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SOME CONTEMPORARY STATISTICS ON THE QUESTION OF

"DOES GOD EXIST?"

Sources, Gallup Surveys for

1. Christian Broadeasting Network, 1981
2. Robert Schuller Ministries, 1981 and 1983
3. various Catholic agencies, 1985

American belief in a form of God or Universal Spirit

1, 1981 = 95% as compared with
2. 1969 = 98%

3. 1952-33 = 98%

4. 1944 = 96%

Western belief in a personal God (1981)

3% 16% 6% 2%
70% 18% 8% 1%
66% 26% 5% 1%
19% 39% 19% 17%
19% 39% 19% 17%

*these 3 are uniformly high on supematuralisin
#*these 2 are uniformly low on supernaturalism

Non-believers then basically fall into one of three classes:

1. non-committed from social contexts/background
. radical from embittering experiences
3. searching intellectually but unsatisfied

The primary problem in unbelief is often the presence of suffering and gvil in the world.

Believers fall into four classes:

(some believe because of) )
2)
3
4)

some form of authority: Bible, upbringing
rational explanation of life

response to personal crisis

pragmatic advantages of belief: why not, its safer
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Dear GOD,

In school they told us what You do.
Who does it when You are on vacation?
~Jane

Dear GOD,

Are you really invisible or is that just a trick?
-Lucy

Dear GOCD,

Is it true my father won't get in Heaven if he uses his bowling
words in the house?
-Anita

Dear GQD,

Did you mean for the giraffe to look like that or was it an
accident? -Norma

Dear GOD,
Instead of letting people die and having to make new ones,

why don't You just keep the ones You have now?
-Jane

Dear GOD,

Who draws the lines around the countries?
-Nan

Dear GOCD,

I went to this wedding and they kissed right in church.
okay? -Neil

Is that

Dear GOD,

What does it mean You are a Jealous God? I thought You had
everything. -Jane

Dear GOD,

Did you really mean "do untc others as they do unto youﬁ?
Bgcagse if you did, then I'm going te fix my brother!
—Darla

Dear GOD, -
Thank you for the baby brother, but what I prayed for was a
puppy. —Joyce

Dear GOCD,

It rained for our whole vacation and is my father mad!

He said some things about You that people are not supposed to
say, but I hope You will not hurt him anyway. Your friend (But T
am not going to tell you who I am)

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

Dear GOD,

Why is Sunday scheool on Sunday?

I thought it was supposed to be our day of rest.
-Tom L.

Dear GOD,

Please send me a pony. :

I never asked for anything before, You can look it up.
-Bruce

Dear GOD,

Tf You give me a genie lamp like Aladin, I will give you anything
you want except my money or my chess set.

-Raphael

Dear GOD, :
My brother is a rat. You should give him a tail. Ha ha.
-Danny :
Dear GOD,
Maybe Cain and Abel would not kill each other so much if they had
their own rooms. It works with my brother.

~Larry

Deay GOD,
I want to be just like my Daddy when I get big but not with so
much hair all over. -Sam

Dear GOD,
T think the stapler is one of your greatest inventions.
-Ruth M.

Deaxr GOD,

I bet it is very hard for You to love all of everybedy in the
whole world. There are only 4 pecple in our famiiy and I can
never do it. -Nan ’

Dear GOD,
1f You watch me in church Sunday, I'll show You my new shoes.
~Mickey D.

Dear GOD,
I would like to live 900 years like the guy in the Bible.
Love, Chris

Dear- GOD, )

e read Thomas Edison made light. But in school they said You
did it. So I bet he stoled your idea.

Sincerely, Donna

VI



DISPATCHES

God need not apply

In this group of religious teachers, there’s no place for God

BY PETER JONES

he joint annual meeting of the

American Academy of Religion |
and the Society of Biblical Liter- !
ature is a mammoth meeting of !
¢ Liberal New Testament scholars declared that

the minds of North American

religious academia, and it gets bigger every :
i finally made it into their canon. James Robin-

year. Eight thousand professors of religion,

Bible scholars, and Christian theologians
filled the Convention Center in downtown
Philadelphia and attended 738 official meet-
¢ of Thomas to the status of the canonical |
! gospels as “the coming of age of American ;
i New Testament scholarship.” How ironic. The
i great contribution of the sons of Christian :

ings, seminars, and consultations of all
sorts—in one weekend last November,

In such numbers, one can feel like a needle
in a haystack. The most uncomfortable sensa-

tion, though, emerges from the realization |
that historic Christian orthodoxy is but a :
pimple on the face of the religious teaching :
profession of a country that was until very :
recently the bastion of the faith. The sad truth.
is that the vast majority of those teaching reli- ;
gion to the next generation of Americans are. ;
engaged in a profound undermining of bibli-" ;
: and hailed as the church’s new way forward to |

cal religion, As Mary Daly, the ex-Roman

Catholic nun and now eco-feminist lesbian
and professor of theology with tenure at Jesuit
Boston College, said, to general applause, at
this same meeting in San Francisco in 1993 to

! members of AAR who teach any and all
¢ kinds of religious expressions in American
i universities, and the members of SBL who
i teach from the starting point of the Bible. On
i theleft-hand page are the seminars offered by
i AAR;on the right, those by SBL.

reprasarararireeeny

' s tradition would have it, the left is
: certainly more radical than the right.

Beyond seminars on Budchism, Hin-
duism, Jainism, Islam, and American Indian
animism, AAR welcomes Swedenborgian-

: ism, Theosophy (the study of the occult),
i pagan mysticism, and muted forms of witch-
i craft,as well as religious/political movements
i like lesbianism and gay studies. The pro-gay,
! lesbian, and feminist agenda is everywhere,
! and caressing lesbian couples, who train our
i youth, much in evidence. The radical nature
i of AAR can be captured by some of the lec-
| turetitles:

©“Fallen Angels and Fallen Women: Sex and

the Single Demon in the Age of Apocalypse”™

In Philadelphia in 1995, AAR/SBL cele-
brated the 50th anniversary of the finding of :

the Nag Hammadi library of Gnostic texts.

the heretical Gnostic Gospel of Thomas had

son,an ex-orthodox Calvinist and director of
the translation project that has made these :
texts widely available, declared the elevation :

Americaat the end of the 20th centuryis the
introduction of pagan heresy into the :
church’s Scriptures, destroying both the |
integrity of the canon and the theological i

coherence of biblical faith.

Once this wedge of paganism is joyously
allowed into the founding documents of :
Christianity by the guardians of the tradition, !

genuine dialogue with the modern world, !
everything falls into place. The 350-page :
annual meeling program book still main- ;
tains a theorelical distinction between the :

e “Amazing Grace! How Sweet the Sound!

Southern Evangehca] Religion and Gay Drag
{ in Atlanta”

® “Radical Fairies as Excursus Rehglon
- #“God Raised Him Erect: Lactantius and :

i the Male Body”

© “Sisterhood among Lesbian Woman~

Psychlatrlc Patients”

& “Teaching to Transgress,” from the Les-

bian-Feminist Issues in Religion Group

@ “When Goddess is God: Pagans, Recov-

: ery, and Alcoholics Anonymous;” from a-.
i a packed house of theologians in a profes- :
¢ sional guild called the Society of Biblical Liter-
i ature:“What’s all this biblical bull .. .?" :

practicing witch, Selena Fox, of the University .-
of Wisconsin
@ “Restoring the Circle: Beloved Women -
and the Cycle of Revitalization,” from the .
Women and Religion Section, dealing the

i theme of American Indian women’s spirituality

@ “The Rituals of Public Sex: Coming -
(Together) to Our Senses;’ and “The Hetero-
gendering of the Queer Male Jewish Body;”
from the Religion and Social Sciences Sec-
tion, on the theme “Queer Bodies in Motion”

® “Toward a Godless Theology;’ from the
Theology and Religious Reflection Section,
on the thene “Theologies Without God”

This small selection indicates the radical
character of AAR. But the SBL offerings on
the right-hand page are not too far behind.
Apparently the right hand does know what
the left is doing. In the seemingly quiet back-
water of biblical studies, in the midst of much

. technical work on linguistics and hermeneu-

tics, semantics and semiotics, there appears
an equally startling note of radical theology.

For, in addition to the massive rehabilita-
tion of the ancient heresy of Gnosticism as an
authentic version of early Christianity; radical
feminism and the homosexual movement
find in SBL a willing platform for the spread
of their agenda. Some examples:

24
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& The Ideological Criticism Group dealt
with the theme “The Challenge of Lesbian The-
i and to relativize the Christian faith as just one |
i for rejecting native religions as pagan.

" ory to Heterosexual Biblical Interpretation”

® The Bible and Contemporary Theologies
Group discussed “The Image of God: Gender |

Models in Judeo-Christian Traditions”

o The Semiotics and Exegesis Section fea- |
tured gay and radical feminist readings— !
“Biblical Interpretation as a Technology of :

the Self: Gay Men and the Ethics of Reading;’

Other Women at John's Well”

One particular note sounded on both
pages with equal force and fervor, unifying !

both professional societies with a moral fer-
vor and a radical vision of reality for the egal-
itarian world of tomorrow. Feminism and
gender reversal snake through the program
from page to page, on the left and on the
right, like 2 golden thread, creating from the
bewildering diversity a coherent message.

There is nothing startling in the observa-
tion that the feminist hermenentic has
acquired general acceptance in the academy
as a new, unquestioned orthodoxy and is
introduced explicitly or implicitly into almost
every debate. But statistical data gives objec-
tive proof of the power of this ideological
locomotive. Of the 386 major academic sec-
tions, 59 were entirely devoted to feminism
and 30 had major feminist components. That
is, virtually a quarter of the program specifi-
cally featured the various aspects of this one
agenda. From where things were 20 yearsago,
this is astounding,

Pointedly, the “Women's Caucus” meeting
was the only event featured on both the AAR
and the SBL programs! These women are
_ taking over,and their ideology, in its pristine
purity, is at the very antipodes of Christian
orthodoxy.

scholars, five leading feminist intellec-

tuals discussed the question of “The
Effects of Womer's Studies on Biblical Stud-
ies” The scene itself embodied the answer. A
large percentage of the group was female, and
women scholars, as in this one, were promi-~
nent in all the major theological debates. Letty
Russell, of Yale Divinity School, observing
that 15 years ago women were a small minor--
ity, especially at SBL, concluded, to wild
applause, that the effect of women’s studies on
biblical studies was “truly astounding?”

Before a packed room of some 800

But just what is the effect? Certainly mod- -

ern culture, if it did not already, has come to
recognize the great intellectual giftedness of
women, which Christians especially need to
- honor in as mary ways as possible. Regret-
tably, in inany cases these gifts are being used
by the leading feminist theorists, from posi-
tions of great power in America’s most presti-
gious theological schools—Harvard, Yale,

and Princeton, to name a few—to marginal-
i covery of pre-Christian spiritualities, and the

ize Holy Scripture as hopelessly patriarchal,

more human religious expression.

Roman Catholic scholar Rosemary Rad-
¢ ford Ruether of Garrett-Evangelical Theolog-
ical Seminary, whose own feminist spiritual- !
ity is informed more by pre-Christian pagan
goddesses than Christ and the Bible, |
¢ answered the question of the effect of ;
and “Fleshing Out the Word: Reading for
! Ruether is fascinating because she pushes :
i Dr. Jones isa professor of New Testament at West-
Int her response, she called for the recognition !

womerns studies by describing the future. Ms.

egalitarian theory to its logical conclusions.

of the diversity of family patterns, the redis-
need of repentance on the part of Christians

For Ms. Ruether, feminism will lead the
church in “interreligious ecumenism” and the
establishment of a world-wide religious all-
inclusive syncretism that will at last bring
peace to the world. In the all-inclusive womb
of the Goddess there is a warm place for

i everyone—except God, #

minster Theological Seminary in California.
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We printed a response to our column

1 was absolutely tem-
fied when I 'tead,
“There is a God and
‘only ONE God. If you
- o aren’t right with my
God Lhen you will burn in Hell,” which

" one girl said in your column. I now
know how the Holotaust couid happen.:

I feel that the whole concept of reli-

. gion began in order to encourage a

7| moral foundation, the heart of which

" is the Golden Rule: Do unto others as

" you would have them do unto you.”
Whether you believe in one “God,” 100
“Gods” or no “God,” your persorml be-
liefs should bring peace and openness

.appreciating others,

~—Hate V:erhus, 15. San Jose, Callf.

B | was taught that GocI
¥ was the Almnghty and

B was good, but.the past
B few months have setme

Bl straight. There is no,.

God: At least not the God everyone.is
talking about. If He/She was real, then.-
there wouldn't be:so much disease,
death, hurt and heartbreak in the world.’.
December, one.of my friends lost.
her mother. In January, a friend was

D0 YOU BELIEVE IN GOD?' THE RESPONSE CONTINUES

continue to come—now respandmg to the response. Here are. excerpts'

“Do you believe.in God? " But letters'

killed on his:way.to school. In Apnl a'
friend of the family lost his long battle
with' AIDS. And in-May, one of my
best friends also lost her mother.
" What God would do this to anyone"’
None that 1 know.of or believe in.’
‘; ‘ —Tar-a Fr-ltsch, 18 Rlverdale, N d.'

'?,[ was. 17 when I left hlgh school, de- -
. pressed and without direction. I found
_myseif pregnant and married a man
“who essentially reaffirmed that 1 was
not going to-amount to much. I-later
divorced him and continued makmg
monumentally lousy decisions.™ .
Then I.met someone, now my best
fnend He too is a parent. He began to
‘tell me that I was worth something, He.
“listened as I expressed my. disgust-with. -
what ] had done with my life’At times,: -
I even personally attacked him. Buthis’ .
patience was unbelievable: Today, Tam
a student in a very competitive medical
_program and a much betier parent. Towe
- all. my success to'my. ‘best friénd, ‘who: .
‘has been there every, step of the way.}.
So'what does. this-have:to-do; with.
whether I believe in God? Who do you:
think my best friend i




FIVE CLASSIC ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) - rational evidentialist
The major paradigm historically of Roman Catholic theology
Unaided human reason can find God without the assistance of supernatural revelation
God is the “UNCAUSED CAUSE” or the “FIRST CAUSE”

THE FIVE WAYS
from MOTION to a PRIME MOVER
from CAUSATION fo a FIRST CAUSE
from CONTINGENT BEINGS to a NECESSARY BEING
from IMPERFECTION to a PERFECT BEING
from evidence of a PURPOSIVE DESIGN to a DIVINE DESIGNER

ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109) - platonic idealist/rationalist

1. Man has an idea of an infinite and perfect being
2. Bxistence is a necessary part of perfection

Therefore, an infinte and perfect being exists, since the very concept of ‘perfection requires
existence

MORAL (ANTHROPOLOGICAL) ARGUMENT

Immanuel Kant - (also C.S. Lewis)
belief in God is a practical, moral necessity
All men posess a moral impulse or categorical (moral) imperative
Universal law requires a Law Giver (e.g. God)

EXPERIENCE ARGUMENT

Kierkegaard, Jean Paul Sartre, Oprah, Shirley McLaine
weakest of all arguments
used by fideists and experientialists
It argues that only God could account for certain events
and I personally have experienced the divine.

(super)natural events require supernatural causes
Therefore, God must have caused the event
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TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

Thomas Aquinas
follows Aquinas’ fifth way

The universe shows extensive evidence of purposive design
Purposive design doesn’t happen by accident
Therefore, there must be a Divine Designer

William Paley’s version of the argument used the ANALOGY OF A WATCH found in a
deserted place. Even if the waich were broken, it would obviously have been designed by an
intelligent being. ‘

C - cosmological

O - Ontological

M - Moral/Anthropological
E - Experience

T - Teleological

PASCAL’S WAGER
Blaise Pascal (1623-1662), a brilliant physicist, wanted to wake up some of his fellow
Frenchmen from their rationalistic atheism. They enjoyed gambiling, so he designed “the
wager” as a shock treatment to get their attention on God.

“Is Christianity true ? WHY TAKE THE CHANCE?”

If Christianity is false, you have gained little except a few sensual pleasures as a non believer,
or, as a believer, you have only lost a few sensual pleasures and gained the hope and stability
‘ of the Christian lifestyle.

If Christianity is true, the non believer loses everything, the believer gains everything.
What is the smart decision (wager)? Bet on God.

SIX BIBLICAL TEXTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

1) Genesis 1 - Creation is the basic, biblical evidence for the existence of its Creator (God). It is
the bridge between universal knowledge about deity and a personal relationship with God by
grace through faith in Jesus Christ. It embraces all of the elements of a Biblical world view.

2) Psalm 8 - The heavens and humanity testify of His glory. David was perhaps meditating on
Gen. 1, and breaks into spontaneous praise. The Psalm uses evidence of creation

(cosmological) to praise the personal Creator.
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3) Psalm 19 - A central text for connecting General revelatioin about God with the Special
Revelation of Scripture and its guidelines for a personal and joyful relationship with God.

4) Acts 14 - Deals with the healing of a lame man, and the response of the city of Lystra, who
wanted to continue their polytheistic worship, and include the apostles in their worship. The
passage deals with general revelation (nature) and common grace.

5) Acts 17 - Paul’s sermon at Athens dealing with idolatry. The basis of His appeal was
empirically observable religion. All persons are incurably/universally religious.

6) Romans 1~ The fact of creation and the perversion of idolatry/unbelief. God has shown His
existence and power in creation.

