent. (e) That it
shall be certainly future. Ps. 33:11; ProwYl®mMT Lal ® ncYmn®é ohdzif AySa

N)Y

4. 1T IS IMMUTABLEan may and often does alter his plans for various reasons. It may be that
in making his plan he lacked seriousness of purpose, that he did not fully realize what the plan
involved, or tkat he is wanting the power to carry it out. But in God nothing of the kind is
conceivable. He is not deficient in knowledge, veracity, or power. Therefore He need not
change His decree because of a mistake of ignorance, nor because of inability to oatry it
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And He will not change it, because He is the immutable God and because He is faithful and true.
Job 23:13,14; Ps. 33:11; Isa. 46:10; Luke 22:22; Acts 2:23.

5. IT IS UNCONDITIONAL OR ABSOLTHIEmMeans that it is not dependent in any of its
particulars on anything that is not part and parcel of the decree itself. The various elements in
the decree are indeed mutually dependent but nothing in the plan is conditioned by anything
that is not in the decree. The execution of the plan may require meariseatependent on
certain conditions, but then these means or conditions have also been determined in the
decree. God did not simply decree to save sinners without determining the means to effectuate
the decree. The means leading to the jhetermined end wee also decreed, Acts 2:23; Eph.
2:8; | Pet. 1:2. The absolute character of the decree follows from its eternity, its immutability,
and its exclusive dependence on the good pleasure of God. It is denied by alP&egians

and Arminians.

6. IT IS UNIVERSE OR ALCOMPREHENSIVIthe decree includes whatsoever comes to pass in

the world, whether it be in the physical or in the moral realm, whether it be good or evil, Eph.

1:11. It includes: (a) the good actions of men, Eph. 21:0; (b) their wicked acts,1BréyActs

2:23; 4:27,28; (c) contingent events, Gen. 45:8; 50:20; Prov. 16:33; (d) the means as well as the
end, Ps.11988%MT LL ¢KSaada®d HYMOT 9LIK® mYnT 6S0 GKS F
the place of his habitation, Acts 17:26.

7. WITH REFERENCE TO SIN IT IS PERMISSIVYEStomary to speak of the decree of God
respecting moral evil as permissive. By His decree God rendered the sinful actions of man
infallibly certain without deciding to effectuate them by acting immediatelpmu@nd in the
FAYAOGS ogAfftd ¢KAA YSIya GKFEG D2R R2Sa y20 LkRa
man goes contrary to His revealed will. It should be carefully noted, however, that this
permissive decree does not imply a passive permissiosoofething which is not under the

control of the divine will. It is a decree which renders the future sinful act absolutely certain,

but in which God determines (a) not to hinder the sinful sifermination of the finite will;

and (b) to regulate and cordl the result of this sinful setietermination. Ps. 78:29; 106:15;

Acts 14:16; 17:30.

E. Objections to the Doctrine of the Decrees.

As was said in the preceding, only Reformed theology does full justice to the doctrine of the
decrees. Lutheran theologiardo not, as a rule, construe it theologically but soteriologically, for
the purpose of showing how believers can derive comfort from it. Pelagians and Socinians
reject it as unscriptural; and SeiAelagians and Arminians show it scant favor: some igndring
altogether; others stating it only to combat it; and still others maintaining only a decree
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conditioned by the foreknowledge of God. The objections raised to it are, in the main, always
the same.

1. IT IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE MORAL FREEDOM OQFaiMiaN free agent with the
power of rational seldetermination. He can reflect upon, and in an intelligent way choose,
certain ends, and can also determine his action with respect to them. The decree of God
however, carries with it necessity. God has dedr¢o effectuate all things or, if He has not
decreed that, He has at least determined that they must come to pass. He has decided the
O2dzNBS 2F YIyQa fAFS F2N) KAYOP/ Fod 2 Gazyz:
Systematic Theology llpp271 ff.] In answer to this objection it may be said that the Bible
certainly does not proceed on the assumption that the divine decree is inconsistent with the
free agency of man. It clearly reveals that God has decreed the free acts of man, butaalso th
the actors are none the less free and therefore responsible for their acts, Gen. 50:19,20; Acts
2:23; 4:27,28. It was determined that the Jews should bring about the crucifixion of Jesus; yet
they were perfectly free in their wicked course of actiondamere held responsible for this
crime. There is not a single indication in Scripture that the inspired writers are conscious of a
contradiction in connection with these matters. They never make an attempt to harmonize the
two. This may well restrain usoim assuming a contradiction here, even if we cannot reconcile
both truths.

Moreover, it should be borne in mind that God has not decreed to effectuate by His own direct
action whatsoever must come to pass. The divine decree only brings certainty intee¢héesge

but does not imply that God will actively effectuate them, so that the question really resolves
itself into this, whether previous certainty is consistent with free agency. Now experience
teaches us that we can be reasonably certain as to the coans@an of character will pursue
under certain circumstances, without infringing in the least on his freedom. The prophet
Jeremiah predicted that the Chaldeans would take Jerusalem. He knew the coming event as a
certainty, and yet the Chaldeans freely folled their own desires in fulfilling the prediction.
Such certainty is indeed inconsistent with the Pelagian liberty of indifference, according to
which the will of man is not determined in any way, but is entirely indeterminate, so that in
every volition 1 can decide in opposition, not only to all outward inducements, but also to all
inward considerations and judgments, inclinations and desires, and even to the whole character
and inner state of man. But it is now generally recognized that such freeddimeokill is a
psychological fiction. However, the decree is not necessarily inconsistent with human freedom
in the sense of rational setfetermination, according to which man freely acts in harmony with

his previous thoughts and judgments, his inclinai@nd desires, and his whole character. This
freedom also has its laws, and the better we are acquainted with them, the more sure we can
be of what a free agent will do under certain circumstances. God Himself has established these
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laws. Naturally, we mustguard against all determinism, materialistic, pantheistic, and
rationalistic, in our conception of freedom in the sense of rationatdelérmination.

The decree is no more inconsistent with free agency than foreknowledge is, and yet the
objectors, who & generally of the Senfelagian or Arminian type, profess to believe in divine
foreknowledge. By His foreknowledge God knows from all eternity the certain futurition of all
events. It is based on His foreordination, by which He determined their fututeioty. The
Arminian will of course, say that he does not believe in a foreknowledge based on a decree
which renders things certain, but in a foreknowledge of facts and events which are contingent
on the free will of man, and therefore indeterminate. Neunch a foreknowledge of the free
actions of man may be possible, if man even in his freedom acts in harmony with divinely
established laws, which again bring in the element of certainty; but it would seem to be
impossible to foreknow events which are eety dependent on the chance decision of an
unprincipled will, which can at any time, irrespective of the state of the soul, of existing
conditions, and of the motives that present themselves to the mind, turn in different directions.
Such events can onlyeldoreknown as bare possibilities.

2. IT TAKES AWAY ALL MOTIVES FOR HUMAN EXHBREOMjection is to the effect that
people will naturally say that, if all things are bound to happen as God has determined them,
they need not concern themselves abouetlfuture and need not make any efforts to obtain
salvation. But this is hardly correct. In the case of people who speak after that fashion this is
generally the mere excuse of indolence and disobedience. The divine decrees are not addressed
to men as a r@ of action, and cannot be such a rule, since their contents become known only
through, and therefore after, their realization. There is a rule of action, however, embodied in
the law and in the gospel, and this puts men under obligation to employ the snedirch God

has ordained.
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means and the end to be obtained. The decree includes not only the various issues of human

life, but also the free human actions which amgitally prior to, and are destined to bring

about, the results. It was absolutely certain that all those who were in the vessel with Paul (Acts

27) were to be saved, but it was equally certain that, in order to secure this end, the sailors had

to remain @&oard. And since the decree establishes an interrelation between means and ends,

and ends are decreed only as the result of means, they encourage effort instead of discouraging

it. Firm belief in the fact that, according to the divine decrees, succesisentifie reward of toil,

is an inducement to courageous and persevering efforts. On the very basis of the decree
Scripture urges us to be diligent in using the appointed means, Phil. 2:13; Eph. 2:10.
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3. IT MAKES GOD THE AUTHOR OFT8IH. if true, would aturally be an insuperable
objection, for God cannot be the author of sin. This follows equally from Scripture, Ps. 92:15;
Eccl. 7:29; Jas. 1:13; | John 1:5, from the law of God which prohibits all sin, and from the
holiness of God. But the charge is naid; the decree merely makes God the author of free
moral beings, who are themselves the authors of sin. God decrees to sustain their free agency,
to regulate the circumstances of their life, and to permit that free agency to exert itself in a
multitude of acts, of which some are sinful. For good and holy reasons He renders these sinful
acts certain, but He does not decree to work evil desires or choices efficiently in man. The
decree respecting sin is not an efficient but a permissive decree, or a dearpermit, in
distinction from a decree to produce, sin by divine efficiency. No difficulty attaches to such a
decree which does not also attach to a mere passive permission of what He could very well
prevent, such as the Arminians, who generally raise d¢iigction, assume. The problem of
D2RQ& NBflIGA2Y (2 aAy NBYIFAya | Y@adSNE F2N d
however, that His decree to permit sin, while it renders the entrance of sin into the world
certain, does not mean that He kas delight in it; but only that He deemed it wise, for the
purpose of His seffevelation, to permit moral evil, however abhorrent it may be to His nature.

Il. Predestination

In passing from the discussion of the divine decree to that of predestinatierarer still dealing

with the same subject, but are passing from the general to the particular. The word
GLINSRSAGAYIFGAZ2YE Aa y20 ltglea dzaSR Ay GKS &l
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concerning fallen men, including the sovereign election of some and the righteous reprobation

of the rest. In the present discsi®n it is used primarily in the last sense, though not altogether

to the exclusion of the second meaning.

A. The Doctrine of Predestination in History.

Predestination does not form an important subject of discussion in history until the time of

Augustine Earlier Church Fathers allude to it, but do not as yet seem to have a very clear
conception of it. On the whole they regard it as the prescience of God with reference to human
deeds, on the basis of which He determines their future destiny. Hence itpassible for

t St 3Adza G2 LIS f G2 az2y$sS 2F G4Kz2as8 SINIe&e cCl
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to this view, but deeper reflection on the sovereign character of the good pleasure of God led

him to see that predestination was in no way dgpRSy i 2y D2RQa FT2NB|1y2¢9
actions, but was rather the basis of the divine foreknowledge. His representation of
reprobation is not as unambiguous as it might be. Some of his statements are to the effect that

in predestination God foreknows whate will Himself do, while He is also able to foreknow

what He will not do, as all sins; and speak of the elect as subjects of predestination, and of the
NBLINREOIFGS a &adzoeSOita 2F GKS RAGAYS F2NBly26f
Welbehagen, pp. 39f.; Polman, De Praedestinatieleer van Augustinus, Thomas van Aquino, en
Calvijn, pp. 149ff.In other passages, however, he also speaks of the reprobate as subjects of
predestination, so that there can be no doubt about it that he taught a d®ylbedestination.

However, he recognized their difference, consisting in this that God did not predestinate unto
damnation and the means unto it in the same way as He did to salvation, and that
predestination unto life is purely sovereign, while predestion unto eternal death is also
2dzZRAOALFE YR GF1Sa 002dzyi 2F YIyQa airAyown/ T
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Pelagians, while admitting the need of divigeace unto salvation, reasserted the doctrine of a
predestination based on foreknowledge. And they who took up the defense of Augustine felt
constrained to yield on some important points. They failed to do justice to the doctrine of a
double predestinatia. Only Gottschalk and a few of his friends maintained this, but his voice
was soon silenced, and SeRelagianism gained the upper hand at least among the leaders of
the Church. Toward the end of the Middle Ages it became quite apparent that the Roman
Catolic Church would allow a great deal of latitude in the doctrine of predestination. As long as
its teachers maintained that God willed the salvation of all men, and not merely of the elect,
they could with Thomas Aquinas move in the direction of Auguastiasm in the doctrine of
predestination, or with Molina follow the course of SeRelagianism, as they thought best.

This means that even in the case of those who, like Thomas Aquinas, believed in an absolute
and double predestination, this doctrine coutet be carried through consistently, and could

not be made determinative of the rest of their theology.

The Reformers of the sixteenth century all advocated the strictest doctrine of predestination.
This is even true of Melanchton in his earliest periagher accepted the doctrine of absolute
predestination, though the conviction that God willed that all men should be saved caused him
to soft-pedal the doctrine of predestination somewhat later in life. It gradually disappeared
from Lutheran theology, whit now regards it either wholly or in part (reprobation) as
conditional. Calvin firmly maintained the Augustinian doctrine of an absolute double
predestination. At the same time he, in his defense of the doctrine against Pighius, stressed the

100



fact that thedecree respecting the entrance of sin into the world was a permissive decree, and
that the decree of reprobation should be so construed that God was not made the author of sin
nor in any way responsible for it. The Reformed Confessions are remarkablgteonsn
embodying this doctrine, though they do not all state it with equal fulness and precision. As a
result of the Arminian assault on the doctrine, the Canons of Dort contain a clear and detailed
statement of it. In churches of the Arminian type thectfine of absolute predestination has
been supplanted by the doctrine of conditional predestination.

Since the days of Schleiermacher the doctrine of predestination received an entirely different
form. Religion was regarded as a feeling of absolute depeoel, a Hinneigung zum Weltall, a
consciousness of utter dependence on the causality that is proper to the natural order with its
invariable laws and second causes, which predetermine all human resolves and actions. And
predestination was identified withhis predetermination by nature or the universal causal
connection in the world. The scathing denunciation of this view by Otto is none too severe:
G¢CKSNSE OFy o6S y2 Y2NB &LJzZNRA2dza LINBRdzOG 27F ¢k
falsification of religpus conceptions than this; and it is certainly not against this that the
Rationalist feels an antagonism, for it is itself a piece of solid Rationalism, but at the same time
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90.] In modern liberal theology the doctrine of predestination meets with little favor. It is either
rejected or changed beyond recognition. G. B. Foster brands it as determinism; Macintosh
represents it as a predestination of all men to d@nformed to the image of Jesus Christ; and
others reduce it to a predestination to certain offices or privileges.

In our day Barth has again directed attention to the doctrine of predestination, but has given a
construction of it which is not even distdy related to that of Augustine and Calvin. With the
Reformers he holds that this doctrine stresses the sovereign freedom of God in His election,
revelation, calling, and so on.[The Doctrine of the Word of God, p. 168; Roemerbrief (2nd ed.),

p. 332.] At he same time he does not see in predestination a predetermined separation of

men, and does not understand election like Calvin as particular election. This is evident from
what he says on page 332 of his Roemerbrief. Camfield therefore says in his E3aehian

tKS2f 2383 SyuAaildtSR wS@gStlraAazy IyR (GKS 1 2fte&e |
predestination does not mean the selection of a number of people for salvation and the rest for
damnation according to the determination of an unknown amknowable will. That idea does

y20G o0Sft2y3 (2 LINBRSaAGAYIFGA2Y LINRPLISNWE t NBRSa&I
revelation and decision. It condemns him in the relation in which he stands to God by nature, as
sinner, and in that relation rejés him, but it chooses him in the relation to which he is called in
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he is what God intended him to be, an elect; but if he does not respond, he remains a
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reprobate. But since man is always in crisis, unconditional pardon and complete rejection
continue to apply to every one simultaneously. Esau may become Jacob, but Jacob may also
0S502YS 2y0S Y2NB 9aldzd {le&a alO/2yyl @QGd,xn8Y aC2!
individual is not the object of election or reprobation, but rather the arena of election or
reprobation. The two decisions meet within the same individual, but in such a way that, seen

from the human side, man is always reprobate, but seen frbm divine side, he is always

elect. . . . The ground of election is faith. The ground of reprobation is want of faith. But who is

he who believes? And who is he who disbelieves? Faith and unbelief are grounded in God. We
adlyR G GKS 3Idighifican@ Bf KareBarin, HPBLOd 0w ¢ K S

B. Scriptural Terms for Predestination.
The following terms come into consideration here:
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the idea of election, Gen.8119; Amos 3:2; Hos. 13:5. The meaning of the words proginoskein

and prognosis in the New Testament is not determined by their usage in the classics, but by the
ALISOAlL T YSFHyYyAy3a 2F @I RIFIQd ¢KS& R2 y2i RSy204S
mere taking knowledge of something beforehand, but rather a selective knowledge which
regards one with favor and makes one an object of love, and thus approaches the idea of
foreordination, Acts 2:23 (comp. 4:28); Rom. 8:29; 11:2; | Peter 1:2. These massagly lose

their meaning, if the words be taken in the sense of simply taking knowledge of one in advance,

for God foreknows all men in that sense. Even Arminians feel constrained to give the words a
more determinative meaning, namely, to foreknow on&hvabsolute assurance in a certain

state or condition. This includes the absolute certainty of that future state, and for that very

reason comes very close to the idea of predestination. And not only these words, but even the
simple ginoskein has such pesific meaning in some cases, | Cor. 8:3; Gal. 4:9; Il Tim. 2:19.[Cf.
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Encyclopaedia.]

2. THE HEBREW WORD bachar AND THE GREEK WORDS eklegesthai ANDesldogards
stress the element of choice or selection in the decree of God respecting the eternal destiny of
sinners, a choice accompanied with good pleasure. They serve to indicate the fact that God
selects a certain number of the human race and places them in @adpelation to Himself.
Sometimes they include the idea of a call to a certain privilege, or of the call to salvation; but it
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is a mistake to think, as some do, that this exhausts their meaning. It is perfectly evident that
they generally refer to a pricand eternal election, Rom. 9:11; 11:5; Eph. 1:4; Il Thess. 2:13.

3. THE GREEK WORDS proorizein AND proorisifeese words always refer to absolute
predestination. In distinction from the other words, they really require a complement. The
qguestion naturdly arises, Foreordained unto what? The words always refer to the
foreordination of man to a certain end, and from the Bible it is evident that the end may be
either good or bad, Acts 4:28; Eph. 1:5. However, the end to which they refer is not necessarily
the final end, but is even more frequently some end in time, which is in turn a means to the
final end, Acts 4:28; Rom. 8:29; | Cor. 2:7; Eph. 1:5,11.

4. THE GREEK WORDS protithenai AND prothiesthese words attention is directed to the

fact that God sts before Him a definite plan to which He steadfastly adheres. They clearly refer
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1:9.

C. The Author and Objects of Predestination.

1. THE AUTHORhe decree opredestination is undoubtedly in all its parts the concurrent act
of the three persons in the Trinity, who are one in their counsel and will. But in the economy of
salvation, as it is revealed in Scripture, the sovereign act of predestination is moreufzaty
attributed to the Father, John 17:6,9; Rom. 8:29; Eph. 1:4; | Pet. 1:2.

2. THE OBJECTS OF PREDESTINAmI@MNtinction from the decree of God in general,
LINBRS&AGAYIFGA2Y KIFI A NBFSNBYyOS (2 D2RQafaldd GA2Yy I
men. Yet it is also employed in a wider sense, and we use it in the more inclusive sense here, in
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is:

a. All men, both good and evil. These are idetlinot merely as groups, but as individuals, Acts
4:28; Rom. 8:29,30; 9:113; Eph. 1:5,11.

b. The angels, both good and evithe Bible speaks not only of holy angels, Mark 8:38; Luke
9:26, and of wicked angels, which kept not their first estate, Il Pdt. Jude 6; but also makes
explicit mention of elect angels, | Tim. 5:21, thereby implying that there were alseelech
angels. The question naturally arises, How are we to conceive of the predestination of angels?
According to some it simply means th&od determined in general that the angels which
remained holy would be confirmed in a state of bliss, while the others would be lost. But this is
not at all in harmony with the Scriptural idea of predestination. It rather means that God
decreed, for reasns sufficient unto Himself, to give some angels, in addition to the grace with
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which they were endowed by creation and which included ample power to remain holy, a
special grace of perseverance; and to withhold this from others. There are points oéddéer
between the predestination of men and that of the angels: (1) While the predestination of men
may be conceived of as infralapsarian, the predestination of the angels can only be understood
as supralapsarian. God did not choose a certain number dihieofallen mass of angels. (2) The
angels were not elected or predestined in Christ as Mediator, but in Him as Head, that is, to
stand in a ministerial relation to Him.

c. Christ as MediatorChrist was the object of predestination in the sense that (4pecial love

of the Father, distinct from His usual love to the Son, rested upon Him from all eternity, | Pet.
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as Mediator He was adorned with the specilage of God, to which believers were to be
conformed, Rom. 8:29; and (4) the Kingdom with all its glory and the means leading to its
possession were ordained for Him, that He might pass these on to believers, Luke 22:29.

D. The Parts of Predestination.

Predestination includes two parts, namely, election and reprobation, the predetermination of
both the good and the wicked to their final end, and to certain proximate ends which are
instrumental in the realization of their final destiny. 1. ELECTION.

a. The kblical Idea of ElectionThe Bible speaks of election in more than one sense. There is (1)
the election of Israel as a people for special privileges and for special service, Deut. 487; 7:6
10:15; Hos. 13:5. (2) The election of individuals to somee&yfr to the performance of some
special service, as Moses, Ex. 3, the priests, Deut. 18:5; the kings, | Sam. 10:24; Ps. 78:70, the
prophets, Jer. 1:5, and the apostles, John 6:70; Acts 9:15. (3) The election of individuals to be
children of God and heirsf eternal glory, Matt. 22:14; Rom. 11:5; | Cor. 1:27,28; Eph. 1:4; |
Thess. 1:4; | Pet. 1:2; Il Pet. 1:10. The last is the election that comes into consideration here as a
part of predestination. It may be defined as that eternal act of God whereby Héjid
sovereign good pleasure, and on account of no foreseen merit in them, chooses a certain
number of men to be the recipients of special grace and of eternal salvation. More briefly it
YIe 06S alAR (G2 0SS D2RQa SiSNydeinaidtsNksasiCsristii 2 & |

b. The characteristics of electionThe characteristics of election are identical with the
characteristics of the decrees in general. The decree of election: (1) Is an expression of the
sovereign will of God, His divine good @eee. This means among other things that Christ as
Mediator is not the impelling, moving, or meritorious cause of election, as some have asserted.
He may be called the mediate cause of the realization of election, and the meritorious cause of
the salvationunto which believers are elected, but He is not the moving or meritorious cause of
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election itself. This is impossible, since He is Himself an object of predestination and election,
and because, when He took His mediatorial work upon Him in the Couns&tdd#mption,

there was already a fixed number that was given unto Him. Election logically precedes the
Counsel of Peace. The elective love of God precedes the sending of the Son, John 3:16; Rom.
5:8; Il Tim. 1:9; 1 John 4:9. By saying that the decreeeatieh originates in the divine good
pleasure the idea is also excluded that it is determined by anything in man, such as foreseen
faith or good works, Rom. 9:11; Il Tim. 1:9. (2) It is immutable, and therefore renders the
salvation of the elect certain.d@ realizes the decree of election by His own efficiency, by the
saving work which He accomplishes in Jesus Christ. It is His purpose that certain individuals
should believe and persevere unto the end, and He secures this result by the objective work of
Christ and the subjective operations of the Holy Spirit, Rom. 8:29,30; 11:29; Il Tim. 2:19. It is the
FANY F2dzyRIGA2Y 2F D2R 6KAOK aidlyRSUKI aKI GAY
And as such it is the source of rich comfort for all belisvaiheir final salvation does not
depend on their uncertain obedience, but has its guarantee in the unchangeable purpose of
God. (3) It is eternal, that is, from eternity. This divine election should never be identified with
any temporal selection, whethet be for the enjoyment of the special grace of God in this life,

for special privileges and responsible services, or for the inheritance of glory hereafter, but
must be regarded as eternal, Rom. 8:29,30; Eph. 1:4,5. (4) It is unconditional. Electiorotloes

in any way depend on the foreseen faith or good works of man, as the Arminians teach, but
exclusively on the sovereign good pleasure of God, who is also the originator of faith and good
works, Rom. 9:11; Acts 13:48; Il Tim. 1:9; | Pet. 1:2. Sincealare sinners and have forfeited

the blessings of God, there is no basis for such a distinction in them; and since even the faith
and good works of the believers are the fruit of the grace of God, Eph. 2:8,10; Il Tim. 2:21, even
these, as foreseen by Gpdould not furnish such a basis. (5) It is irresistible. This does not
mean that man cannot oppose its execution to a certain degree, but it does mean that his
opposition will not prevail. Neither does it mean that God in the execution of His decree
overp2 5 SNAR (KS KdzYly gAftf Ay | YIFYYSN 6KAOK Aa
mean, however, that God can and does exert such an influence on the human spirit as to make
it willing, Ps. 110:3; Phil. 2:13. (6) It is not chargeable with injustiee fact that God favors

some and passes by others, does not warrant the charge that He is guilty of injustice. We can
speak of injustice only when one party has a claim on another. If God owed the forgiveness of
sin and eternal life to all men, it would kan injustice if He saved only a limited number of
them. But the sinner has absolutely no right or claim on the blessings which flow from divine
election. As a matter of fact he has forfeited these blessings. Not only have we no right to call
God to accounfor electing some and passing others by, but we must admit that He would have
been perfectly just, if He had not saved any, Matt. 20:14,15; Rom. 9:14,15.
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c. The purpose of electionThe purpose of this eternal election is twofold: (1) The proximate

purpose is the salvation of the elect. That man is chosen or elected unto salvation is clearly
taught in the Word of God, Rom. 1111, Il Thess. 2:13. (2) The final aim is the glory of God.

Even the salvation of men is subordinate to this. That the glory dfiSthe highest purpose of

the electing grace is made very emphatic in Eph. 1:6,12,14. The social gospel of our day likes to
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election unto salvation andnio the glory of God, it plainly goes contrary to Scripture. Taken by

itself, however, the idea that the elect are predestined unto service or good works is entirely

Scriptural, Eph. 2:10; Il Tim. 2:21; but this end is subservient to the ends alrea@dydaddic

2. REPROBATIONDur confessional standards speak not only of election, but also of
reprobation.[Conf. Belg. Art. XVI; Canons of Dort, I, 15.] Augustine taught the doctrine of
NBLINROGIFGAR2Y a ¢Sttt Fa GKFEG 2F &fgsad denl2of > 06 dzi
opposition. Roman Catholics, the great majority of Lutherans, Arminians, and Methodists,
generally reject this doctrine in its absolute form. If they still speak of reprobation, it is only of a
reprobation based on foreknowledge. That Qalwias deeply conscious of the seriousness of
GKA&d R2OGNAYS> Aa LISNFSOGfte SOARSYyld FNBY GKS
(dreadful decree).[Inst. 1ll. 23. 7.] Nevertheless, he did not feel free to deny what he regarded

as an importantScriptural truth. In our day some scholars who claim to be Reformed balk at
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revelation in Christ. Brunner seems to have a more Scriptural conception of electioBainidm)

but rejects the doctrine of reprobation entirely. He admits that it logically follows from the
doctrine of election, but cautions against the guidance of human logic in this instance, since the
doctrine of reprobation is not taught in Scripture.[Cratith, pp. 32f.]

a. Statement of the doctrine.Reprobation may be defined as that eternal decree of God
whereby He has determined to pass some men by with the operations of His special grace, and
to punish them for their sins, to the manifestation of Klistice. The following points deserve
special emphasis: (1) It contains two elements. According to the most usual representation in
Reformed theology the decree of reprobation comprises two elements, namely, preterition or
the determination to pass by somemen; and condemnation (sometimes called
precondemnation) or the determination to punish those who are passed by for their sins. As
such it embodies a twofold purpose: (a) to pass by some in the bestowal of regenerating and
saving grace; and (b) to assitirem to dishonor and to the wrath of God for their sins. The
Belgic Confession mentions only the former, but the Canons of Dort name the latter as well.
Some Reformed theologians would omit the second element from the decree of reprobation.
Dabney preferdgo regard the condemnation of the wicked as the foreseen and intended result
of their preterition, thus depriving reprobation of its positive character; and Dick is of the
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opinion that the decree to condemn ought to be regarded as a separate decree, arad o

part of the decree of reprobation. It seems to us, however, that we are not warranted in
excluding the second element from the decree of reprobation, nor to regard it as a different
decree. The positive side of reprobation is so clearly taught iipt8e as the opposite of
election that we cannot regard it as something purely negative, Rom. 9:21,22; Jude 4. However,
we should notice several points of distinction between the two elements of the decree of
reprobation: (a) Preterition is a sovereigat@f God, an act of His mere good pleasure, in which

the demerits of man do not come into consideration, while precondemnation is a judicial act,
visiting sin with punishment. Even Supralapsarians are willing to admit that in condemnation sin
is taken inb consideration. (b) The reason for preterition is not known by man. It cannot be sin,
for all men are sinners. We can only say that God passed some by for good and wise reasons
sufficient unto Himself. On the other hand the reason for condemnation is kn@ws sin. (c)
Preterition is purely passive, a simple passing by without any action on man, but condemnation
is efficient and positive. Those who are passed by are condemned on account of their sin. (2)
We should guard against the idea, however, thatedection and reprobation both determine

with absolute certainty the end unto which man is predestined and the means by which that
end is realized, they also imply that in the case of reprobation as well as in that of election God
will bring to pass by Hiown direct efficiency whatsoever He has decreed. This means that,
while it can be said that God is the author of the regeneration, calling, faith, justification, and
sanctification, of the elect, and thus by direct action on them brings their electioeaiation,

it cannot be said that He is also the responsible author of the fall, the unrighteous condition,
and the sinful acts of the reprobate by direct action on them, and thus effects the realization of
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certain, but He did not predestinate some unto sin, as He did others unto holiness. And as the
holy God He cannot be the author of sin. The position which Calvin takes on this point in his
Institutes is clearly il OF G SR Ay (GKS TF2ff2gAy3 RSEABSNI yC
Predestination:
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and all the impious subject to His will, God nevertheless cannot be callechtis® of sin, nor
the author of evil, neither is He open to any blame.
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decisions, nevertheless in an incomprehensible manner God so works in them and through

them as to contract no stain from their vice, because their malice is used in a just and righteous
way for a good end, although the manner is often hidden from us.
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come to pass by His will and ordinance; because they make no distinction between the
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Theology, p. 194.] (3) It should be noted that that with which God decided to pass s®@n

by, is not His common but his special, His regenerating, grace, the grace that changes sinners
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favor. God does not limit the distribution of Histneal gifts by the purpose of election. He does

not even allow election and reprobation to determine the measure of these gifts. The
reprobate often enjoy a greater measure of the natural blessings of life than the elect. What
effectively distinguishes théatter from the former is that they are made recipients of the
regenerating and saving grace of God.

b. Proof for the doctrine of reprobationThe doctrine of reprobation naturally follows from the

logic of the situation. The decree of election inevitainiyplies the decree of reprobation. If the
all-wise God, possessed of infinite knowledge, has eternally purposed to save some, then He
ipso facto also purposed not to save others. If He has chosen or elected some, then He has by
that very fact also rejectt others. Brunner warns against this argument, since the Bible does
not in a single word teach a divine predestination unto rejection. But it seems to us that the
Bible does not contradict but justifies the logic in question. Since the Bible is primarily a
revelation of redemption, it naturally does not have as much to say about reprobation as about
election. But what it says is quite sufficient, cf. Matt. 11:25,26; Rom. 9:13,17,18,21,22; 11:7;
Jude 4; | Pet. 2:8.