CREATION EVIDENCE as a basis for faith forms a common pattern in these creational

texts of the Bible. The universality of religions/idolatries is one of Paul’s proof of
humanity’s knowledge about deity. Note the sins in the passage that follow from the self-
centeredness of false worship.

SUMMARY

There are SIX important texts. Genesis 1, Psalms 8, Psalms 19, Romans 1, Acts 14, and Acts
17. These passages emphasize that CREATION is an essential foundation of faith, The
prophets and apostles used Creation to provoke faith based upon a universal awareness
(God is there) and a need (we have sinned; Romans 1)

Acts shows us how Paul applied the evidence of creation in ministry (Acts 14) -and preaching
(Acts 17)

.,?-'-Survey.fmd ' 0 .
_percent of U.S.
. Scientists still -

~believe in God

SEATTLE (RNS)-——AI-
- though a majority of scientists in -
the United Statés do not. believe - -
in God the number who do—40

- The meén survcyed 1, 000 sm-_
: _-.‘entlsts chos_r_:n_ at random_ om the

. -In" 19186, researcher .Tames ‘
: Leuba shocked“Americans by :
. ﬁndmg only 40 percent of scien-. -
.. tists believed in a supreme being;
- and he predicted that as educa-
" tion improved;: "‘ungodhness -.
.- would become mpre comion
* ‘amorig scientistsy? . .
' “To test tha ehef we reph-

Seattlé’s- Dlscover:y Insntute 'm,.: ‘
. the science journal Nawre: "

They' found. that althoug

. percent .- N )
- years ago, researchers reported percent of scientists believein'a °
,.:Iast week. : .God, most scientists today *have .

- no use for God-or the afterlife.” -

“-“To the-extent that both sur-

veys are aécirate readings; tradi
‘tional Westem thieism has not lost ~
~its place among U.S: scientists,
: desplte their intellectuat preoccu- :

_ pation with iiatérial reality;
- .son and Witham found.: R
" According ta their research
rhathematicians aré miost inclined .’
10 believe in God—-44 6 .per- "

cent—while the highest'rate. of

. dishelief is. found among phy51-
: 'c1sts and astronomcrs o




THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

L INTRODUCTION
"Tn the midst of the knowledge explosion of the past half century, it is astounding how many have
forgotten that the greatest knowledge they could possess is the knowledge of God. . .The fact that

we have sent men to the moon is not so amazing as sending men to heaven. The knowledge of
God is certainly top priority,” (Charles Ryrie).

However, "to believe that God exists is not the same as to believe in Him."
A.  Subject of this study

L. The issue of the existence of Ged deals with the fact of God (He is) and the
character of God (Who and What He is).

2. The existence of God raises several crucial issues:

a. The biblical basis
b. Some philosophical arguments
c. Some contemporary responses

B.  Objectives of this study

1. to become acquainted with evidences for the existence of God and how people have
responded to those evidences (knowledge)

2. to explore implications of evidences/responses for our own thinking about God as
well as for our sharing of our thoughts (preaching/teaching) and faith (evangelismy)
with others (skills)

3. to raise questions about the extent to which faith in our Creator God affects our
reverence of Him (worship); see Isa 6:1-9, "Holy, Holy, Holy; I will go first"

II. THE BIBLICAL BASIS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

"When someone says they do or do not believe in God, we have usually assumed that the God in
question is some loosely defined Supreme Being gleaned from the Old and New Testaments, i.e.
the Bible." Such an assumption is becoming less and less warranted, even in "Christian/religious

America."

Al GENESIS 1, THE FACT OF CREATION AS A BASIS OF FAITH

"In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth” (Gen 1:1). This is a summary statement
for the chapter and an introductory statement for the rest of the Bible. God's existence is a given,
a first principle, it is assumed and not proven. Does mankind have a universal innate awareness
of God?!

1. This opening phrase refers to the beginning of the space-time history of the earth as we
know it, and is theologically connected to 1:26-27. It will see restoration and fulfillment in




the new heavens and earth of Rev 21:1ff.

Implied here (but not explicilly stated) is God's infinity relative to time and space. He is
before existence (self-cxistent as the first and ultimate cause) and sovereign over it as its
Maker. Thus he is dislinet from his creation (a denial of pantheism).

The subject = God

a. Elohim (Gen 1:1, note the plurality of majesty joined to a singular verb bara}, the
supreme divine Creator, the necessary greatest being, is the cause of the universal
effect of creation (cf. cosmological, ontological arguments) and the Giver and
Governor of its purpose (1:26-28, teleological and anthropological [or moral]
arguments). Creation is God's handiwork (Ps 19).

b. Yahweh (Genesis 2 is a detailed and focused commentary of the sixth day and not
a second creation account) is the self-existent, self-revealing God of the Judeao-
Christian/biblical tradition (Exodus 3:14, 6:6).

¢ "God" is thus both a descriptive title of the only living Deity with characteristic
attributes (Deut 6) and the proper name of that Deity who has revealed Himself to
humanity through Israel and the Church, and supremely in Christ (Heb 1:1). For the
Christian, "In the beginning God created is the foundation for all meaning, It
explains why there is something rather than nothing,”

The object = existence accounted for comprehensively

Genesis 1:2-2:3 embraces all elements of a biblical worldview: the (inter-)relationships of
the Creator, the universe, with focus on the earth, and humanity as the culmination
(apex/climax) of creation and the object of God's immutable decree (1:26-28).

Creation hereafler is the basic, biblical evidence for the existence of its Creator. It js the

bridge beiween universal knowledge about deity and a personal relationship with God by
grace through faith (Heb 11:3 speaks of creation as the starting peint of an informed faith

from exisience).

B. PSALM 8, THE FACT OF CREATION AND THE RESPONSE OF FAITH/WORSHIP

i.

Context: David is perhaps meditating on Genesis 1 (esp. 26-28) and breaks into spontaneous
praise of the Creator. The heavens (vv. 1-3} and humanity (vv. 4-9) testify of his glory.

The emphases of Genesis 1 continue in this psalm of praise and worship; the sovereign
Creator of existence is praised (1,2,9) on the basis of the creational order in which humanity
has the divine image and dominion (3-8). The psalm uses the evidence of creation
(cosmological) to praise the personal Creator (name). Indeed, "dropping the hyperbole,
unbiased and uncerrupted minds recognize God without difficulty from his creation"
(Leupold, p. 102). When it comes to God's existence and greatness, listen to little children
and not the skeptics of the age (v. 2). The latter's is the wisdom of foolishness (Ps 14:1),
the former of faith in the fact of creation.

Atheistic evolutionary options for explaining existence are obviously alien to the Bible,
which traces creation to the direct involvement and recreative providence of God rather than
any "survival of the fittest” model (5-8). In fact, modern evolutionary theory of whatever
variety, i.e. Darwinian, neo-Darwinian, punctuated equilibrium, has been motivated by the
rebellious desire to explain existence without God (e.g., metaphysical naturalism). Claims
of scientific objectivity are hardly honest in the academy.




Man's dignity and dominion and worth over the animal world is affirmed (vss. 6-8). Man
is both part of creation but over it as God's representative on earth. Man as the image
bearer of God in some sense argues for God's existence (ontological). Hence the psalm has
anthropological as well as theological implications.

The author of Hebrews uses Psalm & to teach the fulfillment of God's creation-decree
through Christ, the sovereign Son of Man (Hebrews 2: 6-9). Thus there are alse
Christological aspects of this psalm. Similarly, in the Apocalypse, the hymn of creation
(Rev 4:9-11) is a prelude to the hymn of new creation through the redemption of the Son
(Rev 5:8-14, John 1:1-2).

PSALM 19, THE FACT OF CREATION AND THE RESPONSE OF FAITH/WORSHIP

1.

Context: David contemplates creation and its explanation in the Word and spontaneously
praises His Creator and Redeemer. This psalm is a praise hymn to the Creator of the
universe (1-6} and the Author of the Word (Torah 7-14). It is a central text for connecting
general (or natural) revelation (universal knowledge) about God from the evidence of
creation (1-6) with the special revelation of Seripture and its guidelines for a relationship
with Ged (7-14).

The creational evidence for God is a fact which is expressed/evidenced {creation

personified) continually (2, day and night), visually (rather than verbally, 3), and universally
{4, [ef. Rom 10:18] even for the blind, 6) as illustrated specifically in the ordered cycles

of the sun (5-6, cf. 2).

The eloquence of creation is inextricably linked with the enlightenment of the Word. In
light of this psalm is it proper to say that doubt is an element of faith?

PSALM 19 and REVELATION

General
vvs., 1-6
Creation declares God's
existence to all

Special
vss. 7-14
The Word instructs believers

ISATAH 40. THE FACT OF CREATION AND THE PERVERSION OF IDOLATRY WITH A
CALL TO FAITH '

Creation (40:26, 28) is the basis for judgment and for an appeal for faith in Israel (40:1-2), which

had turned from her covenant Creator to the worship/idolairy of creation (18-20).

ROMANS 1. THE FACT OF CREATION AND THE PERVERSION OF IDOLATRY/UNBELIEF

1.

Paul appeals for an acceptance of the gospel (the righteousness of faith), which is connected
with OT prophecy, 16-17 (Hab. 2:4, cf. Isa 40).

CREATION EVIDENCE AS A BASIS FOR FAITH FORMS A COMMON PATTERN IN
THESE CREATIONAL TEXTS OF THE BIBLE.

His reason is that the wrath of God (orgé theou) is universally revealed/exercised against
unrighteousness, which always arises from the suppression of truth (18). That "God gave




them over" (vss. 24, 26, 28) points to the self-imposed judgment of willful sin as a
significant aspect of God's wrath against unrighteousness. He allows people to self-destruct
in accordance with his ereational decree of choice. In ether words, there are consequences
for sin and sins.

God's wrath is just, because there are universal evidences of God the Creator from the time
of creation in the fact of creation, so that unbelievers are without excuse {19-20). This is
anthropologically and soteriologically significant as well.

The evidences are "His invisible attributes, His eternal power and divine nature" (20).
Attributes = thejotes = deity.

Sanday and Headlam, Romans (ICC), pp. 43-44, say that "Theotes means Divine
Personality, Theiotes, Divine nature and properties: Theiotes is a summary term for those
other attributes which constitute Divinity. . .God did not design that man should sin; but

He did design that if they sinned they should be without excuse: on His part all was done
to give them a sufficient knowledge of Himself."

Cranfield, Romans ICC), pp. 1.115, ". . .the sentence as a whole is a paradoxical assertion
that God's invisible attributes are actually seen in, and through, His creation...God's dunamis
is referred to again and again in Scripture and power is so characteristic of God that he
dunamis can be used as a periphrasis for the divine Name (Mt 26:64 = Mk 14:62). The
term Theitos (divinitas, 'divinity") first appears in biblical Greek in Wisd 18:9, and occurs
in the NT only here. It is a Hellenistic term (Plutarch, Lucian, Hermetic corpus, etc.)
denoting the divine nature and properties; and is to be distingnished from Theotos (deitas,
'deity"), which denotes the divine personality (in the NT only Col 2:9).

Whatever else is said here, the invisible deity of God is evidenced in the visible powers of
creation which are the bases of world religions. The concept of manipulation of powers for
personal gain is the concept at the heart of world religions. The universality of
religions/idolatries is Paul's proof of humanity's knowledge about deity (albeit perverted),
21-32. Note the sins that follow from the self-centeredness of false worship.

ROMANS 1 AS GENERAL REVELATION

1. God's power has been evident to all from creation, 19-20.
2, The unrighteous however suppress (reject) this evidence

rather than responding to it, 18.

3. This is proven by world religions (idolatry).

4, Therefore, they are without excuse.

5. God gives them over then to what they want: utterly
depraved living (vss. 24-32).

ROMANS 2 AS GENERAL REVELATION

1. There is universal awareness of good and evil (the
conscience), 14-15,

2. People ought to relate moral awareness with the moral
consequences to the moral standard.




E.

ACTS = PAUL'S MINISTERIAL APPLICATIONS OF THE ROMAN'S PRINCIPLE

1.

2.

Acts 14 (Paul's ministry at Lystra)

a.

b.

The healing of the lame man = occasion, 8-10

The response of the city, 11-13. The city wanted to worship the apostles as part of
their polytheistic pantheon (including the priest of Zeus!). The reason for the
idolatrous response was the evidence of {creational) Jife-giving, prosperity-promoting

power.

The rebuke of the apostles, and an appeal to faith on the basis of fact, 15-18. We
preach the gospel, so that you can tum from your false worship of idols to the
worship of the only living Creator God, who gives evidence of Himself in the
universal general revelation/common grace of seasons and food (fertility, life,
prosperity), of Ps 146:6. This is Romans 1:18-32 illustrated.

The opposition of the Jews and the expulsion of the apostles, 19-20. The problem
here (as frequently) was not ignorance but rather rebellion. The issue was not that
they did not know, but rather that they did not want to know.

H ACTS 14:15-17 AS REVELATION ’

False religion as
perversion of
creation

(general GOSPEL
revelation and
common grace)

vvs, 15-17 True worship, 15

Acts 17 = Paul's sermon at Athens

The attitude of the apostle, v. 16: He became distressed as he contemplated Athen's
idolatry (cf. Rom 1:21-23). Notice that this is what the apostle noticed first about
one of the most impressive cities of the ancient world rather than its economic or
architectural features. Things have not changed much in almost 2000 years.

The attraction of the city {to the newness/strangeness of the apostle's doctrine), vv.
17-21: They tended to think (18) rationally (reason, man-centered thinking),
pantheistically (deity=nature), impersonally {about deity), and a-historically. They
were somewhat interested (18-21) in Paul, but because his message was the gospel
based on the resurrection they scoffed and sneered (v. 32). Some, however, did
believe (v. 34).

The appeal of the apostle, 22-31: The basis of his appeal was universal religion
which was empirically observable (cf. Rom 1:18-20), 22-23. All religion (esp. here
false religionfidolatry) is ultimately based on the Creator, 24-25. Or, man, as the
image-bearer of God has an indelible awareness of his Creator regardless of how
much he rebels. God has preserved creation in such a way as to provoke human
worship, 26-28. THEREFORE, people ought not to worship the creature rather than




the Creator, 29 (Rom 1:25).

d. THEREFORE, man should repent (change your mind about wershipping creatures)
and exercise faith in the resurrected Christ, in order to escape the wrath of God (30-
31, cf Rom 1:18).

ACTS 17:24-31 AS REVELATION

False religion
based on
perversion of
creation

vvs. 22-28 GOSPEL (30-31)

True worship
based on
resurrection
of Christ

G. SUMMARY OF THE BIBLICAL EVIDENCE

1.

There are six important texts: Genesis 1, Psalms 8 and 19, Romans 1, Acts 14 and 17.
These passages emphasize that creation is an essential foundation of faith. The prophets
and apostles used creation to provoke faith based on a universal awareness and a need (Rom

1.

Acts shows us how Paul applies the evidemce of creation in ministry (Acts 14) and
preaching (Acts 17).

The biblical expression of faith is worship of God (Psalms and Revelation), which may be
defined as expressing glory and honor to God in all of one's life {1 Cor 10:31, Rev 4:11).
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The Index

View

R. Albert Mohier Jr.

Bditor

Can We Be Good Without God?

The greatr moral question hanging over
America’s increasingly secular colture is this:
Can we be good without God? The ques-
gon—though unasked—Iis the backdrop for
most of the issues aflame in the media, the
schools, and the courts.

Secularizaton, the process by which a
society severs its tics to a religious worldview,
is now pressed to the limits by ideotogical
secularists bent on removing all vestiges of
the Judeo—Christian heritage from the
nation’s culture.

According to the new Amerjcan secular
orthodoxy, no reference to God or faith—no
matter how vague or distant—is allowable in
public conversation, much less in govern-
mental policy-making. The end result is 2
total collapse of moral conversation.

Parents in California, Louisiana, Florida,
and Ilinois came face to face with this
collapse when programs of abstinence-based
sex education were opposed by secularists on
the grounds that sexnal abstinence is “inher-
| ently religious.” That is, the only arguments
against teenage sexual promiscuity are based
on religious convicdons—which are forbid- -
den grounds for public consideration.

In fact, the American Civil Liberties Union
has successfully fought abstinence-based
programs in several stares, arguing that such
programs violate their radical notion of
church/state separation, and put the public
schools in the position of teaching “religion.”

This nonsense would be laughable if its
results were not so devasrating among
America’s young people. One parent op-
posed the program, stating: “I am extremely
upset thae this school board wants to teach
my Jewish kids Christian values.” Pardon me,
but who dropped Judaism from the Judeo—
Christian heritage? Christianity and Judaism
differ on any number of central issucs of
faith, but we share the Ten. Commandments.
As rabbi Jacob Neusner recently lamented:
“A country without 2 sense of shame or a
sense of sin does not have a sense of what is
right or wrong, just whar is useful or what -
you can get away with or not get away with.”

Are moral values now off limits just be-
cause they may be affirmed or shared by
Christans? As colurmnnist Mona Charen
asked, “Have we reached the pointin
America where virtue is considered contami-
nated because it has been known 1o keep
company with religion?”

If abstinence—based sex education is “in—
herently religious,” then so is the criminal
code which outlaws murder. After afl, “Thou
shalt not kill” was first inscribed on tablets of
stone by God, not contrived by a secularist
lawmnaker in Washington. What about
prohibitions against robbery, rape, or lying?
Out with them all, for they are part of God’s

moral law as well.

The sheer nonsense of this makes it diffi-
cult to take the argument seriously, but
courts at the local, state, and federal levels
are heeding these secularist arguments. Our
ability to conduct any meaningful moral
discourse is fast evaporating.

Just how far we have come is made clear by
2 glance at the most formative legal com-
mentary which lies behind this nation’s legal
tradition, William Blackstone’s Commentaries
on the Laws of England. English common law
is, after all, the basis of our own legal doc-
trines. Just before the American revolution,
Blackstone wrote: “Man, considered as a
creature, must necessarily be subject to the
laws of his Creator, for he is an entirely
dependent being.”

- The legal tadition which gave birth to this
nation, formed the background of its Const-
tntion, and sustained our laws and their
interpretation for a-century and a half, is now
itself ruled out of bounds. Any moral tradi-

tion which even whispers the memory of the

Almighty is now ntled nnll and void.

Bur can Americans be good without God?
Can we even entertain the ficdon that citi-
zens can create a totally secular morality?
Nonsense. There is no secular morality of any
substance. As Friedrich Nietzsche acknowi-
edged, “If God is dead, everything is permnissible.”

So, we live among the ruins of a moral-
value smicture destroyed by the wrecking
ball of a radical secularist agenda, but already
weakened by compromise from within—even
from within the Church.

What is left is the nation’s nonsensical
moral fireworks over Woody Allen’s sexual
reladonship with his adopted daughter.
Americans scem certain that what Allen did
was wrong, but why? Boys at Lakewood
High School in California are arrested as
members of 2 “sexual posse™ which kept
score at the sport of sexual intercourse with
different gitls. Several of the boys’ fathers
said that nothing was wrong. Eric
Richardson, one of the Lakewood boys, said,
“They pass out condoms, teach sex educa-
ton and pregnancy-this and pregnancy—that,
bur they don’t teach us any rules.”

Welcome to America in the 1990s, boys.
All the rules are off, it’s everyone for himself,
Write your own rules, find your own way,
just be sure to leave God ont of it. The
Apostle Paul wrote to the church ar Rome,
warning that “The wrath of God is being
revealed from heaven against all the godless-
ness and wickedness of men who suppress
the truth by their wickedness, since what may
be known about God is plain to them,
because God has made it plain to them?
[Romans 1:18]. God is not mocked. Wel-
come to Rome—America in the 1990s.

2 - The Christian Index W May 6, 1993




Does God Exist?

* Theology Proper

COSMOLOGICAL
ARGUMENT

Argument From
Creation

TELEOLOGICAL
ARGUMENT

Argument From
Design

MORAL
ARGUMENT

Argument From
Moral Law

What Is God Like?

INCOMMUNICABLE COMMUNICABLE
True Of Shared By Us
God Alone To Limited Degree
Soverei.gmy PRIMARY OT NAMES
Igﬁn'lty Holiness El, Elohim - Power, Authority
Selty | Justice Transendence,
Immutability
. Truth Creator
Eternality Mercy
Immateriality Grace Adonai - Lord, Master,
Omnipotence Love Owner
3 Corinthians 13-14 Omnipresence
orinthians 13; Omniscience
: YHWH (Yahweh, Jehovah) -
Matthew 28:20 Eternal Existence,
Active Presence
DEITY OF FATHER {
John 6:27; Galatians 1:1 PRIMARY NT NAMES
1 Peter 1:2 Th HEssential Dei
eos - Essential Deity,
DEITY OF SON Self-sufficiency,

John 1:1, 14; John 8:57-59
John 20:28; Colossians 2:9

DEITY OF SPIRIT
Acts 5:3-9

Self-determiniation,
Abosolute righteousness

Kurios - Sovereign Ruler, Lord
Pater (Father) - Creator, Sustainer

Abba (Poppa, Daddy) - Intimacy
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Theology Proper

The Bible never attempts to "prove” God's existence. God's existence is assumed.
The following "arguments" are just that, arguments. They provide us with evidence and reason to believe God exists.
The evidence of these arguments is comulative. Taken together they provide sufficient reason to compel belief.
The Argument From Creation/Causality

The Argument From Moral Law The Argument From Design
( cosmoLocicaL ArGumENT ) ( MORAL ARGUMENT ) (| TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT )
(Thomas Aquinas) - (C.S. Lewis) (William Paley)
1. THE UNIVERSE HAD A BEGINNING. 1. ALL MEN ARE CONSCIOUS OF AN 1. ORDER AND USEFUL
» Scientific Evidence: The Second Law Of OBJECTIVE MORAL LAW. _ ARRANGEMENT IN A SYSTEM
‘Thermodynamics : (FUNCTION WITH INTENTION) IMPLY
« Philosophical Reasoning: Infinite Regress 2. MORAL LAWS IMPLY A MORAL INTELLIGENCE, PURPOSE AND DESIGN
Impossible LAWGIVER. (A DESIGNER).
2. ANYTHING THAT HAS A BEGINNING 3. THEREFORE, THERE MUST BE A 2. THE UNIVERSE IS CHARACTERIZED
MUST HAVE AN ADEQUATE CAUSE. MORAL LAWGIVER. BY INTRICATE DESIGN.
3. THEREFORE, THE UNIVERSE WAS (Romans 2:14, 15) 3. THEREFORE, THE UNIVERSE HAS A
CAUSED BY SOMETHING, AND THIS DESIGNER.
CAUSE IS GOD. :
(Psalm 19:1-2)
(Hebrews 3:4) ‘
OPTIONS
CAUSE EFFECT Nlustration: An instrument such as
Obtion #1 a watch, which functions with
(l\?othin ) UNIVERSE organized complexity, naturally
g Ny / \ implies a watchmaker - an
World 7 . intelli th desi d
o Vel pegitning  No Begining el o bo g
(S ometlljltilr(lm ggtem al) / \ organisms and the universe in
8 general function with a greater
Caused Not Caused
* Eternal Matter
* Eternal Chance / \ ' '
* Eternal God

degree of organized complexity
than does a watch. It is equally
necessary that there be a designer
and builder of the universe.

Personal  Not Personal

(A




CLASSIC ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

Type of
Argument

Title of
Argument

Proponent of
Argument

Content of Argument

a posteriori*

The Argument From
Motion

Thomas Aquinas
(borrowed from
Aristotle)

There is motion (locomotive} in the
universe. Something cannot move itself,
an external agent or force is required. An
infinite regress of forces is meaningless.
Hence, there must be a being who is the
ultimate source of all motion while not
being moved itself, This being is God,
the unmoved mover,

a posteriori

The Cosmological
Argument (The
Argument From
Cause)

Thomas Aquinas

Every effect has a cause. There cannot
be an infinite regress of finite causes,
Therefore, there must be an uncaused
cause or necessary being. This being is
God.

a posteriori

The Argument From
Possibility and
Necessity

Thomas Aquinas_'

Things exist in a network of relaticnships
to other things. They can exist only
within this network. Therefore, each is a
dependent thing, However, an infinite
regress of dependencies is contradictory.
There must, then, be a being who is
absolutely independent, not contingent on
anything else. This being is God.

a posteriori

The Argument From
Perfection

Thomas Aquinas

It can be observed in the universe that
there is a pyramid of beings (eg from
insects to man), in an ever-increasing de-
gree of perfection. There must be a final
being whe is absolutely perfect, the
source of all perfection, This being is
God. '

a posteriori

The Teleological
Argument (The
Argument From
Design)

Thomas Aquinas

There can be an observable order or
design in the world that cannot be
attributed to the object it-self (e.g.
inanimate objects). This observable order
argues for an intelligent being who estab-
lished this order. This being is God.

a posteriori

The Moral (or
Anthropological)
Argument

Immanuel Kant

All people posses a moral impulse or
categorical imperative. Since this
morality is not always rewarded in this
life, there must be some basis or reason
for moral behavior that is beyond this
life. This implies the existence of
martality, ultimate judgment, and a God
who establishes and supports morality by
rewarding good and punishing evil.

a priori +

The Argument That
God is an Innate Idea

Augustine
John Calvin
Charles Hodge

Alvin Plantinga

Every normal person is born with the idea
of God implanted in his mind, though it
is suppressed in unrighteousness (Roin.
1:18). As the child grows into aduithood,
this idea becomes clearer. Critical
experiences in the course of life may
make this idea come alive.

* a posteriori: statements or arguments that are logically posterior to, or dependent on, sense experience.

+ a priori: statements or argument that are logically prior to, or independent of, sense experience.
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CLASSICAL ARGUMENTS

{continued)

Type of
Argument

Title of
Argument

Proponent of
Argument

Content of Argument

a priori

The Argument From
Mysticism

Evelyn Underhitl

Man is able to have a direct mystical
experience with God resulting in an
ecstatic experience. This union with God
is so uniquely overpowering that it self-
validates the existence of God.

a priori

The Argument From
Truth

Augustine

AH. Strong

All people believe that something is irue,
If God is the God of truth and the true
God, then God is Truth. This Truth
(capital T) is the context for all other
iruths. Therefore, the existence of truth
implies the existence of Truth, which
implies the existence of God.

a priori

The Ontological
Argument

Anselm of Canterbury

Major premise: Man has an idea of an
infinite and perfect being.

Minor premise: Existence is a necessary
part of perfection.

Conclugion: An infinite and perfect
being exists, since the very concept of
perfection requires existence.

a priori

The Argument From
Man's Finitude

Aristotle

Man is aware of his finitude, What
makes man aware of this? God is
continually impressing man with God's
infinitude. Therefore the sense of
finitude itself is proof that an infinite
being, God, exists.

a priori

The Argument From
Blessedness

Augustine

Thomas Aquinas

Man is restless. He has a vague longing
for blessedness. This longing was given
by God, for man is restless until he rests
in God. The presence of this longing is
an indirect proof of God's existence.

a priori

The Argument From
Perception

Bishop Berkeley

Man is able to perceive (sense) things
around him. This cannot be caused either
by physical events (perception as a
mental act) or by man himself. There-
fore, the existence of perception implies
God's existence as the only rational
explanation for man's perceptions.

a priori

The Existential
Argument

Auguste Sabatier

God proves Himself via the Kerygma,
which is His declaration of love,
forgiveness, and justification of man.
When one decides for the Kerygma, he
then knows God exists. No other
evidence is needed, God is not so much
proven as He is known, and this occurs
existentially.




Arquing for Belief in God |

4 Providing rational evidence for belief in God especially interest RATIONAL
EVIDENTIALISM and NATURAL THEOLOGY. VERIFICATIONISM has a secondary
interest. It is of less interest to FIDEISM, EXPERIENTIALISM, and REFORMED
EPISTEMOLOGISTS.

4 Arguing for belief in God is POSITIVE APOLOGETICS--arguing that belief in God is
reasonable.

4 BURDEN OF PROOF is important in arguing for belief in God. In positive apologetics,
theists assume the burden of proof that they do not have in negative apologetics.

& The arguments for the existence of God do not provide PROOF for the theism, much less
Christianity. They can be said however, to provide rational evidence that demonstrates
that theism is not irrational.

4 The arguments for the existence of God demonstrates that theism is RATIONAL or
REASONABLE, that theistic beliefs have JUSTIFICATION, WARRANT, or POSITIVE
EPISTEMIC STATUS.

& The standard for "proving" God's existence must not be set too high. We cannot prove
His existence with logical CERTAINTY. We do believe, however, that we can prove His
existence beyond a reasonable doubt to a fair-minded hearer. The model is the courtroom,
not axioms of mathematics.

4 Although one might design a good argument for the existence of God (true premises and
valid arguments), there is a personal/psychological element in whether people "see" the
argument or not. An argument can be valid without being convincing or persuasive.

4 Evidence for God is more akin to PERSONAL EXPLANATION (describing an intentional
action done by a person, like history) than it is to SCIENTIFIC EXPLANATION
(describing scientific laws, like physics).

4 One should not be discouraged that significant logical problems can be found with each of
the logical arguments. Atheists have problems when they assume the burden of proof to
prove with certainty that God does not exist. Some of these objections can be overcome
by slight alterations in the argument. Some are overcome only through fatth.

15
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Arguments for the Existence of
God

The Ontological Argument

The Argument

Anselm (1033-1109), a Platonic idealist/rationalist in the verificationist tradition (e.g., Augustine),
needed no proof to believe in God, but to confirm with reason what he already believed by faith
(faith seeking understanding). His argument went something like this:

*  God (that-than-which-nothing-greater-can-be-conceived) by definition must be
perfect. - ‘
Perfect beings must exist, rather than being merely potential Beings.
* Therefore, God must exist. '

Objections

* The first premise seems to beg the question; it assumes God from the very

beginning. :

*  The second premise makes the dubious leap from the concept to the existence of
God (Does my conception of a perfect island neccesitate the existence of that
island?).

*  The conclusion doesn't necessarily prove the Christian God.

Scriptural Support

*  Psalm 14:1 (this is the reference Anslem used).
Genesis 1:1 (the Bible assumes, rather than seeks to prove, God's existence).
*  Matthew 5:48 (God is perfect).
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The Cosmological Argument ||

The Argument

Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) provides the paradigmatic expression of Roman Catholic
theology, particularly with its optimism that the unaided human reason can find God without
the aid of supernatural revelation. Aquinas is a rational evidentialist. He provided several
arguments for the existence of God, called the Five Ways. These argue in Aristotelian
fashion from effects in this world to God as their Cause.

MOTION PRIME MOVER
CAUSATION FIRST CAUSE
CONTINGENT BEINGS NECESSARY BEING
IMPERFECTION PERFECT BEING
evidence of PURPOSIVE DESIGN DIVINE DESIGNER

The cosmological argument can be expressed in each of the first three Ways; the moral
argument is suggested by the fourth Way, and the teleological argument in the fifth Way.
The second Way argues the TEMPORAL FIRST CAUSE argument:

* Bvery effect has a cause (the universal law of causation).
* There cannot be an infinite regression of causes.
* Therefore, there must be a First Cause.

Using the third Way, one can make the LOGICAL FIRST CAUSE / NECESSARY BEING
argument:
* There is an explanation for the existence of every (contingent) thing.
[the principle of sufficient reason]
* All the world is made up of contingent things.
* Therefore a Necessary Being must exist to account for the world's existence.

Objections
1. Certain premises can't be proven. Both the universal law of causation and the

principle of sufficient reason are assumed rather than proven, (although even their
critics acknowledge that we could not function without them).

2. The Logical First Cause / Necessary Being can be challenged by other possible
explanations, such as the theory of evolution, a superhuman contingent being, or
several gods.

3. Certain conclusions (particularly in the Temporal First Cause Argument) appear to
contradict the first premises. Actually there must be an uncaused cause.

Scriptural Support
Job 38: 1-41; Psalm 115: 4-9; Isaiah 44: 9-20; Isaiah 46: 5-9; Jeremiah 10: 1-10
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The Teleological / Design
Argument

The Argument

Following Aquinas' fifth Way, the argument can be made in the following way:

* The universe (micro & macro) shows extensive evidence of purposive design.
* Purposive design doesn't happen by accident.
* Therefore, there must be a Divine Designer.

William Paley's {1743-1805) version of the argument uses the analogy of a watch found in a
deserted place. Even if the watch were broken, it was obviously designed by an intelligent

being.

Richard Taylor's version of the argument uses the analogy of rocks spelling out "Welcome to
Wales" along a railroad embankment. Someone might have us to believe that these rocks just
evolved up out of the ground, or by chance rolled into that particular formation. But even if
we concede that remote possibility, would we believe we are in Wales? The chances against
it would be astronomical. But atheistic naturalists would have us to believe that intelligence
and language evolved by sheer chance. Even if they were right, why should we believe
them? They are saying their minds evolved by sheer chance.

Objections

1. Premise one can be challenged by pointing out disteleological elements (the problem
of evil -- storms, earthquakes, etc).

2. The second premise can be challenged by alternative explanations, such as the theory
of evolution.

3. The conclusion still doesn't prove the Christian God.

Scriptural Support

Psalm 8:3; Psalm 19: 1-2; Romans 1: 20-23
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The Moral Argument

The Argument

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) expressed the moral argument in his Critique of Practical
Reason. He felt all the other arguments failed to prove God's existence, and in fact his
"religion within the limits of reason" could not prove God's existence with certainty.
However, he felt belief in God was a practical / moral necessity, as his form of the argument
suggests:

* All (sane adult) people have a sense of morality.

* All people fall short of their own moral standard of perfection.

* Tmmortality would be required in order to achieve this inherent human desire for
perfection and wholeness. ‘

* Therefore, God must exist in order to provide for immortality.

Obviously, there is no logical necessity in moving beyond the second premise of Kant's
version of the argument. A more convincing form of the argument might be as follows:

* All (sane adult) people have a moral standard.
* Moral standards are objective, not subjective.
* Therefore, there must be a Supreme Moral Lawgiver.

Objections

1. The first premise can be challenged by arguing that human moral consciousness comes
from conditional response, cultural conditioning or a developed evolutionary instinct.

2. The second premise can be challenged by asserting that moral standards are subjective
(e.g., pragmatic or emotive).

3. The conclusion does not necessitate a deity.

Scriptural Support

All Scriptural claiming a moral law, such as:

Romans 2: 14-16;
Matthew 5:48;
Exodus 20: 1-17




BLOOMCOUNTY:

The Arqument From Experience

The Argument

The argument from experience is used more frequently by fideists as experientialists. It
argues that only God could account for certain events:

* An event (miracle, salvation, sign, healing) is too extraordinary to be caused by natural

events.
* There must have been a supernatural cause.
* Therefore, God must have caused the event.