E. Supraand Infralapsarianism.

The doctme of predestination has not always been presented in exactly the same form.
Especially since the days of the Reformation two different conceptions of it gradually emerged,
which were designated during the Arminian controversy as inénad Supralapsariasin.
Already existing differences were more sharply defined and more strongly accentuated as the
results of the theological disputes of that day. According to Dr. Dijk the two views under
consideration were in their original form simply a difference of apirrespecting the question,
whether the fall of man was also included in the divine decree. Was the first sin of man,
constituting his fall, predestinated, or was this merely the object of divine foreknowledge? In
their original form Supralapsarianism Hethe former, and Infralapsarianism, the latter. In this
sense of the word Calvin was clearly a Supralapsarian. The later development of the difference
between the two began with Beza, the successor of Calvin at Geneva. In it the original point in
disputegradually retires into the background, and other differences are brought forward, some
of which turn out to be mere differences of emphasis. Later Infralapsarians, such as Rivet,
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Walaeus, Mastricht, Turretin, a Mark, and de Moor, all admit that the fathah was included

in the decree; and of the later Supralapsarians, such as Beza, Gomarus, Peter Martyr, Zanchius,
Ursinus, Perkins, Twisse, Trigland, Voetius, Burmannus, Witsius and Comrie, at least some are
quite willing to admit that in the decree of Regbation God in some way took sin into
consideration. We are concerned at present with Su@mad Infralapsarianism in their more
developed form.

1. THE EXACT POINT AT ISBlquite essential to have a correct view of the exact point or
points at isse between the two.

a. Negatively, the difference is not found1) In divergent views respecting the temporal order

of the divine decrees. It is admitted on all hands that the decree of God is one and in all its parts
equally eternal, so that it is impob$¢ to ascribe any temporal succession to the various
elements which it includes. (2) In any essential difference as to whether the fall of man was
decreed or was merely the object of divine foreknowledge. This may have been, as Dr. Dijk says,

the originalpoint of difference; but, surely, anyone who asserts that the fall was not decreed

but only foreseen by God, would now be said to be moving along Arminian rather than
Reformed lines. Both Suprand Infralapsarians admit that the fall is included in theirte
RSONBS: IyR GKFG LINBGSNAGA2Y A& |y OO 2F D2R
the question, whether the decree relative to sin is permissive. There is some difference of
emphasis on the qualifying adjective. Supralapsariaiith fi@w exceptions) are willing to admit

that the decree relative to sin is permissive, but hasten to add that it nevertheless makes the
entrance of sin into the world a certainty. And Infralapsarians (with few exceptions) will admit
thatsinisincludedi D2 RQ& RSONBS:> o6dzi KFradSy G2 FRR GKI
sin, is permissive rather than positive. The former occasionally-@wvghasize the positive

element in the decree respecting sin, and thus expose themselves to the charghdhahake

God the author of sin. And the latter sometimes oceenphasize the permissive character of

the decree, reducing it to a bare permission, and thus expose themselves to the charge of
Arminianism. As a whole, however, Supralapsarians emphaticallyli@e every interpretation

of the decree that would make God the author of sin; and Infralapsarians are careful to point

out explicitly that the permissive decree of God relative to sin makes sin certainly future. (4) In

any essential difference as todhguestion, whether the decree of reprobation takes account of

sin. It is sometimes represented as if God destined some men for eternal destruction, simply by

an act of His sovereign will, without taking account of their sin; as if, like a tyrant, Hey simpl
decided to destroy a large number of His rational creatures, purely for the manifestation of His
glorious virtues. But Supralapsarians abhor the idea of a tyrannical God, and at least some of
them explicitly state that, while preteritionisanactof Gbd &2 GSNBAIY At > (K
of reprobation, namely, condemnation, is an act of justice and certainly takes account of sin.
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This proceeds on the supposition that logically preterition precedes the decree to create and to
permit the fall, while codemnation follows this. The logic of this position may be questioned,
but it at least shows that the Supralapsarians who assume it, teach that God takes account of
sin in the decree of reprobation. p> <p>b. Positively, the difference does concern: (1) The
extent of predestination. Supralapsarians include the decree to create and to permit the fall in
the decree of predestination, while Infralapsarians refer it to the decree of God in general, and
exclude it from the special decree of predestination. Acaaydb the former, man appears in

the decree of predestination, not as created and fallen, but as certain to be created and to fall;
while according to the latter, he appears in it as already created and fallen. (2) The logical order
of the decrees. The qus#ion is, whether the decrees to create and to permit the fall were
means to the decree of redemption. Supralapsarians proceed on the assumption that in
planning the rational mind passes from the end to the means in a retrograde movement, so
that what is frst in design is last in accomplishment. Thus they determine upon the following
order: (a) The decree of God to glorify Himself, and particularly to magnify His grace and justice
in the salvation of some and the perdition of other rational creatures, wkixist in the divine

mind as yet only as possibilities. (b) The decree to create those who were thus elected and
reprobated. (c) The decree to permit them to fall. (d) The decree to justify the elect and to
condemn the norelect. On the other hand the Irdlapsarians suggest a more historical order:

(a) The decree to create man in holiness and blessedness. (b) The decree to permit man to fall
by the selfdetermination of his own will. (c) The decree to save a certain number out of this
guilty aggregate. (dThe decree to leave the remainder in their sidtermination in sin, and to
subject them to the righteous punishment which their sin deserves. (3) The extension of the
personal element of predestination to the decrees to create and to permit the fediorling to
Supralapsarians God, even in the decree to create and permit the fall, had His eye fixed on His
elect individually, so that there was not a single moment in the divine decree, when they did
not stand in a special relation to God as His beloweés. Infralapsarians, on the other hand,

hold that this personal element did not appear in the decree till after the decree to create and
to permit the fall. In these decrees themselves the elect are simply included in the whole mass
of humanity,anddo2 G | LJLJSI NJ &4 (GKS &ALISOAlLf 2062S00Ga 27

2. THE SUPRALAPSARIAN POSITION.

a. Arguments in favor of it{1) It appeals to all those passages of Scripture which emphasize
the absolute sovereignty of God, and more particularly His sovereignty in relatisin, such as

Ps. 115:3; Prov. 16:4; Isa. 10:15; 45:9; Jer. 18:6; Matt. 11:25,26; 20:15; Rom.-21l 5p@cial
emphasis is laid on the figure of the potter, which is found in more than one of these passages.
It is said that this figure not merelyresses the sovereignty of God in general, but more
especially His sovereignty in determining the quality of the vessels at creation. This means that
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Paul in Rom. 9 speaks from a freation standpoint, an idea that is favored (a) by the fact that
thepottSNRDa $2N] Aad FNBljdzSyidte dzaSR Ay { ONA LI dzNB
the potter determines each vessel for a certain use and gives it a corresponding quality, which
might cause the vessel to ask, though without any right, Why didetiTmake me thus? (2)

Attention is called to the fact that some passages of Scripture suggest that the work of nature

or of creation in general was so ordered as to contain already illustrations of the work of
redemption. Jesus frequently derives His itagons for the elucidation of spiritual things from
yIGdz2NB:X FyR ¢S NS (2fR Ay aldd® moYop GKIFG 0
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mean thatthey were hidden in nature, but were brought to light in the parabolic teachings of

Jesus. Ephesians 3:9 is also considered as an expression of the idea that the design of God in the
creation of the world was directed to the manifestation of His wisdomictvlwould issue in the

New Testament work of redemption. But the appeal to this passage seems, to say the least,
very doubtful. (3) The order of the decrees, as accepted by the Supralapsarians, is regarded as
the more ideal, the more logical and unified thie two. It clearly exhibits the rational order

which exists between the ultimate end and the intermediate means. Therefore the
Supralapsarians can, while the Infralapsarians cannot, give a specific answer to the question
why God decreed to create the wdrand to permit the fall. They do full justice to the
sovereignty of God and refrain from all futile attempts to justify God in the sight of men, while
GKS LYFNIfILAFINAFIYa KSAAGFEGSY FAaGSYLIH (2 LINRO
mustcome to the same conclusion as the Supralapsarians, namely, that, in the last analysis, the
decree to permit the fall finds its explanation only in the sovereign good pleasure of
God.[Bavinck, Geref. Dogm. II, p. 400.] (4) The analogy of the predestimdtitie angels

would seem to favor the Supralapsarian position, for it can only be conceived as supralapsarian.
God decreed, for reasons sufficient to Himself, to grant some angels the grace of perseverance
and to withhold this from others; and to connewith this righteously the confirmation of the

former in a state of glory, and the eternal perdition of the latter. This means, therefore, that

the decree respecting the fall of the angels forms a part of their predestination. And it would

seem impossiblea conceive of it in any other way.

b. Objections to it:Notwithstanding its seeming pretensions, it does not give a solution of the

problem of sin. It would do this, if it dared to say that God decreed to bring sin into the world
by His own direct efficiezy. Some Supralapsarians, it is true, do represent the decree as the
efficient cause of sin, but yet do not want this to be interpreted in such a way that God
becomes the author of sin. The majority of them do not care to go beyond the statement that
God willed to permit sin. Now this is no objection to the Supralapsarian in distinction from the

Infralapsarian, for neither one of them solves the problem. The only difference is that the

former makes greater pretensions in this respect than the latter. (2¢o/ling to its
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representations man appears in the divine decree first as creabilis et labilis (certain to be
created and to fall). The objects of the decree are first of all men considered as mere
possibilities, as noexistent entities. But such a decreaeecessarily has only a provisional
character, and must be followed by another decree. After the election and reprobation of these
possible men follows the decree to create them and to permit them to fall, and this must be
followed by another decree respang these men whose creation and fall have now been
definitely determined, namely, the decree to elect some and to reprobate the rest of those who
now appear in the divine purpose as real men. Supralapsarians claim that this is no insuperable
objection beause, while it is true that on their position the actual existence of men has not yet
been determined when they are elected and reprobated, they do exist in the divine idea. (3) It
is said that Supralapsarianism makes the eternal punishment of the rem@rabbject of the

divine will in the same sense and in the same manner as the eternal salvation of the elect; and
that it makes sin, which leads to eternal destruction, a means unto this end in the same manner
and in the same sense as the redemption irri€€hs a means unto salvation. If consistently
carried through, this would make God the author of sin. It should be noted, however, that the
Supralapsarian does not, as a rule, so represent the decree, and explicitly states that the decree
may not be sornterpreted as to make God the author of sin. He will speak of a predestination
unto the grace of God in Jesus Christ, but not of a predestination unto sin. (4) Again, it is
objected that Supralapsarianism makes the decree of reprobation just as absolike dascree

2F StSOGA2yd Ly 20KSNJ g2NRax 0GKFd AG NB3IFNRa
pleasure, and not as an act of punitive justice. According to its representation sin does not
come into consideration in the decree of reprobatidBut this is hardly correct, though it may

be true of some Supralapsarians. In general, however, it may be said that, while they regard
LINSGSNRGAZ2Y a |y OO 2F D2RQa a2¢SNBAIy 3I22R
an act of divine justicevhich does take sin into consideration. And the Infralapsarian himself
cannot maintain the idea that reprobation is an act of justice pure and simple, contingent on
GKS aAy 2F YlIyo Ly GKS f1Fad FylfeaaageigkSs G2
good pleasure, if he wants to avoid the Arminian camp. (5) Finally, it is said that it is not
possible to construe a serviceable doctrine of the covenant of grace and of the Mediator on the
basis of the Supralapsarian scheme. Both the covenant @dviediator of the covenant can

only be conceived as infralapsarian. This is frankly admitted by some Supralapsarians. Logically,
the Mediator appears in the divine decree only after the entrance of sin; and this is the only
point of view from which the ogenant of grace can be construed. This will naturally have an
important bearing on the ministry of the Word.
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3. THE INFRALAPSARIAN POSITION.

a. Arguments in favor of it(1) Infralapsarians appeal more particularly to those passages of
Scripture in whichihe objects of election appear as in a condition of sin, as being in close union
GAOGK / KNA&AGE YR a 202S00a 2F D2RQA& YSNDe |y
8:28,30; 9:15.16; Eph. ®¥2; Il Tim. 1:9. These passages would seem to ithaly in the

thought of God the fall of man preceded the election of some unto salvation. (2) It also calls
attention to the fact that in its representation the order of the divine decrees is less
philosophical and more natural than that proposed by Sugrsdaians. It is in harmony with the

historical order in the execution of the decrees, which would seem to reflect the order in the

eternal counsel of God. Just as in the execution, so there is in the decree a causal order. It is
more modest to abide by thiorder, just because it reflects the historical order revealed in
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be less offensive in its presentation of the matter and to be far more in harmony with the
requirements of practical life.[Cf. Edwards, Works I, p. 543.] (3) While Supralapsarians claim

that their construction of the doctrine of the decrees is the more logical of the two,
LYFNIfFLIAFNRAFYE YFE1S GKS &1 YS Of BuprdlapsaralNd (i K S A
(scheme) under the pretense of greater symmetry, is in reality the more illogical of the
Gg2de w{dadd YR t2fSYdP ¢KS2f{X LJP Hoo®PB LG A2
illogical in that it makes the decree of election and préten refer to nonentities, that is, to

men who do not exist, except as bare possibilities, even in the mind of God; who do not yet

exist in the divine decree and are therefore not contemplated as created, but only as creatable.
Again, it is said that theupralapsarian construction is illogical in that it necessarily separates

the two elements in reprobation, placing preterition before, and condemnation after, the fall.

(4) Finally, attention is also called to the fact that the Reformed Churches in dffigiial

standards have always adopted the infralapsarian position, even though they have never
condemned, but always tolerated, the other view. Among the members of the Synod of Dort

and of the Westminster Assembly there were several Supralapsarians wire held in high

honour (the presiding officer in both cases belonging to the number), but in both the Canons of

Dort and the Westminster Confession the infralapsarian view finds expression.

b. Objections to it.The following are some of the most importaabjections raised against
Infralapsarianism: (1) It does not give, nor does it claim to give a solution of the problem of sin.
But this is equally true of the other view, so that, in a comparison of the two, this cannot very
well be regarded as a real @agion, though it is sometimes raised. The problem of the relation
of God to sin has proved to be insoluble for the one as well as for the other. (2) While
Infralapsarianism may be actuated by the laudable desire to guard against the possibility of
chargirg God with being the author of sin, it is, in doing this, always in danger of overshooting
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the mark, and some of its representatives have made this mistake. They are averse to the
statement that God willed sin, and substitute for it the assertion that Eerptted it. But then

the question arises as to the exact meaning of this statement. Does it mean that God merely
took cognizance of the entrance of sin, without in any way hindering it, so that the fall was in
reality a frustration of His plan? The momehe Infralapsarian answers this question in the
affirmative, he enters the ranks of the Arminians. While there have been some who took this
stand, the majority of them feel that they cannot consistently take this position, but must
incorporate the fall irthe divine decree. They speak of the decree respecting sin as a permissive
decree, but with the distinct understanding that this decree rendered the entrance of sin into
the world certain. And if the question be raised, why God decreed to permit sin launsl t
rendered it certain, they can only point to the divine good pleasure, and are thus in perfect
agreement with the Supralapsarian. (3) The same tendency to shield God reveals itself in
another way and exposes one to a similar danger. Infralapsarianiafly ieants to explain
NELINROFGAZ2Y +ta Fy OG0 2F D2RQ&a 2dzadAO0Se® LG Aa
an act of the mere good pleasure of God. This really makes the decree of reprobation a
conditional decree and leads into the Aman fold. But infralapsarians on the whole do not
want to teach a conditional decree, and express themselves guardedly on this matter. Some of
them admit that it is a mistake to consider reprobation purely as an act of divine justice. And
this is perfedly correct. Sin is not the ultimate cause of reprobation any more than faith and
good works are the cause of election, for all men are by nature dead in sin and trespasses.
When confronted with the problem of reprobation, Infralapsarians, too, can findahewer

only in the good pleasure of God. Their language may sound more tender than that of the
Supralapsarians, but is also more apt to be misunderstood, and after all proves to convey the
same idea. (4) The Infralapsarian position does not do justiteetainity of the divine decree,

but represents the different members of it too much as disconnected parts. First God decrees
to create the world for the glory of His nhame, which means among other things also that He
determined that His rational creaturefiguld live according to the divine law implanted in their
hearts and should praise their Maker. Then He decreed to permit the fall, whereby sin enters
the world. This seems to be a frustration of the original plan, or at least an important
modification ofit, since God no more decrees to glorify Himself by the voluntary obedience of
all His rational creatures. Finally, there follow the decrees of election and reprobation, which
mean only a partial execution of the original plan.

4. From what was said it wéli seem to follow that we cannot regard Suprand
Infralapsarianism as absolutely antithetical. They consider the same mystery from different
points of view, the one fixing its attention on the ideal or teleological; the other, on the
historical, order ofthe decrees. To a certain extent they can and must go hand in hand. Both

find support in Scripture. Supralapsarianism in those passages which stress the sovereignty of
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God, and Infralapsarianism in those which emphasize the mercy and justice of God, in
connection with election and reprobation. Each has something in its favor: the former that it
does not undertake to justify God, but simply rests in the sovereign and holy good pleasure of
God; and the latter, that it is more modest and tender, and reckoith fhe demands and
requirements of practical life. Both are necessarily inconsistent; the former because it cannot
regard sin as a progression, but must consider it as a disturbance of creation, and speaks of a
permissive decree; and the latter, sincetire last analysis it must also resort to a permissive
decree, which makes sin certain. But each one of them also emphasizes an element of truth.
The true element in Supralapsarianism is found in its emphasis on the following: that the
decree of God is a uinthat God had one final aim in view; that He willed sin in a certain sense;
and that the work of creation was immediately adapted to the recreative activity of God. And
the true element in Infralapsarianism is, that there is a certain diversity in goeegs of God,;

that creation and fall cannot be regarded merely as means to an end, but also had great
independent significance; and that sin cannot be regarded as an element of progress, but
should rather be considered as an element of disturbance intbdd. In connection with the
study of this profound subject we feel that our understanding is limited, and realize that we
grasp only fragments of the truth. Our confessional standards embody the infralapsarian
position, but do not condemn Supralapsaremi It was felt that this view was not necessarily
inconsistent with Reformed theology. And the conclusions of Utrecht, adopted in 1908 by our
Church, state that, while it is not permissible to represent the supralapsarian view as the
doctrine of the Refaned churches in the Netherlands, it is just as little permissible to molest
any one who cherishes that view for himself.

QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER ST&JBYoreknowledge of future events which is not based on

the decree possible in God? What is the inevitd NX & dzZ G 2F o6F aiay3d D2F
foreknowledge rather than vice versa, his foreknowledge on His decree? How does the doctrine

of the decrees differ from fatalism and from determinism? Does the decree of predestination
necessarily exclude the possityi of a universal offer of salvation? Are the decrees of election

and reprobation equally absolute and unconditional or not? Are they alike in being causes from
which human actions proceed as effects? How is the doctrine of predestination related to the
doctrine of the divine sovereignty; to the doctrine of total depravity, to the doctrine of the

atonementy to the doctrine of the perseverance of the saints? Do the Reformed teach a
predestination unto sin?
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[1l. Creation in Geeral

The discussion of the decrees naturally leads on to the consideration of their execution, and
this begins with the work of creation. This is not only first in order of time, but is also a logical
prius. It is the beginning and basis of all divinestation, and consequently also the foundation

of all ethical and religious life. The doctrine of creation is not set forth in Scripture as a
philosophical solution of the problem of the world, but in its ethical and religious significance,
as a revelatiorof the relation of man to his God. It stresses the fact that God is the origin of all
things, and that all things belong to Him and are subject to Him. The knowledge of it is derived
from Scripture only and is accepted by faith (Heb. 11:3), though Rontaonli€a maintain that

it can also be gathered from nature.

A. The Doctrine of Creation in History.

While Greek philosophy sought the explanation of the world in a dualism, which involves the
eternity of matter, or in a process of emanation, which makes Werld the outward
manifestation of God, the Christian Church from the very beginning taught the doctrine of
creation ex nihilo and as a free act of God. This doctrine was accepted with singular unanimity
from the start. It is found in Justin Martyr, Irezias, Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, Origen,
and others. Theophilus was the first Church Father to stress the fact that the days of creation
were literal days. This seems to have been the view of Irenaeus and Tertullian as well, and was
in all probabiliy the common view in the Church. Clement and Origen thought of creation as
having been accomplished in a single indivisible moment, and conceived of its description as
the work of several days merely as a literary device to describe the origin of thitiys order

of their worth or of their logical connection. The idea of an eternal creation, as taught by
Origen, was commonly rejected. At the same time some of the Church Fathers expressed the
idea that God was always Creator, though the created univeesgan in time. During the
trinitarian controversy some of them emphasized the fact that, in distinction from the
generation of the Son, which was a necessary act of the Father, the creation of the world was a
free act of the triune God. Augustine dealt kvithe work of creation more in detail than others

did. He argues that creation was eternally in the will of God, and therefore brought no change
in Him. There was no time before creation, since the world was brought into being with time
rather than in time The question what God did in the many ages before creation is based on a
misconception of eternity. While the Church in general still seems to have held that the world
was created in six ordinary days, Augustine suggested a somewhat different viewohtgyst
defended the doctrine of creatio ex nihilo, but distinguished two moments of creation: the
production of matter and spirits out of nothing, and the organization of the material universe.
He found it difficult to say what kind of days the days of €&m were, but was evidently

117



inclined to think that God created all things in a moment of time, and that the thought of days
was simply introduced to aid the finite intelligence. The Scholastics debated a great deal about
the possibility of eternal creatig some, such as, Alexander of Hales, Bonaventura, Albertus
Magnus, Henry of Ghent, and the great majority of the Scholastics denying this; and others,
such as Thomas Aquinas, Duns Scotus, Durandus, Biel, and others affirming it. Yet the doctrine
of creaton with or in time carried the day. Erigena and Eckhart were exceptional in teaching
that the world originated by emanation. Seemingly the days of creation were regarded as
ordinary days, though Anselm suggested that it might be necessary to conceivenofas
different from our present days. The Reformers held firmly to the doctrine of creation out of
nothing by a free act of God in or with time, and regarded the days of creation as six literal
days. This view is also generally maintained in the-Restrmation literature of the sixteenth

and seventeenth centuries, though a few theologians (as Maresius) occasionally speak of
continuous creation. In the eighteenth century, however, under the dominating influence of
Pantheism and Materialism, science lauBcR 'y | G O1 2y GKS / KdzZNOKQ.
substituted the idea of evolution or development for that of absolute origination by a divine
fiat. The world was often represented as a necessary manifestation of the Absolute. Its origin
was pushed bek thousands and even millions of years into an unknown past. And soon
theologians were engaged in various attempts to harmonize the doctrine of creation with the
teachings of science and philosophy. Some suggested that the first chapters of Genesis should
be interpreted allegorically or mythically; others, that a long period elapsed between the
primary creation of Gen. 1:1,2 and the secondary creation of the following verses; and still
others, that the days of creation were in fact long periods of time.

B. Scriptural Proof for the Doctrine of Creation.

The Scriptural proof for the doctrine of creation is not found in a single and limited portion of
the Bible, but is found in every part of the Word of God. It does not consist of a few scattered
passages ofalbtful interpretation, but of a large number of clear and unequivocal statements,
which speak of the creation of the world as a historical fact. We have first of all the extended
narrative of creation found in the first two chapters of Genesis, whichbeiiscussed in detall

when the creation of the material universe is considered. These chapters certainly appear to
the unbiased reader as a historical narrative, and as the record of a historical fact. And the
many crosgeferences scattered throughouhé Bible do not regard them in any other light.
They all refer to creation as a fact of history. The various passages in which they are found may
be classified as follows: (1) Passages which stress the omnipotence of God in the work of
creation, Isa. 40:2@8; Amos 4:13. (2) Passages which point to His exaltation above nature as
the great and infinite God, Ps. 90:2; 102:26,27; Acts 17:24. (3) Passages which refer to the
wisdom of God in the work of creation, Isa. 46142 Jer. 10:12A6; John 1:3; (4) Paggss
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43:7; Rom. 1:25. (5) Passages that speak of creation as a fundamental work of God, | Cor. 11:9;
Col. 1:16. One of the fullest and most beautiful statemenis I & F2dzy R AY bSK® ¢
Jehovah, even thou alone; thou hast made heaven, the heaven of heavens, with all their host,

the earth and all things that are thereon, the seas and all that is in them, and thou preservest

them all; and the host of heaved 2 NB KA LILISG K (GKSS®é ¢KAA LI &aalk 3¢
less extensive, passages that are found in the Bible, which emphasize the fact that Jehovah is

the Creator of the universe, Isa. 42:5; 45:18; Col. 1:16; Rev. 4:11; 10:6.

C. The Idea of Creation.

The faith of the Church in the creation of the world is expressed in the very first article of the

1 L2adG2t A0 [/ 2yFSaairzy 2F CFHAGKYE aL 0StAS@OS Ay
SENIKPE ¢KAA Aa |y SELNSAaHat2G6d by Ris ainfighty powvek ( K 2 -
ONRdAKG F2NIK GKS dzyAGSNRAS 2dzi 2F y20KAYy3Id ¢F
contained in the original form of the creed, but represent a later addition. It ascribes to the

Father, that is, to the first person the Trinity, the origination of all things. This is in harmony

with the representation of the New Testament that all things are of the Father, through the
{2y YR Ay (GKS 12t@& {LANARGD® ¢KS g2NR dal { SNE
Greekform of the Apostolic Confession, while the Latin form has creatorem. Evidently, it is to

0S dzyRSNRUGUZ22R | a | aeyz2yeyz2dza GSNXY T2N a/ NBI
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absolute sense. It also employs these terms to denote a secondary creation, in which God made

use of material that was already in existence but dombt of itself have produced the result

indicated, Gen. 1:21,27; 5:1; Isa. 45:7,12; 54:16; Amos 4:13; | Cor. 11:9; Rev. 10:6. It even uses
them to designate that which comes into existence under the providential guidance of God, Ps.
104:30; Isa. 45:7,8Y MYy T L C¢CAY® nYnd ¢g2 20KSNI GSN)¥a | NE
ONBIlIGSz¢ ylLYStes ad2 YI1S¢é¢ o1 Sodx Ql al KT DNB
plasso). The former is clearly used in all the three senses indicated in the precednganly

creation in Gen. 2:4; Prov. 16:4; Acts 17:24; more frequently of secondary creation, Gen.
1:7,16,26; 2:22; Ps. 89:47; and of the work of providence in Ps. 74:17. The latter is used similarly

of primary creation, Ps. 90:2 (perhaps the only instamicéhis use); of secondary creation, Gen.

2:7,19; Ps. 104:26; Amos 4:13; Zech. 12:1; and of the work of providence, Deut. 32:18; Isa.
43:1,7,21; 45:7. All three words are found together in Isa. 45:7. Creation in the strict sense of

the word may be defineds that free act of God whereby He, according to His sovereign will

and for His own glory, in the beginning brought forth the whole visible and invisible universe,
without the use of preexistent material, and thus gave it an existence, distinct from His ow
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and yet always dependent on Him. In view of the Scriptural data indicated in the preceding, it is

quite evident, however, that this definition applies only to what is generally known as primary

or immediate creation, that is, the creation described imGE1. But the Bible clearly uses the

g2NR GONBIF 0S¢ Ffaz Ay Ol &8 aexisting matdtidlsOds inDieR RA R
creation of sun, moon, and stars, of the animals and of man. Hence many theologians add an
element to the definition of creafy ® ¢ Kdza 2 2t f SoAdza RSTAySay a/
God produces the world and all that is in it, partly out of nothing and partly out of material that

is by its very nature unfit, for the manifestation of the glory of His power, wisdom, and
goodnesi ®¢ 9 @Sy a23x K2gSOSNE GKS RSTAYAGA2Y R2Sa
Scripture as creative work, in which God works through secondary causes, Ps. 104:30; Isa.
45:7,8; Jer. 31:22; Amos 4:13, and produces results which only He could prodeckefifition

given includes several elements which call for further consideration.

1. CREATION IS AN ACT OF THE TRIUNEG@Gipire teaches us that the triune God is the
author of creation, Gen. 1:1; Isa. 40:12; 44:24; 45:12, and this distinguishesadrinthe idols,

Ps. 96:5; Isa. 37:16; Jer. 10:11,12. Though the Father is in the foreground in the work of
creation, | Cor. 8:6, it is also clearly recognized as a work of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. The
{2y Q& LI NI AOALI (A2 y:3; RGor. &6l Coh BIEAafidtAe@uetivit dt theh Yy W2 K
Spirit in it finds expression in Gen. 1:2; Job 26:13; 33:4; Ps. 104:30; Isa. 40:12,13. The second
and third persons are not dependent powers or mere intermediaries, but independent authors
together withthe Father. The work was not divided among the three persons, but the whole
work, though from different aspects, is ascribed to each one of the persons. All things are at
once out of the Father, through the Son, and in the Holy Spirit. In general it enagid that

being is out of the Father, thought or the idea out of the Son, and life out of the Holy Spirit.
Since the Father takes the initiative in the work of creation, it is often ascribed to Him
economically.

2. CREATION IS A FREE ACT OF@eddionis sometimes represented as a necessary act of
God rather than as a free act determined by His sovereign will. The old theories of emanation
and their modern counterpart, the Pantheistic theories, naturally make the world but a mere
moment in the processf divine evolution (Spinoza, Hegel), and therefore regard the world as a
necessary act of God. And the necessity which they have in mind is not a relative necessity
resulting from the divine decree, but an absolute necessity which follows from the vargena

of God, from his omnipotence (Origen) or from His love (Rothe). However, this is not a
Scriptural position. The only works of God that are inherently necessary with a necessity
resulting from the very nature of God, are the opera ad intra, the woflkkeseparate persons
within the Divine Being: generation, filiation, and procession. To say that creation is a necessary
act of God, is also to declare that it is just as eternal as those immanent works of God.
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divine decree and the resulting constitution of things. It is a necessity dependent on the
sovereign will of God, and therefore no necessity in the absolute sense of the word. The Bible
teaches us that Godreated all things, according to the counsel of His will, Eph. 1:11; Rev. 4:11;
and that He is selufficient and is not dependent on His creatures in any way, Job 22:2,3; Acts
17:25.