Objections

1. The first premise can be doubted, because other psychological and scientific causes
can also explain the event when properly understood.
2. Other causes can be suggested for the second premise, such as natural causes that are

unknown to the observer.
3. The conclusion does not prove the Christian God, because all world religions have

claims of miracles, etc.

Scriptural Support

All Scripture which make claims of supernatural events, such as:

I Kings 18
Acts 4: 1-20
Acts 9; 1-19
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Pascal's Wager

The Argument

Blaise Pascal (1623-1662), the brilliant physicist, wanted to wake up some of his fellow
Frenchmen from their rationalistic atheism. They enjoyed gambling so he designed this
"wager" (contextualized an argument) as a shock treatment to get their attention on God:

| | CHRISTIANITY FALSE

CHRISTIANITY TRUE .

- pleasures, gains hope and
- | the stability of a Christian
o lifestyle

NONBELIEVER L . Gains little except a few Loses everything
el ] sensual pleasures
: BELIEVER i he? 1 Loses only a few sensual Gains everything

Accordingly, the Christian has everything to gain and nothing to lose by being a believer.
The nonbeliever has nothing to gain and everything to lose.

Objections

1. This argument, of course, could be used by each world religion or cult. It is not only

Christianity or atheism. There are more than two options.

Scriptural Support

Proverbs 16:25
Daniel 5

Malachi 3:10
Matthew 7: 24-27
Luke 12: 16-34
Luke 16: 19-30
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The Metaphysician and the Theologian

An old saying (popular among athiests/agnostics)
goes that the difference between a metaphysician and a
theologian is this: The metaphysician looks in a dark
room for a black cat that isn't there. The theologian
looks in the same place for the same thing.

And finds it.

It is morally necessary to assume the existence of God.

-Immanuel Kant

We ought not to speak about religion to the chfldren, if we wish them to possess any.

~Jean-Jacgues Rousseau

The question is: Why is there any being at all and not rather Nothing?

-Martin Heideggar

"God is dead." -Nietzsche
"Nietzsche is dead." - God
-Graffiti

God Is Dead

By his infamous remark that God is
dead, Friedrich Nietzsche did not mean
that God once existed and now no
longer does. He meant that all people
with an ounce of intelligence would
now perceive that there is no
intelligent plan to the universe or
rational order in it: they would now
understand that there is no reason why
things happen one way and not the
another and that the harmony and
order we imagine to exist in the
universe is merely pasted on by the
human mind.

Nietzsche, however, would have
regarded very few people as having
this required ounce of intelligence, and
he in fact had a way of denigrating
everyone in sight. For the mass of
people, Nietzsche thought, God
certainly is not dead, But these
people, in Nietzsche's opinion, are
pathetic wretches govermned by a world

view inculcated by religion, science,
and philosophy, a world view that in
Nietzsche's opinion makes them feeble
losers who are motivated mainly by
resentment. They view the world as a
rational, law-governed place and
adhere to a slave morality that praises
the man who serves his fellow
creatures with meekness and self-
sacrifice.

In Nietzsche's opinion, the negative
merality of these pitiful slaves- the
mass of humankind, ordinary people -
must be reevaluated and replaced by
life-affirming values. The new mor-
ality will be based on the development
of a new kind of human being, whom
Nietzsche calls the "overman" or
“superman”. Such a one not only
acoepts life in all its facets, including
all its pain, but also makes living into
an art, Among the forerunners of the
overman he cites Alexander the Great

and Napoleon.

Nietzsche's thesis that there is no
God and its apparent corollary that
there are no absolute and necessary
criteria of right and wrong were
accepted by such twentieth-century
existentialist philosophers as Albert
Camus and Jean-Paul Sartre. For these
thinkers, the fundamental problem of
philosophy is how to live one's life,
given the absence of objectively valid
standards by which to evaluate one's
choices and decisions.

Mietzsche, Kierkegaard, and some
existentialists would have all agreed
that the various rational discussion
about God's existence are impotent and
meaningless.
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(from Dr. Lanier Burns)

Two Cosmological Origin Options

I. Divine Creator:

CREATOR = BEING
‘ (cause, cosmology)

‘aWorships Goda

MAN
(man is unique - anthropology -
and religious - ontology)

YRules creation¥

ALL OF REALITY ’

created essence explains existence—




OR:

II. Divine Creation

Because THE WORLD SEEMS TO BE CHAOTICALLY SELF DESTRUCTING IN
VARIOUS FORMS OF INJUSTICE as described by:

People who have experienced: war
terminal illness
crime
oppression
domestic heartbreak (family, financial)

Or people who have broad exposure to the world"

in education
in media

in missions
in travel
etc.

‘Americans believe

- "What déés‘America believe?” George, Dec
: 1996, Pages:114-117, Topic: BELIE]
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Summary of Arguments For God

|
Cosmological Argument (Aquinas)

a. Every event has a cause 7.
b. The universe had a beginning
¢. Therefore, the universe has a cause
Teleological Argument (William Paley)
a, Design implies a designer
b. The universe manifests design
¢. Therefore, the universe has a designer 8.
Moral Argument (C.S. Lewis)
a. Moral Law implies a Moral Law Giver
b. There is a moral law 9
¢. Therefore, there is a Moral Law Giver .
Ontological Argument (Anselm)
a. A necessary being is by definition one that cannot not

exist 10
b. But what cannot not exist, must exist .
¢. Therefore, a necessary being must exist
Religious Experience Argument (Trueblocd)
a. Millions of people have experienced God 1

. If even one experience is valid, then God exists
c. It is highly unlikely that all men are being totally
deceived about their experience of God
d. Therefore, it is highly likely that God exists

Religious Need Argument

a. Man has a deep seated need for God
b. What men really need, really exists

(E.g., if men really need water, it is wrong to assume there is no
water anywhere--even if some men die of thirst)
¢. Therefore, God really exists

Argument From Truth (Avgostine)

There are immutable truths

The mutable cannot be the ground of the immutable
Therefore, there must be Immutable Truths

But truth comes from a mind

Therefore, there is an Immutable Mind

o0 o

Argument From Perfection (Anselm)

a. There are more or less perfect things
b. But more or less implies a Most
¢. Therefore, there must be a Most Perfect Being

Anthropological Argument

a. Man is an intelligent being

b. Only intelligence can produce the intelligent

¢. Therefore, an Intelligent Being created man
Axiological Argument (Ogden)

a. Value Judgements are impossible without values
b. Value implies a Value-Giver

C. Therefore, a Value-Giver exists

Biological Argument (Hoyle)

a. Life is a highly complex organ

b. The chances for life arising without a creator are

infinitesimal (1 in 10[to the 40,000 power]}
c. Therefore, it is highly probable that there is a Creator
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I am the Lord thy God . .. Thou shall have no other gods before
me. . . . Thou shalt nol bow down thyself io them, nor serve them: for |
the Lord thy God am o jealous Ged . . .

—Exod. 20:2-5

You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your
soul, and with all your mind.

—Matt, 22:37

I am the sacrifice! | am the Prayer! . . .

I am the Father, Mother, Ancestor and Guard!
The end of learning! That which purifies
lTam. .. the Way, the Lord, the Judge,

The Witness, the Abode, the Refuge,. . .
Death | am, and immortal life I am

Visible Life and Life Invisible.

—Bhagavad-Gita, 2.11-20

OPENING QUESTIONS

1. Do you believe in God?
If your answer is “ves,” you are a theist (no matter what particular conception
of God you believe in).
If your answer is "no,"” you are an atheist.
Il you say, “i don't know,” you are an agnostic,

2. What are the most prominent features of God? (This question is just as
important if you are an agnostic or an atheist; it is important to know what it is
you don't believe in or don't know; perhaps you don't believe in a fatherly
God who locks after us but do believe in some vital force, or “prime mover,”
that got the universe going in the first place, for example.)

Is God all-powerful (omnipotent)?
Is God all-knowing (omniscient)?
Did God create the ﬁniv:rse?
Does God care about human beings?
Does God have emotions?
If so, which ones?

love

jealousy
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anger (wrath)

hatred

vengeance

mercy

others (identify them from the Bible)

Is God distinct from the world He created?
Is God knowable to us?
Can he or has he ever taken human Fon'q?

3. Why do you believe in God? Or why don't you?

BELIEVING IN GOD

In most people’s philosophies, the belief or nonbelicf in God is one of the most

important single concepts. It is God who provides some guarantee to our
conception of the meaning of life; or if we do not believe in God, the absence of
those same guarantees is all-important. If we believe that life ought to be fair, for
example, it is important to believe that there is some powerful being who will
make things come out in some fait way-—if not in this life, then in another. To
believe in God allows a person to have that confidence; not to believe takes it
away. Thus the French philasopher Camus believed passionately in justice but
felt that, because he was also an atheist, there could be no guarantee, in fact litte
likelihood, that justice would ever be realized. And so he defended the “absurd,”
by wav of protest. If there were no God, there could be no justice, and if there
were no justice, then life was without a meaning.

To believe that Cod exists is not the same as to believe in Him. The
cighteenth-century philesopher Voltaire, for example, said he believed in God as
a hypothesis for physics, since there had to be some initial force to start up the
universe, which Voltaire believed to be like a3 giant watch, ruled over by Isaac

Voltaire (1694-1778) was the leading philosopher of the French Enlighten-
ment. He was a-skilled critic and a dedicated political reformer who used his
connections with the courts of Europe and the aristocracy of France and
England to promote religious tolerance and other enlightened reforms. He
was continuously at war with the Catholic Church in France, Although he
was not an athéist but rather a deist (see p. 67}, he despised Christianity as a
religion and once bragged, “I am tired of hearing how only twelve men
established the Christian church: | should like to show that only one can
destroy it.”

T
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The Death of God: Nietzsche

The Madman.—Have you ever heard of the madman who on a bright
morning lighted a lantern and ran to the market-place calling out unceasing-
ly: “I seek God! | seek God!"—As there were many people standing about
who did not believe in God, he caused a great deal of amusement. Why! is
he lost? said one. Has he strayed away like a child? said another. Or does he
keep himself hidden? Is he afraid of us? Has he taken a sea-voyage? Has he
emigrated?—the people cried out laughingly, all in a hubbub. The insane
man jumped into their midst and transfixed them with his glances. “Where is
God gone?” he called out. *'I mean to tell you! We have kilied him,—you
and I! We are:all his murderers! .. .”

; ~~From The joyful Wisdom

Newton's laws of motion. But Voltaire also said that “God is no more just or
moral than he.is blue or square.” In other words, God played no role in his view
of life and its values at all; God had nothing to do with justice or reward and
punishment, nothing to do with the rules of morality, and nothing to do with the
meaning of life. On the other hand, the nineteenth-century philosopher Nietz-
sche, who described himself as an “atheist by instinct,” said that even if God
existed, it would not make anv difference. Such views make it quite clear that

For the Pope: iAndy Rooney

There seems to be a backlash against the Pope, even among Catholics who
were originally his most ardent supporters. They don’t like what he's telling
them. They find him too tough. They can’t live by the standards he sets for
them, so instead of quitting the Catholic Church, they grumble that-he’s
wrong. ,

It seems to me that the Pope has done the right thing for Catholics in
almost every case. The trouble is, Catholics want their cake and religion too,
and he says they can’t have it. I'm for him. Either they're Catholic or they're
not, and if they are they have to be willing to accept some of the discomforts
of orthodoxy in exchange for the peace of mind they get from their faith. It
doesn’t seem right that they should have life eternal and everything they
want on earth, too. Life eternal would be worth giving up a lot for, | should
think, if you really believed in it.

—From Chicago Tribune-N.Y. NM Syndicate, Inc., 1980
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believing in God, as a matter of great impottance to our view ot: Iifc'. is not just a
matter of believing that God exists. 1t is also believing in a certain kind of God, 2
God that somehow mattets to us, and a God to whom we in tumn matter too.

GODS AND GODDESSES

is feeling, that the universe is not a mere it to us but a Thou, forced

zri“::f:elgnow not whence, that by obstinately believing thaf there are

- gods (although not to do so would be so easy b:oth for our logic and our

life} we are doing the universe the deepest service we can, seemns part of
the living essence of the religious hypothesis. :

—William James, Varietiés of Religious Experience

When someone says he or she does or does not believe in God, we can usually
assume that the God in question is some Joosely defined Supreme Being drawn

- from the Old and New Testaments—the Bible. According to this traditional

conception, God is 2 spiritual being, infinitely intelligent and infinitelv power-

. ful. He knows evervthing (including everything that will haPpcn at any time in
: Ee fut:ncr;t;nd He can do anything—change the course of history, make the sun

stand still, bring the dead back‘to l:;c. part the watersdof the Red Sez, enter into
world as a seemingly ordinary person, anc soon.

ﬂ.usl'l(;ugl::iarlt-l so(:ne perspective g;m our own religious beliefs, it is 1mportar;1t to
appreciate the variety of beliefs, and the variety of gods (and g_ot:ldcsscs) tl:l:lth have
satisfied the religious urge throughout history. There are rcllgl?ns—:-Bu ism,
for example—that do not include a concept of God, in anything Mr:c our _ownl
sense. There are a great many religions that place far more emp!nas:s on nt_uﬁ

and community activity than our sometimes very contc-mplahve ?nd faith-
oriented religions. There ate religions that distribute the various functions of oué
God among a large number of gods and goddesses—for .exarnp!c. the godshan

goddesses of the ancient Greeks, Romans, and Teutonic peaples of northern

‘Europe.
d ‘ Roman God{dess) Teutonic God(dess) ' Funcﬁon-
g::: Godlder) Jupiter Ther ihundcrﬂ:.mg
Hera june queen/children.
Ares Mars Tyr war
Athena Minerva ) wisdom
Aphrodite Venus Frija I::
iden Neptune ) -
r:::n: Megtcuuw Odin (chief of the gods) scle-ncc‘fcomrnercc
janus Heimdall beginnings

i igd i i believe in?" had a
in some ancient religions, the question “Which God do you ' .
very specific meaning: it n.eant, Which gods or goddesses do you particularly
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pray to and rely upon? This might depend, in turn, on the city vou lived in. since
each town or city had its own patron deity. It might depend on your family. and

* what vou did for a living. Farmers would tend to worship the goddess of the

harvest: a blacksmith would tend to worship the god of metalworking (Vulcan, in
Roman mythology). In times of war, the gods and goddesses would typically
choose sides: for instance, in the Trojan War, according to Homer, some chose
the cause of the Creeks, others the side of the Trojans, and they often intervened
in the battle itself, directing an arrow fo its mark, or otherwise helping or
hindering one side or the other, Whatever else it may be, religion has always
been a source of righteousness.

In the Judeo-Christian and Islamic traditions, there is only one God, not
several. (This is called monotheism, a5 opposed to the polvtheism of many other
cultures.) But our conceptions of the one God have changed significantly over
the past two thousand vears; our ideas about how a person relates to God have
changed even ‘more significantly. To say that a person “believes in God,”
therefore, is not enough. We must also know which conception of God he or she
believes in.

OUR TRADITIONAL CONCEPTIONS OF GOD

. 1t is essential to see our own conception(s) of God in social, historical, and
cultural perspective. This does not mean that one can no longer believe that his
or her God is the “true”™ God, but it does mean that one should not pretend that
his or her conception is the only one possible. Even an etenal truth has a
particular set of origins, 2 set of social interests, and a distinct cultural perspec-
tive.

In the Judeo‘Christian and Islamic traditions, there is but one God (aithough
in Christianity He is sometimes defined as a “Trinity” of “Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit™). He is distinctively a male God. And our conception of God is inevitably
anthropomorphic, at least to some extent—that is, we describe God in terms of
our own attributes. The Greek and Roman gods and goddesses were almost
wholly anthropomorphic, in the sense that they had almost all the usual human
characteristics, ‘except that they were more powerful, they were immortal, and

they could do some things that most humans wouldn't dream of doing. (Zeus .

used to change himself into a swan and a bull, for example; all of the gods and
goddesses spent at least some of their time tumning people into different kinds of
plants and animals.) The Greek gods and goddesses often misbehaved—they

became jealous and vengeful when their love was thwarted; they sulked and acted.

childish.

The God of the Judeo-Christizn and Islamic traditions still retains essential
anthropomorphic features. As children, we are sometimes taught through
illustrations in Sunday-school books that God is a kindly old man with 2 long
white beard. And even as adults, we are taught to attribute some very human
emotions to God—for example, in the Bible, God is sometimes said to be a
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which Side 1s God On?

The Divine Law is against communism. .
—FE. F. Ltandgrebe

Fascism is God's cause.
" —Arthut Cardinal Hinsley

Cod did not mean for women to vote.
’ —Grover Cleveland

God loves you. God doesn’t want anyone to be hungry and oppressed. He
just puts his big arms around everybody and hugs them up against himself.

—Norman Vincent Peale

God ordained the separation of the races. _
' w—Reverend Billy James Hargis

Who says | am not under the special protection of God?
. —Adolf Hitler

Cod has marked the American people as His chosen nation.
- —Senator Albert Beveridge

There never was a lawgiver who did not resort to divine authority.
—Machiavelli

None of us is here by accident. Behind the diligence of our staffs, supporters,
and our own individual campaign efforts, behind the votes of the pecple, we
recognize divine appointment. .

—Reverend Richard Halverson,
opening the predominantly Republican
United States Senate session of 1981
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Other Religions—Other Alternatives

Hinduism does not include a conception of God as such; there is simply a
" conception of ultimate reality (Brahma} which is impersonal, havin.g no
special concern for human beings, no love. Hinduism is, by judeo-Christian
and tslamic standards, almost devoid of doctrine: rather, it consists of a
variety of myths and methods, with virtually no insistence on “true belief”
and therefore no concept of heresy or of orthodoxy. Hinduism is often
thought:to be a polytheistic religion, but in fact it stresses a singular unity to
life which can take many forms. Instead of the all-important emphasis on
historical revelation (to Moses, to Jesus or Saint Paul, to Mohammed),
Hinduism stresses revelation.and wisdom in each individual, which is the
recognition and the feeling of being “at one™ with the whole of the cosmos
(samadhi).

Buddhism is a development of Hinduism (Buddha was the son of an
indian king in the fifth century B.C.) which emphasizes suffering as the
universal condition of human existence, because of our continous insistence
on self and individuality. Relief from suffering (nirvana) becomes possible
when we give up these notions. Zen Buddhism, a more recent development
(seventh century A.D.), evolved first in China; it stresses the importance of
meditation and direct master-student teaching to achieve nirvana. It has
become extremely popular in the United States in the last decade or so.

“iealous God,” who wreaks vengeance on those who do not believe in Him or
listen to his commandments. Lot's wife, for instance, is turned into a pillar of salt
for disobeving the command not to look back at the burning city, and Jonah is
devoured by 3 “big fish” for not obeying God's order to wam an offensive city that
it should change its ways. Elsewhere, He is said to be a God of infinite love,
compassion, and patience. Throughout the Bible, it is made clear that though
God has many human sttributes, some of these differ from our own not only in
degree but in kind: he feels not just a sense of love and justice but an infinite
sense of love and justice, which we cannot comprehend. Indeed, one of the
features of Christianity as it has developed is the strong emphasis on the mystery
of God, the fact that it is impossible for us to understand Him ot know Him. And
yet, it is also part of our traditional conception of God that He listens to our
prayers and cares about us, He is a rational being (in fact, many Christian
philosophers have said that God is reason itself.) ' '

AITERNATIVE CONCEPTIONS OF GOD

‘Despite the fact that the central tenet of the Judeo-Christian and Islamic
traditions is the existence of one God, we must be fully appreciative of the rich
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variety of conceptions of this one God throughout our long history. From the
somewhat childish image of God as a kindly old man who is prone to jealousy
and rage and has His “chosen people,” we have evolved an enormous variety of
complex and abstract philosophical ideas about God, including the “God is Jove”
conception of Saint Paul; the vision of God as the ultimate idez in the medieval
philosopher Saint Anselm; the image of God as primarily a continuously active
creator in the philosophy of Saint Thomas Aquinas; and the conception of God
as merely the first principle of physics in Voltaire, Thomas Jefferson, and some
of the eighteenth-century deists. Some people coneeive of God 25 a distant
mystery, an ideal we long after for much of our lives, but never encounter or
know at all. Other people conceive of God as an imrnediate presence, and they
feel Him in their lives virtually every waking moment. For some people, God is
still a personal relationship (pethaps, for instance, through the person of Jesus);
for others, God is merely an abstract force, an impersonal cosmie power, perhaps
simply identical to the universs itself. To say, therefore, that one believes in God
is not yet to say which conception of God.

God as Transcendent The traditional conception of God takes God to be
transcendent—that is, beyond the ordinary world of human experience, outside
of ourselves and distinct from the world He created. Thus, according to this
view, God existed before He created the universe and still exists outside of it. The
important questions, then, are how it is that we are able to know of His existence,
and how we are able to relate to Him at all. Some people would not see knowing
God as 3 problém, since they would also see God as present everywhere and all-
knowing, revealing Himself to anvone who believes in Him. Others see it as a
serious problem, and find the effort to reach out to God one of the monumental
tasks of life. Still other people, though believing in God, would sav that we
cannot know Him at all, but simply must believe on faith. And some people
would sav that, in general, we cannot know God, but, on rare occasions, we can
indeed have a more or less direct experience of Him, and those experiences—
mystical experiences—are enough to sustain us, even for a lifetime.

Relating to God is another question. One view is that we cannot know God
personally but that we can know Him and relate to Him through his earthlv
representations—the church, certain important people (the Pope for Catholics,
the king in some national conceptions of religion), through the Bible or other
scriptures, through the teachings of certain latter-day ssints. Another view is that
the knowledge of God and our relationship to Him must be direct and personal.
The German churchman Martin Luther (1483~1546) initiated the Reformation
in Christianity, for example, partly because he saw the church as interfering with
the direct-relationship between the individual and God. The Danish philosopher
Séren Kierkegaard, on the other hand, rejected even the influence of Luther's
Reformation because, in his mind, it still interfered with what he considered to
be the most crucial element in religious belicf, the purely personal relationship
between the individual and God, not based on or helped along by any church or
community of believers, o
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God as Immanent Other people, however, do not believe that God is
transcendent at all. They hold, rather, that He is 2n immanent God. a God not
outside of us or distine! from the universe. This view has been formulated in
many different ways, from the Chuistian conception of the incarnation of God as
a man and the idea of 2 Hely Spirit that infuses us all, to the elaborate views of
some philosophers, according to which God is simply identical to the cosmos as
3 whole. In the immanent view of God, the problem of our knowledge of God
and relation to Him more or less resolves itself, since we do not have to “reach
out” to God at afl, but simply Jook in ourselves to find Him.

Pantheism There have been a number of conceptions of God as immanent, as
within us or as identical to the universe, Pethaps the most simple and powerful of
these conceptions is 2 view called pantheism. The most famous 'dcfend.er of
pantheism is the seventeenth-century Dutch philosopher Benedict Spmpu
(1632-1677), who insisted, in a simple phrase, that God is everything, idcnh‘cal
to the physical and mental universe, Spinoza’s aim was to develop a conception
of God which would not leave us with that terrible distance between ourselves
and the Supreme Being, and which would leave room for any number of
different religions and conceptions of God without insisting that any one of them
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Benedict Spinoza was born in an Orthodox Jewish community in Amster-
dam in 1632. His parents had been refugees from the Spanish tnquisition,
and Spinoza spent his entire life fighting for religious tolerance. He was
thoroughly educated in both Jewish and medieval Christian philosophy, but
his unorthodox opinions caused him to be excommunicated from his native
Amsterdam, despite the fact that Holland was then the mast liberal country
in Europe. His books were banned and he spent most of his life as a traveling
lens grinder. The lens dust made him fatally ill and he died in 1677. His -
whole philosophy is based on the conception that the world and God are a
single unity, and all of us are pan of that unity (see also Chapter 4),

God in Everyday Life

The ordinary believer does not, however, report an awareness of God as
existing in isolation from all other objects of experience. His consciousness
of the divine does not involve a cessation of his consciousness of a material
and social environment. It is not 2 vision of God in solitary glory, filling the
believer’s entire mind and blotting out his normal field of perception. . . .
The believer meets God not only in moments of worship, but also when
through the urgings of conscience he feels the pressure of the divine demand
upon his life; when through the gracious actions of his friends he appre-
hends the divine grace; when through the marvels and beauties of nature he
traces the hand of the Creator; and he has increasing knowledge of the
divine purpose as he responds to its behests in his own life. In shon, it is not
apart from the course of mundane life, but in it and through it, that the
ordinary religious believer claims to experience, however imperfectly and
fragmentarily the divine presence and activity.

—John Hick, Faith and Knowledge
No man hath seen Cod at any time; the only begotten Son, which is in the -
bosom of the Father, he hath declared him. :
' - - —john 1:18

was the only “true” religion. In Spinoza’s \:-iew, we are God, not as individuals,
of course, nor even as humanity as a whole; we are an integral part of the whole
of the universe (or what Spinozz called the, “One Substance”) and thus an
integral part of God as well. In one of his more striking images, Spinoza
suggested that each of us is like 2 tiny worm.in the blood inside the body of some
great being. We see only our immediate ‘surroundings and tend to treat that
alone as reality, with some vague idea of somne greater being “outside of us.™ But,
in fact, we are part of that great being, and once we appreciale this, we transcend
our limited perceptions and our idea of something oukside of us, and, instead,
come to see ourselves as part and parcel of that great being. The being, in this
case, is the whole of the universe. And believing in God, for Spinoza, is actually
coming to realize what we really are, not discovering the existence of something
beyond our experience which we ourselves are not part of.

It is worth mentioning, however, that Spinoza's views were not well received,
even in his native Holland, the most liberal and religiously tolerant nation in
Europe. His insistence on religious tolerance was too extreme, and his own views
too unusual. He was exiled from the orthodox religious community in which he
had grown up, and his works were banned for Christians and Jews alike until well
after his death. And despite his devout beliefs, he was called an “atheist”
because, in his view, God could not have created the universe {since He was the
universe) and praving to God—as opposed to simply believing in Him—makes
no sense. But the lesson to be learned from Spinoza, more than anything else, is.
that intolerance has greeted virtually all changes, throughout history, in the
conceptions of God, even those which are undertaken by unquestionably
religious-people, For most people, it is not just believing in God that eounts, but
believing in the “right” God—that is, having the right conception of God, even
if, as Spinoza argued, it is one and the same God for all of us,

Spinoza’s pantheism has its parallels in some Eastem religions—in Buddhism,
for example, in which the idea of a God separate from the universe is not
considered, or, to put it another way, in which it is the universe itself that is
divine. In Hinduism too, although there may be a certain concentration of di-
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vinity in the “Godhead.” God'is ncvertheless evenwhere, even in animals and in
lower forms of life. But the religious perspective of pantheism renders somewhat
confusing our usual question, “Do you believe in God?” If God is identical to
the universe as 2 whole, then what is the difference between believing in God
and believing in the existence of the universe? Thus there is some justification
for the assertion that, from the pantheist viewpoint, everyone is a theist, and no
one is an atheist, even if some of us who say that we do not believe may be
somewhat confused about what it is that we do believe in. But then the atheist
can respond, of course: “No, ] only believe in the universe, and I do not sec any
reason for; calling it ‘God.’ ™ You can see how complex this argument can get,
since, in one sense, an atheist does not believe any differently from a theist. But
the religious attitudes and discipline of Spinoza, the Buddhists, and Hindus
show thatsuch a view cannot be sufficient, for there is an enormous difference
between an atheist who simply believes in the existence of the universe and 2
pantheist who believes that the universe is divine. What is this difference? One
might say that it is a difference of attitude. What they believe in (namely, the
existence of the universe) might be the same, but the way they look at it and act
in it is entircly different. But this changes religious belief in something into a
religious gttitude toward everything, and the idea of believing in God, accord-
ingly, changes radically. ‘ : '

God as bniversal Spirit A related conception of God is the conception
defended by Hegel as Spirit. But where Spinoza argued that God is identical to
the universe in an eternal way, Hegel painted 3 much more dynamic and

Hegel on“Spirit”

The significance of that “absolute” commandment, Know thyself—whether
we Jook at it in itsell or under the historical circumstances of its first
utterance—is not to promote mere self-knowledge in respect of the particu-
lar capacities, character, propensities and foibles of the individual self. Th'e
knowledge it commands means that of man’s genuine reality—of what is
essentially and ultimately true and real—of spirit as the true and essential
being.

—From Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences
The goal, which israbsoluté Knowledge or Spirit knowing itself as Spin:t,
finds its pathway in the recoliection of spiritual forms as they are in

themselves and as they accomplish the organization of their spiritual
kingdom.

~From Phenomenology of Spirit
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" complex picture, in which we humans are essentially the primary expressions of

spirit, which acts through us and even uses us for its own purposes. But spirit is,
at the same time, not to be thought of as different from us. A simple example is
this: think of yourself as being on the football team, or even as one of the loyal
fans at the game. You are imbued and inspired by what we eall “team spirit.”
You find yourself caught up by the enthusiasm of the game, as if something has
taken hold of you, and indeed it has. What we eall “spirit” is not some alien force
that invades you, but rather the emotional connection you feel with everyone
else in the stadium, the excitement of the game, your shared enthusiasm. Now
imagine that picture enlarged to include all of humanity, and a shared “team
spirit” of sorts which you share just by being human, 2 kind of enthusiasm for
life; that is what Hegel meant by “spirit™; it is bigger than any of us, but not

something distinct from us. And that, for him, is God.

Deism The French philosopher Voltaire defended 2 conception of God as 2
necestary hypthesis for physics. Although he considered himself an enemy of the
church, Voltaire found atheism unthinkable, and he sharply criticized his
intellectual friends who did not believe in God. But Voltaire's belief in God was,
from most Christian points of view, extremely limited. Not only did he not
believe in Christ and most of the doctrines and dogmas of Christianity; he did not
even believe that God had any personal or human attributes at all. God could
not be said to be just, or wise, or merciful. He could not be said to be loving, or
jealous, or concemed with what happens to us. This is why it is so important not
to insist, if you believe in God, that “we simply can't understand his nature,” for
if you do, then Voltaite can rush in and say, “Sée, you agree with me. God is not
just, merciful, loving, ete.” Perhaps you want to qualify your statements and
add, “But God's justice is infinite, and we can't always understand His ways.”
But to say we cannot understand God at 2ll, that our human word “justice” does
not apply to him in any sense, and that “His ways™ are beyond our comprehen-
sion is to raise the question of how we are to characterize our belief at all.
Voltaire’s view reduced the conception of God to the minimum, and it was
not long before another Frenchman, the great scientist Laplace (17491827} was
heard to say (to the emperor Napoleon), “1 have no need of any such hypothe-
sis.” For to believe in God simply as an initial creative force is to believe much
less than what is required even for the most rudimentary religious belief in our

sense, A God who is conceived of as a force, indifferent to the concemns of

human beings, is not 2 God to be worshiped, not a God who gives meaning to
our lives, and in most people’s opinion (both theists and atheists) not worth the
name “God” at all.

God as the Unknown Object of Faith As we noted eatlier. S¢ren Kierke-
grard (1813-1855) rejected the idea that the Christian church (or any church) is
a necessary intermediary between ourselves and God. He attacked what he
sarcastically called “Christendom™ and the “Christian hordes™ for their hypoeri-

- sy. For them, he complained, “being a Christian” just meant that their parents

z€
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God as the Unknown: Kierkegaard

_But what is this unknown something with which the Reason collides when
inspired by its paradoxical passion, with the result of unsettling even man's
knowledge of himself? It is the Unknown. It is not a human being, in so far as
we know what man is; nor is it any other known thing. 5o let us call this
unknown something: the God. It is nothing more than a name we assign to

it. The idea of demonstrating that this unknown something (the Cod) exists;

could scarc;ely suggest itself to the Reason, For if the God does not exist it
would of course be impossible to prove it; and if he does exist it would be
folly to attempt it. '

—+From Concluding Unscientific Postscript

were Christians, that they went to church occasionally, and that they nodded
the:r’!.lnthin:king assent whenever anyone asked, “Do vou believe in God?” But
for L:c.rk:ga'ard. being a Christian, or being "rcligit;us" in general, was not
:om-ethmg in vour life: it had to be everything. Believing in God was no't a matter
for intellectual debate; Kierkegaard had nothing but disdain for those theologians
who spent their time trying to prove that God exists. In one of his powerful
aphon‘sms. he commented, “To stand on one leg and prove God's existence is 2
very dlﬁt.:rcnlt thing from going down on one’s knees and thanking Him."”

For chr?c:gaard, being a Christian was a total commitment, or what he called

a lap_ of faith. One could not know God. One could not know that He existed or
anythmg about Him. But one had to act as if one were absolutely certain of His
existence, in an intimately personal relationship (like 3 son and his father or
even, he suggested, like two Jovers). God is the great unknown, Kierkegaard said
!mt at _thc same time one had to believe that He was totally familiar and
tmme::hatei_v present. Indeed, Kierkegaard was so vehemently against the ides of
Enowzrtg God (that is, in an abstract, intellectual way) that he rejected the whole
of Chns_han theology and its attemnpts to develop a rational and comprehensible
conception of God. Instead, he said that any adequate conception of God is
thoroughly incomprehensible and irrational, What is important, therefore, is not
out co.ncepﬁon of God but the passion with which we believe in Him. Aga'in we
ean raise the question, “Believe in what?" But Kierkegaard would say that ;uch
Sushons arc not only irrelevant, they are contrary to religious feeling. He stated,”

If anyone succeeded in making Christianity plausible, on that day Christianit;r
would be ?quashed," and “When faith begins to lose its passion, proof becomes
necessary in ordc.r to command respect from unbelief.” In other words, trying to
understand God is antithetical to believing in Him, and rationality only geb in
the way -c-f faith. Nevertheless, although Kierkegaard rejected the idea of having a
conception r:-f God, he had 2 distinctive conception of what it is to be religious.
So desp!tc his attacks on philosophy, he was very much a philosopher, offering
us 2 radical conception of what it is to believe in Cod. '
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God as a Moral Being  Of all the characteristics that have been attributed to
God, one set stands out above the rest. Whether or not vou believe that God
created the universe, that He once entered into human form as Christ, that He
once parted the Red Sea, or that He is a transcendent being or an immanent.
spirit, it is the moral features of God, His care for justice and His concem for us,
that makes religion so important in our lives. ‘This is what makes Voltaire's

conception of God so unimportant and trivial; it is what makes Kierkegaard's -

conception so all-important and vital. In terms of the Old Testament, pethaps
the single most important lesson, repeated on virtually every page. is that God is
a moral being who has given us laws—the Ten Commandments in particular,
but thousands of smaller commands too. in the New Testament, the most
important message, again repeated on almost every page, is that God cares, that
God is the Divine Judge, concerned with virtue and evil on earth, who punishes
the wicked and rewards the good. Thus, in al! conceptions of God, perhaps the
most important questions (apart from whether you believe or not) are, What
moral characteristics does God have? How much does He care about us? What
will He do for us? Will He answer our prayers? (And which ones? Probably not
our angry childhood praver that the kid down the block be struck down by
lightning. But what about our pravers for 2 more peaceful world, or for the
strength to carry on through some ordeal, or to be cured of some terrible
affliction?) What are God's laws? (He says, “Thou shalt not kill.” Does that mean
Never? Except in war? Except in some (“just™) wars? Or except Philistines?) And,
pethaps most important of all, what is God's role in controlling the amount of
suffering and evil here on earth? Indeed, this problem has struck most philos-

"ophers and religious thinkers as so important that an entire field has grown up

around it: it is generally known as the problem of evil.