3. CREATION IS A TEMPORAL ACT OF GOD.

a. The teaching of Scripture ahis point. ¢ KS . A0t S 0S3Aya gA0GK GKS @
GKS 0S3IAYyYyAy3a D2R ONBIFIGISR GKS KSI@Sya FyR (KS
people, it employs the ordinary language of daily life, and not the technical language of
philo2 LIK&8 ® ¢KS | SoONBg GSNY O0SNBAKAGK O6ftAlD aAy
gives rise to the question, In the beginning of what? It would seem best to take the expression

in the absolute sense as an indication of the beginning of all tenhploirags and even of time

itself; but Keil is of the opinion that it refers to the beginning of the work of creation.
Technically speaking, it is not correct to assume that time was already in existence when God
created the world, and that He at some poikty G KI & SEA&aldGAy3I GAYSET O
brought forth the universe. Time is only one of the forms of all created existence, and therefore

could not exist before creation. For that reason Augustine thought it would be more correct to

say that the wold was created cum tempore (with time) than to assert that it was created in
tempore (in time). The great significance of the opening statement of the Bible lies in its
teaching that the world had a beginning. Scripture speaks of this beginning alsceimptabes,

Matt. 19:4,8; Mark 10;6; John 1:1,2; Heb. 1:10. That the world had a beginning is also clearly
AYLX ASR Ay &adzOK L)} aal3asSa Fa taod pnYHI a. ST2NE
hadst formed the earth and the world, even fromeverlgsB (12 S@SNI FadAy3a GK2
ta® MAHYHpPSE dhFT 2fR RARAG (GK2dz fl& (G4KS F2dzyRI
0Keé KIFIyR&a®é

b. Difficulties which burden this doctrinePrior to the beginning mentioned in Gen. 1:1, we
must postulate a bginningless eternity, during which God only existed. How must we fill up
these blank ages in the eternal life of God? What did God do before the creation of the world?
It is so far from possible to think of Him as a Deus otiosus (a God who is not abavéje is
usually conceived of as actus purus (pure action). He is represented in Scripture as always
working, John 5:17. Can we then say that He passed from a state of inactivity to one of action?
Moreover, how is the transition from a negreative to acreative state to be reconciled with His
immutability? And if He had the eternal purpose to create, why did He not carry it out at once?
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Why did He allow a whole eternity to elapse before His plan was put into execution? Moreover,
why did He select thatgrticular moment for His creative work?

c. Suggested solutions of the probler(il) The theory of eternal creation. According to some,
such as Origen, Scotus Erigina, Rothe, Dorner, and Pfleiderer, God has been creating from all
eternity, so that the worldthough a creature and dependent, is yet just as eternal as God
Himself. This has been argued from the omnipotence, the timelessness, the immutability, and
the love of God; but neither one of these necessarily imply or involve it. This theory is not only
contradicted by Scripture, but is also contrary to reason, for (a) creation from eternity is a
contradiction in terms; and (b) the idea of eternal creation, as applied to the present world,
which is subject to the law of time, is based on an identificabbrtime and eternity, while

these two are essentially different. (2) The theory of the subjectivity of time and eternity. Some
speculative philosophers, such as Spinoza, Hegel, and Green, claim that the distinction of time
and eternity is purely subjectivend due to our finite position. Hence they would have us rise

to a higher point of vantage and consider things sub specie aeternitatis (from the point of view
of eternity). What exists for our consciousness as a time development, exists for the divine
consciousness only as an eternally complete whole. But this theory is contradicted by Scripture
just as much as the preceding one, Gen. 1:1; Ps. 90:2; 102:25; John 1:3. Moreover, it changes
objective realities into subjective forms of consciousness, and eslatt history to an illusion.

After all, timedevelopment is a reality; there is a succession in our conscious life and in the life
of nature round about us. The things that happened yesterday are not the things that are
happening today.[Cf. Orr, Chrigti&/iew of God and the World, p. 130.]

d. Direction in which the solution should be soughin connection with the problem under
O2yaARSNIGA2YS 5N hNNJ O2NNBOGfe& areéeaz a¢KS
NBtIdA2y 27F S &ddy thal, sas farzas heAcdhSsees thid s not yet been
satisfactorily accomplished. A great deal of the difficulty encountered here is undoubtedly due

to the fact that we think of eternity too much as an indefinite extension of time, as, for
instance, wherwe speak of the ages of comparative inaction in God before the creation of the
g2NI Rd D2RQ& SiSNyAide Aa y2 AYRSTAyAGSte SEG
which we can form no conception. His is a timeless existence, an eternal peeSdre hoary

past and the most distant future are both present to Him. He acts in all His works, and
therefore also in creation, as the Eternal One, and we have no right to draw creation as an act
of God into the temporal sphere. In a certain sense thisloa called an eternal act, but only in

the sense in which all the acts of God are eternal. They are all as acts of God, works that are
done in eternity. However, it is not eternal in the same sense as the generation of the Son, for
this is an immanent aadf God in the absolute sense of the word, while creation results in a
temporal existence and thus terminates in time.[Bavinck, Geref. Dogm. Il, p. 452.] Theologians
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generally distinguish between active and passive creation, the former denoting createm as

FOG 2F D2RX YR UKS fFOGGSNE Ad&a NBadzZ 6 GKS 5
is, marked by temporal succession, and this temporal succession reflects the order determined

in the decree of God. As to the objection that a creationtime implies a change in God,
22ffSo6Adza NBYIN]a GKFIG aONBFGA2Yy A& y2i GKS
LR2GSyaAartAade G2 OGdzrftAGedéd ovd2iSR 06& 2| NFASTE

4. CREATION AS AN ACT BY WHICH SOMETHING IS BROUGBUTFORTNMOTHING.

a. The doctrine of creation is absolutely uniqu&here has been a great deal of speculation

about the origin of the world, and several theories have been proposed. Some declared the
world to be eternal, while others saw in it the prodwftan antagonistic spirit (Gnostics). Some
maintained that it was made out of piexisting matter which God worked up into form (Plato);

others held that it originated by emanation out of the divine substance (Syrian Gnostics,
Swedenborg); and still otherggarded it as the phenomenal appearance of the Absolute, the

hidden ground of all things (Pantheism). In opposition to all these vain speculations of men the
R2OGNAYS 2F {ONALIWidzNBE &aidlyR&a&a 2dzi Ay 3INFYyR &adzo
ay R GKS SINIKo®dé
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interchangeably in Scripture, Gen. 1:26,27; 2:7. The first ugotide most important. Its original

meaning is to split, to cut, to divide; but in addition to this it also means to fashion, to create,

and in a more derivative sense, to produce, to generate, and to regenerate. The word itself

does not convey the ideafdringing forth something out of nothing, for it is even used of

works of providence, Isa. 45:7; Jer. 31:22; Amos 4:13. Yet it has a distinctive character: it is
always used of divine and never of human production; and it never has an accusative of
material, and for that very reason serves to stress the greatness of the work of God. The word
QlFlalK A& Y2NB 3ISYSNYfs YSIyAy3d G2 R2 2N (G2 Yl
doing, making, manufacturing, or fashioning. The word yatsar has, mistaatively, the

meaning of fashioning out of B EA &G SY 0 YI GSNAI f&a2 |yR Aa (K¢
fashioning vessels out of clay. The New Testament words are ktizein, Mark 13:19, poiein, Matt.
19:4; themelioun, Heb. 1:10, katartizein, Rom. 9i#askeuazein, Heb. 3:4, and plassein, Rom.

9:20. None of these words in themselves express the idea of creation out of nothing.

Od aSlyAay3a 2F (KS GSNW¥KEOSBLKA2¥A2vzia2F QBB KK
2F y20KAYy 3¢ Aptureytasideriied fdayi Bne bfyhe ApOdidpha, namely, Il. Macc.
7:28. The expression ex nihilo has been both misinterpreted and criticized. Some even
considered the word nihilum (nothing) as the designation of a certain matter out of which the
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world wascreated, a matter without qualities and without form. But this is too puerile to be
g2NIKe 2F aSNAR2dza O2yaARSNI A2y hiKSNAR (221
that the world came into being without a cause, and proceeded to crititize conflicting with

what is generally regarded as an axiomatic truth, ex nihilo nihil fit (out of nothing comes
nothing). But this criticism is entirely unwarranted. To say that God created the world out of
nothing is not equivalent to saying that the vl came into being without a cause. God Himself

or, more specifically, the will of God is the cause of the world. Martensen expresses himself in
1KSaS 62NRaY dG¢KS y20KAy3 2dzi 2F 6KAOK D2R Ol
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its truth may be admitted, but it cannot be regarded as a valid objecgeainst the doctrine of

creation out of nothing. But if it be understood to express the idea that nothing can originate,
except out of previously existing material, it certainly cannot be regarded as -avieént

truth. Then it is rather a purely arbitrg assumption which, as Shedd points out, does not even

K2f R GNMHzS 2F YIyQa (K2dzaAK{a FyR @2ftAdAz2yas 6K
if the phrase does express a truth of common experience as far as human works are concerned,

this doesnot-yet prove its truth with respect to the work of the almighty power of God.

| 26 SOSNE Ay @GASs 2F (GKS FIO0G GKFIG GKS SELNE
misunderstanding, and has often been misunderstood, it is preferable to speak of areatio
without the use of preexisting material.

d. Scriptural basis for the doctrine of creation out of nothinGen. 1:1 records the beginning

of the work of creation, and it certainly does not represent God as bringing the world forth out

of pre-existent maerial. It was creation out of nothing, creation in the strict sense of the word,

and therefore the only part of the work recorded in Gen. 1 to which Calvin would apply the

term. But even in the remaining part of the chapter God is represented as caltthgafbthings

by the word of His power, by a simple divine fiat. The same truth is taught in such passages as

ta® ooYcIdp YR mMnyYpd ¢KS adNRy3aSad LI aal3as

worlds have been framed by the word of God, so thatatvMis seen hath not been made out of

GKAy3a 6KAOK FLIISEFNWe / NBFGA2Y Aa KSNB NBLINEBa

By faith we understand (perceive, not comprehend) that the world was framed or fashioned by

the word of God, that is, the whR 2 F D2RQa LI gSNE (GKS RAGAYS TA

seen, the visible things of this world, were not made out of things which do appear, which are

visible, and which are at least occasionally seen. According to this passage the world certainly

was not made out of anything that is palpable to the senses. Another passage that may be

jdz2iSR Ay (KA&a O2yySOiA2y Aa w2Y® nYTI HKAOK
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of the world in this connection, but of the hope of Abraham that he would have a son.
However, the description here given of God is generad & therefore also of a general
application. It belongs to the very nature of God that He is able to call into being what does not
exist, and does so call it into being.

5. CREATION GIVES THE WORLD A DISTINCT, YET ALWAYS DEPENDENT EXISTENCE.

a. The worldhas a distinct existencelhis means that the world is not God nor any part of God,
but something absolutely distinct from God; and that it differs from God, not merely in degree,
but in its essential properties. The doctrine of creation implies thatJemBiod is seléxistent

and selfsufficient, infinite and eternal, the world is dependent, finite, and temporal. The one
can never change into the other. This doctrine is an absolute barrier against the ancient idea of
emanation, as well as against all plagistic theories. The universe is not the existefiacan of

God nor the phenomenal appearance of the Absolute; and God is not simply the life, or soul, or
inner law of the world, but enjoys His own eternally complete life above the world, in absolute
independence of it. He is the transcendent God, glorious in holiness, fearful in praises, doing
wonders. This doctrine is supported by passages of Scripture which (1) testify to the distinct
existence of the world, Isa. 42:5; Acts 17:24; (2) speak of the iamiity of God, Ps. 102:27,

Mal. 3:6; Jas. 1:17; (3) draw a comparison between God and the creature, Ps. 90:2:2102:25
103:1517; Isa. 2:21; 22:17, etc.; and (4) speak of the world as lying in sin or sinful, Rom. 1:18
32; 1 John 2:1837, etc.

b. The wotd is always dependent on God#Vhile God gave the world an existence distinct from

His own, He did not withdraw from the world after its creation, but remained in the most
intimate connection with it. The universe is not like a clock which was wound @obyand is

now allowed to run off without any further divine intervention. This deistic conception of
creation is neither biblical nor scientific. God is not only the transcendent God, infinitely exalted
above all His creatures; He is also the immanent,Guadb is present in every part of His
creation, and whose Spirit is operative in all the world. He is essentially, and not merely per
potentiam, present in all His creatures, but He is not present in every one of them in the same
manner. His immanence shlounot be interpreted as boundless extension throughout all the
spaces of the universe, nor as a partitive presence, so that He is partly here and partly there.
God is Spirit, and just because He is Spirit He is everywhere present as a whole. He iillsaid to
heaven and earth, Ps. 1391D; Jer. 23:24, to constitute the sphere in which we live and move
and have our being, Acts 17:28, to renew the face of the earth by His Spirit, Ps. 104:30, to dwell
in those that are of a broken heart, Ps. 51:11; Isal5,7and in the Church as His temple, | Cor.
3:16; 6:19; Eph. 2:22. Both transcendence and immanence find expression in a single passage of

{ ONALIIdzZNB > yIFYSte> 9LK®P® nYc>X ¢gKSNB (KS FLI2ait
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stretched to the point of Pantheism in a great deal of modern theology. The world, and
especially man, was regarded as the phenomenal manifestation of God. At present there is a
strong reactbn to this positioninthes® f f SR ¢ KS2f 238 2F ONRAaAA&DE
GKAA G(GKS2f2383x gAGK Ada SYLKIaAa 2y GKS daAy
SGSNYyAGEeT 2y D2R la GKS agKz2ffe hbévddlEGod yR (K
and man, naturally rules out the immanence of God. Brunner gives us the assurance, however,
GKIG GKAA Aa y2i az2eo {Iead KSI dadzOK y2yasSyas
having perception only for the transcendence of God, notHs immanence. As if we too were

not aware of the fact that God the Creator upholds all things by His power, that He has set the
adFYL 2F 1 A4 RAQGAYyAGE 2y GKS g2NIR FyR ONEBI S
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These men ppose the modern pantheistic conception of the divine immanence, and also the

idea that, in virtue of this immanence, the world is a luminous revelation of God.

6. THE FINAL END OF GOD IN CREATH®MNuestion of the final end of God in the work of
creation has frequently been debated. In the course of history the question has received
especially a twofold answer.

a. The happiness of man or of humanitgome of the earlier philosophers, such as Plato, Philo,
and Seneca, asserted that the goodness of Gadnpted Him to create the world. He desired

to communicate Himself to His creatures; their happiness was the end He had in view. Though
some Christian theologians chimed in with this idea, it became prominent especially through
the Humanism of the Reformain period and the Rationalism of the eighteenth century. This
theory was often presented in a very superficial way. The best form in which it is stated is to the
effect that God could not make Himself the end of creation, because He is sufficient unto
Him=elf and could need nothing. And if He could not make Himself the end, then this can be
found only in the creature, especially in man, and ultimately in his supreme happiness. The
teleological view by which the welfare or happiness of man or humanity iertfas final end

of creation, was characteristic of the thinking of such influential men as Kant, Schleiermacher,
and Ritschl, though they did not all present it in the same way. But this theory does not satisfy
for several reasons: (1) Though God undoubtegveals His goodness in creation, it is not
correct to say that His goodness or love could not express itself, if there were no world. The
personal relations within the triune God supplied all that was necessary for a full and eternal
life of love. (2)t would seem to be perfectly sedfvident that God does not exist for the sake of
man, but man for the sake of God. God only is Creator and the supreme Good, while man is but
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a creature, who for that very reason cannot be the end of creation. The tempods its end

in the eternal, the human in the divine, and not vice versa. (3) The theory does not fit the facts.
It is impossible to subordinate all that is found in creation to this end, and to explain all in
relation to human happiness. This is perfgatvident from a consideration of all the sufferings
that are found in the world.

b. The declarative glory of God:he Church of Jesus Christ found the true end of creation, not

in anything outside of God, but in God Himself, more particularly in therextenanifestation

2F | A& AYKSNByil SEOSttSydOeo ¢KAa R2S8a yz2ia YSI
end. The receiving of glory through the praises of His moral creatures, is an end included in the
supreme end, but is not itself that en&od did not create first of all to receive glory, but to

make His glory extant and manifest. The glorious perfections of God are manifested in His
entire creation; and this manifestation is not intended as an empty show, a mere exhibition to

be admired bythe creatures, but also aims at promoting their welfare and perfect happiness.
Moreover, it seeks to attune their hearts to the praises of the Creator, and to elicit from their
souls the expression of their gratefulness and love and adoration. The sumednef God in
creation, the manifestation of His glory, therefore, includes, as subordinate ends, the happiness
and salvation of His creatures, and the reception of praise from grateful and adoring hearts.
This doctrine is supported by the following calesiations: (1) It is based on the testimony of
Scripture, Isa. 43:7; 60:21; 61:3; Ezek. 36:21,22; 39:7; Luke 2:14; Rom. 9:17; 11:36; | Cor. 15:28;
Eph. 1:5,6,9,12,14; 3:9,10; Col. 1:16. (2) The infinite God would hardly choose any but the
highest end in @ation, and this end could only be found in Himself. If whole nations, as
compared with Him, are but as a drop in a bucket and as the small dust of the balance, then,
surely, His declarative glory is intrinsically of far greater value than the good ofddisires,

Isa. 40:15,16. (3) The glory of God is the only end that is consistent with His independence and
sovereignty. Everyone is dependent on whomsoever or whatsoever he makes his ultimate end.

If God chooses anything in the creature as His final #mslwould make Him dependent on the
creature to that extent. (4) No other end would be sufficiently comprehensive to be the true
SYR 2F | ff D2RQa sl &a YR g2N]Ja Ay ONBIGAZ
subordination, several other ends. (5)dtthe only end that is actually and perfectly attained in

the universe. We cannot imagine that a wise and omnipotent God would choose an end
destined to fail wholly or in part, Job 23:13. Yet many of His creatures never attain to perfect
happiness.

c. Obgctions to the doctrine that the glory of God is the end of creatiorhe following are the

most important of these: (1) It makes the scheme of the universe a selfish scheme. But we
should distinguish between selfishness and reasonablesgird or seHove. The former is an
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compatible with justice, generosity, afienevolence towards others. In seeking setpression

for the glory of His name, God did not disregard the selhg, the highest good of others, but
promoted it. Moreover, this objection draws the infinite God down to the level of finite and
even sinfulman and judges Him by human standards, which is entirely unwarranted. God has
no equal, and no one can claim any right as over against Him. In making His declarative glory
the end of creation, He has chosen the highest end; but when man makes himseifdiod all

his works, he is not choosing the highest end. He would rise to a higher level, if he chose the
welfare of humanity and the glory of God as the end of his life. Finally, this objection is made
primarily in view of the fact that the world is f@#l ¥ adzFFSNAY IS FyR GKIF G &:
creatures are doomed to eternal destruction. But this is not due to the creative work of God,
but to the sin of man, which thwarted the work of God in creation. The fact that man suffers
the consequences of rsiand insurrection does not warrant anyone in accusing God of
selfishness. One might as well accuse the government of selfishness for upholding its dignity
YR GKS YlaSade 2F (GKS fl¢g F3IAFLAyad it oAt Fo
suffidency and independence. By seeking His honour in this way God shows that He needs the
creature. The world is created to glorify God, that is, to add to His glory. Evidently, then, His
perfection is wanting in some respects; the work of creation satisfigara and contributes to

the divine perfection. But this representation is not correct. The fact that God created the
world for His own glory does not mean that He needed the world. It does not hold universally
among men, that the work which they do notnb@m for others, is necessary to supply a want.

This may hold in the case of the common laborer, who is working for his daily bread, but is
scarcely true of the artist, who follows the spontaneous impulse of his genius. In the same way
there is a good plesure in God, exalted far above want and compulsion, which artistically
embodies His thoughts in creation and finds delight in them. Moreover, it is not true that, when
God makes His declarative glory the final end of creation, He aims primarily at mgceivi
something. The supreme end which He had in view, was not to receive glory, but to manifest
His inherent glory in the works of His hands. It is true that in doing this, He would also cause the
heavens to declare His glory, and the firmament to show Eingliwork, the birds of the air and

the beasts of the field to magnify Him, and the children of men to sing His praises. But by
glorifying the Creator the creatures add nothing to the perfection of His being, but only
acknowledge His greatness and ascribéitm the glory which is due unto Him.

D. Divergent Theories Respecting the Origin of the World.

The Biblical doctrine is not the only view respecting the origin of the world. Three alternative
theories, which were suggested, deserve brief consideratidhiatpoint.
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1. THE DUALISTIC THEQRMIism is not always presented in the same form, but in its most
usual form posits two sekxistent principles, God and matter, which are distinct from and co
eternal with each other. Original matter, however, isaeded as but a negative and imperfect
substance (sometimes regarded as evil), which is subordinate to God and is made the
instrument of His will (Plato, Aristotle, the Gnostics, the Manichaeans). According to this theory
God is not the creator, but only ¢hframer and artificer of the world. This view is objectionable

for several reasons. (a) It is wrong in its fundamental idea that there must have been some
substance out of which the world was created, since ex nihilo nihil fit. This maxim is true only as
an expression of the idea that no event takes place without a cause, and is false if it means to
assert that nothing can ever be made except out of-pxesting material. The doctrine of
creation does not dispense with a cause, but finds theswiicient cause of the world in the
sovereign will of God. (b) Its representation of matter as eternal is fundamentally unsound. If
matter is eternal, it must be infinite for it cannot be infinite in one way (duration) and finite in
other respects. But it is impogde that two infinites or absolutes should exist side by side. The
absolute and the relative may exist simultaneously, but there can be only one absolute and self
existent being. (c) It is unphilosophical to postulate two eternal substances, when ore self
existent cause is perfectly adequate to account for all the facts. For that reason philosophy does
not rest satisfied with a dualistic explanation of the world, but seeks to give a monistic
interpretation of the universe. (d) If the theory assuntesas itdoes in some of its forms the
existence of an eternal principle of evil, there is absolutely no guarantee that good will triumph
over evil in the world. It would seem that what is eternally necessary is bound to maintain itself
and can never go down.

2. THE EMANATION THEORY IN VARIOUS FORM®eory is to the effect that the world is a
necessary emanation out of the divine being. According to it God and the world are essentially
one, the latter being the phenomenal manifestation of the former. Threaidf emanation is
characteristic of all pantheistic theories, though it is not always represented in the same way.
Here, again, we may register several objections. (a) This view of the origin of the world virtually
denies the infinity and transcendence G&fod by applying to Him a principle of evolution, of
growth and progress, which characterizes only the finite and imperfect; and by identifying Him
and the world. All visible objects thus become but fleeting modifications of aexiifent,
unconscious, ad impersonal essence, which may be called God, Nature, or the Absolute. (b) It
robs God of His sovereignty by denuding Him of His power efisifmination in relation to
the world. He is reduced to the hidden ground from which the creatures necessardyate,
and which determines their movement by an inflexible necessity of nature. At the same time it
deprives all rational creatures of their relative independence, of their freedom, and of their
moral character. (c) It also compromises the holinesSad in a very serious manner. It makes
God responsible for all that happens in the world, for the evil as well as for the good. This is, of
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course, a very serious consequence of the theory, from which Pantheists have never been able
to escape.

3. THE THEQROF EVOLUTIORe theory of evolution is sometimes spoken of as if it could be

a substitute for the doctrine of creation. But this is clearly a mistake. It certainly cannot be a

substitute for creation in the sense of absolute origination, since it gypeses something that

evolves, and this must in the last resort be either eternal or created, so that, after all, the

evolutionist must choose between the theory of the eternity of matter and the doctrine of

creation. At best, it might conceivably serve assubstitute for what is called secondary

creation, by which the substance already in existence is given a definite form. (a) Some

evolutionists, as, for instance, Haeckel, believe in the eternity of matter, and ascribe the origin

of life to spontaneous @neration. But belief in the eternity of matter is not only decidedly un

Christian and even atheistic; it is also generally discredited. The idea that matter, with force as

its universal and inseparable property, is quite sufficient for the explanatidheoivorld, finds

little favor to-day in scientific circles. It is felt that a material universe, composed of finite parts

(atoms, electrons, and so on) cannot itself be infinite; and that that which is subject to constant

change cannot be eternal. Moreoveit has become increasingly clear that blind matter and

force or energy cannot account for life and personality, for intelligence and free will. And the

idea of spontaneous generation is a pure hypothesis, not only unverified, but practically

exploded. T&® 3ASYSNIt ¢ 2F ylFddz2NBE aSSvya G2 o6S a2y,

evolutionists advocate what they call theistic evolution. This postulates the existence of God

back of the universe, who works in it, as a rule according to the unalterabedawature and

by physical forces only, but in some cases by direct miraculous intervention, as, for instance, in

the case of the absolute beginning, the beginning of life, and the beginning of rational and

moral existence. This has often been called&@eVig St &3 W LI aWRERNE D LG A& |

embarrassment, which calls God in at periodic intervals to help nature over the chasms that

yawn at her feet. It is neither the Biblical doctrine of creation, nor a consistent theory of

evolution, for evé dzi A2y Aad RSFTFAYSR | a &l &aSNASa 27F 3N
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just as destructive of faith in the Biblical doctrine of creation as naturabstitution is; and by

calling in the creative activity of God time and again it also nullifies the evolutionary hypothesis.
SaARSa G(KSaS (G¢2 OASga 6S Yleé Itaz YSyidazy
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denial of the personality of God; and the latter in the end comes to the conclusion that he

cannot explain his soalled emergents without positing some ultimate factor which might be
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IV. Creaton of the Spiritual World
A. The Doctrine of the Angels in History.

There are clear evidences of belief in the existence of angels from the very beginning of the
Christian era. Some of them were regarded as good, and others as evil. The former were held i
high esteem as personal beings of a lofty order, endowed with moral freedom, engaged in the
joyful service of God, and employed by God to minister to the welfare of men. According to
some of the early Church Fathers they had fine ethereal bodies. Tlegad@onviction was that

all angels were created good, but that some abused their freedom and fell away from God.
Satan, who was originally an angel of eminent rank, was regarded as their head. The cause of
his fall was found in pride and sinful ambitiavhile the fall of his subordinates was ascribed to
their lusting after the daughters of men. This view was based on what was then the common
interpretation of Gen. 6:2. Alongside of the general idea that the good angels ministered to the
needs and welfar®f believers, the specific notion of guardian angels for individual churches
and individual men was cherished by some. Calamities of various kinds, such as sicknesses,
accidents, and losses, were frequently ascribed to the baneful influence of evil.spivitsdea

of a hierarchy of angels already made its appearance (Clement of Alexandria), but it was not
considered proper to worship any of the angels.

As time went on the angels continued to be regarded as blessed spirits, superior to men in
knowledge, ad free from the encumbrance of gross material bodies. While some still ascribed
to them fine ethereal bodies, there was an ever increasing uncertainty as to whether they had
any bodies at all. They who still clung to the idea that they were corporeahdidgo it seems,

in the interest of the truth that they were subject to spatial limitations. Dionysius the
Areopagite divided the angels into three classes: the first class consisting of Thrones, Cherubim,
and Seraphim; the second, of Mights, Dominionsg &owers; and the third, of Principalities,
Archangels, and Angels. The first class is represented as enjoying the closest communion with
God; the second, as being enlightened by the first; and the third, as being enlightened by the
second. This classiéiton was adopted by several later writers. Augustine stressed the fact that
the good angels were rewarded for their obedience by the gift of perseverance, which carried
with it the assurance that they would never fall. Pride was still regarded as th&ca@&sF { | (I y Q
fall, but the idea that the rest of the angels fell as the result of their lusting after the daughters
of men, though still held by some, was gradually disappearing under the influence of a better
exegesis of Gen. 6:2. A beneficent influen@s\ascribed to the unfallen angels, while the fallen
angels were regarded as corrupting the hearts of men, as stimulating to heresy. and as
engendering diseases and calamities. The polytheistic tendencies of many of the converts to
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Christianity fostered aninclination to worship the angels. Such worship was formally
condemned by a council which convened at Laodicea in the fourth century.

During the Middle Ages there were still a few who were inclined to assume that the angels have
ethereal bodies, but the gevailing opinion was that they were incorporeal. The angelic
appearances were explained by assuming that in such cases angels adopted temporal bodily
forms for revelational purposes. Several points were in debate among the Scholastics. As to the
time of the creation of the angels the prevailing opinion was that they were created at the
same time as the material universe. While some held that the angels were created in the state
of grace, the more common opinion was that they were created in a state ofalgterfection

only. There was little difference of opinion respecting the question, whether angels can be said
to be in a place. The common answer to this question was affirmative, though it was pointed
out that their presence in space is not circumsdaxiptbut definitive, since only bodies can be in
space circumscriptively. While all the Scholastics agreed that the knowledge of the angels is
limited, the Thomists and Scotists differed considerably respecting the nature of this
knowledge. It was admittedby all that the angels received infused knowledge at the time of
their creation, but Thomas Aquinas denied, while Duns Scotus affirmed, that they could acquire
new knowledge through their own intellectual activity. The former held that the knowledge of
the angels is purely intuitive, but the latter asserted that it may also be discursive. The idea of
guardian angels found considerable favor during the Middle Ages.

The period of the Reformation brought nothing new respecting the doctrine of the angels. Both

Luther and Calvin had a vivid conception of their ministry, and particularly of the presence and
power of Satan. The latter stresses the fact that he is under divine control, and that, while he is
sometimes the instrument of God, he can only work withiregmribed limits. Protestant
theologians generally regarded the angels as pure spiritual beings, though Zanchius and Grotius

still speak of them as having ethereal bodies. As to the work of the good angels the general
opinion was that it is their special 2k to minister to the heirs of salvation. There was no

general agreement, however, respecting the existence of guardian angels. Some favored this
view, others opposed it, and still others refused to commit themselves on this point. Our Belgic
Confessionggd Ay ! NOAOfS - LL>YX gKAOK RSFHfta gA0K ONBI
His messengers and to serve His elect: some of whom are fallen from that excellency, in which

God created them, into everlasting perdition; and the others have, by tlaeegiof God,

remained steadfast, and continued in their primitive state. The devils and evil spirits are so
depraved that they are enemies of God and every good thing to the utmost of their power, as
murderers watching to ruin the Church and every membeeréof, and by their wicked
stratagems to destroy all; and are therefore, by their own wickedness, adjudged to eternal
REYYFiA2yE REAfE@ SELSOGAYIT GKSANI K2NNRAoOf S 2N
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Up to the present time Roman Catholics generally regarded the angels as pure ggilies,

some Protestants, such as Emmons, Ebrard, Kurtz, Delitzsch, and others, still ascribe to them
some special kind of bodies. But even the great majority of the latter take the opposite view.
Swedenborg holds that all angels were originally men anst @xibodily form. Their position in

the angelic world depends on their life in this world. Eighteenth century Rationalism boldly
denied the existence of angels and explained what the Bible teaches about them as a species of
accommodation. Some modern lilz theologians consider it worthwhile to retain the
fundamental idea expressed in the doctrine of the angels. They find in it a symbolic
representation of the protecting care and helpfulness of God.