* THE PROBLEM OF EVIL

The problem of evil begins with the main ingredient in most of our conceptions
of God: simply stated, that God is good. But this conception seems to be at odds
with one obvious fact about the world—evil and suffering flourish. Now it
doesn't much matter how you understand “God is good,” whether you think that
means that God watches over us every minute and protects us from harm, or that
God created us and so cares for us in some general way. The point of the
conception is that God does care about us and therefore cares what happens to
us. But i this is so, why is there so much evil and suffering in the world, even

" among the young and innocent children?

"The argument can be filled out in the following way. First, we can summarize
our conception of God in three statements:

1. God is all-powerful,
2. God is all knowing, and
3. God is good.

T g
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A Few of God’s Commandments: Old Testament and New

OLD TESTAMENT

Honour thy father and thy mother . . .

Thou shalt not kill.

Thou shalt not commit adultery.

Thou shalt not steal.

Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbour.

Thou shalt not covet thy heighbour's house, thou shalt not covet thy
neighbour’s wife, nor his manservant, nor his maidservant, nor his ox. . . nor
any thmg that is thy neighbour’s.

—From the Ten Commandments, Exod. 20:12-17

NEw TEST»;MENT

“You have heard that it was said [to the men of old], ‘An eye for an eye and a
tooth for a tooth.” But | say to you, Do not resist one who is evil. But if any
one strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also; and if any one
would sue you and take your coat, let him have your cloak, as well.”

“You have heard that it was said, You shall love your neighbor and hate
Jyour enemy.’. But | say to you, Love your enemies and pray for those who
persecute-you, so that you may be sons of your Father who is in heaven; for
he makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and sends rain on the just
and on the unjust. ... ; You, therefore, must be perfect, as your heavenly
Father is perfect.”

“Judge not, that you be not judged.”

""So whatever you wish that men would do to you, do so to them; for this
is the law and the prophets.”

. “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all
your soul, and with all your mind. This is the great and first commandment.
And a second is like it, You shall love your neighbor as yourself. On these
two commandments depend all the law and the prophets.”

' —Matt 5:38-40, 43-48; 7:1, 12; 22:37-40

But if thcre is evil in the world, then, so the argument goes, one of three things
must be true:

1. He can't do anything about it,
2. He doesn’t know about it, or
3. He doesn't eare about it.

But all of these are contradictory to our conception of God, and so our problem

remains unexplained,
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Denial of God There are an enormous numbet of responses to this argument.
One is to conciude that God does not exist, since to deserve the name “God” a

Supreme Being must have all three features in the first list. But there are many -

ways of defending belief in God against this argument, and it is fair to say that
every philosopher who has ever written, if he or she believes in God, has felt
obliged to respond to the problem of evil in one way or another.

Denial of Evil One answer to the probiem of evil is to say that, contrary to
appearances, there is no evil or suffering. And there have always been people
who have denied the existence of evil, who have tried to pretend that nothing is
wrong. (It is always easier to do this regarding other people’s troubles rather than
your own, of course.} There have been people who have asserted—despite all
evidence to the contrary—that the Nazis did not in fact murder millions of Jews.
There have always been people who have denied that war is evil and who have
insisted that everyone killed or injured in a war—not only soldiers but civilian
adults and children—somehow deserved it. But this is a solution that becomes
more and more implausible and insensitive the more we look at it. Many people
who suffer do so because of their own errors, of course (which is, therefore, no
reflection on God's goodness). But many do not, especially children who starve
to death ot ate murdered in war. You might say, “They ate being punished for
their parents’ sins,” but this would hardly count as justice. Would you think it
fair, if one of your parents or grandparents got a reckless driving citation from the

‘police, and they took away pour driver’s license? Justice, whether human or

divine, means punishing the person who deserves it, not someéone else.

The Least of the Evils Some people have said that God, in His wisdom, saw all
the different ways the world could be; He saw that there had to be 2 certain
amount of evil and suffering in all of them; and He chose the world with the least
amount of suffering, or in Leibniz’s positive terms, “the best of all possible
worlds.” This solution requires 2 good deal of faith on our part, since it is easy to
imagine any number of small changes in the world which might make it a better
world and not in any way throw off the balance of good and evil. One way of
saying this is to agree thit there must be some evil and suffering in the world, but
why g0 much?

- The Free-Will Solution Another solution, perhaps the most powethul and
. controversial of all, is the so-called free will solution; the argument is that God

- created us with free will, the ability to do what we wanted to do. Accordingly, we

" have ereated the evil and suffering in the world ourselves, and it is no reflection

. on God's goodness. But the problems that have been pointed out in this solution

- are these: First, again, why so much evil and suffering; couldn’t Cod have

created us a little bit wiser and less reckless to begin with, still with free will but

' with a little more intelligence? Second, if God created us with free will, does that
 mean that He cannot interfere? If so, then that would seemn to mean that He is

not all-powetful. If He can interfere, then the question is why He does not (since
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our suffering often far outweighs our errors), and if He does, then whether we are

will? Wouldn't we all be much better off without it, preprogrammed by God to
be good, kind and considerate to each other? And fourth, even if one accepts the

" teally free after all? Third, if God is all-knowing and knew in advance what
terrible misfortunes we would bring on ourselves, then why did He give us free l

free will solution, it still seems most unlikely that all the evil and suffering in the ;

world is due to our own errors and abuse of our freedom. Innocent children are

killed in a volcanic eruption while they sleep or even while they are praving in
church. How can this be answered? How could God have allowed (or caused)

this to happen? _

justice in the Afterlife Another solution is the appeal to some further court of
justice, not.in this life but later on, in which the good are rewarded and the
wicked punished. But this raises problems too: even if you believe in divine
reward and punishment, the question of justice re-emerges. Is it fair to punish an
innocent man, even if you intend to give him an elaborate reward later on? Is it
fair to reward some people whe have not had a chance to prove themselves (for
example, infants who are killed in a war), while other people have to spend a
lifetime proving their moral worth? And if you believe that this life is in some
sense a “test” for the next one, it is important to ask whether the test is entirely
fair (since some people in some socicties do not even know that they are being
tested) and whether a truly good God would test His believers at all, Consider the
. storv of Job, for example, which is one of the important considerations in the
problem of evil. According to the biblical story, God inflicted all kinds of terrible
sufferings on Job, who was a good man and believed in God wholeheartedly.

God killed Job's wife and children, ruined his life, and gave him all kinds of |

painful diseases. Any why, just to test him, just to win a bet with the devil? Is this
justice? And does it make evervthing all right again if God at the end of the story
restores to Job all that he has lost?

God'’s “Mysterious Ways” Some people have handled the problem of evil by
an appeal to God’s “mysterious ways.” We do not understand why God does as
He doet, 2nd we should not question Him. But this answer is very much at odds
with the need to know something about Ged in order to have reason to believe in
Him at all, and furthermore, is there any just interpretation of some of the more
brutal stories in the Bible (for instance, the Job story and God's destruction of

whole cities, the slaughtering of innocent babies for the sins of their parents)? -

Sometimes we can understand what it is for a wise person to do something which
we do not understand; he or she seems more in command of the situation than
we are. But there are limits to how far we can stretch this sort of explanation, and
when we eannot even imagine a sense in which a course of action is just, appeal
to “mysterious ways” is no longer an answer to the problem, but an admission
that we have no idea how to deal with it.

Working Out an Answer None of these responses is adequate in itself, but

none of the above objections is final either. Indeed, the whole history of -
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religion—Judaism and Islam, Buddhism and other Eastern religions as well as

. Christianity—has been taken up with various attempts at answering this prob-

lem. So if your philosophy includes belief in God at all, it is essential that yvou
determine what moral qualities vou believe God has and whether these can be
made compatible with the existence of evil and suffering in the world. If you do

. not believe in God, of course, the problem of evil will seem to you to be a final

reply, 2 proof that there cannot be a God who is powerful and all-knowing and
just and caring as well. But then you have to face the question of whether there is
any reason for the evil and suffering in the wotld, and any way for us to deal with
it besides simply accepting it at face value. =~

FAITH AND REASON: WAYS OF BELIEVI:NG

For many believers in the Middle Ages, belief in God and knowledge of Him was
2 matter of pure reason. This did not in any way contradict faith, but rather
supported it. The twelfth-century theologian Saint Anselm, for instance, devel-
oped famous and ingenious “proof” of God's existence (which we shall discuss
shortly). The philosopher Saint Thomas Aquinas also developed a number of
ways of proving God's existence and nature {which we shall discuss also), and
indeed much traditional theology and scholatship is dedicated to this view that
knowledge of God is essentially rational, and that we can know, by thinking
about Him, what God is really like. On the other hand, there are believers, as we
indicated before, who have insisted that God cannot be rationally known at all.
And as we have also already mentioned, there dre mystics, who believe that we
can know God, but not through reason or rational thinking; we can know God
onlv through a special kind of experience, which most people might never have
and in which, if only for 2 moment, God seems to present Himself to us directly.
But how we believe we can relate to God depends, of course, on our coneeption
of Him. If we believe in a largely anthropomorphic, personal conception of God.,
then relating to Him through pravers and reasonable requests makes perfectly
good sense. 1f, on the other hand, our conception of God is of an all-embracing
universal love or a great spirit who watches over the universe, then personal
requests may be quite out of line.

Most of what we have said above applies primarily to those who believe in
some conception of God, but evervthing we have said applies just as well to
atheists who do not believe in Cod at all. Which coneeptions of God do vou not

believe in? If you take the existence of God to be the existence of 3 wise old man =

~ who grants prayers and answers requests somewhat capriciously. that might well

be justifiable by virtue of ordinary common sense. But suppose someone insists,
rather, that the proper conception of God is of 2 vital foree which keeps the world
in existence, or pethaps the existence of the universe itself; what would it be not
to belicve in Cod so conceived? To be an atheist, in other words. presupposes a
conception of God just as much as to be a believer; it is just as much a question
of what one does not believe as it is 3 question of what it is that one does believe.
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The Cosmological Argument: Saint Thomas Aquings

in the world of sensible things we find there is an order of efficient causes.

There is no case known (neither is it, indeed, possible} in which a thing is
found to be the efficient cause of itself; for so it would be prior to itself,
which is impossible. Now in efficient causes it is not possible to go on to
infinity, because in all efficient causes following in order, the first is the
cause of the intermediate cause, and the intermediate is the cause of the
ultimate cause, whether the cause be several, or one only. Now to take away
the cause is to take away the effect. Therefore, il there be no first cause
among.efficient causes, there will be no ultimate, nor any intermediate,
cause. But if in efficient causes it is possible to go on to infinity, there will be
no first efficient cause, neither will there be an ultimate effect, nor any
intermediate efficient causes; all of which is plainly false. Therefore it is
necessary lo admit a first efficient cause, to which everyone gives the name
of God.: . .

—From Summa Theologica
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with such quips as “Isn't it wise of our creator to give us noses; otherwise we
wouldn’t have any way of wearing our eyeglasses.” But on a more serious note,
the argument from design seems to be in serious conflict with Danwin’s theory of
evolution and natural selection, since the Darwinian theory makes an attempt to
explain exactly how 2 compiex world could come into existence over time
without assuming 2 divine creator. But Darwin himself believed in God and saw
no incompatibility between his theory and his religious beliefs. Can you see 3
way of making the two compatible?

The Cosmological Argument A good example of a philosopher who believed
in God.as the most reasonable thing to believe is Saint Thomas Aquinas, In the
thirteenth century he introduced some of the proofs, or what he called the “Five
Ways,” which are still standard in rational approaches to religion. {In fact,
almost all of these ways had been invented long before Aquinas, some of them by
Aristotle, who did not believe in God in our sense at all.) For example, it was
Aquinas who defended the proof that you are probably quite familiar with; it is
sometimes called the cosmological argument. It has many variations, but the
simplest one is this: everything has to be taused by or created from something
clse. Therefore, there must have been a first cause, or what Aristotle called a
“prime mover,” and this is God.

The Argument from Design A very different argument for rationally believing
in God is one which is probably also familiar to you: if we look at the world, we
can see that it is intricately designed, everything with its place and its purpose.
There are bugs for birds to eat, bark for bugs to eat, rain s trees can grow, clouds
to produce rain, and so on. In fact, the universe is so perectly designed, with the
stars in their orbits and our brains in our skulls, that one cannot believe that this
all came about by chance. So one must believe that behind the design of the
universe is 2 designer, namely, God. The British philosopher William Paley
defended this argument, which is often called the argument. from design, by
drawing the analogy between our finding a watch on the beach, and assuming
that some person must have been there, and our seeing the intricate design of the
world and concluding that some intelligent creator must have made it. Voltaire,
who despised the argument from design, made fun of it in his novel Candide

The Argument from Design: Saint Thomas Aquinas

The fifth way is taken from the governance of the world. We see that things
which lack knowledge, such as natural bodies, act for an end, and this is
evident from their acting always, or nearly always in the same way, so as to
obtain the best result. Hence it is plain that they achieve their end, not
fortuitously, but designedly. Now whatever lacks knowledge cannot move
towards an end, unless it be directed by some being endowed with
knowledge and intelligence; as the arrow is directed by the archer. There-
fore some intelligent being exists by whom all natural things are directed to
their end; and this being we call Cod.

—From Summa Theologica

A Reply: David Hume

In a word, Cleanthes, a man who follows your hypothesis is able, perhaps, to
assert or conjecture that the universe sometime arose from something like
design; but beyond that positon he cannot ascertain one single circumstance
and is left afterwards to fix every point of his theology by the utmost license
of fancy and hypothesis. This world, for aught he knows, is very faulty and
imperfect compared 10 a superior standard and was only the first rude essay
of some infant deity who afterwards abandoned it, ashamed of his lame
performance; it is the work only of some dependent, inferior deity and is the
object of derision to his superiors; it is the production of old age and dotage
in some superannuated deity and, ever since his death, has run on at
adventures from the first impulse and active force which it received from
him. You justly give signs of horror, Demea, at these strange suppositions;
but these, and a thousand more of the same kind, are Cleanthes’ Supposi-
tions, not mine. Ffrom the moment the attributes of the Deity are supposed
finite, all these have place. And | cannot, for my part, think that so wild and
unsettled a system of theology is, in any respect, preferable to none at all,

—From Dialogues on Natural Religion
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The Ontological Argument In addition to the cosmological argument and the
argument from design, a common philosophical argument for rational belief in
God's existence was formulated by an eleventh-century monk named Saint

Anseim, and it is called the ontological argument. (This argument too is one of

Aguinas’ “Five:Ways.”) The word “ontological” means having to do with the
nature of existence, and the argument, which has been developed in hundreds of
variations, is essentially this:

- 1. We cannot conceive of God except as an infinite and most perfect being.
2. A being who had all perfections (justice, omnipotence, omniscience, and
50 on) except for the perfection of existence, would not be “most perfect.”
3. Therefore, the most perfect being necessarily exists.

The Ontologichl Argument: Descartes

But now, if just because I can draw the idea of something from my thought, it
follows that all which | know clearly and distinctly as pertaining to this
object does really belong to it, may | not derive from this an argument
demonstrating the existence of Cod? It is certain that | no less find the idea of
God, that is to say, the idea of a supremely perfect Being, in me, than that of
any figure or number whatever it is; and | do not know any less clearly and
distinctly that an [actual and] eternal existence pertains to this nature than |
know that all that which I am able to demonstrate of some figure or number
truly pertains to the nature of this figure or number, and therefore, although
all that I concluded in the preceding Meditations were found to be false, the
existence of God would pass with me as at least as certain as | have ever held
the truths of mathematics (which concern only numbers and figures) to be.
This indeed is not at first manifest, since it would seem to present some
appearance of being a sophism. For being accustomed in all other things to
make a distinction between existence and essence, | easily persuade myself
that the existence can be separated irom the essence of God, and that we
can thus conceive God as not actually existing. But, nevertheless, when |
_think of it with more attention, | clearly see that existence can no more be
separated from the essence of God than.can its having'its three angles equal
to two right angles be separated from the essence of a [rectilinear] triangle,
or the idea of*a mountain from the idea of a valley; and so there is not any
less repugnance to our conceiving a God (that is, a Being supremely perfect)
to whom existence is lacking (that is to say, to whom a certain perfection is
lacking), than to conceive of a mountain which has no valley. -

«~From Meditations
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So stated, the argument is peculiar and somewhat crude, but the variations on it
in recent years have turned it into a logically powerful argument, which has
proven acceptable to many logicians. (For some examples, see The Many-Faced
Argument, by John Hick) The point behind the argument in all of its variations,
however, is to prove by logic alone that, from the very idea we have of God, it is
necessary that He exists. And if this is so, then belief in God is rational belief,
justifiable on the basis of strict logical considerations.