B. The Existence of the Angels.

All religions recognizthe existence of a spiritual world. Their mythologies speak of gods, half

gods, spirits, demons, genii, heroes, and so on. It was especially among the Persians that the
doctrine of the angels was developed, and many critical scholars assert that the devexid

their angelology from the Persians. But this is an unproved and, to say the least, very doubtful
theory. It certainly cannot be harmonized with the Word of God, in which angels appear from

the very beginning. Moreover, some great scholars, who mspkecial study of the subject,

came to the conclusion that the Persian angelology was derived from that current among the
Hebrews. The Christian Church has always believed in the existence of angels, but in modern
liberal theology this belief has been disdad, though it still regards the angiglea as useful,
AAYOS AU AYLINRAYy (& dzZll2y dzda aGKS fAQAYy3I LIR2GSN 2
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Expression, p. 114 Though such men as Leibnitz and Wolff, Kant and Schleiermacher, admitted

the possibility of the existence of an angelic world, and some of them even tried to prove this

by rational argumentation, it is quite evident that philosophy casitimer prove nor disprove

the existence of angels. From philosophy, therefore, we turn to Scripture, which makes no
deliberate attempt to prove the existence of angels, but assumes this throughout, and in its
historical books repeatedly shows us the angelsaction. No one who bows before the
authority of the Word of God can doubt the existence of angels.

C. The Nature of the Angels.
Under this heading several points call for consideration.

1. IN DISTINCTION FROM GOD THEY ARE CREATEDTBEIN@Stion bthe angels has
sometimes been denied, but is clearly taught in Scripture. It is not certain that those passages
which speak of the creation of the host of heaven (Gen. 2:1; Ps. 33:6; Neh. 9:6) refer to the
creation of the angels rather than to the creati of the starry host; but Ps. 148:2,5, and Col.
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1:16 clearly speak of the creation of the angels, (comp. | Kings 22:19; Ps. 103:20,21). The time of
their creation cannot be fixed definitely. The opinion of some, based on Job 38:7, that they
were created lfore all other things, really finds no support in Scripture. As far as we know, no
creative work preceded the creation of heaven and earth. The passage in the book of Job (38:7)
teaches, indeed, in a poetic vein that they were present at the foundingeofvorld just as the

stars were, but not that they existed before the primary creation of heaven and earth. The idea
that the creation of the heavens was completed on the first day, and that the creation of the
Fy3Sta ¢la aAiAYLX & Is aldaNlinpravéd asséntptioR théughithe dagt NJ >
that the statement in Gen. 1:2 applies to the earth only would seem to favor it. Possibly the
creation of the heavens was not completed in a single moment any more than that of the earth.
The only safe statenrm# seems to be that they were created before the seventh day. This at
least follows from such passages as Gen. 2:1; Ex. 20:11; Job 38:7; Neh. 9:6.

2. THEY ARE SPIRITUAL AND INCORPOREAL BEEN@S. always been disputed. The Jews
and many of the earlyl@irch Fathers ascribed to them airy or fiery bodies; but the Church of
the Middle Ages came to the conclusion that they are pure spiritual beings. Yet even after that
some Roman Catholic, Arminian, and even Lutheran and Reformed theologians ascribed to
them a certain corporeity, most subtle and pure. They regarded the idea of a purely spiritual
and incorporeal nature as metaphysically inconceivable, and also as incompatible with the
conception of a creature. They also appealed to the fact that the angelsuiject to spatial
limitations, move about from place to place, and were sometimes seen by men. But all these
arguments are more than countdralanced by the explicit statements of Scripture to the effect
that the angels are pneumata, Matt. 8:16; 12:4&ke 7:21; 8:2; 11:26; Acts 19:12; Eph. 6:12;
Heb. 1:14. They have no flesh and bone, Luke 24:39, do not marry, Matt. 22:30, can be present
in great numbers in a very limited space, Luke 8:30, and are invisible, Col. 1:16. Such passages
as Ps. 104:4 (compieb. 1:7); Matt. 22:30; and | Cor. 11:10 do not prove the corporeity of the
angels. Neither is this proved by the symbolical descriptions of the angels in the prophecy of
Ezekiel and in the book of Revelation, nor by their appearance in bodily formgytthous
difficult to say, whether the bodies which they assumed on certain occasions were real or only
apparent. It is clear, however, that they are creatures and therefore finite and limited, though
they stand in a freer relation to time and space thaarmWe cannot ascribe to them an ubi
repletivum, nor an ubi circumscriptivum, but only an ubi definitivum. They cannot be in two or
more places simultaneously.

3. THEY ARE RATIONAL, MORAL, AND IMMORTAL BHiG&ans that they are personal
beings endowd with intelligence and will. The fact that they are intelligent beings would seem
to follow at once from the fact that they are spirits; but it is also taught explicitly in Scripture, I
Sam. 14:20; Matt. 24:36; Eph. 3:10; | Pet. 1:12; Il Pet. 2:11eWbil omniscient, they are
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superior to men in knowledge, Matt. 24:36. Moreover, they are possessed of moral natures,

and as such are under moral obligation; they are rewarded for obedience, and are punished for
disobedience. The Bible speaks of the angels A OK NB Yl Ay SR f2elf | a a
25:31; Mark 8:38; Luke 9:26; Acts 10:22; Rev. 14:10, and pictures those who fell away as lying

and sinning, John 8:44; 1 John-3@. The good angels are also immortal in the sense that they

are not subject to dath. In that respect the saints in heaven are said to be like them, Luke
20:35,36. In addition to all this, great power is ascribed to them. They form the army of God, a
K2zal 2F YAIK(Ge KSNRS&>X Iftglea NBI ReEphi221,R2 (K¢
3:10; Heb. 1:14; and the evil angels form the army of Satan, bent on destroying the work of the

Lord, Luke 11:21; Il Thess. 2:9; | Pet. 5:8.

4. THEY ARE PARTLY GOOD AND PARTLYHheVBible furnishes very little information
respecting the origpal state of the angels. We read, however, that at the end of His creative
work God saw everything that He had made and, behold, it was very good. Moreover, John
8:44; 1l Pet. 2:4; and Jude 6 presupposes an original good condition of all angels. The good
angels are called elect angels in | Tim. 5:21. They evidently received, in addition to the grace
with which all angels were endowed, and which was sufficient to enable them to retain their
position, a special grace of perseverance, by which they wererowadiin their position. There

has been a great deal of useless speculation about the time and character of the fall of the
angels. Protestant theology, however, was generally satisfied with the knowledge that the good
angels retained their original statejere confirmed in their position, and are now incapable of
sinning. They are not only called holy angels, but also angels of light, Il Cor. 11:14. They always
behold the face of God, Matt. 18:10, are our exemplars in doing the will of God, Matt. 6:10, and
possess immortal life, Luke 20:36.

D. The Number and Organization of the Angels.

1. THEIR NUMBERhe Bible contains no definite information respecting the number of the

angels, but indicates very clearly that they constitute a mighty army. They are esjheatlled

the host of heaven or of God, and this term itself already points to a goodly number. In Deut.
ooYH S NBIFIR (0KIGd aWSK2@0F K OFYS FNRBY {AYlIA o
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Mark 5:9,15. The Roman legion wag atways the same, but varied at different times all the

way from 3000 to 6000, In Gethsemane Jesus said to the band that came to take him captive,
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heard the voice of many angels round about the throne and the living creatures and the elders;
and the number of them was ten thousand times ten thousand, and thousands of theusah ¢

In view of all these data it is perfectly safe to say that the angels constitute an innumerable
company, a mighty host. They do not form an organism like mankind, for they are spirits, which
do not marry and are not born the one out of the other. Theill number was created in the
beginning; there has been no increase in their ranks.

2. THEIR ORDERBough the angels do not constitute an organism, they are evidently
organized in some way. This follows from the fact that, alongside of the gener& natnl y 3 St I ¢
GKS . A0fS dzaSa OSNIFAYy &aLISOATAO ylYSa G2 AYRA
by which we designate the higher spirits generally, is not a nomen naturae in Scripture, but a
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sent by men, Job 1:14; | Sam. 11:3, or by God, Hag. 1:13; Mal. 2:7; 3:1. The Greek term aggelos

is also frequently applied to men, Matt. 11:10; Mark 1:2; Luke 7:24; 9:51; Gal. 4:14. There is no
general distinctive naméor all spiritual beings in Scripture. They are called sons of God, Job

1:6; 2:1; Ps. 29:1; 89:6, spirits, Heb. 1:14, saints, Ps. 89:5,7; Zech. 14:5; Dan. 8:13, watchers,
Dan. 4:13,17,24. There are several specific names, however, which point to diittasses of

angels.

a. Cherubim.Cherubim are repeatedly mentioned in Scripture. They guard the entrance of
paradise, Gen. 3:24, gaze upon the meseqt, Ex. 25:18; Ps. 80:1; 99:1; Isa. 37:16; Heb. 9:5,
and constitute the chariot on which God descendshe earth, 1l Sam. 22:11; Ps. 18:10. In Ezek.

1 and Rev. 4 they are represented as living beings in various forms. These symbolical
representations simply serve to bring out their extraordinary power and majesty. More than
other creatures they were destingd reveal the power, the majesty, and the glory of God, and

to guard His holiness in the garden of Eden, in tabernacle and temple, and in the descent of
God to the earth.

b. SeraphimA related class of angels are the Seraphim, mentioned only in Is@. Gy are

also symbolically represented in human form, but with six wings, two covering the face, two the
FSSGZ FyR (62 F2N) (KS &dLISSRe SESOdziAzy 2F (K!
Cherubim, they stand as servants round about the throhthe heavenly King, sing His praises,

and are ever ready to do His bidding. While the Cherubim are the mighty ones, they might be
called the nobles among the angels. While the former guard the holiness of God, they serve the
purpose of reconciliation, antthus prepare men for the proper approach to God.

c. Principalities, powers, thrones, and dominions addition to the preceding the Bible speaks
of certain classes of angels, which occupy places of authority in the angelic world, as archai and
exousiai grincipalities and powers), Eph. 3:10; Col. 2:10, thronoi (thrones), Col. 1:16, kureotetoi
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(dominions), Eph. 1:21; Col. 1:16, and dunameis (powers), Eph. 1:21; | Pet. 3:22. These
appellations do not point to different kinds of angels, but simply to diffiees of rank or
dignity among them.

d. Gabriel and Michaelln distinction from all the other angels, these two are mentioned by
name. Gabriel appears in Dan. 8:16; 9:21; Luke 1:19,26. The great majority of commentators
regard him as a created angel, bainse of these deny that the name Gabriel is a proper name
and look upon it as common noun, meaning man of God, a synonym for angel. But this is an
untenable position.[Cf. especially Kuyper, De Engelen Gods, p.Sbfbd earlier and later
commentators seeni him an uncreated being, some even suggesting that he might be the third
person of the Holy Trinity, while Michael was the second. But a simple reading of the passages
in question shows the impossibility of this interpretation. He may be one of the sangels

that are said to stand before God in Rev. 8:2 (comp. Luke 1:19). It seems to have been his
special task to mediate and interpret divine revelations.
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person ofthe Trinity. But this is no more tenable than the identification of Gabriel with the Holy

Spirit. Michael is mentioned in Dan. 10:13,21; Jude 9; Rev. 12:7. From the fact that he is called
GUKS FNDOKFy3aSté Ay WIzRS &= | ¥ Rwotlt@edm thakie S E LIN.
occupies an important place among the angels. The passages in Daniel also point to the fact

that he is a prince among them. We see in him the valiant warrior fighting the battles of
Jehovah against the enemies of Israel and agaimestevil powers in the spirvorld. It is not
AYL2&aaArofS GKFIG GKS GAGES aF NOKFy3aSté faz2 LI

E. The Service of the Angels.
We can distinguish between an ordinary and an extraordinary service of the angels.

1. THEIR RDINARY SERVIQis consists first of all in their praising God day and night, Job
38:7; Isa. 6; Ps. 103:20; 148:2; Rev. 5:11. Scripture gives the impression that they do this
audibly, as at the birth of Christ, though we can form no conception of fl@alsng and singing

of the angels. Since the entrance of sin into the world they are sent forth to minister to them
that are heirs of salvation, Heb. 1:14. They rejoice at the conversion of a sinner, Luke 15:10,
watch over believers, Ps. 34:7; 91:11, puaitéhe little ones, Matt. 18:10, are present in the
Church, I Cor. 11:10; | Tim. 5:21, learning from her the manifold riches of the grace of God, Eph.
3:10; | Pet. 1:12, and convey believers into the bosom of Abraham, Luke 16:22. The idea that
some of themserve as guardians of individual believers finds no support in Scripture. The
statement in Matt. 18:10 is too general to prove the point, though it seems to indicate that
there is a group of angels who are particularly charged with the care of theditds. Neither
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is it proved by Acts 12:15, for this passage merely goes to show that there were some even
among the disciples of that early day who believed in guardian angels.

2. THEIR EXTRAORDINARY SERVHeEextraordinary service of the angels was made
necessary by the fall of man, and forms an important element in the special revelation of God.
They often mediate the special revelations of God, communicate blessings to His people, and
execute judgment upon His enemies. Their activity is most promimnerthe great turning

points of the economy of salvation, as in the days of the patriarchs, the time of the lawgiving,

the period of the exile and of the restoration, and at the birth, the resurrection, and the
FaoSyaAarzy 27F GKS [ 2 NRspecial KeSejation ¢oSed, ti8 Bidradridinag ¥ D 2
service of the angels ceased, to be resumed only at the return of the Lord.

F. The Evil Angels.

1. THEIR ORIGIBesides the good there also are evil angels, who delight in opposing God and
antagonizing His wé&. Though they are also creatures of God, they were not created as evil
angels. God saw everything that He had created, and it was very good, Gen. 1:31. There are two
passages in Scripture which clearly imply that some of the angels did not retain tiggab
position, but fell from the state in which they were created, Il Pet. 2:4; Jude 6. The special sin of
these angels is not revealed, but has generally been thought to consist in this that they exalted
themselves over against God, and aspired to sapr authority. If this ambition played an
important part in the life of Satan and led to his downfall, it would at once explain why he
tempted man on this particular point, and sought to lure him to his destruction by appealing to
a possible similar ambith in man. Some of the early Church Fathers distinguished between
Satan and the subordinate devils in explaining the cause of their fall. That of the fall of Satan
was found in pride, but that of the more general fall in the angelic world, in fleshlyGest,

6:2. That interpretation of Gen. 6:2 was gradually discarded, however, during the Middle Ages.
In view of this it is rather surprising to find that several modern commentators are reiterating
the idea in their interpretation of Il Pet. 2:4 and Judas for instance, Meyer, Alford, Mayor,
Wohlenberg. It is an explanation, however, that is contrary to the spiritual nature of the angels,
and to the fact that, as Matt. 22:30 would seem to imply, there is no sexual life among the
angels. Moreover, on thanterpretation we shall have to assume a double fall in the angelic
world, first the fall of Satan, and then, considerably later, the fall resulting in the host of devils
that now serves Satan. It is much more likely that Satan dragged the othersloggtwith him

in his fall.

2. THEIR HEABatan appears in Scripture as the recognized head of the fallen angels. He was
originally, it would seem, one of the mightiest princes of the angelic world, and became the
leader of those that revolted and fella®a FNBY D2R® ¢KS yIFYS a{ldl yé
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handiwork, works destruction and is therefore called Apollyon (the Destroyer), and assaults
Jesus when He undeartes the work of restoration. After the entrance of sin into the world he

became Diabolos (the Accuser), accusing the people of God continually, Rev. 12:10. He is
represented in Scripture as the originator of sin, Gen. 3:1,4; John 8:44; 1l Cor. 1113;3t8oh

Rev. 12:9; 20:2,10, and appears as the recognized head of those that fell away, Matt. 25:41;
9:34; Eph. 2:2. He remains the leader of the angelic hosts which he carried with him in his fall,

and employs them in desperate resistance to Christ and Kiiigdom. He is also called
NBLISIGSRf& daGKS LINAYyOS 2F (KAA o6y20 42F GKSE
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control, and He has given allthority to Christ, but it does convey the idea that he is in control

of this evil world, the world in so far as it is ethically separated from God. This is clearly
AYRAOFGSR AYy 9LK® HYHI gKSNB KS A& Oltthdt SR @ik
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but is not omnipotent; wields influence on a large but restricted scale, Matt. 12:29; Rev. 20:2,

and is destined to be cast into the bottomless pit, Rev1@0

3. THEIR ACTIVITiYke the good angels, the fallen angels, too, are possessed of superhuman
power, but their use of it contrasts sadly with that of the good angels. While the latter
perennially praise God, fight His battles, and serve Him faithfillgy as powers of darkness

are bent on cursing God, battling against Him and His Anointed, and destroying His work. They
are in constant revolt against God, seek to blind and mislead even the elect, and encourage
sinners in their evil. But they are losh@ hopeless spirits. They are even now chained to hell
and pits of darkness, and though not yet limited to one place, yet, as Calvin says, drag their
chains with them wherever they go, Il Pet. 2:4; Jude 6.

V. Creation of the Material World
A. The ScripturBAccount of Creation.

Other nations, as well as the Hebrews, had their accounts respecting the origin of the material
universe, and of the way in which the original chaos was changed into a cosmos or habitable
world. Some of those accounts reveal tracdssiilarity with the Biblical record, but contain
even more striking dissimilarities. They are as a rule characterized by dualistic or polytheistic
elements, represent the present world as the result of a fierce struggle among the gods, and
are far removd from the simplicity and sobriety of the Biblical account. It may be advisable to
preface our discussion of its details with a few general remarks.
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1. THE POINT OF VIEW FROM WHICH THE BIBLE CONTEMPLATES THE WORK @F CREATION
is a significant thing thathe narrative of creation, while it mentions the creation of the

heavens, devotes no further attention to the spiritual world. It concerns the material world

only, and represents this primarily as the habitation of man and as the theater of his activities

It deals not with unseen realities such as spirits, but with the things that are seen. And because
these things are palpable to the human senses, they come up for discussion, not only in
theology, but also in other sciences and in philosophy. But whildgogpphy seeks to
understand the origin and nature of all things by the light of reason, theology takes its starting

point in God, allows itself to be guided by His special revelation respecting the work of creation,

and considers everything in relatiogt | A Y® ¢ KS yI NN GAGBS 2F ONBIF (A
selfrevelation, and acquaints us with the fundamental relation in which everything, man
included, stands to Him. It stresses the original position of man, in order that men of all ages
might havea proper understanding of the rest of Scripture as a revelation of redemption. While

it does not pretend to give us a complete philosophical cosmogony, it does contain important
elements for the construction of a proper cosmogony.

2. THE ORIGIN OF THE AGEDOF CREATIOMe question as to the origin of the narrative
of creation has been raised repeatedly, and the interest in it was renewed by the discovery of
the Babylonian story of creation. This story, as it is known to us, took shape in the city of
Babylon. It speaks of the generation of several gods, of whom Marduk proves supreme. He only
was sufficiently powerful to overcome the primeval dragon Tiamat, and becomes the creator of
the world, whom men worship. There are some points of similarity betwibennarrative of
creation in Genesis and this Babylonian story. Both speak of a primeval chaos, and of a division
of the waters below and above the firmament. Genesis speaks of seven days, and the
Babylonian account is arranged in seven tablets. Both adsotonnect the heavens with the
fourth epoch of creation, and the creation of man with the sixth. Some of these resemblances
are of little significance, and the differences of the two accounts are far more important. The
Hebrew order differs on many pomtfrom the Babylonian. The greatest difference is found,
however, in the religious conceptions of the two. The Babylonian account, in distinction from
that of Scripture, is mythological and polytheistic. The gods do not stand on a high level, but
scheme ad plot and fight. And Marduk succeeds only after a prolonged struggle, which taxes
his strength, in overcoming the evil forces and reducing chaos to order. In Genesis, on the other
hand, we encounter the most sublime monotheism, and see God calling fugthriiverse and
all created things by the simple word of His power. When the Babylonian account was
discovered, many scholars hastily assumed that the Biblical narrative was derived from the
Babylonian source, forgetting that there are at least two othesgbilities, namely, (a) that the
Babylonian story is a corrupted reproduction of the narrative in Genesis; or (b) that both are
derived from a common, more primitive, source. But however this question may be answered,
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it does not settle the problem of # origin of the narrative. How did the original, whether
GNAGGSY 2N 2N>XtxX 0O02YS Ayid2 SEAaGSYyOSK {2YS
reflection on the origin of things. But this explanation is extremely unlikely in view of the
following fads: (a) the idea of creation is incomprehensible; (b) science and philosophy both
equally oppose the doctrine of creation out of nothing; and (c) it is only by faith that we
understand that the worlds have been framed by the word of God, Heb. 11:3. Wefdner
come to the conclusion that the story of creation was revealed to Moses or to one of the earlier
patriarchs. If this revelation was pidosaic, it passed in tradition (oral or written) from one
generation to another, probably lost something of itsigmal purity, and was finally
incorporated in a pure form, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, in the first book of the Bible.

3. THE INTERPRETATION OF GEN. Sahi2 regard Gen. 1:1 as the superscription or title of
the whole narrative of creationBut this is objectionable for three reasons: (a) because the
following narrative is connected with the first verse by the Hebrew conjunction waw (and),
which would not be the case if the first verse were a title; (b) because, on that supposition,
there woud be no account whatsoever of the original and immediate creation; and (c) since the
following verses contain no account of the creation of heaven at all. The more generally
accepted interpretation is that Gen. 1:1 records the original and immediate ioreatf the
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to that invisible order of things in which the glory of God reveals itself in the most perfect
manner. It cannot be regarded as a designation ofadbemical heavens, whether of the clouds

or of the stars, for these were created on the second and on the fourth day of the creative
week. Then in the second verse the author describes the original condition of the earth (comp.
Ps. 104:5,6). It is a debatalquestion, whether the original creation of matter formed a part of
the work of the first day, or was separated from this by a shorter or longer period of time. Of
those who would interpose a long period between the two, some hold that the world was
originally a dwelling place of angels, was destroyed as the result of a fall in the angelic world,
and was then reclaimed and turned into a fit habitation for men. We shall refer to this
restitution theory in another connection.

B. The Hexaemeron, or the WorK the Separate Days.

After the creation of the universe out of nothing in a moment of time, the existing chaos was
gradually changed into a cosmos, a habitable world, in six successive days. Before the work of
the separate days is indicated, the. questasto the length of the days of creation calls for a
brief discussion.

1. CONSIDERATION OF THE THEORY THAT THEY WERE LONG PERICHO$©BChiNHES
assume that the days of Gen. 1 were long periods of time, in order to make them harmonize
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with the gedogical periods. The opinion that these days were not ordinary days of twWenty

hours was not entirely foreign to early Christian theology, as E. C. Messenger shows in detail in
his learned work on Evolution and Theology. But some of the Church Fattterantimated

that these days were probably not to be regarded as ordinary days, expressed the opinion that
the whole work of creation was finished in a moment of time, and that the days merely
constituted a symbolical frameork, which facilitated the decription of the work of creation in

an orderly fashion, so as to make it more intelligible to finite minds. The opinion that the days
of creation were long periods came to the foreground again in recent years, not, however, as
the result of exegetical stiles, but under the influence of the disclosures of science. Previous
to the nineteenth century the days of Genesis were most generally regarded as literal days. But,
of course, human interpretation is fallible, and may have to be revised in the liglatef |
discoveries. If traditional exegesis conflicts, not merely with scientific thearieshich are
themselves interpretations , but with well established facts, Hthinking and reinterpretation

is naturally in order. It can hardly be maintained, howe\bat the assumed geological periods
necessitate a change of front, since they are by no means generally recognized, even in
scientific circles, as well established facts. Some Christian scholars, such as Harris, Miley, Bettex,
and Geesink, assume thateldays of Genesis are geological days, and both Shedd and Hodge
call attention to the remarkable agreement between the record of creation and the testimony
of the rocks, and are inclined to regard the days of Genesis as geological periods.

The question maye raised, whether it is exegetically possible to conceive of the days of
Genesis as long periods of time. And then it must be admitted that the Hebrew word yom does
not always denote a period of twerdpur hours in Scripture, and is not always usedha t
same sense even in the narrative of creation. It may mean daylight in distinction from darkness,
Gen. 1:5,16,18; daljght and darkness together, Gen. 1:5,8,13 etc.; the six days taken together,
Gen. 2:4; and an indefinite period marked in its entineglh by some characteristic feature, as
trouble, Ps. 20:1, wrath, Job 20:28, prosperity, Eccl. 7:14, or salvation Il Cor. 6:2. Now some
hold that the Bible favors the idea that the days of creation were indefinite periods of time, and
call attention to thefollowing: (a) The sun was not created until the fourth day, and therefore
GKS tSy3idK 2F (0KS LINB@A2dza RIFreéa O2dxZ R y20 e&Si
This is perfectly true, but does not prove the point. God had evidently, even piewinthe
fourth day, established a rhythmic alternation of light and darkness, and there is no ground for
the assumption that the days so measured were of longer duration than the later days. Why
should we assume that God greatly increased the velocity &S S| NI KQa NB @2t dzi ;
fAIKG o6l a O2yOSYiGNI SR Ay (GKS &adzyK 660 ¢KS RI
of which the days of men are merely ectypal copies; and with God a thousand years are as a
single day, Ps. 90:4; Il Pet. 38t this argument is based on a confusion of time and eternity.
God ad intra has no days, but dwells in eternity, exalted far above all measurements of time.
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This is also the idea conveyed by Ps. 90:4; and Il Pet. 3:8. The only actual days of whah God h
knowledge are the days of this tirgpace world. How does it follow from the fact that God is
exalted above the limitations of time, as they exist in this world, where time is measured by
days and weeks and months and years, that a day may just aben@lperiod of 100,000 years

as one of twentyfour hours? (c) The seventh day, the day in which God rested from His labours,
is said to continue up to the present time, and must therefore be regarded as a period of
GK2dzal yRa 27F &S| NEdthatisabbath devebendisQrais aiguroedt lrepr&sEnts
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time, and then ceasing it after a period of six days, does not apply to God as He is in Himself,
but only to the temporal results of His creative activity. He is unchangeably the same from age
to age. His sabbath is not an indefinitely prolonged period of time; it is eternal. On the other
hand, the sabbath of the creation week was a day equal in lengthdmther days. God not

only rested on that day, but He also blessed and hallowed it, setting it aside as a day of rest for
man, Ex. 20:11. This would hardly apply to the whole period from the time of creation up to the
present day.

2. CONSIDERATION OF THBAWTHAT THEY WERE LITERAL DA $revailing view has
always been that the days of Genesis 1 are to be understood as literal days. Some of the early
Church Fathers did not regard them as real indications of the time in which the work of creation
was conpleted, but rather as literary forms in which the writer of Genesis cast the narrative of
creation, in order to picture the work of creatian which was really completed in a moment of
time T in an orderly fashion for human intelligence. It was only aftex comparatively new
sciences of geology and palseontology came forward with their theories of the enormous age of
the earth, that theologians began to show an inclination to identify the days of creation with
the long geological ages. -Bay some of themregard it as an established fact that the days of
Genesis 1 were long geological periods; others are somewhat inclined to assume this position,
but show considerable hesitation. Hodge, Sheldon, Van Oosterzee, and Dabney, some of whom
are not entirely avers to this view, are all agreed that this interpretation of the days is
exegetically doubtful, if not impossible. Kuyper and Bavinck hold that, while the first three days
may have been of somewhat different length, the last three were certainly ordinary. ddey
naturally do not regard even the first three days as geological periods. Vos in his
Gereformeerde Dogmatiek defends the position that the days of creation were ordinary days.
Hepp takes the same position in his Calvinism and the Philosophy ofeptu15.]Noortzij in
Gods Woord en der Eeuwen Getuigenis,[pp. #¥derts that the Hebrew word yom (day) in
Gen. 1 cannot possibly designate anything else than an ordinary day, but holds that the writer
of Genesis did not attach any importanceto @2 y OSLJi 4G Rl &8¢ o6dzi Ay G NRR
of a framework for the narrative of creation, not to indicate historical sequence, but to picture
the glory of the creatures in the light of the great redemptive purpose of God. Hence the
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sabbath is the greaculminating point, in which man reaches his real destiny. This view reminds
us rather strongly of the position of some of the early Church Fathers. The arguments adduced
for it are not very convincing, as Aalders has shown in his De Eerste Drie Hooddstan
Genesis.[pp. 23240.] This Old Testament scholar holds, on the basis of Gen. 1:5, that the term
yom in Gen. 1 denotes simply the period of light, as distinguished from that of darkness; but
this view would seem to involve a rather unnatural intexation of the repeated expression
GFryR GKSNB ¢l a SOSYyAyad IyR GKSNB ¢l a Y2NyAy3
there was evening preceded by a morning. According to Dr. Aalders, too, Scripture certainly
favors the idea that the days of creatiavere ordinary days, though it may not be possible to
determine their exact length, and the first three days may have differed somewhat from the
last three.

¢CKS fAGSNIE AYOGSNIINBGFGAZ2Y 2F GKS GSNXY aRI@&é
(a) In its primary meaning the word yom denotes a natural day; and it is a good rule in exegesis,

not to depart from the primary meaning of a word, unless this is required by the context. Dr.
Noortzij stresses the fact that this word simply doesnot meayié G KAy 3 St asS (KIy 6
this is known by man on earth. (b) The author of Genesis would seem to shut us up absolutely
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morning, something that would hardly apply to a period of thousands of years. And if it should

be said that the periods of creation were extraordinary days, each one consisting of one long

day and one longnight, then the question naturally arises, What would become of all
vegetation during the long, long night? (c) In Ex. 2@ 9srael is commanded to labor six days

and to rest on the seventh, because Jehovah made heaven and earth in six days and rested on
GKS aSOSyiK RI&d {2dzyR SES3IS&arAa g2df R asSSYy i:
same sense in both instances. Moreover the sabbath set aside for rest certainly was a literal

day; and the presumption is that the other days were of the same Ka)dThe last three days

were certainly ordinary days, for they were determined by the sun in the usual way. While we
cannot be absolutely sure that the preceding days did not differ from them at all in length, it is
extremely unlikely that they differed dm them, as periods of thousands upon thousands of

years differ from ordinary days. The question may also be asked, why such a long period should

be required, for instance, for the separation of light and darkness.

3. THE WORK OF THE SEPARATE WAY®ice in the work of creation a definite gradation,

the work of each day leads up to and prepares for the work of the next, the whole of it

Odzft YAYFGAY3 Ay GKS ONBlIGA2Y 2F YlIys GKS ONR
important task of making the wholef creation subservient to the glory of God.
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a. The first day.On the first day the light was created, and by the separation of light and
darkness day and night were constituted. This creation of light on the first day has been
ridiculed in view of the fet that the sun was not created until the fourth day, but science itself
silenced the ridicule by proving that light is not a substance emanating from the sun, but
consists of ether waves produced by energetic electrons. Notice also that Genesis does not
speak of the sun as light (or), butas lightS I NENJ 6 Y Q2NDb = SEI QGtfe gKI
to be. In view of the fact that light is the condition of all life, it was but natural that it should be
created first. God also at once instituted the oralirte of the alternation of light and darkness,

calling the light day and the darkness night. We are not told, however, how this alternation was
STFSOUSRP ¢KS | O02dzyli 2F SIFOK RIFIédQa ¢2N] Of 22
0§ KSNB ¢ & hevdayWrd noTrekléoned from evening to evening, but from morning to
morning. After twelve hours there was evening, and after another twelve hours there was

morning.

b. The second dayThe work of the second day was also a work of separation: the firmamen

was established by dividing the waters above and the waters below. The waters above are the
clouds, and not, as some would have it, the sea of glass, Rev. 4:6; 15:2, and the river of life, Rev.
22:1. Some have discredited the Mosaic account on the suppoghat it represents the

firmament as a solid vault; but this is entirely unwarranted, for the Hebrew word raqgia does not
RSy2GS + a2tAR @ldzd 4G Fff>X odzi Aa SljdzA gt Sy

c. The third day.The separation is carried still further tine separation of the sea from the dry
land, cf. Ps. 104:8. In addition to that the vegetable kingdom of plants and trees was
Saildloft AaKSR® ¢KNBS IANBIG OftlFaasSa NS YSyiAazysS
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Let inorganic matter develop by its own inherent force into vegetable life. It was a word of
power by which God implanted the principle of life in the earth, and thus enabled it to bring
forth grass and herbs and trees. That it was a creative worlident from Gen. 2:9. (2) That
GKS adlradSYySyidsz alyR (GKS SINIK o0NRBdZAKG F2NIK
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idea that the different spaes of plants were created by God, and did not develop the one out
of the other. Each one brought forth seed after its kind, and could therefore only reproduce its
kind. The doctrine of evolution, of course, negatives both of these assertions; but itdsheul
borne in mind that both spontaneous generation and the development of one species from
FY20KSNE | NS dzy LINPGPGSRI FyR y2¢g fFINBSt& RAaONB
Evolution, p. 28.]

145



d. The fourth day.Sun, moon, and stars, were cted as lightbearers, to serve a variety of
purposes: (1) to divide the day and the night; (2) to be for signs, that is, to indicate the cardinal
points, to presage changes of weather conditions, and to serve as signs of important future
events and cominguidgments; (3) to be for seasons, and for days and years, that is, to serve the
purpose of effecting the change of seasons, the succession of years, and the regular recurrence
of special festive days; and (4) to serve as lights for the earth and thus ke riee
development of organic life on earth possible.

e. The fifth day.This day brings the creation of the birds and the fishes, the inhabitants of the
air and the waters. Birds and fishes belong together, because there is a great similarity in their
organic structure. Moreover, they are characterized by an instability and mobility which they
have in common with the element in which they move, in distinction from the solid ground.
They also agree in their method of procreation. Notice that they, too, weeated after their

kind, that is, the species were created.

f. The sixth day.This day brings the climax of the work of creation. In connection with the
ONBlI A2y 2F GKS |yAYLFta (GKS SELINBaarzy Aa 2yC
shouldagain be interpreted as was indicated under (c). The animals did not naturally develop

out of the earth, but were brought forth by the creative fiat of God. We are told distinctly in the

25th verse that God made the beasts of the earth, the cattle andctieeping things of the

earth, after their kind. But even if the expression did refer to natural development, it would not

be in harmony with the doctrine of evolution, since that does not teach that the animals
developed directly out of the mineral worl@he creation of man is distinguished by the solemn
O2dzyaSt GKIFIG LINBOSRSa AGY a[SG dza YIF1S Yry Ay
wonder, since all that preceded was but a preparation for the coming of man, the crowning

work of God, theking of creation; and because man was destined to be the image of God. The
words tselem and demuth do not denote exactly the same thing, but are nevertheless used
inter-changeably. When it is said that man is created in the image of God, this means that Go

is the archetype of which man is is the ectype; and when it is added that he is created according

to the likeness of God, this merely adds the idea that the image is in every way like the original.

In his entire being man is the very image of God.

Beforepassing on to the seventh day it may be well to call attention to the remarkable parallel
between the work of the first, and that of the second three days of creation.

1. The creation of light. &. The creation of lighbearers.

2. Creation of expanse drseparation of waters& 5. Creation of fowls of the air anfishes of
the sea.
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3. Separation of waters and dignd, and preparation of thearth as a habitation for maand
beast. &6. Creation of the beasts of thigeld, the cattle, and all creepirthings; and man.

g. The seventh dayThe rest of God on the seventh day contains first of all a negative element.

God ceased from His creative work. But to this must be added a positive element, namely, that

He took delight in His completed work. His restswas the rest of the artist, after He has
completed His masterpiece, and now gazes upon it with profound admiration and delight, and
FAYR& LISNFSOG alrdAraFtrOliAzy Ay (GKS O2y0SYLX I GA
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corresponded to the divine ideal. Hence God rejoices in His creation, for in it He recognizes the
reflection of His glorious perfections. His radiant countenance shines upon it and is productive

of showes of blessings.

4. NO SECOND ACCOUNT OF CREATION IN GENEB8i common for advanced higher

criticism to assume that Gen. 2 contains a second and independent account of creation. The

first account is regarded as the work of the Elohist, andsbeond as that of the Jehovist. The

two, it is said, do not agree, but conflict on several points. According to the second account, as
distinguished from the first, the earth is dry before the creation of plants; man is created before

the animals, and tha&lone, not as man and woman; then God created the animals, in order to

see whether they will be fit companions for man; seeing that they fail in that respect, He
creates woman as a helpmeet for man; and, finally, He places man in the garden which He had
prepared for him. But this is clearly a complete misunderstanding of the second chapter.
DSySaia u Aa y244X YR R2Sa y20 LINBGSYR G2 08S:
toledoth, which is found ten times in Genesis, never refers to the lairtbrigin of things, but

always to their births, that is, their later history. The expression dates from a time when history

still consisted in the description of generations. The second chapter of Genesis begins the
description of the history of man, anges its material to suit this purpose, and only repeats so

much of what was said in the previous chapter, without any consideration of chronological
2NRSNE a4 Aa ySOSaalNE F2N GKS I dzi K2NDa LzN1J2

5. ATTEMPTS TO HARMONIZE THE NARRATIVE OF CREATIONBMFNDINGS OF
SCIENCE.

a. The ideal or allegorical interpretationlhis gives prominence to the idea rather than to the

letter of the narrative. It regards Genesis 1 as a poetic description of the creative work of God,
representing this from different pots of view. But (1) it is quite evident that the narrative is

intended as a record of history, and is clearly so regarded in Scripture, cf. Ex. 20:11; Neh. 9:6;

Ps. 336,9; 1452 T O6HO (KS 2LSyAy3a OKILWGSN 2F DSySaj
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succeeding history, and is therefore most naturally regarded as itself historical.

b. The mythical theory of modern philosophyodern philosophy has advanced beyoritet
preceding position. It rejects not only the historical narrative of creation, but also the idea of
creation, and regards the contents of Genesis 1 as a myth embodying a religious lesson. There is
no intentional allegory here, it is said, but only a eamythical representation with a religious

core or nucleus. This is also contrary to the fact that Gen. 1 certainly comes to us with the
pretension of being a historical narrative, and in the cross references, referred to above, it
certainly is not regardd as a myth.

c. The restitution theory.Some theologians attempted to reconcile the narrative of creation

with the discoveries of science in the study of the earth by adopting the restitution theory. It

was advocated by Chalmers, Buckland, Wisemann, anitzéd, and assumes that a long

period of time elapsed between the primary creation mentioned in Gen. 1:1 and the secondary
creation described in Gen. }&. This long period was marked by several catastrophic changes,
resulting in the destruction supp8sRf & RSAONAOGSR Ay GKS g2NRa dao
OSNARS aKz2dZ R 0KSYy NBIFIRX a!yR 0KS SFENIK 0SOIYS
by a restitution, when God changed the chaos into a cosmos, a habitable world for man. This
theory might dfer some explanation of the different strata of the earth, but it offers no
explanation of the fossils in the rocks, unless it is assumed that there were also successive
creations of animals, followed by mass destructions. This theory never found fasaemtific

circles, and finds no support in Scripture. The Bible does not say that the earth became, but
GKFG AG o6l a ¢l adsS YR @2AR® ! YR S@Sy AT (0KS |
GKS g2NR& agladsS FyR @2AR¢ nBt& gorditién rdsyftingdzgn¥ 2 NI S R
destruction. Delitzsch combined with this theory the idea that the earth was originally
inhabited by the angels, and that the fall in the angelic world was the cause of the destruction

which resulted in the chaos referred io verse 2. For some reason or other this view finds
considerable favor among present day dispensationalists, who find support for it in such
passages as Isa. 24:1; Jer. B3 Job. 9:47; Il Pet. 2:4. But even a careful reading of these
passages is ddient to convince one that they do not prove the point in question at all.
a2NB20SNE GUKS . A0fS OfSIFNIe 0SIOKSa dza dKId O
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d. The concordistic theoryThis seeks to haronize Scripture and science by assuming that the

days of creation were periods of thousands of years. In addition to what was said about this in
RAaOdzaaAy3a GKS RlIe&a 2F ONBlIGA2YZI 46S Yl & y2¢ |
point to longand successive periods of development in the history of its origin, is simply a
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theory of the geologists, and a theory based on unwarranted generalizations. We would call
attention to the following considerations: (1) The science of geology is not oolygydut it is

still in bondage to speculative thought. It cannot be considered as an inductive science, since it
Aa fFNBSteé GKS FNHAG 2F | LINA2NR 2N RSRdzOUA @
ridiculed its methods, and Huxley spoke ®fi & 3INF YR KelLRGKSasSa Fa a
LINE @ 6f S®é ot NAOSZI ¢KS Cdzy Ry UpSoftticlpfesent e it BaS 2 f 2 3 &
done little more than scratch the surface of the earth, and that in a very limited number of
places. As a result itowrclusions are often mere generalizations, based on insufficient data.
Facts observed in some places are contradicted by those found in others. (3) Even if it had
explored large areas in all parts of the globe, it could only increase our knowledge of the
present condition of the earth, but would never be able to give us perfectly reliable information
respecting its past history. You cannot write the history of a nation on the basis of the facts
observed in its present constitution and life. (4) Geologisiseoproceeded on the assumption

that the strata of rocks were found in the same order all over the globe; and that by estimating
the length of time required by the formation of each it could determine the age of the earth.
But (a) it was found that the oet of the rocks differs in various localities; (b) the experiments
made to determine the time required for the formation of the different strata, led to widely
different results; and (c) the uniformitarian theory of Lyell, that the physical and chemical
adion of today are safe guides in estimating those of all previous times, was found to be
unreliable.[Cf. More, The Dogma of Evolution, p. 188.\When the attempt to determine the

age of the various strata or rocks by their mineral and mechanical fumpkKeiled, geologists
began to make the fossils the determining factor. Palaeontology became the really important
subject, and under the influence of the uniformitarian principle of Lyell developed into one of
the important proofs of evolution. It is simplgssumed that certain fossils are older than
others; and if the question is asked on what basis the assumption rests, the answer is that they
are found in the older rocks. This is just plain reasoning in a circle. The age of the rocks is
determined by the dssils which they contain, and the age of the fossils by the rocks in which
they are found. But the fossils are not always found in the same order; sometimes the order is
reversed. (6) The order of the fossils as now determined by geology does not cordespihe

order which the narrative of creation leads us to expect, so that even the acceptance of the
geological theory would not serve the purpose of harmonizing Scripture and science.

6. THE DOCTRINE OF CREATION AND THE THEORY OF EVIbEUJuéstionnaturally
arises in our day, How does the theory of evolution affect the doctrine of creation?

a. The theory of evolution cannot take the place of the doctrine of creati®@ome speak as if
the hypothesis of evolution offered an explanation of the origirthe world; but this is clearly
a mistake, for it does no such thing. Evolution is development, and all development
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presupposes the prior existence of an entity or principle or force, out of which something
develops. The nosexistent cannot develop int@xistence. Matter and force could not have
evolved out of nothing. It has been customary for evolutionists to fall back on the nebular
hypothesis, in order to explain the origin of the solar system, though in present day science this
is supplanted by thelpnetesimal hypothesis. But these only carry the problem one step farther
back, and fail to solve it. The evolutionist must either resort to the theory that matter is eternal,
or accept the doctrine of creation.

b. The theory of naturalistic evolution isat in harmony with the narrative of creationlf
evolution does not account for the origin of the world, does it not at least give a rational
account of the development of things out of primordial matter, and thus explain the origin of
the present speciesf plants and animals (including man), and also the various phenomena of
life, such as sentiency, intelligence, morality, and religion? Does it necessarily conflict with the
narrative of creation? Now it is perfectly evident that naturalistic evolutiontaiely does
conflict with the Biblical account. The Bible teaches that plants and animals and man appeared
on the scene at the creative fiat of the Almighty; but according to the evolutionary hypothesis
they evolved out of the inorganic world by a procesfs natural development. The Bible
represents God as creating plants and animals after their kind, and yielding seed after their
kind, that is, so that they would reproduce their own kind; but the theory of evolution points to
natural forces, resident in mare, leading to the development of one species out of another.
According to the narrative of creation, the vegetable and animal kingdoms and man were
brought forth in a single week; but the hypothesis of evolution regards them as the product of a
gradualdevelopment in the course of millions of years. Scripture pictures man as standing on
the highest plane at the beginning of his career, and then descending to lower levels by the
deteriorating influence of sin; the theory of evolution, on the other hargphresents original

man as only slightly different from the brute, and claims that the human race has risen, through
its own inherent powers, to ever higher levels of existence.

c. The theory of naturalistic evolution is not well established and fails t@@aant for the facts.

The conflict referred to in the preceding would be a serious matter, if the theory of evolution

were an established fact. Some think it is and confidently speak of the dogma of evolution.
Others, however, correctly remind us of the fffitat evolution is still only a hypothesis. Even so
ANBFG | aOASyidArad +ra ' YONRAS CfSYAy3d alea (KL
the term Evolution shows them to be insufficient as a philosophic or scientific solution of the
problems ofNB I f AGié | yR SEA&GSyYy OS dthe 9ed ficddaint2which2 NJ / N.
prevails in the camp of the evolutionists is proof positive that evolution is only a hypothesis.
Moreover, it is frankly admitted talay by many who still cling to the pript&e of evolution that

they do not understand its method of operation. It was thought at one time that Darwin had
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furnished the key to the whole problem, but that key is now rather generally discarded. The
foundation pillars, on which the Darwinian struckuwas reared, such as the principle of use

and disuse, the struggle for existence, natural selection, and the transmission of acquired
characteristics, have been removed one after another. Such evolutionists as Weissmann, De
Vries, Mendel, and Bateson, atlontributed to the collapse of the Darwinian edifice.
b2NRSY&alA2St R Ay KA& |1 Aald2Ne 2F . Az2f23ez al
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has admittedly failed to explain the origin of species, and evolutionists have not been able to

offer a better explanation. The Mendelian law accounts for variations, but not for the origin of

new species. It really points away from the development of new species by a natural process.
Some are of the opinion that the mutation theory of De Vries oBl®O a2 NHIl yQa (KS;
emergent evolution points the way, but neither one of these has proved to be a successful
explanation of the origin of species by natural development pure and simple. It is now admitted

that the mutants of De Vries are varietal rathttian specific, and cannot be regarded as the
beginnings of new species. And Morgan feels constrained to admit that he cannot explain his
emergents without falling back upon some creative power that might be called God. Morton
ale&ay aG¢KS dds Gention, dherdiiknotieen a theory of origins to hold the field
G2RIF2dé ®CKS . I Yy NHz2LIIO&d 2F 9@2fdziA2y X LD My HDB

The hypothesis of evolution fails at several points. It cannot explain the origin of life.
Evolutionists sought its explanation in spontane@eneration, an unproved assumption, which

is now discredited. It is a well established fact in science that life can only come from
antecedent life. Further, it has failed utterly to adduce a single example of one species
producing another distinct (oamic as distinguished from varietal) species. Bateson said in
MBHMY 28 OFyy2id 488 K26 (GKS RAFFSNBYOGAIGAZY
often considerable, we daily witness, but no origin of species. . . . Meanwhile, though our faith
inS@2tdziAz2y aitl yRa dzyakKlI(1Sy> ¢S KIFI@gS y2 | O0SLI
Jan. 20, 1922Neither has evolution been able successfully to cope with the problems
presented by the origin of man. It has not even succeeded in proving thsiqath descent of

man from the brute. J. A. Thomson, author of The Outline of Science and a leading evolutionist,
holds that man really never was an animal, a fierce beastly looking creature, but that the first
man sprang suddenly, by a big leap, from frgnate stock into a human being. Much less has

AG 0SSy +tofS G2 SELfIAYy GKS LEAeOKAOIf &ARS
intelligence, selconsciousness, freedom, conscience, and religious aspirations, remains an
unsolved enigma.
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d. Theisticevolution is not tenable in the light of ScriptureSome Christian scientists and
theologians seek to harmonize the doctrine of creation, as taught by Scripture, and the theory

of evolution by accepting what they call theistic evolution. It is a protgairest the attempt to

eliminate God, and postulates Him as the almighty worker back of the whole process of
RSOSt2LIYSyi® 9@2fdziAz2y A& NBIFINRSR aavLie I a
nature. Theistic evolution really amounts to this, thaid=created the world (the cosmos) by a
process of evolution, a process of natural development, in which He does not miraculously
intervene, except in cases where this is absolutely necessary. It is willing to admit that the
absolute beginning of the worldould only result from a direct creative activity of God; and, if it

can find no natural explanation, will also grant a direct intervention of God in the origination of

life and of man. It has been hailed as Christian evolution, though there is not ndabessa
anything Christian about it. Many, otherwise opposed to the theory of evolution, have
welcomed it, because it recognizes God in the process and is supposed to be compatible with
the Scriptural doctrine of creation. Hence it is freely taught in chusce Sunday Schools. As

a matter of fact, however, it is a very dangerous hybrid. The name is a contradiction in terms,

for it is neither theism nor naturalism, neither creation nor evolution in the accepted sense of

the terms. And it does not require agat deal of penetration to see that Dr. Fairhurst is right in

KAa O2y @AOGA2Y GUKIFIG GKSAAGAO S@2ftdziAzy RSadl
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teaches that it required millions of years to produce the present habitable world; and that God

did not create the various species of plants and animals, and that, so that they produced their
own kind; that man, at least on his physical side, is a detag of the brute and therefore

began his career on a low level; that there has been no fall in the Biblical sense of the word, but
only repeated lapses of men in their upward course; that sin is only a weakness, resulting from
YIyQa I yAYl fdesifey, and xloeOnbticonktitGte guilt; that redemption is brought

about by the eveincreasing control of the higher element in man over his lower propensities;

that miracles do not occur, either in the natural or in the spiritual world; that regeneration
conversion, and sanctification are simply natural psychological changes, and so on. In a word, it

is a theory that is absolutely subversive of Scripture truth.

{2YS J/KNRAR&AGAFIY aOK2flFINAR 2F GKS LINBXaSyid RFe& 7
commends itself to those who do not want to leave God out of consideration. This French
philosopher assumes an élan vital, a vital impulse in the world, as the ground and animating
principle of all life. This vital principle does not spring from matter,ibuaither the originating
cause of matter. It pervades matter, overcomes its inertia and resistance by acting as a living
force on that which is essentially dying, and ever creates, not new material, but new
movements adapted to ends of its own, and thusates very much as the artist creates. It is
directive and purposive and yet, though conscious, does not work according to a preconceived
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plan, however that may be possible. It determines evolution itself as well as the direction in

which evolution movest KA 4 S@SNJ ONBFGAy3a ftAFST a2F 6KAOK
'y SELSNAYSyiG=Z¢ Aa .SNH&az2yQ&a D2RI || D2R gK?2
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163.]Haas speaks of Bergson as a vitalistic pantheist rather than a theist. At any rate, his God is

a God that is wholly within the world. This view may have eaigpeappeal for the modern

liberal theologian, but is even less in harmony with the narrative of creation than theistic
evolution.

QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER SWiat.is the real alternative to the doctrine of creation?
Wherein lies the importance of the dome of creation? Should the first chapters of Genesis be
allowed to have any bearing on the scientific study of the origin of things? Does the Bible in any
way determine the time when the world was created? What extremes should be avoided as to
the relaton of God and the world to each other? Should the Bible always be interpreted in
harmony with widely accepted scientific theories? What is the status of the hypothesis of
evolution in the scientific world today? What is the characteristic element in theviDian
theory of evolution? How do you account for its widespread repudiation at the present time?

| 26 R2Sa . SNRBaz2yQa [/ NB wialks®d 8f Hang Dfiedph fafleyt the NJ (0 K
mechanistic view of the universe? In what respect is theistic evaiudio improvement over
naturalistic evolution?
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VI. Providence

Christian theism is opposed to both a deistic separation of God from the world and a
pantheistic confusion of God with the world. Hendeetdoctrine of creation is immediately
F2{t26SR o0& 0GKIG 2F LINPOARSYOS:I Ay 6KAOK (KS
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providence is nevertheless emindnScriptural. The word is derived from the Latin providentia,

which corresponds to the Greek pronoia. These words mean primarily prescience or foresight,

but gradually acquired other meanings. Foresight is associated, on the one hand, with plans for

the future, and on the other hand, with the actual realization of these plans. Thus the word

G LINE GARSYy OS¢ KlFa O02YS G2 ardayrfe (GKS LINRJAaA
government, and the preservation and government of all His creatures. This is tee Ben

which it is now generally used in theology, but it is not the only sense in which theologians have
employed it. Turretin defines the term in its widest sense as denoting (1) foreknowledge, (2)
foreordination, and (3) the efficacious administrationtbé things decreed. In general usage,
however, it is now generally restricted to the last sense.

A. Providence in General.

1. HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF PROVID&EN@E.doctrine of providence the Church
took position against both, the Epicurean natithat the world is governed by chance, and the
Stoic view that it is ruled by fate. From the very start theologians took the position that God
preserves and governs the world. However, they did not always have an equally absolute
conception of the divineontrol of all things. Due to the close connection between the two, the
history of the doctrine of providence follows in the main that of the doctrine of predestination.
The earliest Church Fathers present no definite views on the subject. In oppositioa &ioic
doctrine of fate and in their desire to guard the holiness of God, they sometimes over
emphasized the free will of man, and to that extent manifested a tendency to deny the
absolute providential rule of God with respect to sinful actions. Augeaded the way in the
development of this doctrine. Over against the doctrines of fate and chance, he stressed the
fact that all things are preserved and governed by the sovereign, wise, and beneficent will of
God. He made no reservations in connectiothvthe providence of God, but maintained the
control of God over the good and the evil that is in the world alike. By defending the reality of
second causes. he safeguarded the holiness of God and upheld the responsibility of man.
During the Middle Ages #dre was very little controversy on the subject of divine providence.
Not a single council expressed itself on this doctrine. The prevailing view was that of Augustine,
which subjected everything to the will of God. This does not mean, however, that thene w

no dissenting views. Pelagianism limited providence to the natural life, and excluded the ethical
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life. And SemPelagians moved in the same direction, though they did not all go equally far.

Some of the Scholastics considered the conservation of Gaal @ntinuation of His creative
FOGAGAGRYET 6KAES 20KSNE YIFIRS | NBIf RAAUGAYOUA:;
divine providence follows in the main that of Augustine, and holds that the will of God, as
determined by His perfections, presess@and governs all things; while Duns Scotus and such
Nominaltists as Biel and Occam made everything dependent on the arbitrary will of God. This

was a virtual introduction of the rule of chance.

The Reformers on the whole subscribed to the Augustinian rotectof divine providence,
though they differed somewhat in details. While Luther believed in general providence, he does
y20i aiNXaa D2RQA& LINBASNBIGAZ2Y FYyR 3I20SNYyYSyi
He considers the doctrine primarily insitsoteriological bearings. Socinians and Arminians,
though not both to the same degree, limited the providence of God by stressing the
independent power of man to initiate action and thus to control his life. The control of the
world was really taken outfothe hands of God, and given into the hands of man. In the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries providence was virtually ruled out by a Deism which
represented God as withdrawing Himself from the world after the work of creation; and by a
Pantheism whichdentified God and the world, obliterated the distinction between creation
and providence, and denied the reality of second causes. And while Deism may now be
considered as a thing of the past, its view of the control of the world is continued in the
position of natural science that the world is controlled by an wad system of laws. And
modern liberal theology, with its pantheistic conception of the immanence of God, also tends
to rule out the doctrine of divine providence.

2. THE IDEA OF PROVIDENR@widence may be defined as that continued exercise of the
divine energy whereby the Creator preserves all His creatures, is operative in all that comes to
pass in the world, and directs all things to their appointed end. This definition indicates that
there are three elements in providence, namely, preservation (conservatio, sustentatio),
concurrence or cooperation (concursus;@oeratio), and government (gubernatio) Calvin, the
Heidelberg Catechism, and some of the more recent dogmaticians (Dabney, dged]idick,
Shedd, McPherson) speak of only two elements, namely, preservation and government. This
does not mean, however, that they want to exclude the element of concurrence but only that
they regard it as included in the other two as indicating the ne&rn which God preserves and
governs the world. McPherson seems to think that only some of the great Lutheran theologians
adopted the threefold division; but in this he is mistaken, for it is very common in the works of
Dutch dogmaticians from the seves@nth century on (Mastricht, a Marck, De Moor, Brakel,
Francken, Kuyper, Bavinck, Vos, Honig). They departed from the older division, because they
wanted to give the element of concurrence greater prominence, in order to guard against the
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dangers of both Bism and Pantheism. But while we distinguish three elements in providence,
we should remember that these three are never separated in the work of God. While
preservation has reference to the being, concurrence to the activity, and government to the
guidane of all things, this should never be understood in an exclusive sense. In preservation
there is also an element of government, in government an element of concursus, and in
concursus an element of preservation. Pantheism does not distinguish betweernooreaid
providence, but theism stresses a twofold distinction: (a) Creation is the calling into existence of
that which did not exist before, while providence continues or causes to continue what has
already been called into existence. (b) In the formeerth can be no cooperation of the
creature with the Creator, but in the latter there is a concurrence of the first Cause with second
causes. In Scripture the two are always kept distinct.

3. MISCONCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE NATURE OF PROVIDENCE.

a. Limiting itto prescience or prescience plus foreordinatiomhis limitation is found in some

of the early Church Fathers. The fact is, however, that when we speak of the providence of God,
we generally have in mind neither His prescience nor His foreordination,siooply His
continued activity in the world for the realization of His plan. We realize that this cannot be
separated from His eternal decree, but also feel that the two can and should be distinguished.
The two have often been distinguished as immanent saadseunt providence.

b. The deistic conception of divine providence. OO2 NRAYy 3 (2 5SAaY D2RQa
world is not universal, special and perpetual, but only of a general nature. At the time of
creation He imparted to all His creatures certaimlienable properties, placed them under
invariable laws, and left them to work out their destiny by their own inherent powers.
Meanwhile He merely exercises a general oversight, not of the specific agents that appear on
the scene, but of the general lawshigh He has established. The world is simply a machine
which God has put in motion, and not at all a vessel which He pilots from day to day. This
deistic conception of providence is characteristic of Pelagianism, was adopted by several
Roman Catholic theogians, was sponsored by Socinianism, and was only one of the
fundamental errors of Arminianism. It was clothed in a philosophic garb by the Deists of the
eighteenth century, and appeared in a new form in the nineteenth century, under the influence
of the theory of evolution and of natural science, with its strong emphasis on the uniformity of
nature as controlled by an inflexible system of kdad laws.

c. The pantheistic view of divine providenc®antheism does not recognize the distinction
between Godand the world. It either idealistically absorbs the world in God, or materialistically
absorbs God in the world. In either case it leaves no room for creation and also eliminates
providence in the proper sense of the word. It is true that Pantheists speakovidence, but
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their socalled providence is simply identical with the course of nature, and this is nothing but
the selfrevelation of God, a setkvelation that leaves no room for the independent operation

of second causes in any sense of the wdfdom this point of view the supernatural is
impossible, or, rather, the natural and the supernatural are identical, the consciousness of free
personal seHdetermination in man is a delusion, moral responsibility is a figment of the
imagination, and prayeand religious worship are superstition. Theology has always been quite
careful to ward off the dangers of Pantheism, but during the last century this error succeeded in
entrenching itself in a great deal of modern liberal theology under the guise afidb&ine of

the immanence of God.[Cf. Randall, The Making of the Modern Mind, p. 538.]