Rational Faith Some attempts to show that belief in God is rational are of
very different kind. The German philosopher Kant, for example, rejected all
three of the above arguments (the cosmological argument, the argument from
design, and the ontological argument) and instead tried to show that belief in
God is rationally necessary for anyone who would be 2 morally good person. The
argument is familiar: in order for virtue to be rewarded and vice to be punished,
there must be some all-powerful, all-wise judge who can—if not in this life, then
in another one—make justice prevail, reward the good, and punish the wicked.
Kant called the belief in such a God faith, but by this he does not mean an
irrational feeling. Faith, for Kant and many other philosophers, is a purely
rational attitude, one that can be defended with reasons, with arguments, and
with proofs,

Pascal’'s Wager A different kind of proof |s an argument formulated by the

French philosopher-scientist Blaise Pascal. Pascal's argument presents vs with 2

kind of betting situation, and the argument is therefore calied Pascal's wager. It
runs like this: Either we believe in God or we do not. If we believe in God and he
exists, we will be rewarded with infinite bliss. If we believe in God but He does
no! exist, then the worst that has happened is that we have lost some time in
praver and given up a few sinful pleasures that we might otherwise have enjoved.

Pascal’s Wager
Then, Then,
Either if God exists if God does not exist
We believe ETERNAL REWARD We've only wasted some

time in prayer and missed a
few pleasures in life.

We do not belleve | ETERNAL DAMNATION | We're Ok, and we've had
some good times.

5.
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If we do not belicve, however, and God does exist, we may enjov a fcw
pleasurable sins. but we will be punished with cternal damnation. If we do not
believe and God does not exist, then, of course, there is no problem. Now you
don't have to be much of a gambler to figure out which alternative is the better
bet: it is to believe. Any rational person, therefore, will believe in God, for why
tisk eternal damnation in return for a few sinful earthly pleasures?

{rrational Faith But not all arguments for believing in God are rational
arguments, and not all belief need be backed up by an argument aimed at
convincing anvone cise. The most prominent example of a philosopher with this
view of religious belief is Kierkegaard, whom we have already discussed. For
Kierkegaard, unlike Kant. for instance, faith is distinctively irrational, and proofs
of God's existence are utterly irrelevant. Here we can talk about that conception
of belief in God in the tradition called mysticism, which says that one can come
to believe in God by way of a special experience or vision, which cannot be
described or cornmunicated to anmvone else. (Such experiences are said to be
ineflable.) A mustic might agree that his experience has proved to him that God
exists, but need not say amything at all. In fact, a mystic does not even have to

The Moral Argument for Belief: Kant

Happiness is the condition of a rational being in the world, in whose whole
existence everything goes according to wish and will. It thus rests on the
harmony of nature with his entire end and with the essential determining
ground of his will. . . . Still, the acting rational being in the world is not at the
same time the cause of the world and of nature itself. Hence there is not the
slightest ground in the moral law for a necessary connection between the
morality and proportionate happiness of a being which belongs to the world
as one of its parts and as thus dependent on it. ... Nevertheless, in the
practical task of pure reason, i.e., in the necessary endeavor after the highest
good, siich a connection is postulated as necessary: we should seek to
further the highest good (which therefore must be at least possible). There-
fore also the existence is postulated of a cause of the whole of nature, itself
distinct from nature, which contains the ground of the exact coincidence of
happiness with morality. . . . Therefore, the highest good is possible in the
world only on the supposition of a supreme cause of nature which has a
causality corresponding to the moral intention. . . . Therefore, the supreme
eause ofnature, in so far as it must be presupposed for the highest good, is a
being which is the cause (and consequently the author) of nature through
understanding and will, i.e., God. ... Therefore, it is morally necessary to
assume the existence of Cod.

—From Critique of Practical Reason

Mystical Experience

These three dimensions represent three kinds of knowledge. The first js
sensual: the eye sees things at a distance, The second is intellectuz! and is
much higher in rank. The third represents [the function of] that aristocratic
agent of the soul, which ranks so high that it communes with Cod, face to
face, as he is. This agent has nothing in common with anything else. It is
unconscious of yesterday or the day before, and of tomorrow and the day
after, for in eternity there is no yesterday nor any tomorrow, but only Now,
as it was a thousand years ago and as it will be a thousand years hence, and
is at this moment, and as it will be after death.

¢ —peister Eckhardt, Sermon 12

If anyone thinks that mysticism consists in useless dreaming, or in the idle
and selfish enjoyment of wonderful experiences without any practical and
valuable effects in life, they have here their answer. It is the universal
testimony of those who know that mystical experience transforms human
Iif?f,’and alters character—often from the squalid and mean to the noble and
selfless.

I was standing at the recessed window of .cell No. 40 and with a piece of
iron-spring that | had extracted from the wire mattress, was scratching
mathematical formulae on the wall. Mathematics, in particular analytical
geometry, had been the favourite hobby of my youth, neglected later on for
many years. . . . Now, as | recalled the method and scratched the symbols

‘on the wall, I felt.the same enchantment. -

And then, for the first time, ! suddenly understood the reason for this
enchantment: the scribbled symbols on the wall represented one of the rare
cases where a meaningful and comprehensive statement about the infinite is
arrived at by precise and finite means. The infinite is a mystical mass
shrouded in a haze; and yet it was possible to gain some knowledge of it
without losing oneselfl in treacly ambiguities. The significance of this swept
over me like 2 wave. The wave had originated in an articulate verbal insight;
but this evaporated at once, leaving in its wake only a wordless essence, a
fragrance of eternity, a quiver of the arrow in the blue, | must have stood
there for some minutes, entranced, with a wordless awareness that “this is
perfect—perfect”; until | noticed some slight mental discomfort nagging at
the back of my mind-—some trivial circumstance that marred the perfection
of the moment. Then ! remembered the nature of that irrelevant annoyance:
I was, of course, in prison and might be shot. But this was immediately
answered by a feeling whose verbal translation would be: “So what? is that
ali? have_ you got nothing more serious to worry about?"—an answer so
spontaneous, fresh and amused as if the intruding annoyance had been the
loss of a collar-stud. Then I was floating on my back in a river of peace,
under bridges of silence. It came from nowhere and flowed nowhere, Then
there was no river and no |, The | had ceased to exist,

: —Arthur Koestler
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The Rejection of Religion: Karl Marx

The basis of irreligious criticism is this: man makes religion; religion does
not make man. Religion is indeed man’s self-consciousness and self-aware-
ness so long as he has not found himself or has lost himself again. But man is
not an abstract being, squatting outside the world. Man is the human world,
the state, society. This state, this society, produce religion which is an
inverted world consciousness, because they are an inverted world. Religion
is the general theory of this world, its encyclopedic compendium, its logic in
popular form, its spiritual point d'honneur, its enthusiasm, its moral sanc-
tion, its solemn complement, its general basis of consolation and fustifica-
tion. It is the fantastic realization of the human being inasmuch as the
human being possesses no true reality. The struggle against religion is,
therefore, indirectly a struggle against that world whose spiritval aroma is
religion. . ‘ :

Religious suffering is at the same time an expression of rea/ suffering and a
protest against real suffering. Religion is the sigh of the oppressed creature,

the sentiment of a heartless world, and the soul of soulless conditions. It is- -

the opium of the people.

The abolition of religion as the illusory happiness of men, is a demand for
their real happiness. The call to abandon their illusions about their condition
is a call to abandon a condition which requires illusions.

—From Critique of Hegel
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The Rejection of Religion: Friedrich Nietzsche
The deity of decadence, gelded in his most virile virtues and instincts,
becomes of necessity the god of the physiologically retrograde, of the weak.
Of course, they do not call themselves the weak; they call themselves “the
good.”

The Christian conception of God—GCod as god of the sick, Cod as a
spider, God as spirit—is one of the most corrupt conceptions of the divine
ever attained on earth. It may even represent the low-water mark in the
descending development of divine types. Cod degenerated into the contra-
diction of life, instead of being its transfiguration and eternal Yes! Cod as the
declaration of war against life, against nature, against the will to live! God—
the formula for every slander against “this world,” for every lie about the
“beyond”! Cod—the deification of nothingness, the will to nothingness
pronounced holy!

——From The Antichrist

The Rejection of Religion: Sigmund Freud

- . . if we turn our attention to the psychical origin of religious ideas. These,
which are given out as teachings, are not precipitates of experience or end

results of thinking: they are illusions, fulfilments of the oidest, strongest and

most urgent wishes of mankind. The secret of their strength lies in the
strength of those wishes. As we already know, the terrifying impression of
helplessness in childhood aroused the need for protection—for protection
through love—which was provided by the father; and the recognition that
this helplessness lasts throughout life made it necessary to cling to the
existence of a father, but this time a more powerful one. Thus the benevolent
rule of a divine Providence allays our fear of the dangers of life; the
establishment of a moral world-order ensures the fulfilment of the demands
of justice, which have so often remained unfulfilled in human civilization;
and the prolongation of earthly existence in a future life provides the local
and temporal framework in which these wish-fullilments shall take place.
Answers to the riddles that tempt the curiosity of man, such as how the
universe began or what the relation is between body and mind, are
developed in conformity with the underlying assumptions of this system. It is
an enormous relief to the individual psyche if the conflicts of its childhood
arising from the father-complex—conflicts which it has never wholly over-
come—are removed from it and brought to a solution which is universally
accepted,

When | say that these things are all illusions, | must define the meaning of
the word. An illusion is not the same thing as an error; nor is it necessarily an
error . .. we call 2 belief an illusion when a wish-fulfilment is a prominent
factor in its motivation, and in doing so we disregard its relations to reality,
just as the illusion itself sets no store by verification.

—From The Future of An Illusion

insist that what he has “seen” is true at all, but only that it is extremely significant
personally. Thus there is no argument with a mystic. for he doesn’t have to tell
you anything, and there is nothing vou can sav to refute him.

Understanding Your Belief

Doubt isn't the opposite of faith; it is an element of faith.
~Paul Tillich

If God plays any significant role in your philosophy, it is important to come to
terms with these various conceptions, attitudes, and arguments, What or who is
the God you believe in? What do you expect of Him? What does He expect of
you? Why do you believe in him? Should other people believe in Him too, or is
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that none of vour business? Can vou or should vou prove that yvour belief in God
is rational? If not, why would vou accept an irrational belief? Psvchiatrists,
beginning with Sigmund Freud, define irmationality not only as that which
cannot reasonably be believed but also as that which is harmful to believe. Freud
argued that belief in God is irrational because it is a childish illusion which gives
us unwarranted and sometimes destructive attitudes and expettations toward life.

Other. philosophers—for example, Karl Marx—have argued that belief in God is
like a drug, which prevents us from seeing the wavs in which we could actually
improve the world we live in. (“Religion is the opiate of the people,” he said.) So
one cannot simply sav without thought, “1 just believe in God on fith, that's
all.” Faith must have its justification or vour beliefs are not your own. Even if
vou accept the idea of an irrational belief, it is important to show why that belief
is sonething more than mere illusion (as Freud argued) or escapism (as Marx
argued).

CLOSING QUESTIONS

1. Give a general description of God, noting those characteristics without which
you would not be willing to call Him “God.” If you don't believe in God, say
with some precision what it is that vou don't believe in.

2. Ifyou believe that there is a God and that He is all-powerful, all-knowing and
concemned with justice and the well-being of humanity, explain how there
.can be 5o much evil and suffering in the world. Pursue as far as you can the
responses and objections to one of the various attempts to answer the problem
of evil. (A good way of doing this is to have a friend act as devil’s advocate and
try to refute your efforts to defend a solution to the problem.)

3. Thy to explain to an atheist friend (real or imagined) why you believe in God.

If you think there are good reasons for believing, state them.

If you think there are good arguments for, or a proof of, God's existence,
state the arguments or the proof and defend it against your atheist friend’s
obijections.

if you think that the only way to believe in God is through fith, answer

your atheist friend’s objections that you are being irrational, that you are .

simply indulging in “wishful thinking,” that you are escaping from your

* responsibilities to change the world and instead, accepting a fantasy in which

God will take full responsibility.

4. Choose one of the traditional proofs of God's existence and work it out in
some detzil, answering objections and making the argument as irrefutable as
you can. (See Bibliography for further readings.)

5. f'you don’t believe in God, what would convince you that He does exist?
If you do believe in God, what would convince you that He does not exist?
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Van Til on The Trinity ||

Van Til (1895-1987) wrote:

"We do assert that God, that is, the whole Godhead, is one person. We have noted
how each attribute is co-extensive with the being of God. We are compelled to
maintain this in order to avoid the notion of an uninterpreted being of some sort. In
other words, we are bound to maintain the identity of the attributes of God with the
being of God in order to avoid the specter of brute fact" (Systematic Theology
syllabus, 1955, p. 238).

According to one of Van Til's best interpreters:

"(Brute fact, in Van Til's terminology, is uninterpreted being.) The argument here is
somewhat elliptical, but if we fill in some missing premises, it seems to go like this:
If we deny that God is one person, then the unity among Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
becomes an impersonal unity. The diversities among the three in that case would not
be functions of personal planning and interpretation; rather these diversities would
"just happen" to exist. Such a view would in effect place an impersonal "chance" or
impersonal "fate" behind and above the persons of the Godhead. Somehow, then, the
three persons must function in such intimate interdependence that it may be truly said
that the three are ong person” (John Frame, "The Problem of Theological Paradox," in
Foundation of Christian Scholarship, Gary North ed., pp. 306-307).

In logical form the argument is this:

1. The ultimate unity in God is either personal or impersonal.

2. If it is personal, them there is ultimately one person in God.

3. If it is impersonal, then impersonal "chance" or "fate" is more ultimate than the
personal in God.

4. But (3) is obviously wrong since it makes "fate" more ultimate than a personal
God.

5. Therefore, ultimately there is one person in God.

Put in this form, there are problems with premises 1,2,3, and 4.

First, does ultimate "unity" mean unity in attributes (essence) or unity in activity (or
operation) which persons do. Sure there is both in God, but Van Til cannot argue a strict
either/or. In this case premise (3) is equivocal, since it assumes that if there is an ultimate,

impersonal unity in God, then there cannot be an ultimate personal unity as well.

Second, does it follow that there must be one person simply because there is unity between
three persons? Why cannot there be personal unity between three persons without there being
another person to bind the persons together? Further, if there were another more ultimate
person which unites the three persons, is this a fourth person in the Trinity? Does this not
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Monarchianism
(momno = one: arche = ruler)
One Person / One God

.
Trith

eism
(tri = three, theos = God)
Three Persons / Three Gods

A second and third century heresy that denies
the doctrine of the trinity maintaining that the
only true God has always existed as one Person
not three Persons. The teaching exists today in
two forms:

Modalism Dynamic

This view holds that God This heresy teaches that
exists as one Person who is Jesus is not God but a
revealed in history in special man who became
different modes using {or was adopted as) the Son
different names. The of God (usually thought to
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit have occurred prior to the
are simply different names Genesis creation or at His
for the same Person, Baptism).

Therefore, the Father was
born at Bethlehem and
crucified at Calvary, but at
the same time He was
called Jesus.

Currently taught Currently taught

United Pentecostal The Watchtower
Church.

(Jehovah's Witnesses)

The belief that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
are three separate Gods. This is actually a form

of Polytheism (the belief in more than one true
God). '

Currently taught by
Mormonism in a modified
form. Mormonism is
actually a thoroughly
polytheistic belief system.




TRINITY
(The Tri-Unity of God)
The doctrine of the Trinity sets Christianity apart from every other world religion. Many religions hold to a plurality of Gods and
some hold to only one God. Christianity is unique in holding to one God in_three persons.

DEFINITION

Trinity: God exists as 1 essence with 3 persons.

Essence: That which makes up a being or thing.
(Objective "What")

Person: A center of intention (intellect, emotion,
will). (Subjective "Who").

AUGSBURG CONFESSICON (1530):

"...here is one divine essence which is called and is God...yet there
are three Persons of the same essence and power, who also are
coelemnal, the Father, the Sen, and the Holy Ghost"

WESTMINSTER CONFESSION (1647):

"In the unity of the Godhead there be three Persons, of one
substance, power, and eternity: God the Father, God the Son, and
God the Holy Ghost. The Father is of none, neither begotten nor.
proceeding: the Son is etemally begotten of the Father: the Holy
Ghost is eternally proceeding from the Father and the Son."”

ILLUSTRATIONS
{inadequate though helpful)

1. The triple point of WATER: water in a vacuum tube at zero degrees centigrade
will contain liquid, ice and vapor and yet all will be H20.

2. An EGG. An egg has three parts - white, yolk & shell but is one egg.

3. The SUN. The sun itself, which we do not see, is like the Father. The light
from the sun, which we do see is like the Son. The power of the sun which,
makes the plants grow, 1§ like the Spirit.