4. THE OBJECTS OF DIVINE PROVIDENCE.

a. The teachings of Scripture on thispoit.KS . A6f S Of SI NI & (Sl OKSa D
(1) over the universe at large, .P03:19; Dan. 5:35; Eph. 1:11; (2) over the physical world, Job
37:5,10; Ps. 104:14; 135:6; Matt. 5:45; (3) over the brute creation, Ps. 104:21,28; Matt. 6:26;
MAYHPT on0 2BSN) GKS | FFFANBR 2F yIFGA2Yy B W20 ™
and lot in life, | Sam. 16:1; Ps. 139:16; Isa. 45:5; Gal. 1:15,16; (6) over the outward successes
FYR FlLAfdzZNBa 2F YSyQa (A@Sas taod TtpYcITT [ d7
insignificant, Prov. 16:33; Matt. 10:30; (8) in the protentdf the righteous, Ps. 4:8; 5:12; 63:8;
MHMYOT w2Y® yYHYT o0 Ay &adzZJX @Ay3d GKS gl yida
(10) in giving answers to prayer, | Sam. 1:19; Isa. 20:5,6; Il Chron. 33:13; Ps. 65:2; Matt. 7:7;
Luke 18:7,8; aniL1) in the exposure and punishment of the wicked, Ps. 7:12,13; 11:6.

b. General and special providenc&heologians generally distinguish between general and
ALISOAI T LINPOARSYOSs GKS T2NXSNJ RSy20Ay3 D2RQ.
latter, His care for each part of it in relation to the whole. These are not two kinds of
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(providentia specialissima) with reference to those who stand in the special relationship of
sonship to God. Special providences are special combinatiahe iorder of events, as in the

answer to prayer, in deliverance out of trouble, and in all instances in which grace and help

come in critical circumstances.

c. The denial of special providenc&here are those who are willing to admit a general
providence,an administration of the world under a fixed system of general laws, but deny that
there is also a special providence in which God concerns Himself with the details of history, the
affairs of human life, and particularly the experiences of the righte&asne hold that God is

too great to concern Himself with the smaller things of life, while others maintain that He
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simply cannot do it, since the laws of nature bind His hands, and therefore smile significantly
gKSY GKS& KSI N 2F D2 R Qdw itinged notobldeyicdl that kthg r@ldtionLINI & S
of special providence to the uniform laws of nature constitutes a problem. At the same time it
must be said that it involves a very poor, superficial, andBiblical view of God to say that He
does not and canot concern Himself with the details of life, cannot answer prayer, give relief
in emergencies, or intervene miraculously in behalf of man. A ruler that simply laid down
certain general principles and paid no attention to particulars, or a business maranéd to

look after the details of his business, would soon come to grief. The Bible teaches that even the
minutest details of life are of divine ordering. In connection with the question, whether we can
harmonize the operation of the general laws oftux@ and special providence, we can only
point to the following: (1) The laws of nature should not be represented as powers of nature
FoazftdziSte O2yidNRfftAYy3d ff LKSYy2YSyl FyR 2LISN
often deficient, descriptiorof the uniformity in variety discovered in the way in which the
powers of nature work. (2) The materialistic conception of the laws of nature as aksidgse
system, acting independently of God and really making it impossible for Him to interfere in the
course of the world, is absolutely wrong. The universe has a personal basis, and the uniformity
of nature is simply the method ordained by a personal agent. (3) Tfoalked laws of nature
produce the same effects only if all the conditions are the sarffects are not generally the
results of a single power, but of a combination of natural powers. Even a man can vary the
effects by combining one power of nature with some other power or powers, while yet each
one of these powers works in strict accordama¢h its laws. And if this is possible for man, it is
infinitely more possible for God. By all kinds of combinations He can bring about the most
varied results.

B. Preservation.

1. BASIS FOR THE DOCTRINE OF PRESERRN®WDION. the doctrine of preserviin is both
direct and inferential.

a. Direct proof.The divine preservation of all things is clearly and explicitly taught in several
passages of Scripture. The following are but a few of the many passages that might be
mentioned: Deut. 33:12,228; | Sam2:9; Neh. 9:6; Ps. 107:9; 127:1; 145:14,15; Matt. 10:29;
Acts 17:28; Col. 1:17; Heb. 1:3. Very numerous are the passages that speak of the Lord as
preserving His people, such as, Gen. 28:15; 49:24; Ex. 14:29,30; Deut. 1:30,31; II Chron.
20:15,17; Job 1@, 36:7; Ps. 31:20; 32:6; 34:15,17,19; 37:15, 17,19,20; 91:1,3,4,7,9,10,14;
121:3,4,7,8; 125:1,2; Isa. 40:11; 43:2; 63:9; Jer. 30:7,8,11; Ezek. 34:11,12,15,16; Dan. 12:1; Zech.
2:5; Luke 21:18; | Cor. 10:13; I. Pet. 3:12; Rev. 3:10.
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b. Inferential proof. The idea of divine preservation follows from the doctrine of the
sovereignty of God. This can only be conceived of as absolute; but it would not be absolute, if
anything existed or occurred independently of His will. It can be maintained only on condition
that the whole universe and all that is in it, is in its being and action absolutely dependent on
God. It follows also from the dependent character of the creature. It is characteristic of all that
is creature, that it cannot continue to exist in virtue itd own inherent power. It has the
ground of its being and continuance in the will of its Creator. Only He who created the world by
the word of His power, can uphold it by His omnipotence.

2. THE PROPER CONCEPTION OF DIVINE PRESERM#&TI@Ntrine of peservation
proceeds on the assumption that all created substances, whether they be spiritual or material,
possess real and permanent existence, distinct from the existence of God, and have only such
active and passive properties as they have derived fram; @nd that their active powers have

a real, and not merely an apparent, efficiency as second causes, so that they are able to
produce the effects proper to them. Thus it guards against Pantheism, with its idea of a
continued creation, which virtually, rfot always expressly, denies the distinct existence of the
world, and makes God the sole agent in the universe. But it does not regard these created
substances as sediistent, since sekxistence is the exclusive property of God, and all
creatures havehe ground of their continued existence in Him and not in themselves. From this

it follows that they continue to exist, not in virtue of a merely negative act of God, but in virtue
of a positive and continued exercise of divine power. The power of Gotbphtin upholding

all things is just as positive as that exercised in creation. The precise nature of His work in
sustaining all things in being and action is a mystery, though it may be said that, in His
providential operations, He accommodates Himselthe nature of His creatures. With Shedd
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laws. In the mental world, God immediately works in and through the properties of mind.
Preservation never runs countéo creation. God does not violate in providence what He has
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continuous work of God by which He maintains the things which He created, together with the
properties and pwers with which He endowed them.

3. ERRONEOUS CONCEPTIONS OF DIVINE PRESERMATAIXE of this work of God is not
always properly understood. There are two views of it which ought to be avoided: (a) That it is
purely negative. According to Deism dwipreservation consists in this, that God does not
destroy the work of His hands. By virtue of creation God endowed matter with certain
properties, placed it under invariable laws, and then left it to shift for itself, independently of all
support or diretion from without. This is an unreasonable, irreligious, and arBilotical
representation. It is unreasonable, because it implies that God communicatedubslistence
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to the creature, while sel§ubsistence and se#fustenation are incommunicable profpies,

which characterize only the Creator. The creature can never besgstifining, but must be
upheld from day to day by the almighty power of the Creator. Hence it would not require a
positive act of omnipotence on the part of God to annihilate creaexistences. A simple
withdrawal of support would naturally result in destruction. This view is irreligious, because

it removes God so far from His creation that communion with Him becomes a practical
impossibility. History plainly testifies to the fabat it uniformly spells death for religion. It is

also unBiblical, since it puts God altogether outside of His creation, while the Bible teaches us
in many passages that He is not only transcendent but also immanent in the works of His hands.
(b) Thatit is a continuous creation. Pantheism represents preservation as a continuous
creation, so that the creatures or second causes are conceived as having no real or continuous
existence, but as emanating in every successive moment out of that mysterioaki#&bshich

is the hidden ground of all things. Some who were not Pantheists had a similar view of
preservation. Descartes laid the basis for such a conception of it, and Malebranche pushed this
to the farthest extreme consistent with theism. Even JonatEalwards teaches it incidentally

in his work on Original Sin, and thus comes dangerously near to teaching Pantheism. Such a
view of preservation leaves no room for second causes, and therefore necessarily leads to
Pantheism. It is contrary to our originahd necessary intuitions, which assure us that we are
real, selfdetermining causes of action, and consequently moral agents. Moreover, it strikes at
the very root of free agency, moral accountability, moral government, and therefore of religion
itself. S0S WSF2NX¥SR GKS2ft23Alya |faz2 dzasS G§KS GSNJ
Dogm. Il, p. 654; Heppe, Dogm., p. 190; McPherson, Chr. Dogm., pbut7dd not thereby

mean to teach the doctrine under consideration. They simply desire to stress thth&dche

world is maintained by the same power which created it. In view of the the fact that the
expression is liable to misunderstanding, it is better to avoid it.

C. Concurrence.
1. THE IDEA OF DIVINE CONCURRENCE AND SCRIPTURAL PROOF FOR IT.

a. Defintion and explanation.Concurrence may be defined as the-aueration of the divine
power with all subordinate powers, according to the j@&tablished laws of their operation,
causing them to act and to act precisely as they do. Some are inclined tadimjteration, as

far as man is concerned. to human actions that are morally good and therefore commendabile;
others. more logically, extend it to actions of every kind. It should be noted at the outset that
this doctrine implies two things: (1) That thewers of nature do not work by themselves, that

is, simply by their own inherent power, but that God is immediately operative in every act of
the creature. This must be maintained in opposition to the deistic position. (2) That second
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causes are real, andohto be regarded simply as the operative power of God. It is only on
condition that second causes are real, that we can properly speak of a concurrence or co
operation of the First Cause with secondary causes. This should be stressed over against the
pantheistic idea that God is the only agent working in the world.

b. Scripture proof for divine concurrencé&he Bible clearly teaches that the providence of God
pertains not only to the being but also to the actions or operations of the creature. The general

truth that men do not work independently, but are controlled by the will of God, appears from
several passages of Scripture. Joseph says in Gen. 45:5 that God rather than his brethren had
sent him to Egypt. In Ex. 4:11,12 the Lord says that He willbeav@tia S&3 Q Y2 dzi K 'y R
what to say; and in Jos. 11:6 He gives Joshua the assurance that He will deliver the enemies to
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power to get wealth. More particularly, it is also evident from Scripture that there is some kind

of divine ceoperation in that which is evil. According to Il Sam. 16:11 Jehovah bade Shimei to
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prophets of Ahab, | Kings 22:23.

2. ERRORS THAT SHOULD BE AVOIb&B .are several errors against which we should guard
in connection with this doctrine.

a. That it consists merely in a general communication of power,owttldetermining the
specific action in any way. Jesuits, Socinians, and Arminians maintain that the divine
concurrence is only a general and indifferentaqmeration, so that it is the second cause that
directs the action to its particular end. It is commalike to all causes, quickening them into
action, but in a way that is entirely indeterminate. While it stimulates the second cause, it
leaves this to determine its own particular kind and mode of action. But if this were the
situation, it would be in te power of man to frustrate the plan of God, and the First Cause
would become subservient to the second. Man would be in control, and there would be no
divine providence.

b. That it is of such a nature that man does part of the work and God a part. FdpEecation of

God and man is sometimes represented as if it were something like the joint efforts of a team
of horses pulling together, each one doing his part. This is a mistaken view of the distribution of
the work. As a matter of fact each deed is indtgirety both a deed of God and a deed of the
creature. It is a deed of God in so far as there is nothing that is independent of the divine will,
and in so far as it is determined from moment to moment by the will of God. And it is a deed of
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man in so faras God realizes it through the selftivity of the creature. There is
interpenetration here, but no mutual limitation.

c. That the work of God and that of the creature in concurrence arerdmate. This is already

excluded by what was said in the prelaeg. The work of God always has the priority, for man is
RSLISYRSYyG 2y D2R Ay I ff iKFG KS R2Sad ¢KS ai
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the followingcharacteristics of the divine concurrence.

3. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DIVINE CONCURRENCE.

a. It is previous and pr&letermining, not in a temporal but in a logical sens&here is no
absolute principle of selctivity in the creature, to which God simptyns His activity. In every
instance the impulse to action and movement proceeds from God. There must be an influence
of divine energy before the creature can work. It should be noted particularly that this influence
does not terminate on the activity athe creature, but on the creature itself. God causes
everything in nature to work and to move in the direction of a-getermined end. So God also
enables and prompts His rational creatures, as second causes, to function, and that not merely
by endowing hem with energy in a general way, but by energizing them to certain specific acts.
He worketh all things in all, | Cor. 12:6, and worketh all things, also in this respect, according to
the counsel of His will, Eph. 1:11. He gave Israel power to get wé&sdtlt, 8:18, and worketh

in believers both to will and to do according to His good pleasure, Phil. 2:13. Pelagians and
SemiPelagians of all kinds are generally willing to admit that the creature cannot act apart from
an influx of divine power, but maintaithat this is not so specific that it determines the
character of the action in any way.

b. It is also a simultaneous concurrencéfter the activity of the creature is begun, the
efficacious will of God must accompany it at every moment, if it is toicoat There is not a
single moment that the creature works independently of the will and the power of God. It is in
Him that we live and move and have our being, Acts 17:28. This divine activity accompanies the
action of man at every point, but without réing man in any way of his freedom. The action
remains the free act of man, an act for which he is held responsible. This simultaneous
concurrence does not result in an identification of the causa prima and the causa secunda. In a
very real sense the opetian is the product of both causes. Man is and remains the real subject
of the action. Bavinck illustrates this by pointing to the fact that wood burns, that God only
causes it to burn, but that formally this burning cannot be ascribed to God but onhetawdod

as subject. It is evident that this simultaneous action cannot be separated from the previous
and predetermining concurrence, but should be distinguished from it. Strictly speaking it, in
distinction from the previous concurrence, terminates, ot the creature, but on its activity.
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Since it does not terminate on the creature, it can in the abstract be interpreted as having no
ethical bearings. This explains that the Jesuits taught that the divine concurrence was
simultaneous only, and not previswand predetermining, and that some Reformed theologians
limited the previous concurrence to the good deeds of men, and for the rest satisfied
themselves with teaching a simultaneous concurrence.

c. It is, finally, an immediate concurrencén His governmant of the world God employs all
kinds of means for the realization of His ends; but He does not so work in the divine
concurrence. When He destroys the cities of the plain by fire, this is an act of divine
government in which He employs means. But at $hene time it is His immediate concurrence

by which He enables the fire to fall, to burn, and to destroy. So God also works in man in
endowing him with power, in the determination of his actions, and in sustaining his activities all
along the line.

4. THE D/INE CONCURRENCE AND Bé#\gians, Serielagians, and Arminians raise a

serious objection to this doctrine of providence. They maintain that a previous concurrence,
which is not merely general but predetermines man to specific actions, makes God the
responsible author of sin. Reformed theologians are well aware of the difficulty that presents
AGAStT KSNBI o6dzi R2 y2i FSSt FNBS G2 OANDdzYgS
actions of His moral creatures, since this is clearly taugBchipture, Gen. 45:5; 50:19,20; EXx.

10:1,20; Il Sam. 16:10.11; Isa. 2@;%Acts 2:23; 4:27,28. They feel constrained to teach: (a) that
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purpose, but only by divine perission, so that He does not efficiently cause men to sin, Gen.

45:5; 50:20; Ex. 14:17; Isa. 66:4; Rom. 9:22; Il Thess. 2:11; (b) that God often restrains the sinful
works of the sinner, Gen. 3:6; Job 1:12; 2:6; Ps. 76:10; Isa. 10:15; Acts 7:51; aatl Go)dtim

behalf of His own purpose overrules evil for good, Gen. 50:20; Ps. 76:10; Acts. 3:13.

This does not mean, however, that they all agree in answering the question. whether there is a
direct, immediate and physical energizing of the active powethefcreature, disposing and
pre-determining it efficaciously to the specific act, and also enabling it to do that act. Dabney,

for instance, while admitting such a physical concurrence in the lower creation, denies it with
respect to free agents. The greatajority, however, maintain it also in the case of free moral
0SAy3dad 90Sy 5FoySe |aINBSa GKIFIG D2RQa O2y (NPt
sovereign, and efficacious; and therefore must, along with the others, face the question as to
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group events and objects around free agents by his manifoldomisend power, as to place

each soul, at every step, in the presence of those circumstances, which, He knows, will be a
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sufficient objective inducement to it to do, of its own native, free activity, just the thing called
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in arranging to secure its occurrence was holy; and second, His ends or purposes are holy. God
does not will the sin of the act, for the sake of its sinfulness; but only wills the result to which
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288.] The vast majority of Reformed theologians, hoeegvnaintain the concursus in question,

and seek the solution of the difficulty by distinguishing between the materia and the forma of

the sinful act, and by ascribing the latter exclusively to man. The divine concursus energizes

man and determines him affaciously to the specific act, but it is man who gives the act its

formal quality, and who is therefore responsible for its sinful character. Neither one of these
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remains a mystery.

D. Government.

1. NATURE OF THE DIVINE GOVERNMBEMTdivine government may be defined as that
continued activity of God whereby He rules all things teleologically so as to secure the
accomplishment of the divine purpose. This goweent is not simply a part of divine
providence but, just as preservation and concurrence, the whole of it, but now considered from
the point of view of the end to which God is guiding all things in creation, namely, to the glory
of His name.

a. It is thegovernment of God as King of the univerde.the present day many regard the idea

of God as King to be an antiquated Old Testament notion, and would substitute for it the New
Testament idea of God as Father. The idea of divine sovereignty must makequldlcat of

divine love. This is thought to be in harmony with the progressive idea of God in Scripture. But
it is a mistake to think that divine revelation, as it rises to ever higher levels, intends to wean us
gradually from the idea of God as King, andubstitute for it the idea of God as Father. This is
already contradicted by the prominence of the idea of the Kingdom of God in the teachings of
Jesus. And if it be said that this involves merely the idea of a special and limited kingship of God,
it may be replied that the idea of the Fatherhood of God in the Gospels is subject to the same
restrictions and limitations. Jesus does not teach a universal Fatherhood of God. Moreover, the
New Testament also teaches the universal kingship of God in suchgpasssaMatt. 11:25; Acts
17:24; | Tim. 1:17; 6:15; Rev. 1:6; 19:6. He is both King and Father, and is the source of all
authority in heaven and on earth, the King of kings and the Lord of lords.

b. It is a government adapted to the nature of the creaturedich He governsin the physical
world He has established the laws of nature, and it is by means of these laws that He
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administers the government of the physical universe. In the mental world He administers His
government mediately through the propertiesd laws of mind, and immediately, by the direct
operation of the Holy Spirit. In the government and control of moral agents He makes use of all
kinds of moral influences, such as circumstances, motives, instruction, persuasion, and
example, but also workdirectly by the personal operation of the Holy Spirit on the intellect,
the will, and the heart.

2. THE EXTENT OF THIS GOVERNIBEf{ture explicitly declares this divine government to

be universal, Ps. 22:28,29; 103:19; Dan. 4:34,35; | Tim. 6:15idtreally the execution of His
eternal purpose, embracing all His works from the beginning, all that was or is or ever shall be.
But while it is general, it also descends to particulars. The most insignificant things, Matt. 10:29
31, that which is seemimgaccidental, Prov. 16:33, the good deeds of men, Phil. 2:13, as well as
their evil deeds, Acts 14:16, they are all under divine control. God is King of Israel, Isa. 33:22,
but He also rules among the nations, Ps. 47:9. Nothing can be withdrawn frajoudisiment.

E. Extraordinary Providences or Miracles.

1. THE NATURE OF MIRACRHESstinction is usually made between providentia ordinaria and
providentia extraordinaria. In the former God works through second causes in strict accordance

with the laws & nature, though He may vary the results by different combinations. But in the

latter He works immediately or without the mediation of second causes in their ordinary
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means of production, a result called forth directly by the first cause without the mediation, at
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p. 275.]The distinctive thing in the miraculous deed isttitaresults from the exercise of the
supernatural power of God. And this means, of course, that it is not brought about by
secondary causes that operate according to the laws of nature. If it were, it would not be
supernatural (above nature), that is,vwtould not be a miracle. If God in the performance of a

miracle did sometimes utilize forces that were present in nature, He used them in a way that

was out of the ordinary, to produce unexpected results, and it was exactly this that constituted

the miracle[Cf. Mead, Supernatural Revelation, p. 1Hgry miracle is above the established

order of nature, but we may distinguish different kinds, though not degrees, of miracles. There

are miracles which are altogether above nature, so that they are in nocaayected with any

means. But there are also miracles which are contra media, in which means are employed, but

in such a way that something results which is quite different from the usual result of those
means.

2. THE POSSIBILITY OF MIRAGAEESIes areobjected to especially on the ground that they
imply a violation of the laws of nature. Some seek to escape the difficulty by assuming with
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Augustine that they are merely exceptions to nature as we know it, implying that, if we had a
fuller knowledge of ntre, we would be able to account for them in a perfectly natural way.
But this is an untenable position, since it assumes two orders of nature, which are contrary to
each other. According to the one the oil in the cruse would decrease, but according tdhér

it did not diminish; according to the one the loaves would gradually be consumed, but
according to the other they multiplied. It must further suppose that the one system is superior
to the other, for if it were not, there would merely be a collisiand nothing would result; but

if it were, it would seem that the inferior order would gradually be overcome and disappear.
Moreover, it robs the miracle of its exceptional character, while yet miracles stand out as
exceptional events on the pages of Btuie.

There is undoubtedly a certain uniformity in nature; there are laws controlling the operation of
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usual method of working in nature. It is His good pleasuravawk in an orderly way and
through secondary causes. But this does not mean that He cannot depart from the established
order, and cannot produce an extraordinary effect, which does not result from natural causes,
by a single volition, if He deems it dedite for the end in view. When God works miracles, He
produces extraordinary effects in a supernatural way. This means that miracles are above
nature. Shall we also say that they are contrary to nature? Older Reformed theologians did not
hesitate to spealof them as a breach or a violation of the laws of nature. Sometimes they said
that in the case of a miracle the order of nature was temporarily suspended. Dr. Bruin
maintains that this view is correct in his Het Christelijk Geloof en de Beoefening deurNatu
wetenschap, and takes exception to the views of Woltjer, Dennert, and Bavinck. But the
correctness of that older terminology may well be doubted. When a miracle is performed the
laws of nature are not violated, but superseded at a particular point bigher manifestation

of the will of God. The forces of nature are not annihilated or suspended, but are only
counteracted at a particular point by a force superior to the powers of nature.

3. THE PURPOSE OF THE MIRACLES OF SCRipPTayREe assumed thate miracles of

Scripture were not performed arbitrarily, but with a definite purpose. They are not mere
wonders, exhibitions of power, destined to excite amazement, but have revelational
significance. The entrance of sin into the world makes the superahintervention of God in

the course of events necessary for the destruction of sin and for the renewal of creation. It was

by a miracle that God gave us both, His special verbal revelation in Scripture, and His supreme
factual revelation in Jesus Chrigthe miracles are connected with the economy of redemption,

a redemption which they often prefigure and symbolize. They do not aim at a violation, but
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ministry and of the founding of the Church. These miracles did not yet result in the restoration
of the physical universe. But at the end of time another series ofataisawill follow, which will
result in the renewal of nature to the glory of Gad,the final establishment of the Kingdom of
God in a new heaven and on a new earth.

QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER ST3JD¥ .doctrine of divine providence an articulus purus or an
articulus mixtus? Who was the first one of the Church Fathers to develop this doctrine? How do
Luther and Calvin differ in their conception of divine providence? What accounts for the fact
that the Arminians accept the Socinian position on this point? Howst we judge of the
assertion of some Reformed theologians that God is the only true cause in the world? What are
second causes, and why is it important to maintain that they are real causes? Does the doctrine
of divine concursus conflict with the fredsSy O& 2 F YIyK 2 KF G ¢l & ! dz3dz
miracles? Why is it important to maintain the miraculous? Do miracles admit of a natural
explanation? Do they imply a suspension of the laws of nature? What is the special significance
of the miracles of théible? Can miracles happen even now? Do they still happen? What about
the miracles of the Roman Catholic Church?
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138.
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Part Two: The Doctrine of Man in Relation to God
Man in His Original State
I. The Origin of Man
A. THE DOCTRINE OF MAN IN DOGMATICS.

The transition from Theology to Anthropology, that is, from the study of God to the study of
YFYS A& F yYFEddzNI € 2ySd aly Aa y2ad 2yte (GKS ON
care.!] YR D2RQa NBGStlIiA2y Ay {ONRLIIdzZNBE A& | NBO
revelation in which man is vitally concerned. It is not a revelation of God in the abstract, but a
revelation of God in relation to His creatures, and particularlyelation to man. It is a record

2T D2RQ&a RSFfAy3da sAGK GKS KdzYFy NFYOSzZ FyR S
God has prepared for, and for which He seeks to prepare, man. This accounts for the fact that

man occupies a place of central iorpance in Scripture, and that the knowledge of man in

relation to God is essential to its proper understanding. The doctrine of man must follow
immediately after the doctrine of God, since the knowledge of it is presupposed in all the
following loci of Dgmatics. We should not confuse the present subject of study with general
Anthropology or the science of mankind, which includes all those sciences which have men as

the object of study. These sciences concern themselves with the origin and history ohthanki

with the physiological structure and the psychical characteristics of man in general and of the
various races of mankind in particular, with their ethnological, linguistic, cultural and religious
development, and so on. Theological Anthropology is eomed only with what the Bible says
respecting man and the relation in which he stands and should stand to God. It recognizes

{ ONR LIidzNBE 2ytée a Ada az2d2NOS:Z FyR NBFRa GKS
Word.

B. SCRIPTURAL ACCOUNT OGINRIF MAN.

Scripture offers us a twofold account of the creation of man, the one in Gen. 1:26,27, and the

other in Gen. 2:7,2P3. Higher criticism is of the opinion that the writer of Genesis pieced

together two creation narratives, the first found in Gel:Ir 2:3, and the second in Gen. 2:4

25; and that these two are independent and contradictory. Laidlaw in his work on The Bible

Doctrine of Man[pp. 25f.is willing to admit that the author of Genesis made use of two

sources, but refuses to find here twdifferent accounts of creation. He very properly denies

GKFEG Ay (GKS aSO2yR OKIFLIWGSNI ¢S KI @S al RAFTFSNB
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the book of Genesis, point to the fact that we have something quiteemifit here. The
expression invariably points, not to the origin or beginning of those named, but to their family
history. The first narrative contains the account of the creation of all things in the order in

which it occurred, while the second groups thin their relation to man, without implying
FyYye@dKAY3a NBaLISOGAY3I GKS OKNRy2ft23A0Ff 2NRSNI 2
and clearly indicates that everything preceding it served to prepare a fit habitation for man as

the king of creatio® LG &K2g¢a dza K2¢ YIy ¢l a aAidda G6SR A
vegetable and animal world, and how he began his history. There are certain particulars in
which the creation of man stands out in distinction from that of other living beings:

M® aS! GRRATION WAS PRECEDED BY A SOLEMN DIVINE @GefdNSHie inspired

writer records the creation of man, he leads us back, as it were, into the council of God,
FOljdzZ AydAy3 dza oA0K (GKS RAGAYS RSONBS Ay (KS
fA1SySaazéeé DSYyd® MYHcd® ¢KS / KdzZNOK KIF & 3ISYSNIff
trinitarian existence of God. Some scholars, however, regard it as a plural of majesty; others, as

a plural of communication, in which God includes the angetls Wimself; and still others, as a

plural of selfexhortation. Of these three suggestions the first is very unlikely, since the plural of
majesty originated at a much later date; the second is impossible, because it would imply that

the angels were careaors with God, and that man is also created in the image of the angels,
which is an ufScriptural idea; and the third is an entirely gratuitous assumption, for which no
reason can be assigned. Why should such aes#lbrtation be in the plural, except fdhe

reason that there is a plurality in God.

2. THE CREATION OF MAN WAS IN THE STRICTEST SENSE OF THE WORD AN IMMEDIATE A
OF GODSome of the expressions used in the narrative preceding that of the creation of man
indicate mediate creation in some sengef (G KS G2NR® b2G4AO0S GKS F2f 1
God said, Let the earth put forth grass, herbs, yielding seed, andrees bearing fruit after
OKSANI AFReGKS 61 GSNR agl NYy gAGK &gk N¥ya 2F f A
bringfoil K £ A@Ay 3 ONBIF (GdzNBa FFFISNI GKSANI {AYRET |y
G! YR D2R ONBIGSR Ylydoé 2KIFIGSOSNI AYRAOIGAZ2Y 27
the former expressions, is entirely wanting in the latter. Evidently the wairiGod in the

creation of man was not mediated in any sense of the word. He did make use-ekigtent

material in forming the body of man, but even this was excluded in the creation of the soul.

3. IN DISTINCTION FROM THE LOWER CREATURES MAN WASAERERTEDIVINE TYPE.

With respect to fishes, birds, and beasts we read that God created them after their kind, that is,

on a typical form of their own. Man, however, was not so created and much less after the type

of an inferior creature. With respecté« A Y D2R &l ARX a[ SG dza YI 1S YI
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merely call attention to it here, in order to bring out the fact that in the narrative of creation
the credion of man stands out as something distinctive.

4. THE TWO DIFFERENT ELEMENTS OF HUMAN NATURE ARE CLEARLY DISTIB&UISHED.

2:7 a clear distinction is made between the origin of the body and that of the soul. The body

was formed out of the dust of #nground; in the production of it God made use of-gresting

material. In the creation of the soul, however, there was no fashioning eEgiging materials,

but the production of a new substance. The soul of man was a new production of God in the
stiOt A4Sy asS 2F (KS 62NR® WSK2@F K aoNBlFIGKSR Ayd?2
0SOIFLYS | tAQAYy3I &az2dz ¢ Ly (KSasS aiavYLX S 42NRa
their teaching is corroborated by other passages of Scriptureh sg¢ Eccl. 12:7; Matt. 10:28;

Luke 8:55; Il Cor. 58; Phil. 1:2224; Heb. 12:9. The two elements are the body and the breath

2NJ ALIANRG 2F tAFS ONBFGKSR AyG2 Al o0& D2RI Yy
a2dzZ ¢ GKAOK yYBSOHUIWMBYAVAANKER G2y t AGAY I 0SAYyTodE

5. MAN IS AT ONCE PLACED IN AN EXALTED PO@an@Nepresented as standing at the
apex of all the created orders. He is crowned as king of the lower creation, and is given
dominion over all the inferior creatures. Agch it was his duty and privilege to make all nature
and all the created beings that were placed under his rule, subservient to his will and purpose,
in order that he and his whole glorious dominion might magnify the almighty Creator and Lord
of the univese, Gen. 1:28; Ps. 84

C. THE EVOLUTIONARY THEORY OF THE ORIGIN OF MAN.

Among the various theories that have been broached to explain the origin of man, the theory of
evolution at present holds the field, and therefore deserves brief consideration.

1. SATEMENT OF THE THEQR¥ theory of evolution is not always stated in the same form.

It is sometimes represented as if man is a direct descendant of one of the species of anthropoid
apes now in existence, and then again, as if man and the higher apesat@mmon ancestry.

But whatever difference of opinion there may be on this point, it is certain that, according to
thorough-going naturalistic evolution, man descended from the lower animals, body and soul,
by a perfectly natural process, controlled esty by inherent forces. One of the leading
principles of the theory is that of strict continuity between the animal world and man. It cannot
allow for discontinuity anywhere along the line, for every break is fatal to the theory. Nothing
that is absolute new and unpredictable can appear in the process. What is now found in man
must have been potentially present in the original germ out of which all things developed. And
the whole process must be controlled from start to finish by inherent forces. Toegtlution,
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of working. It is sometimes represented in a form in which God is merely called in to bridge the

gaps between the inorganic and the organic, and betwd#es irrational and the rational,

creation. But to the extent to which a special operation of God is assumed, gaps are admitted
which evolution cannot bridge, and something new is called into being, the theory naturally
ceases to be a pure theory of evoluti It is sometimes held that only the body of man is

derived by a process of evolution from the lower animals, and that God endowed this body with

a rational soul. This view meets with considerable favor in Roman Catholic circles.

2. OBJECTIONS TO THEORMESeveral objections can be raised against the theory of the
evolutionary descent of man from the lower animals.

a. From the point of view of the theologian the greatest objection to this theory is, of course,

that it is contrary to the explicit teachgs of the Word of God. The Bible could hardly teach

more clearly than it does that man is the product of a direct and special creative act of God,
rather than of a process of development out of the simian stock of animals. It asserts that God
formed man ot of the dust of the ground, Gen. 2:7. Some theologians, in their eagerness to
harmonize the teachings of Scripture with the theory of evolution, suggest that this may be
interpreted to mean that God formed the body of man out of the body of the animdig;wis

after all but dust. But this is entirely unwarranted, since no reason can be assigned why the
3SySNIf SELINBaaArzy 6a2F GKS RdAaAdG 2F GKS 3INERdzy
described the creation of the animals and might therefore hmagle the statement far more
ALISOATAODP a2NB2OSNE (GKA& AYOGSNIINBGIFGAZ2Y A& |f
sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, till thou return unto the ground: for out of it wast thou

taken: for dust thou art, and unt®k dza G &Kl f 0 (G K2dz NBGdzZNY ©¢ ¢ KA &
man shall return to his former animal state. Beast and man alike return again to the dust. Eccl.
oYMPIHND CAYylftes ¢S INB (2fR SELX AOAGEE Ay |
GKSNE Aa 2yS FftSakK 2F YSys IyR Iy20KSNJ Ff S&aK
explicitly that it came directly from God, Gen. 2:7, and therefore cannot be regarded as a
natural development of some previously existing substance. Ifepeharmony with this Elihu

aleéasz a¢KS {LIANAXRG 2F D2R KIFIGK YIRS YSI IyR (K
Furthermore, Scripture also teaches that man was at once separated from the lower creation

by an enormous chasm. He at once stamda high intellectual, moral, and religious level, as

created in the image of God and was given dominion over the lower creation, Gen. 1:26,27,31,;
2:19,20; Ps. 8:B. By his fall in sin, however, he fell from his high estate and became subject to

a proces of degeneration which sometimes results in bestiality. This is quite the opposite of

what the evolutionary hypothesis teaches us. According to it man stood on the lowest level at

171



the beginning of his career, but slightly removed from the brute, and le&s bising to higher
levels ever since.

b. The second great objection is that the theory has no adequate basis in well established facts.

It should be borne in mind that, as was pointed out before, the evolutionary theory in general,
though often represergd as an established doctrine, is up to the present time nothing but an
unproved working hypothesis, and a hypothesis that has not yet given any great promise of
success in demonstrating what it set out to prove. Many of the most prominent evolutionists
frankly admit the hypothetical character of their theory. They still avow themselves to be firm
believers in the doctrine of descent, but do not hesitate to say that they cannot speak with any
assurance of its method of operation. When Darwin published loiksy it was thought that

the key to the process was found at last, but in course of time it was found that the key did not

fit the lock. Darwin truly said that his theory depended entirely on the possibility of transmitting
acquired characteristics, aniSoon became one of thecomn& i 2y Sa4 2F 2 SAaYl yyQ
theory that acquired characteristics are not inherited. His opinion received abundant
confirmation by the later study of genetics. On the basis of the assumed transmission of
acquired charactestics, Darwin spoke with great assurance of the transmutation of species
and envisaged a continuous line of development from the primordial cell to man; but the
experiments of De Vries, Mendel, and others tended to discredit his view. The gradual and
imperceptible changes of Darwin made place for the sudden and unexpected mutations of De
Vries. While Darwin assumed endless variation in several directions, Mendel pointed out that
the variations or mutations never take the organism outside of the specidsaesubject to a

definite law. And modern cytology in its study of the cell, with its genes and chromosones as
the carriers of the inherited characters, confirmed this idea. Thealed new species of the
evolutionists were proved to be no true specisall, but only varietal species, that is varieties

of the same species. Nordenskioeld in his History of Biology quotes the following sentence from

I L2 LJddzf I NJ | OO02dzy i 2F (GKS NBadzZ §a 2F KSNBRAGE
the very reason of the great number of facts that modern heredédgearch has brought to
fAIKGZ OKIFI2a LINBGFAfta Fd LINBaSyd Ay NB3IFNR
Prominent evolutionists now frankly admit that the origin of species is aptete mystery to

them. And as long as that is so, there is not much chance of their explaining the origin of man.

Darwin in his attempt to prove the descent of man from a species of anthropoid apes relied on
(1) the argument from the structural similarittetween man and the higher animals; (2) the
embryological argument; and (3) the argument from rudimentary organs. To these three were
added later on, (4) the argument derived from blood tests; and (5) the palaeontological
argument. But none of these argums furnish the desired proof. The argument from
structural likeness unwarrantably assumes that the similarity can be explained in only one way.
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Yet it can very well be accounted for by the assumption that God in creating the animal world
made certain tymal forms basic throughout, so as to have unity in variety, just as a great
musician builds up his mighty composition on a single theme, which is repeated time and again,

and at each repetition introduces new variations. The principle of preformation gives
adequate explanation of the similarities under consideration. The embryological similarity, such

as it is, can be explained on the same principle. Moreover recent biological studies would seem

to indicate that no structural similarity but only a gernetielationship can prove affinity or

descent. As far as the rudimentary organs are concerned, more than one scientist has
expressed doubt as to their vestigial character. Instead of being the useless remains of animal
organs, it may very well be that theserve a definite purpose in the human organism. The

blood tests in their original form, while pointing to a certain likeness between the blood of
animals and man, do not prove genetic relationship, since in these tests only part of the blood,

the sterile rum which contains no living matter, was used, while it is an established fact that

the solid portion of the blood, containing the red and white cells, is the carrier of hereditary
factors. Later tests, in which the spectroscope was called into use aneérhre blood was
examined, proved conclusively that there is an essential difference between the blood of
animals and that of man. The palaeontological argument is equally inconclusive. If man really
descended from the anthropoid apes, it might be exgelcthat the intermediate forms would

be in existence somewhere. But Darwin was not able to find this missing link any more than the
thousands of missing links between the various species of animals. We are told that the early
progenitors of man have longnee died out. This being so, it was still possible that they might

be found among the fossil remains. Andday scientists actually claim that they have found

some bones of very ancient men. They have reconstructed these men for us, and we can now
enjoylooking at the imaginary photos of the reconstructed Java man (Pithecanthropus erectus),

the Heidelberg man (Homo Heidelbergensis), the Neanderthal man (Homo Neanderthalensis),

the CreMagnon, the Piltdown man, and others. These reconstructions seem ttaken

seriously by some, but really have very little value. Since only a few bones were found of each,

and even these were scattered in some cases, so that it is not certain that they belong to the
same body, they merely testify to the ingenuity of theestists who reconstructed them. In

some cases the specialists are by no means agreed as to whether the bones in question
belonged to a man or to an animal. Dr. Wood, professor of anatomy in the University of
London, says in a booklet on the Ancestry of Mand L FAYR y2 200dzLJ GA2Y
science of Anthropology than the not unfashionable business of modelling, painting, or drawing
these nightmare pictures of the imagination, and lending them in the process, an utterly false
value of apparentredi @ ®¢ ovdz2 1SR o6& ! ff Sy> 9 @eniindgzibhedly Ay
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form from that of any anthropoid ape, or other mammal, up to the modern and now existing

types of true man. Any supposition or statement that it can be done, and is true, is certainly
incorrect. It is certainly misleading and unspeakably p&og to put forward in popular
magazines or other publications read by children pictures of gorillas or chimpanzees labelled
Wal yQa 02dzaAyQ 2N WalyQa ySINBad NBfFIIABSZQ
LIA QU dzNBa 27F | & dzLhriRish SaRe a¥ Wil afidestolydf yhederns ain, Kas is
occasionally done. Those who do such things are guilty of ignorance or deliberate mis
representation. Neither is it justifiable for preachers in the pulpit to tell their congregations that

there is general greement among scientific men as to the evolutionary origin of Man from an
FYAYEFE yOSaidz2NWwé e K Buthhdlhodyrof mag doesandt ¥vierh pfeRent LI 1
the greatest difficulties to the evolutionist. These arise from the consideration of givduzl

St SYSyd Ay YlIys 2N 6KIG A& dzadatfte OFffSR ai
helplessness becomes most painfully apparent. In spite of all his attempts, he has signally failed

to give a plausible explanation of the origin of the nan mind, or intelligence
(progressiveness), language, conscience, and religion. This might be pointed out in detail, but

we do not deem it necessary. There are many who, like Dennert and Batison, still profess to
believe in the doctrine of descent, butstiwn the Darwinian method of evolution and regard it

as a wehlnigh complete failure. Yet they know of no other method which might take its place.

This means that for them evolution has ceased to be a science, and has become once more a
mere philosophicali KS2NE® . | GAaz2zy alARY da2S NBIFIR KA& 0
would those of Lucretius or of Lamarck. . . . We are just about where Boyle was in the
AaSOSY(GSSYyiK OSyldiNEdeg ¢KS GSadAayzye 2F 5N 50
before the British Association for the Advancement of Science he made the following
adFdSyYSyday a! f f-pok A .I$edlulioy, then/ notiaksctentificslly éstablished

fact? No, itis not . . . It is an act of faithbecause thereig’2 I ft G SNY I G A @S dE |/ NBI
Aa y20G6 G2 0SS (K2dzAKI 2Fd |'S TFd2NIKSNJ aFAR (K
5 NBAYAlLY OKF2adé 5N CtSAAOKYlFIYY 2F 9ONI | y3Sy
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scientists a¥-leming, Dawson, Kelly, and Price do not hesitate to reject the theory of evolution

FYR (2 | OOSLIWi GKS R2OUNRYS 2F ONBFGA2yd wSalLlS
know nothing about the origin of man, except what | am told in the Samdptu that God

created him. |1 do not know anything more than that, and | do not know of anyone who
R2Sadé¢ ovd2iSR o6é& 2 . Sff 5lgazys ¢KS . Ao0ftS /[ ;
later Dawson says in Chap. V] SYA y 3 & & & Y ancsayfatipreser in the lgdaf Sy OS
definitely ascertained and limited human knowledge is that it does not know, and has no
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certain proof how, where, and when man was originated. If any true knowledge of it is to come
to us, it must come from some source &MNJ G KIF'y LINBaSyd Y2RSNY | yiKN
Mankind, p. 76.]

D. THE ORIGIN OF MAN AND THE UNITY ORATHE R

1. SCRIPTURE TESTIMONY TO THE UNITY OF THECIHRAGE.teaches that the whole

human race descended from a single pair. This is theoabwsense of the opening chapters of

Genesis. God created Adam and Eve as the beginning of the human species, and commanded
them to be fruitful and multiply, and replenish the earth. Moreover, the subsequent narrative

in Genesis clearly shows that the &lling generations down to the time of the flood stood in
unbroken genetic relation with the first pair, so that the human race constitutes not only a
specific unity, a unity in the sense that all men share the same human nature, but also a genetic
orgened 2AA 0Lt dzyAlGeéod ¢KAA Aa Ffaz2 GldAKG o& tld
yEdGA2y 2F YIy (G2 Re¢Stt 2y |ttt GKS FFLOS 2F GKS
of the human race in the first transgression, and of the provisionHersalvation of the race in

Christ, Rom. 5:12,19; | Cor. 15:21,22. This unity of the race is not to be understood realistically,

Fa Ad A& NBLINBaSyitSR o0& {KSRRXI ¢gK2 aleay ald
created in and with the first indivighls of a human species, which is not yet individualized, but

which by ordinary generation is subdivided into parts, and those parts are formed into distinct

and separate individuals of the species. The one specific substance, by propagation, is
metamorphaed into millions of individual substances, or persons. An individual is a fractional

part of human nature separated from the common mass, and constituted a particular person,
KFE@Aay3a Ftt G0KS SaaSydaAalt LINE LIS NITheSobjectbis tokK dzY | y
this view will be stated in another connection.

2. THE TESTIMONY OF SCIENCE TO THE UNITY OF T3tie (R .various ways confirms

the testimony of Scripture as to the unity of the human race. Scientific men have not always
believed inthis. The ancient Greeks had their theory of autochtonism, to the effect that men
sprang from the earth by a sort of spontaneous generation, a theory that has no solid
foundation whatever, since spontaneous generation has never been proved but rather
disaedited. Agassiz propounded the theory of the Coadamites, which assumes that there were
different centers of creation. As early as 1655 Peyrerius developed the theory of the
Preadamites, which proceeds on the assumption that there were men before Adam was
created. This theory was revived by Winchell, who did not deny the unity of the race, but
regarded Adam as the first ancestor of the Jews rather than as the head of the human race. And
in recent years Fleming, without being dogmatic in the matter, saysttieae are reasons to
assume that there were inferior races of man preceding the appearance of Adam on the scene

175



about 5500 B.C. While inferior to the Adamites, they already had powers distinct from those of
the animals. The later Adamic man was endowéitth \greater and nobler powers and probably
destined to bring the whole of the other existing humanity into allegiance to the Creator. He
failed to preserve his own allegiance to God, and therefore God provided for the coming of a
descendant who was humamad yet far more than man, in order that He might accomplish
gKFEG GKS ' REYAO YIYy FILAfSR (G2 R2® ¢KS @ASs
unguestionably Caucasian branch is alone the derivation by normal generation from the Adamic
race, namelyfrom the Godworshipping members of the Adamic race which survived the flood
Tb2FK YR KA& a2ya YR RIdzZAK{GSNE P& «Butfhese ¢ K S
theories, one and all, find no support in Scripture, and are contrary to Acts 4nc26o all that

the Bible teaches concerning the apostasy and deliverance of man. Moreover, science presents
several arguments in favor of the unity of the human race, such as:

a. The argument from historyThe traditions of the race of men point decisiwvéb a common
origin and ancestry in Central Asia. The history of the migrations of man tends to show that
there has been a distribution from a single center.

b. The argument from philologyThe study of the languages of mankind indicates a common
origin. The IndeGermanic languages are traced to a common primitive tongue, an old remnant
of which still exists in the Sanskrit language. Moreover, there is evidence which goes to show
that the old Egyptian is the connecting link between the hitloopean and th Semitic tongue.

c. The argument from psychologythe soul is the most important part of the constitutional
nature of man, and psychology clearly reveals the fact that the souls of all men, to whatever
tribes or nations they may belong, are essentiallg game. They have in common the same
animal appetites, instincts, and passions, the same tendencies and capacities, and above all the
same higher qualities, the mental and moral characteristics that belong exclusively to man.

d. The argument from natural gence or physiologylt is now the common judgment of
comparative physiologists that the human race constitutes but a single species. The differences
that exist between the various families of mankind are regarded simply as varieties of this one
species.Science does not positively assert that the human race descended from a single pair,
but nevertheless demonstrates that this may have been the case and probably is.

QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER STWiR2Y can be said against the view that we have in Gen. 1
and 2 two different and more or less contradictory accounts of creation? Does it seem
reasonable to think that the world existed millions of years before man appeared on the scene?
Is the hypothesis of theistic evolution in harmony with the Scriptural accobtithed origin of
man? Is the notion that the body of man at least is derived from the animals tenable in the light
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of Scripture? Has evolution established its case on this point? What has it proved in connection
with the far more difficult question of theativation of the human soul? What becomes of the
doctrine of the fall in the theory of evolution? What is the theological significance of the
doctrine of the unity of the human race?

LITERATURBavinck, Geref. Dogm. Il pp. 5885,; Hodge, Syst. Theol, pgip. 341, Litton,

Introd. to Dogm. Theol., pp. 1aI713; Miley, Syst. Theol. I, pp. 38392; Alexander, Syst. of Bibl.

Theol. I, pp. 15867; Laidlaw, The Bible Doct. of Man, pp-48 Darwin, Descent of Man;
Drummond, The Ascent of Man; Fleming, TheaGriy 2 F al Y{AYRT hQ¢22f S>
Evolution, Part Il, Chaps. Il and Ill. Cf. further the works on Evolution referred to at the end of

the previous chapter.
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[l. The Constitutional Nature of Man

The previous chapter is of a more or less introducteayure, and does not, strictly speaking,
form an integral part of the systematic presentation of the doctrine of man in dogmatics. This
explains why many treatises on systematic theology fail to devote a separate chapter to the
origin of man. Yet it seengedesirable to insert it here, since it furnishes a fitting background
for what follows. Under the present caption we shall consider the essential constituents of
human nature, and the question of the origin of the soul in the individuals that constihge t
race.

A. THE CONSTITUENT ELEMENTS OF HUMAN NATURE.

1. THE DIFFERENT VIEWS THAT WERE CURRENT IN HISTORY: DICHOTOMY AND TRICHOTON
It is customary, especially in Christian circles, to conceive of man as consisting of two. and only
two, distinct parts, nenely, body and soul. This view is technically called dichotomy. Alongside
of it, however, another made its appearance, to the effect that human nature consists of three
parts, body, soul, and spirit. It is designated by the term trichotomy. Thmattite conception

of man originated in Greek philosophy, which conceived of the relation of the body and the
spirit of man to each other after the analogy of the mutual relation between the material
universe and God. It was thought that, just as the latter caultér into communion with each

other only by means of a third substance or an intermediate being, so the former could enter
into mutual vital relationships only by means of a third or intermediate element, namely, the
soul. The soul was regarded as, oe tne hand, immaterial, and on the other, adapted to the
body. In so far as it appropriated the nous or pneuma, it was regarded as immortal, but in so far
as it was related to the body, as carnal and mortal. The most familiar but also the crudest form
oftNA OK2G2Ye Aa (KIG 6KAOK (F1Sa GKS o62R& F2NJ
principle of animal life, and the spirit as the Gadlated rational and immortal element in man.

The trichotomic conception of man found considerable favor wite Greek or Alexandrian
Church Fathers of the early Christian centuries. It is found, though not always in exactly the
same form, in Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Gregory of Nyssa. But after Apollinaris
employed it in a manner impinging on the perfesumanity of Jesus, it was gradually
discredited. Some of the Greek Fathers still adhered to it, though Athanasius and Theodoret
explicitly repudiated it. In the Latin Church the leading theologians distinctly favored the
twofold division of human naturelt was especially the psychology of Augustine that gave
prominence to this view. During the Middle Ages it had become a matter of common belief. The
Reformation brought no change in this respect, though a few lesser lights defended the
trichotomic theory.The Roman Catholic Church adhered to the verdict of Scholasticism, but in
the circles of Protestantism other voices were heard. During the nineteenth century trichotomy
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was revived in some form or other by certain German and English theologians, as Roos,
Olshausen, Beck, Delitzsch, Auberlen, Oehler, White, and Heard; but it did not meet with great
favor in the theological world. The recent advocates of this theory do not agree as to the nature

of the psuche, nor as to the relation in which it stands toghéd KSNJ St SYSyGa Ay

Delitzsch conceives of it as an efflux of the pneuma, while Beck, Oehler, and Heard, regard it as

the point of union between the body and the spirit. Delitzsch is not altogether consistent and

occasionally seems to wavendBeck and Oehler admit that the Biblical representation of man

is fundamentally dichotomic. Their defense of a Biblical trichotomy can hardly be said to imply
the existence of three distinct elements in man. Besides these two theological views there
were, especially in the last century and a half, also the philosophical views of absolute
Materialism and of absolute Idealism, the former sacrificing the soul to the body, and the latter,

the body to the soul.

2. THE TEACHINGS OF SCRIPTURE AS TO THE QONEIEMIENTS OF HUMAN NATURE.
The prevailing representation of the nature of man in Scripture is clearly dichotomic. On the
one hand the Bible teaches us to view the nature of man as a unity, and not as a duality,
consisting of two different elements, eadh which move along parallel lines but do not really
unite to form a single organism. The idea of a mere parallelism between the two elements of
human nature, found in Greek philosophy and also in the works of some later philosophers, is
entirely foreign b Scripture. While recognizing the complex nature of man, it never represents
this as resulting in a twofold subject in man. Every act of man is seen as an act of the whole
man. It is not the soul but man that sins; it is not the body but man that died;itais not
merely the soul, but man, body and soul, that is redeemed in Christ. This unity already finds
expression in the classical passage of the Old Testametite first passage to indicate the
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of God should not be interpreted asnaechanical process, as if He first formed a body of clay
and then put a soul into it. When God formed the body, He formed it so that by the breath of
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not hawe the meaning which we usually ascribe ta ita meaning rather foreign to the Old
Testamentt but denotes an animated being, and is a description of man as a whole. The very
same Hebrew term, nephesh chayyah (living soul or being) is also applied toithasin Gen.
1:21,24,30. So this passage, while indicating that there are two elements in man, yet stresses
the organic unity of man. And this is recognized throughout the Bible.
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be careful, however, not to expect the later distinction between the body as the material
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element, and the soul as the spiritual element, of human nature, in the Old Testament. This
distinction came into use later on under the influenaeGreek philosophy. The antithesis

soul and bodyt even in its New Testament sense, is not yet found in the Old Testament. In

fact, the Hebrew has no word for the body as an organism. The Old Testament distinction of the

two elements of human nature isf a different kind. Says Laidlaw in his work on The Bible
Doctrine of Man:[p. 60.fi ¢ KS | yiAlGKSaAa Aa OfSFENIe GKIFG 2
heavenly, animal and divine. It is not so much two elements, as two factors uniting in a single

and harmorous result, T WYIFy o6SOFYS | fAQGAy3d &a2dz ®Q¢ L
distinction in Gen. 2:7. Cf. also Job 27:3; 32:8; 33:4; Eccl. 12:7. A variety of words is used in the

Old Testament to denote the lower element in man or parts of it, sucti &t Sa K> ¢ @& Rdz
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corresponding Greek words were undoubtedly moulded by Greek philosophical thought, but
passed through the Septuagint intthd New Testament, and therefore retained their Old
Testament force. At the same time the antithetic idea of the material and the immaterial is now

also connected with them.

Trichotomists seek support in the fact that the Bible, as they see it, recogmipesonstituent

parts of human nature in addition to the lower or material element, namely, the soul (Heb.,

nephesh; Greek, psuche) and the spirit (Heb., ruach; Greek, pneuma). But the fact that these

terms are used with great frequency in Scripture does$ warrant the conclusion that they

designate component parts rather than different aspects of human nature. A careful study of

Scripture clearly shows that it uses the words interchangeably. Both terms denote the higher or

spiritual element in man, but céemplate it from different points of view. It should be pointed

out at once, however, that the Scriptural distinction of the two does not agree with that which

is rather common in philosophy, that the soul is the spiritual element in man, as it is rétated

the animal world, while the spirit is that same element in its relation to the higher spiritual

world and to God. The following facts militate against this philosophical distinction: Ruach

pneuma, as well as nephegisuche, is used of the brute creatiokccl. 3:21; Rev. 16:3. The

word psuche is even used with reference to Jehovah, Isa. 42:1; Jer. 9:9; Amos 6:8 (Heb.); Heb

10:38. The disembodied dead are called psuchai, Rev. 6:9;20:4. The highest exercises of religion

are ascribed to the psuche, Mark BP; Luke 1:46; Heb. 6:18,19; Jas. 1:21. To lose the psuche is

to lose all. It is perfectly evident that the Bible uses the two words interchangeably. Notice the
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the giving up of the soul, Gen. 35:18; | Kings 17:21; Act$;1a8ril then again as the giving up

2T (0KS AaLANRGEZ tad omYpT [dzlS HoYmcT ' 0Ga 1Y
designate the immaterial element of the dead, | Pet. 3:19; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 6:9; 20:4. The main
Scriptural distinctionisasffof 2 6ayY GKS 62NR GaLIANARGE RSaAIYyI G
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same element as the subject of action in man, and is therefore often used for the personal
pronoun in the Old Testament, Ps. 10:1,2; 104:1; 146:1; Is. 42:1; cf. also Luke 12:19. In several
instances it, more specifically, designates the inner life as the seat of the affections. All this is
jdZA 0S Ay KIFINX2Yy & gA0K DSe#ted mty missnostrils tidbredis ot 2 31 K
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Bible therefore points to two, and only two, constitutional elements in the nature of man,
namely, body and spirit or sauThis Scriptural representation is also in harmony with the self
consciousness of man. While man is conscious of the fact that he consists of a material and a
spiritual element, no one is conscious of possessing a soul in distinction from a spirit.

There are two passages, however, that seem to conflict with the usual dichotomic
NELINBaSyidlFidAzy 2F {ONRLIIdZNBZ ylYSfes L ¢KSaao
wholly; and may your spirit and soul and body be preserved entire, without blameeat th
O2YAy3a 2F 2dzNJ [ 2NR WS&adza / KNRAaGéT YR | Sod nv
sharper than any twaedged sword, and piercing even to the dividing of soul and spirit, of both
joints and marrow, and quick to discern the thoughts andyhtea 2 F G KS KSI NI ®é¢
noted that: (a) It is a sound rule in exegesis that exceptional statements should be interpreted
in the light of the analogia Scriptura, the usual representation of Scripture. In view of this fact
some of the defendersfdrichotomy admit that these passages do not necessarily prove their
point. (b) The mere mention of spirit and soul alongside of each other does not prove that,
according to Scripture, they are two distinct substances, any more than Matt. 22:37 proves tha
Jesus regarded heart and soul and mind as three distinct substances. (c) In | Thess. 5:23 the
FLR2adtsS aArAyLite RSaANBa (G2 adNBy3aakKSy GKS adald
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summed up, and in which he feels perfectly free to mention soul and spirit alongside of each
other, because the Bible distinguishes between the two. He cannot very well have thought of
them as two different substances here, besa he speaks elsewhere of man as consisting of
two parts, Rom. 8:10; | Cor. 5:5; 7:34; Il Cor. 7:1; Eph. 2:3; Col. 2:5. (d) Heb. 4:12 should not be
taken to mean that the word of God, penetrating to the inner man, makes a separation
between his soul and i& spirit, which would naturally imply that these two are different
substances; but simply as declaring that it brings about a separation in both between the
thoughts and intents of the heart.[Cf. for a discussion of the psychology of Scripture especially,
Bavinck, Bijbelsche en Religionize Psychologie; Laidlaw, The Bible Doctrine of Marl 3#y. 49
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H. Wheeler Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man, glb0} Delitzsch, System of Biblical
t aeOK2f 23T 5A014az2yz {0 tldzEQa 'asS 2F ¢SNka

3. THE RELATION OF BODY AND SOUL TO EACHTO&HE&:t relation of body and soul to
each other has been represented in various ways, but remains to a great extent a mystery. The
following are the most important theories relating to this point:

a. Monistic There are theories which proceed on the assumption that body and soul are of the
same primitive substance. According to Materialism this primitive substance is matter, and
spirit is a product of matter. And according to absolute Idealism and Spiritutiismrimitive
substance is spirit, and this becomes objective to itself in what is called matter. Matter is a
product of the spirit. The objection to this monistic view is that things so different as body and
soul cannot be deduced the one from the other.

b. Dualistic. Some theories proceed on the assumption that there is an essential duality of
matter and spirit, and present their mutual relations in various ways: (1) Occasionalism.
According to this theory, suggested by Cartesius, matter and spirit wacks, according to

laws peculiar to itself, and these laws are so different that there is no possibility of joint action.
What appears to be such can only be accounted for on the principle that, on the occasion of the
action of the one, God by His diremgjency produces a corresponding action in the other. (2)
Parallelism. Leibnitz proposed the theory of stablished harmony. This also rests on the
assumption that there is no direct interaction between the material and the spiritual, but does
not assumethat God produces apparently joint actions by continual interference. Instead it
holds that God made the body and the soul so that the one perfectly corresponds to the other.
When a motion takes place in the body, there is a corresponding movement irsdhke
according to a law of prestablished harmony. (3) Realistic Dualism. The simple facts to which
we must always return, and which are embodied in the theory of realistic dualism, are the
following: body and soul are distinct substances, which do aderthough their mode of
interaction escapes human scrutiny and remains a mystery for us. The union between the two
may be called a union of life: the two are organically related, the soul acting on the body and
the body on the soul. Some of the action$ the body are dependent on the conscious
operation of the soul, while others are not. The operations of the soul are connected with the
body as its instrument in the present life; but from the continued conscious existence and
activity of the soul after dath it appears that it can also work without the body. This view is
certainly in harmony with the representations of Scripture on this point. A great deal of present
day psychology is definitely moving in the direction of materialism. Its most extreme igr
seen in Behaviorism with its denial of the soul, of the mind, and even of consciousness. All that
it has left as an object of study is human behavior.
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B. THE ORIGIN OF THE SOUL IN THE INDIVIDUAL.

1. HISTORICAL VIEWS RESPECTING THE ORIGIN OF TBE«kOpHilosophy devoted
considerable attention to the problem of the human soul and did not fail to make its influence

felt in Christian theology. The nature, the origin, and the continued existence of the soul, were

all subjects of discussion. Plato leekd in the preexistence and transmigration of the soul. In

the early Church the doctrine of the pexistence of the soul was practically limited to the
Alexandrian school. Origen was the chief representative of this view and combined it with the

notion of a pretemporal fall. Two other views at once made their appearance and proved to be

far more popular in Christian circles. The theory of creationism holds that God creates a new

soul at the birth of every individual. It was the dominant theory in thet&a Church, and also

found some advocates in the West. Jerome and Hilary of Pictavium were its most prominent
representatives. In the Western Church the theory of Traducianism gradually gained ground.
According to this view the soul as well as the bodyran originates by propagation. It is

usually wedded to the realistic theory that human nature was created in its entirety by God and

is everincreasingly individualized as the human race multiplies. Tertullian was the first to state

this theory of Traduanism and under his influence it continued to gain favor in the North

African and Western Church. It seemed to fit in best with the doctrine of the transmission of sin

that was current in those circles. Leo the Great called it the teaching of the cafhithicin the

East it found no favorable reception. Augustine hesitated to choose between the two views.

Some of the earlier Scholastics were somewhat undecided, though they regarded creationism

as the more probable of the two; but in course of time itchene the consensus of opinion
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days of the Reformation there was a difference of opinion among the Protestants. Luther
expressed himself in Y@r of Traducianism, and this became the prevailing opinion in the
Lutheran Church. Calvin, on the other hand, decidedly favored creationism. Says he in his
O2YYSYyUlFINE 2y DSYy® oYmMcY ab2NJ Aa Al ySoOSaal N
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Reformation this has been the common view in Reformed circles. This does not mean that

there were no exceptions to the rule. Jonathan Edwards and Hopkins in New Etiggaiay

favored Traducianism. Julius Mueller in his work on The Christian Doctrine of Sin again put up

an argument in favor of the prexistence of the soul, coupled with that of a gemporal fall,

in order to explain the origin of sin.
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2. PREEXISTENANISM.Some speculative theologians, among whom Origen, Scotus Erigena,

and Julius Mueller are the most important, advocated the theory that the souls of men existed

in a previous state, and that certain occurrences in that former state account for thditmon
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all its inequalities and irregularities, physical and moral, as a punishment for sins committed in a
previous existence. Scotus Erigena also holds thatr&ide its entrance into the world of

humanity in the pretemporal state, and that therefore man begins his career on earth as a

sinner. And Julius Mueller has recourse to the theory, in order to reconcile the doctrines of the
universality of sin and of inddual guilt. According to him each person must have sinned
willingly in that previous existence.

This theory is open to several objections. (a) It is absolutely devoid of both Scriptural and
philosophical grounds, and is, at least in some of its formsed@n the dualism of matter and
spirit as taught in heathen philosophy, making it a punishment for the soul to be connected
with the body. (b) It really makes the body something accidental. The soul was without the
body at first, and received this latemoMan was complete without the body. This virtually
wipes out the distinction between man and the angels. (c) It destroys the unity of the human
race, for it assumes that all individual souls existed long before they entered the present life.
They do notconstitute a race. (d) It finds no support in the consciousness of man. Man has
absolutely no consciousness of such a previous existence; nor does he feel that the body is a
prison or a place of punishment for the soul. In fact, he dreads the separationdgfand soul

as something that is unnatural.

3. TRADUCIANISMccording to Traducianism the souls of men are propagated along with the
bodies by generation, and are therefore transmitted to the children by the parents. In the early
Church Tertullian, Rimus, Apollinarus, and Gregory of Nvssa were Traducianists. From the days
of Luther Traducianism has been the prevailing view of the Lutheran Church. Among the
Reformed it is favored by H. B. Smith and Shedd. A. H. Strong also prefers it.

a. Arguments in &vor of TraducianismSeveral arguments are adduced in favor of this theory.

(1) It is said to be favored by the Scriptural representation (a) that God but once breathed into
YIyQa y2a0GNARfta GKS ONBIFGK 2F f ATFSes Gey R28BUKSyY
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ceased from the work of creation after Head made man, Gen. 2:2; and (d) that descendants

are said to be in the loins of their fathers, Gen. 46:26; Heb. 7:9,10. Cf. also such passages as
John 3:6; 1:13; Rom. 1:3; Acts 17:26. (2) It is supported by the analogy of vegetable and animal

life, in whid the increase in numbers is secured, not by a continually increasing number of
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immediate creations, but by the natural derivation of new individuals from a parent stock. But
cf. Ps. 104:30. (3) It also seeks support in the inheritance of mental pecediaaitd family

traits, which are so often just as noticeable as physical resemblances, and which cannot be
accounted for by education or example, since they are in evidence even when parents do not
live to bring up their children. (4) Finally, it seemfter the best basis for the explanation of

the inheritance of moral and spiritual depravity, which is a matter of the soul rather than of the
body. It is quite common to combine with Traducianism the realistic theory to account for
original sin.

b. Objectons to TraducianismSeveral objections may be urged against this theory. (1) It is
contrary to the philosophical doctrine of the simplicity of the soul. The soul is a pure spiritual
substance that does not admit of division. The propagation of the souldvseem to imply

that the soul of the child separates itself in some way from the soul of the parents. Moreover,
the difficult question arises, whether it originates from the soul of the father or from that of the
mother. Or does it come from both; anfigo, is it not a compositum? (2) In order to avoid the
difficulty just mentioned, it must resort to one of three theories: (a) that the soul of the child
had a previous existence, a sort of geistence; (b) that the soul is potentially present in the
seed of man or woman or both, which is materialism; or (c) that the soul is brought forth, that
is, created in some way, by the parents, thus making them in a sense creators. (3) It proceeds
on the assumption that, after the original creation, God works omigiately. After the six days

of creation His creative work ceased. The continued creation of souls, says Delitzsch, is
AyO2yaraitSyild 6A0GK D2RQa NBfFdAzy G2 0GKS g2 NI
becomes of the doctrine of regeneration, whiis not effected by second causes? (4) It is
generally wedded to the theory of realism, since this is the only way in which it can account for
original guilt. By doing this it affirms the numerical unity of the substance of all human souls, an
untenable position; and also fails to give a satisfactory answer to the question, why men are
held responsible only for the first sin of Adam, and not for his later sins, nor for the sins of the
rest of their forebears. (5) Finally, in the form just indicated ilketo insuperable difficulties in
Christology. If in Adam human nature as a whole sinned, and that sin was therefore the actual
sin of every part of that human nature, then the conclusion cannot be escaped that the human
nature of Christ was also sinfuldguilty because it had actually sinned in Adam.

4. CREATIONISMhis view is to the effect that each individual soul is to be regarded as an
immediate creation of God, owing its origin to a direct creative act, of which the time cannot be
precisely deternmed. The soul is supposed to be created pure, but united with a depraved
body. This need not necessarily mean that the soul is created first in separation from the body,
and then polluted by being brought in contact with the body, which would seem toassoiat

sin is something physical. It may simply mean that the soul, though called into being by a
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parents, and thus acquires its life not above and @éf, but under and in, that complex of
sin by which humanity as a whole is burdened.[Cf. Bavinck, Geref. Dogm. Il, pp. 630 f.]

a. Arguments in favor of CreationisnT.he following are the more important considerations in
favor of this theory: (1) It is are consistent with the prevailing representations of Scripture
than Traducianism. The original account of creation points to a marked distinction between the
creation of the body and that of the soul. The one is taken from the earth, while the other
comesdirectly from God. This distinction is kept up throughout the Bible, where body and soul
are not only represented as different substances, but also as having different origins, Eccl. 12:7;
Isa 42:5; Zech. 12:1; Heb. 12:9. Cf. Num. 16:22. Of the pass&tgbiaws even Delitzsch,
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human soul than Traducianism. The immaterial anidtsial, and therefore indivisible nature of

the soul of man, generally admitted by all Christians, is clearly recognized by Creationism. The
traducian theory on the other hand, posits a derivation of essence, which, as is generally
admitted, necessarilymplies separation or division of essence. (3) It avoids the pitfalls of
Traducianism in Christology and does greater justice to the Scriptural representation of the
person of Christ. He was very man, possessing a true human nature, a real body andah ration
soul, was born of a woman, was made in all points like as wa aexd yet, without sin. He did
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possible, because he did not share the same numerical esserich sihned in Adam.

b. Objections to CreationismCreationism is open to the following objections: (1) The most
ASNA2dza 202SOGA2y Aa adaldSR o0& {GNRBYy3I Ay (KS
soul is originally possessed of depraved temtes, makes God the direct author of moral evil;

if it holds the soul to have been created pure, it makes God indirectly the author of moral evil,
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undoubtedly aserious difficulty, and is generally regarded as the decisive argument against
Creationism. Augustine already called attention to the fact that the Creationist should seek to
avoid this pitfall. But it should be borne in mind that the Creationist does o, the
Traducianist, regard original sin entirely as a matter of inheritance. The descendants of Adam
are sinners, not as a result of their being brought into contact with a sinful body, but in virtue of

the fact that God imputes to them the originalsdbedience of Adam. And it is for that reason

that God withholds from them original righteousness, and the pollution of sin naturally follows.

(2) It regards the earthly father as begetting only the body of his childertainly not the most
important pat of the child,t and therefore does not account for the -epppearance of the

mental and moral traits of the parents in the children. Moreover, by taking this position it
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ascribes to the beast nobler powers of propagation than to man, for the beast niestipself

after its kind. The last consideration is one of no great importance. And as far as mental and
moral similarities of parents and children are concerned, it need not necessarily be assumed
that these can be accounted for only on the basis of H#ye Our knowledge of the soul is still

too deficient to speak with absolute assurance on this point. But this similarity may find its
explanation partly in the example of the parents, partly in the influence of the body on the soul,
and partly in the facthat God does not create all souls alike, but creates in each particular case
a soul adapted to the body with which it will be united and the complex relationship into which
AG Attt 0SS AYUNRBRAzZOSR® 600 LG A atotfewipridand K I NI 2
His manner of working in it, since it teaches a direct creative activity of God, and thus ignores
the fact that God now works through secondary causes and ceased from His creative work. This
is not a very serious objection for those who miat have a deistic conception of the world. It is

a gratuitous assumption that God has ceased from all creative activity in the world.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS.

a. Caution required in speaking on the subjedt. must be admitted that the arguments on

both sdes are rather well balanced. In view of this fact it is not surprising that Augustine found

it rather hard to choose between the two. The Bible makes no direct statement respecting the

origin of the soul of man, except in the case of Adam. The few S@aiptassages that are

adduced as favoring the one theory or the other, can hardly be called conclusive on either side.

And because we have no clear teaching of Scripture on the point in question, it is necessary to
speak with caution on the subject. We dugiot to be wise above that which is written. Several
theologians are of the opinion that there is an element of truth in both of these theories, which

must be recognized.[Cf. Smith, Chr. Theol., p. 169; Dabney, Syst. and Polemic Theol., pp. 320 f.;
Martensen, Chr. Dogm., p. 141; Bavinck, Geref. Dogm. Il, p. 630; Raymond, Syst. Theol. I, pp. 35

f.] Dorner even suggests the idea that each one of the three theories discussed represents one
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consciousness or the interest of the personality as a separate eternal divine thought;
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b. Some form of Creationism deserves preferendeseems to us that Creationisnmeskerves

the preference, because (1) it does not encounter the insuperable philosophical difficulty with
which Traducianism is burdened; (2) it avoids the Christological errors which Traducianism
involves; and (3) it is most in harmony with our covenantaidAt the same time we are
convinced that the creative activity of God in originating human souls must be conceived as
being most closely connected with the natural process in the generation of new individuals.
Creationism does not claim to be able to cleg all difficulties, but at the same time it serves
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as a warning against the following errors: (1) that the soul is divisible; (2) that all men are
numerically of the same substance; and (3) that Christ assumed the same numerical nature
which fell in Aden.[For further study of this subject confer especially the study of Dr. Honig on
Creatianisme en Traducianisme.]

[ll. Man as the Image of God
A. HISTORICAL VIEWS OF THE IMAGE OF GOD IN MAN.

According to Scripture man was created in the image of God, atiteisfore Godrelated.
Traces of this truth are found even in Gentile literature. Paul pointed out to the Athenians that
some of their own poets have spoken of man as the offspring of God, Acts 17:28. The early

Church Fathers were quite agreed thatthetidS 2F D2R Ay YIy O2yaArai!

rational and moral characteristics, and in his capacity for holiness; but some were inclined to

AyOfdzRS +fa2 o02RAf& 0GNIXAG&ad® LNByndza FyR ¢SNIo

0KS daf A{o8 irkliagitte foni®r indbodily traits, and the latter in the spiritual nature of
man. Clement of Alexandria and Origen, however, rejected the idea of any bodily analogy, and

KStR (KFd GKS 62NR aAYlI3IS¢ RSy2GSR (KdS OKI N
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also found in Athanasius, Hilary, Ambrose, Augustine, and John of Damascus. According to
Pelagius and his followers the image consisted merely in thig, rttzan was endowed with
reason, so that he could know God; with free will, so that he was able to choose and do the
good; and with the necessary power to rule the lower creation. The distinction already made by
some of the early Church Fathers between timage and the likeness of God, was continued by

the Scholastics, though it was not always expressed in the same way. The former was conceived
of as including the intellectual powers of reason and freedom, and the latter as consisting of
original righteousnss. To this was added another point of distinction, namely, that between
the image of God as a natural gift to man, something belonging to the very nature of man as
man, and the likeness of God, or original righteousness, as a supernatural gift, whieth ae=

check on the lower nature of man. There was a difference of opinion as to whether man was
endowed with this original righteousness at once at creation, or received it later on as a reward
for a temporary obedience. It was this original righteousnéigt enabled man to merit eternal

life. The Reformers rejected the distinction between the image and the likeness, and
considered original righteousness as included in the image of God, and as belonging to the very
nature of man in its original conditiormhere was a difference of opinion, however, between
Luther and Calvin. The former did not seek the image of God in any of the natural endowments
of man, such as his rational and moral powers, but exclusively in original righteousness, and
therefore regaded it as entirely lost by sin. Calvin, on the other hand, expresses himself as

188



follows, after stating that the image of God extends to everything in which the nature of man
ddzNLJ aasSa OGKIFIG 2F it 20KSNJ ALISOASAT 202RQA Yk
denoted the integrity with which Adam was endued when his intellect was clear, his affections
subordinated to reason, all his senses duly regulated, and when he truly ascribed all his
excellence to the admirable gifts of his Maker. And thotlghprimary seat of the divine image

was in the mind and the heart, or in the soul and its powers, there was no part even of the body

Ay 6KAOK &a2YS NIea 27 3fitthelkled RothRhaty a2 endodnieity S € oL
and those spiritual quali#s designated as original righteousness, that is, true knowledge,
righteousness, and holiness. The whole image was vitiated by sin, but only those spiritual
gualities were completely lost. The Socinians and some of the earlier Arminians taught that the
im-3S 2F D2R O2yaAraidsSR 2yfeé Ay YIyQa R2YAYAZ
rejected the idea of an original state of integrity and of original righteousness as a necessary
doctrine. Since, as he sees it, moral perfection or righteousness ance$®lgan only be the

result of development, he regards it as a contradiction in terms to speak of man as being
created in a state of righteousness and holiness. Hence the image of God in man can only be a
certain receptivity for the divine, a capacity tosaver to the divine ideal, and to grow into God

likeness. Such modern theologians as Martensen and Kaftan are quite in line with this idea.

B. SCRIPTURAL DATA RESPECTING THE IMAGE OF GOD IN MAN.
Scriptural teachings respecting the image of God in man wathenfollowing statements:

M® ¢KS g2NRA& aAYl IS¢ YR afAlSySaat¢ I NB  dza €
therefore do not refer to two different things. In Gen. 1:26 both words are used, but in the
twenty-seventh verse only the first. This is evidgrdonsidered sufficient to express the whole

ARSI ® LYy DSy® pYm 2yfeé& (GKS g2NR afA1SySaas 2
GSNXa IINB F3FAYy F2dzyRd DSyd dpYc O2yidlAya 2yt
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interchangeably in Scripture. This naturally implies that man was created also in the likeness of
God,and that this likeness was not something with which he was endowed later on. The usual
2LIAYA2Y A& (0KIFIGO GKS ¢2NR aGafAl1SySaa¢ ol a | RRSEH
was most like, a perfect image. The idea is that by creation that which rghstgpal in God

became ectypal in man. God was the original of which man was made a copy. This means, of
course, that man not only bears the image of God, but is His very image. This is clearly stated in

| Cor. 11:7, but does not mean that he cannot dleosaid to bear the image of God, cf. | Cor.
MpYndgd® {2YS KI @S O2yaARSNBR (KS OKIFIy3aS 27F LINB
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sphere, but this is irely unwarranted. While the first meaning of the Hebrew preposition be
ONBYRSNBR daAy¢é KSNBUOU A& dzyR2dzoGSRfe&e aAyzé A
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are reversed in Gen. 5:3.

2. The image of God in which man was created certainly includes what is generally called
G2NRAIAY T NRIKGS 2 dlkg yfus Endvilledge, 2ittedt8ndES, ardl bhifiness. e O
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man as being reneweth Christ, that is, as being brought back to a former condition. The
condition to which he is restored in Christ is clearly not one of neutrality, neither good nor bad,

in which the will is in a state of perfect equilibrium, but one of true knowledge, EaD,
righteousness and holiness, Eph. 4:24. These three elements constitute the original
righteousness, which was lost by sin, but is regained in Christ. It may be called the moral image

of God, or the image of God in the more restricted sense of thhliRad al Yy Q& ONBI Az
moral image implies that the original condition of man was one of positive holiness, and not a

state of innocence or moral neutrality.

3. But the image of God is not to be restricted to the original knowledge, righteousness, and
holiness which was lost by sin, but also includes elements which belong to the natural
constitution of man. They are elements which belong to man as man, such as intellectual
power, natural affections, and moral freedom. As created in the image of Godhaama
rational and moral nature, which he did not lose by sin and which he could not lose without
ceasing to be man. This part of the image of God has indeed been vitiated by sin, but still
remains in man even after his fall in sin. Notice that man evéar #fe fall, irrespective of his
spiritual condition, is still represented as the image of God, Gen. 9;6; | Cor. 11:7; Jas. 3:9. The
crime of murder owes its enormity to the fact that it is an attack on the image of God. In view
of these passages of Sdupe it is unwarranted to say that man has completely lost the image
of God.

4. Another element usually included in the image of God is that of spirituality. God is Spirit, and

it is but natural to expect that this element of spirituality also finds exgi@sin man as the

AYF3S 2F D2Re® !'yR (KIG GKA&a A& a2 Aa | tNBIRES
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is united with and adapted to a body, but can, if need be, also exist without the body. In view of

this we can speak of man as a spiritual being, and as also in that respect the image of God. In
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this mnnection the question may be raised, whether the body of man also constitutes a part of

the image. And it would seem that this question should be answered in the affirmative. The

Bible says that mam not merely the soul of mam was created in the imagef God, and

Yy GKS daftAQGAy3d azdzZ ¢ Aa y20 O2YLX SGS 6A0Fk
murder as the destruction of the body, Matt. 10:28, and also as the destruction of the image of

God in man, Gen. 9:6. We need not look for the image imthagerial substance of the body; it

is found rather in the body as the fit instrument for the seMpression of the soul. Even the

body is destined to become in the end a spiritual body, that is, a body which is completely
spirit-controlled, a perfect insument of the soul.

5. Still another element of the image of God is immortality. The Bible says that God only hath
immortality, | Tim. 6:16, and this would seem to exclude the idea of human immortality. But it
is perfectly evident from Scripture that mas also immortal in some sense of the word. The
meaning is that God alone hath immortality as an essential quality, has it in and of Himself,
GKAES YIyQa AYY2NIlIftAGeE A& +y SYyR2sYSyax Aa R
merely in the sense #tt his soul was endowed with an endless existence, but also in the sense
that he did not carry within himself the seeds of physical death, and in his original condition
was not subject to the law of death. Death was threatened as a punishment for sin2Gen.

and that this included bodily or physical death is evident from Gen. 3:19. Paul tells us that sin
brought death into the world, Rom. 5:12; | Cor. 15:20,21; and that death must be regarded as
the wages of sin, Rom. 6:23.

6. There is considerable #&fiNBSy OS 2F 2LIAYA2Y & (2 H6KSGHIKSNI Y
creation also formed a part of the image of God. This is not surprising in view of the fact that
Scripture does not express itself explicitly on this point. Some regard the dominion in question
simply as an office conferred on man, and not as a part of the image. But notice that God
YSYdA2ya YIyQa ONBFGAZ2Y Ay GKS RAGAYS AYLIl 3S
single breath, Gen. 1:26. It is indicative of the glory and honour withharhin is crowned, Ps.

8:5,6.

C. MAN AS THE IMAGE OF GOD.

According to Scripture the essence of man consists in this, that he is the image of God. As such
he is distinguished from all other creatures and stands supreme as the head and crown of the
entire creation. Scripture asserts that man was created in the image and after the likeness of
God, Gen. 1:26,27; 9:6; Jas. 3:9, and speaks of man as being and as bearing the image of God, |
/ 2N MMYTT mMpYnodpd ¢KS GSN¥a aGAYlid&doushwdyR. af A
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Augustine held that the former referred to the intellectual, and the latter, to the moral faculties

191



2T GUKS &az2dzt © . St | NdsignatibdSadl théNkatiidl gifisho¥ adm Sahd | a4 |
Gt A1SySaa¢ Fa I RSAONARLIIAZ2Y 2F (GKIGO 6KAOK g
GKFG aAYlF3S¢é RSYy2G4SR GUKS Ayo2N¥YyszZ FyR afA1SySa
likely, howeveras was pointed out in the preceding, that both words express the same idea,
FYyR GKFG aftA1SySaaé Aa YSNBte |y SLISESISGAOLl
very similar. The idea expressed by the two words is that of the very image of Gododthine

of the image of God in man is of the greatest importance in theology, for that image is the
expression of that which is most distinctive in man and in his relation to God. The fact that man

is the image of God distinguishes him from the aninmal &om every other creature. As far as

we can learn from Scripture even the angels do not share that honor with him, though it is
a2YSUAYSAE NBLINBASYGSR a AF GKS&@ R2o /I f @Ay 3
the angels also were created the likeness of God, since, as Christ declares (Matt. 22:30), our
KAIKSAG LISNFSOGA2Y ¢Aff Oz Btk stakeyhendtieigngd A 1 S
Reformer does not have due regard for the point of comparison in the statement a$.Jies

many cases the assumption that the angels were also created in the image of God results from

a conception of the image which limits it to our moral and intellectual qualities. But the image

also includes the body of man and his dominion over theeloereation. The angels are never
represented as lords of creation, but as ministering spirits sent out for the service of those that
inherit salvation. The following are the most important conceptions of the image of God in

man.

1. THE REFORMED CONCEPRTIRNReformed Churches, following in the footsteps of Calvin,
have a far more comprehensive conception of the image of God than either the Lutherans or
the Roman Catholics. But even they do not all agree as to its exact contents. Dabney, for
instance, hdRa GKI G AG R2Sa y2i0 O2yairad Ay FyedaKAy?3
GKSYy GKS ft2aa 2F A0 ¢2dzxZ R KIS NBadzZ 6§SR Ay (K
accidens.[Syst. and Polem. Theol., p. 2BRPherson, on the other hand, asterthat it
0St2y3a (2 GKS SaaSydaAalrft yradz2NE 2F YlIysI FyR a
much confusion and many needless and unconvincing doctrinal refinements, if it had not
encumbered itself with the idea that it was bound to define amthe loss of the image, or of
a2YSGKAYy3a o0Sft2y3aAy3a (G2 GKS AYIFISd LT GKS AYI:
Dogm., p. 203.These two, then, would seem to be hopelessly at variance. Other differences
are also in evidence in Reformed theolo§pme would limit the image to the moral qualities of
righteousness and holiness with which man was created, while others would include the whole
moral and rational nature of man, and still others would also add the body. Calvin says that the
proper seat 6 the image of God is in the soul, though some rays of its glory also shine in the
02Reé® IS FAYRA (KIFIG GKS AYlI3S O2yaraidSR SaLilsSo
by sin, which reveals itself in true knowledge, righteousness, and Issliid the same time he
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expressed by Turretin.[Opar De Creatione, Quaestio Xg sum up it may be said that the

image consists: (a) In the soul or spirit of man, that is, in the qualities of simplicity, spirituality,
invisibility, and immortality. (b) In the psychical powers or faculties of man asianaatand

moral being, namely, the intellect and the will with their functions. (c) In the intellectual and
Y2NI f AydSaNraGe 2F YryQa ylGddz2NEZ NBGSIfAy3a Al
Eph. 4:24; Col. 3:10. (d) In the body, not as en substance, but as the fit organ of the soul,

sharing its immortality; and as the instrument through which man can exercise dominion over
GKS f26SN) ONBIGA2YyD® 6S0 LY YIYyQa R2YAYA2Yy 2@S
Reformed scholarg/ent too far in the opposite direction, when they regarded this dominion as
something that did not belong to the image at all but was the result of a special disposal of God.

In connection with the question, whether the image of God belongs to the vagnes of man,

Reformed theology does not hesitate to say that it constitutes the essence of man. It
distinguishes, however, between those elements in the image of God which man cannot lose
without ceasing to be man, consisting in the essential qualiti@s@wers of the human soul;

and those elements which man can lose and still remain man, namely, the good ethical qualities

of the soul and its powers. The image of God in this restricted sense is identical with what is
called original righteousness. Ittlee moral perfection of the image, which could be, and was,

lost by sin.

2. THE LUTHERAN CONCEPTI®@AI. prevailing Lutheran conception of the image of God
differs materially from that of the Reformed. Luther himself sometimes spoke as if he had a
broad caception of it, but in reality he had a restricted view of it.[Koestlin, The Theology of
Luther Il, pp. 338B42.]While there were during the seventeenth century, and there are even
now, some Lutheran theologians who have a broader conception of the iofaged, the great
majority of them restrict it to the spiritual qualities with which man was originally endowed,
that is, what is called original righteousness. In doing this they do not sufficiently recognize the
essential nature of man as distinct frorat of the angels on the one hand, and from that of
the animals on the other hand. In the possession of this image men are like the angels, who also
possess it; and in comparison with what the two have in common, their difference is of little
importance. Man lost the image of God entirely through sin, and what now distinguishes him
from the animals has very little religious or theological significance. The great difference
between the two lay in the image of God, and this man has lost entirely. In vidwsdf ts also
natural that the Lutherans should adopt Traducianism, and thus teach that the soul of man
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originates like that of the animal, that is, by procreation. It also accounts for the fact that the
Lutherans hardly recognize the moral unity of thaentan race, but emphasize strongly its
physical unity and the exclusively physical propagation of sin. Barth comes closer to the
[ dz KSNI Yy (KIFy G2 GKS wST2NNX¥SR LRaAlGA2Yy 6KSy K
between God and man, a certain dormity with God, and then says that this was not only
ruined but even annihilated by sin.[The Doctrine of the Word of God, p. 273.]

3. THE ROMAN CATHOLIC VIR@man Catholics do not altogether agree in their conception
of the image of God. We limit ourlses here to a statement of the prevailing view among
them. They hold that God at creation endowed man with certain natural gifts, such as the
spirituality of the soul, the freedom of the will, and the immortality of the body. Spirituality,
freedom, and imortality, are natural endowments, and as such constitute the natural image

2T D2R® a2NB203SNE D2R 4l GOSYLISNBRé oOF R2dzaid SR

placing the lower in due subordination to the higher. The harmony thus established is called
justitia T natural righteousness. But even so there remained in man a natural tendency of the
lower appetites and passions to rebel against the authority of the higher powers of reason and
conscience. This tendency, called concupiscence, is not itselbirbecomes sin when it is
consented to by the will and passes into voluntary action. In order to enable man to hold his
lower nature in check, God added to the dona naturalia certain dona supernaturalia. These
included the donum superadditum of originddhteousness (the supernatural likeness to God),
which was added as a foreign gift to the original constitution of man, either immediately at the
time of creation, or at some later point as a reward for the proper use of the natural powers.
These supernaral gifts, including the donum superadditum of original righteousness, were
lost by sin, but their loss did not disrupt the essential nature of man.

4. OTHER VIEWS OF THE IMAGE OF A&G@ding to the Socinians and some of the earlier
Arminians the ima§ 2 F D2 R O2yaiaida Ay YIyQa R2YAYyAz2Y
only. Anabaptists maintained that the first man, as a finite and earthly creature, was not yet the
image of God, but could become this only by regeneration. Pelagians, most of theigkisn

and Rationalists all, with little variation, find the image of God only in the free personality of
man, in his rational character, his ethioeligious disposition, and his destiny to live in
communion with God.

D. THE ORIGINAL CONDITION OF MAMHESMAGE OF GOD.

There is a very close connection between the image of God and the original state of man, and
therefore the two are generally considered together. Once again we shall have to distinguish
between different historical views as to the origim@ndition of man.
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1. THE PROTESTANT VIEWtestants teach that man was created in a state of relative
perfection, a state of righteousness and holiness. This does not mean that he had already
reached the highest state of excellence of which he wasepidxe. It is generally assumed

that he was destined to reach a higher degree of perfection in the way of obedience. He was,
something like a child, perfect in parts, but not yet in degree. His condition was a preliminary
and temporary one, which wouldteer lead on to greater perfection and glory or terminate in

a fall. He was by nature endowed with that original righteousness which is the crowning glory of
the image of God, and consequently lived in a state of positive holiness. The loss of that
righteousness meant the loss of something that belonged to the very nature of man in its ideal
state. Man could lose it and still remain man, but he could not lose it and remain man in the
ideal sense of the word. In other words, its loss would really mean aridedéon and
impairment of human nature. Moreover, man was created immortal. This applies not only to
the soul, but to the whole person of man; and therefore does not merely mean that the soul
was destined to have a continued existence. Neither does @mtbat man was raised above

the possibility of becoming a prey to death; this can only be affirmed of the angels and the
saints in heaven. It does mean, however, that man, as he was created by God, did not bear
within him the seeds of death and would nbave died necessarily in virtue of the original
constitution of his nature. Though the possibility of his becoming a victim of death was not
excluded, he was not liable to death as long as he did not sin. It should be borne in mind that
YIyQa 2 NNaiy yds hot sorethihg purely negative and physical, but was something
positive and spiritual as well. It meant life in communion with God and the enjoyment of the
favor of the Most High. This is the fundamental conception of life in Scripture, juddadh is
primarily separation from God and subjection to His wrath. The loss of this spiritual life would
aLiSt ft RSIGKEZ |yR g2dAR | faz NBadzZ & Ay LIKeaA
Conceptions of the Last Things, Chap. I11.]

2. THE ROMAN CHODLIC VIEWRoman Catholics naturally have a somewhat different view of
the original condition of man. According to them original righteousness did not belong to the
nature of man in its integrity, but was something supernaturally added. In virtue ofdasi@an
man was simply endowed with all the natural powers and faculties of human nature as such,
and by the justitia naturalis these powers were nicely adjusted to each other. He was without
sin and lived in a state of perfect innocency. In the very ratfrthings, however, there was a
natural tendency of the lower appetites and passions to rebel against the higher powers of
reason and conscience. This tendency, called concupiscence, was not itself sin, but could easily
become the occasion and fuel fans(But cf. Rom. 7:8; Col. 3:5; | Thess. 4:5, Auth. Ver.). Man,
then, as he was originally constituted, was by nature without positive holiness, but also without
sin, though burdened with a tendency which might easily result in sin. But now God added to
the natural constitution of man the supernatural gift of original righteousness, by which he was
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