4. One being (a man) can exist with three distinot relationships (husband, father,
brother).

5. Eternity x Eternity x Eternity = Eternity

DIAGRAM

DEFENSE

There is one God Deuteronomy 6:4; I Cor. 8: 4-
6; Ephesians 4; 3-6

OT names/pronouns imply plurality;

* Elohim (plural of El) - the plural may suggest "majesty” or
Y sugg 7|
"plurality."

* Genesis 1:26; 11:7; Isaiah 6:8 - the use of "us", "we", "our"

indicate plurality. Note shift from
"I" to "us" in Isaiah 6:8.

Father. Son. Spirit are all called God

Father John 6:27; Gal, 1:1; I Pet. 1:2
Son John 1:1,14; 8:57-59; 20:28; Col. 2:9
Spint Acts 5: 3-9

Father. Son, Spirit appear together in Scripture as
distinct, yet equal persons

 (Matthew 28: 19-20; I Cor. 12: 4-6;
II Cor. 1: 21-22; II Cor. 13:;14; I Peter 1: 1-2)

RELEVANCE

* While we can understand something of the Trinity, we acknowledge that our
understanding is not exhaustive. The Trinity is a mystery. It is what we can
know together with what we cannot understand that compels us to WORSHIF such
a great God.

* PRIORITY AND EQUALITY WITHOUT INFERIORITY as seen in the Trinity
is the exemplary basis for proper relationships between men and women (I Cor.
11:3) and in other human relationships as well.
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The Trinity

Bibileg]

Christisgliy >

Church of
Jesus Christ of
Latter-day
Saints

Alternatives To The Trinity

Jehovah'’s
Withesses

The Way,
International

United

Penticostal Church

Worldwide
Church of God

Unification
Church

There Is Only

|One True God

Demesonomy &4

‘Hear, O larael: The Lord oar God is one
Lord:

lasish 43:10

1¢ Yo arc my wilncsses, saith the
LORD, asd my scrvast whom [ Lave
chosca: that ye may know xod believe
me, and endersiand thrt | om bes before
me there watb a0 God fommed, neitber
ahall there be afiey e

1 Coninthirns 8:4

(Munnnmm) 1 will presch oa the
planlity of Gods. ... | with 10 declare |
Bave wiways and in all CcODgregations
when 1 have presched on the mbject of
Deity, H has bocn the pluraticy of Gods,

-« | hurve abwayn declared God 1o be s
dllulcl personags, Jesur Christ a1
scpanaic aidl distinct persomage from
God the Fathez, and Uit Hnly Ghot was
2 distinet poaanage and @ Syt and
hmmmmw

One God

One God

One God

One God

One God

The Father Is
God
The Son is
God
The Holy
Spirit Is God

7 To all tast be: in Rome, bekovad off
God, called 4o be mainty: Grace 10 you
aad peacc T God our Father, ind the
Lotd Jesus Christ,

Joha 11

1 ln the beginning was the Word, 2ad
the Word was with God. ued the Word
was God,

John 20:28
28 And Thomas answeeed and zzid
‘wato him, My Lord and my God.

A 5:3-4

~why bast Saran Glled thine beart 1o lie
1o the Holy Ghott_ thou hagt pot lied
i men but woko God,

o Saow s am (ol it motkiag nthe ¥ swages and thae Gods™
,;'“‘“dmﬂurn-‘n.hw the Frophet Jowcpi Scakth p.370)..
mc. .
Romums 1:7

Father, Son,
and Spirit are
God

(Fehovad's “ﬁun: “The obvioss
n,&uet«:.)mmmul:h:
ocginator of the WiniTy doctrise..

ZMOETE permaps who Wast
o ke the tnee God anxd scrve kim fod
& & bit dltfich 1 jove and wchp ]
wuwlkﬂed. {mkhl-lnhu,

Cod™ (Lat God Be Trea, w
mx—m;

.2t Son was actually » cewure of
God.... The Messisnic prophecy at
Liaiah %76 foretold that be would be
cailbedt *Mighty God," though Bof the Al-
mighty God.* (Insight o the Scrip-
tuves, pp.52, 54).

(The Way, Inicmadoasl): In other
‘words, | sm saying thar Tesus Chrler is
#ot God, bat 1be Soa of God, They are
o ‘coectermal, witboul begizaiug or
o, ndwqul.".lmcmuwm
litctally with God {n the beginaing;
neither doct be bave ol the aascty of
God* (Jeses Christ ks Not God, p, 5).

Father, Son,
and Spirit are
God

(Workiwide Chorch of God)y *As [
kave written befor, we do pot toach the

WE gow sccept e docteine of the
Taiaity " Na, & does nol. The docttine of
*be Trinlty Lo the Wossrn Church attests
Uae wmica of thice Peooas {n ooe Gode
Sead, po that the three are one God a1 10
mbetesce, bt three poous as to e
dividualities, We do not accept that
weaching we belicve hat the word per-
500 i bustnraic when referring 1o the
Holy Spirit” (fid, 23 Deczmber 1991, p.
1.

on the batis of the quote i Jobn 8:55. .,
B Jemss dicha’t incaa that be was Gog™
(Oviline of The Principle, Lovel 4, p.
142).

The Father,
Son, and
Holy Spirit
Are Three
Distinct
Persons

MWattbewy 3:16-17

16 And lesus, when bhe was baplized,
went p smighteny oul of The walen

od, Jo, Ibt beavens were opeaed unlo
him, apd e gow the Spirit of God do
coding like » dove, and lighting ypoa
him:

17 And Jo & voice [1om bexven, taying,
This is my beloved Soa, in whom | am
weil plexscd,

John 14:16

16 And 1 will pry the Father, and be
shajl give you another Camiaricy, Lhat he
may abide with you for ever:

Three
Persons

Two Persons
Jesus = God

“But_the Boly spirit has no persoasl
s, The réason for this is that the boly
spitit is ot an intefligent pemon. IListhe
impersonal, iovisible acive force that
finds s source a4 kscrveir in Jeboval
God..." (Let Your Nume Be Sanctified,
p.259).

Two Persons
Jesus = God

“'Spirit' with an upper case § and
“spifil’ with a fower case 1 are two dil-
foreot things.... The Giver is God [tbe
Fatber), the Spirit. His gift ia spisit....
boly apirit, power {rem on high...”
(Receiving the Holy Spirit Todsy pp.
2-49),

(Urited Peatecoau] Church): ...they
reject the docttine of the Trm:ty and
taught that Jesgs Christ was st oo and
the sae time Father, Soa md Holy
Spirit” (Ablegden Dictionary of
Living

The UPC *,..came to belicve that the
one true God who bad revesled himself
as Fatber, in 1be Son and as 1be Holy
Spirit was noas other than Jesaus Christ.

. Tbe distinctive beliefs of the UPC
enter om 3 20n-Triniuzie w:w n[

[Note: The Wordwide Chmrch of God
ia fn the process of changing some of io
doctrine, Far exemple the churck no
Joagee 1eaches tat mon apd women cao.
become part of the Godbesd, “1t is im-
possibie, .. we thought we could be part
of the Godbead. The Church haz
witkdrawn from making 1bose siate-
ments” (Michacl Snyder Inicrview with
Watchman Fellowship, 12 April 1961}

Howgver they sill do oot affirm the
Trinity docwine oa the Inst two paints,
They deuy that the Holy Spirit i3 fully
God and that He is 1 Peraoet, “Why does
be use the word Djvisity in

God...,” (Dictionsry o[ B
Charlsmatic Mprements, pp. 861,
854).

referenoe 1o the Holy Spirit. It fs cherpal-
Ty of God. Therefore, Lhe Holy Spirit
cannof be fess than divine” (Worldwide
Mews, 23 Deeember 1991)).

Two Persons
Jesus = God

“Thua, UniGication tbeology thinks af
the Holy Spirnt not &s an individuad per-
s0n bt riber as 1 sign of God's work
history...” (Unification Theology, p.
207}
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THE TRINITY

I. The Contemporary Debate
A. Problems due to the modern idea of "person”

"If someone today, whether Christian or not, hears the statement that there are three
persons in God, he will think instinctively of three subjects differing from one
another in their subjectivity, knowledge, and freedom, and wonder what kind of logic
it is that permits three persons understood in this way to be simultaneously one and
the same God" (K. Rahner Theological Investigations {Crossroad, 1983), 18: 110-
11).

B. Problems that attend the notion of "substance"

"The term used in the Athanasian Creed, and from this source incorporated into the
traditional doctrine of the Trinity taught by the church, 'una substantia, tres
personae’, must (i.e., should) sound strange to us from the outset. What room. is
there for the idea of 'substantia’ in Christian theology? Indeed, it represents that
intellectual aberration which substitutes speculative and impersonal thinking for the
line of thought controlled by revelaftion; thus 'God' now becomes a neutral 'ens', 'the
Absolute’, instead of God who is Lord' of heaven and earth” (E. Brunner, The
Christian Doctrine of God, p. 227).

C. Problems arising from the practice of prayer

"In terms of religious devotion, one can ask: Is the prayer to one of the three
personae in whom the one divine substance exists directed toward someone different
from another of the three to whom another prayer is directed? If there is no
difference, why does one not simply address the prayer to God? If there is a
difference, for example, in function, how is tritheism avoided?" (P. Tillich,
Systematic Theology, 3: 289).

D. Problems with the seemingly contradictory and/or unnecessary character of the
doctrine

Thomas Jefferson referred to the doctrine as "incomprehensible jargon." Matthew
Armold spoke of it as "the fairytale of the three Lord Shaftesburys." Former
Episcopal Bishop James A. Pike called the doctrine "excess baggage." Other's have
spoken of it as a God who is a "3 headed monster."

II. Some Evangelical Statements




A. B.B. Warfield - "There is one only and true God, but in the unity of the Godhead

there are three coeternal and coequal Persons, the same in substance but distinct in
subsistence" ("Trinity," in The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, ed. James

Orr (Eerdmans, 1939), 5: 3012).

JI. Packer - "[We give] praise to one God in three persons...Trinitas is a Latin word
meaning three-ness, Christianity rests on the doctrine of the trinitas, the three-ness,
the tri-personality, of God" (Knowing God (Intervarsity, 1973), p. 57).

Donald Bloesch - "God is sovereign but not solitary. God is not simply a unity but
a triunity. He is differentiated within Himself. He not only exists but also coexists

as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit...

The Trinity must be thought of neither as one God in three manifestations nor as a
symmetrical triad of three persons with separable functions; instead the Trinity
signifies one God in three modes of existence-- Father, Son, and Spirit, and each of
these participated in the activity of the other" (Essentials of Evangelical Theology
(Harper and Row, 1978), 1: 35).

J. Kenneth Grider - "This [doctrine] is the audacious Christian understanding that
God consists of three Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, who share a common
nature or essence. It is the understanding that God is tripersonal, but, at the same
time, one in substance or nature or kind of being. There are three Hims, but the
three are one in a most fundamental way."

"This means that while we are talking about three Persons, three Thous, we are not
talking about three Gods (Tritheism) - but only one. In fact, it might be that, since
the three are one, there is an intensification of the oneness, the unity, that would not
obtain if there were not three who make the one. This is not the three of arithmetic,
where you have three of, perhaps, the same kind. It is the kind of oneness that
obtains in an organism--where one organism is characterized by three systems (and
more): respiration, circulation, and reproduction” ("The Holy Trinity", in Beacon
Dictionary of Theology, ed. Richard S. Taylor (Beacon Hill Press, 1983), p. 530).

III. Biblical Support For The Doctrine

A, The 0Old Testament

1. Declarations and assumptions of the unity of God--both numerical oneness and
‘uniqueness (unicity).

Exodus 20:2-3; Deuteronomy 6:4; Isaiah 44:8; 45:5, 14b, 18b, 21, 22
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B. New

Intimations of the plurality of God.

o a0 o

Elohim? - Genesis 1:1, 3, et al.

Plural pronouns - Genesis 1:26; 3:22; 11:7; Isaiah 6:8
Image of God in human beings - Genesis 1:27
Aaronic benediction - Numbers 6: 24-26

Other texts and arguments - Exodus 35:7; Isaiah 48:16

Testament Teachings

Declarations of the unity of God

ICor. 8 4,6; I Tim. 1:17; 2: 5-6, James 2:19

Affirmations of three-ness within God

opogp

At the baptism of Jesus - Mark 1: 10-12

In the Christian baptismal formula - Matt. 28:19

In benedictions and prayers - II Cor. 13:14; Eph. 3: 14-17

In the works of God - John 20: 21-22; I Cor. 12: 4-6; Eph. 1:3-14

In certain relationships - John 14: 16-21, 26; 15:26; 16: 13-15, 26-28; 20:
21-22; Eph. 4: 4-6

C. Systematic Argumentation

1.

2.

There is only one God (Deut. 6:4; James 2:19)

Each of the three--Father, Son, and Spirit is referred to as "God" or "Lord"

a.
b.

Father - Gal. 1:1; Eph. 1:3; 6:23; I Pet. 1:2

Son - John 1:1,18; 20:28; Rom. 9:5; Tit. 2:13; Heb. 1:8; II Pet. 1:1;
I John 5:20 '

Spirit - Acts 5: 3-4; II Cor. 3: 17-18

(cf. also Romans 8: 9-10)

Father, Son, and Spirit are distinct from one another

Mark 1: 10-12; John 14:26; 16: 13-15 (see also the Scriptures above under NT
affirmations)

Father, Son, and Spirit are all spoken of as personal

a.
b.

Father - John 16:27 ("the Father Himself"); John 17
Son - Gospels (e.g., John 3:16 - "everyone believing in Him" [e$76v]; John
17




c. Spirit - John 14:26; 16:13 - both use the masculine &xeivol ("that one",
"he") even though mvedpa ("Spirit") is neuter.

5.  The virtually inescapable conclusion from the fourtold basis above is the
doctrine of the Trinity.

IV. Inadequate Conceptions

A. Modalism (also called Sabellianism; modalistic monarchianism; related to
patripassionism) -- God is one person who reveals Himself to us variously as Father,
Son, or Spirit. Not three distinct persons, but three different names, roles, or
activities of the Godhead. Upholds the deity of Christ and Holy Spirit, but denies
the distinction of persons within the Godhead.

Advocated in second and third centuries by Noetus of Smyrna, Praxeas, and
Sabellius, and today by United Pentecostals and many within liberalism who espouse
an “"economic" trinity.

B. Economic Trinity very similar to modalism, sometimes equated with it.

Found in second and third centuries in Hippolytus and Tertullian. Tertullian spoke
of Father, Son, and Spirit as three manifestations of the one God. As with a root
and its shoot, and the sun and its light, so Father, Son and Spirit are three
"extensions" of the one divine substance (yet it is not divided).

In the Enlightenment and modern era, it is found in some form or another (but often
without emphasis on "substance") in many theologians, e.g. Hegel, Brunner, Rahner,
Kung.

"The triadic formulas of the New Testament are to express, not an 'immanent' but an
'economic' theology of the Trinity; not an inner-divine (immanent) essential trinity in
itself but a salvation-historical (economic) unity of Father, Son and Spirit in their
encounter with us. The N.T. is not concerned with God in Himself, but with God
for us, as He has acted on us through Jesus Himself in the Spirit, on which the
reality of our salvation depends" (Hans Kung, On Being A Christian [Doubleday,
1976], pp. 475-76).

C. Dynamic Monarchianism (much the same as the later "adoptionism") Jesus was an
ordinary man, though completely virtuous, who was empowered in a special way
("adopted™) by the Father at his baptism. At this event the Spirit, or the Christ,
descended upon Jesus and enabled him to do miraculous works. Thus God was
dynamically present in the life of the man Jesus, but Jesus was not God.

Advocated in second and third centuries by Theodotus and Paul of Samosata, and by
Christian Science today.
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D. Three basic lines of trinitarian thought since Aquinas, according to William J. Hill,
The_Three Personed God, 1932.

1.  Svmbolic and modal trinitarianism

a. Symbolic trinitarians - e.g. F. Schleiermacher, P. Tillich, C. Richardson
b. Neo-modal trinitarians - e.g., X. Barth, C. Welch, K. Rahner

2.  Neo-economic trinitarignism
e.g., J. Moltmann, W. Pannenberg
3.  Process trinitarianism

e.g., C. Hartshorne, J. Cobb, L. Ford, J. Bracken.

V. Historical Development of The Doctrine

Athenagoras (167-77) - "Who, then, would not be astonished to hear those called atheists
who admit God the Father, God the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and who teach their unity
and power and their distinction in rank?" (Plea 10)

Theophilus (180-81) - first used the term "trinity" (Tpiag) to speak to "Father," "Logos,"
and "Wisdom" (Holy Spirit), but without clarifying the relationship between the three (To

Autolychus 2:15).

Tertullian (c. 213) - first to use Latin word trinitas. God is one by unity of substance
(substantia), yet there are three distinct persons (personae). "The Spirit of God is God,
and God's Word is God, as coming from God, but it is not identical with God from who
he is. That which is God of God, as concrete existent (substantivares) will not be God
himself, but God in the sense of being of the substance of God himself, as a concrete
existent, as a portion of the whole..." (Against Praxeas 26). This treatise "represents the
most important contribution to the doctrine of the Trinity in the Ante-Nicene period" (J.
Quaten, Patrology [Spectrum, 1975], 2: 283).

Creed of Nicea (325) - "We believe in one God, the Father almighty... And in one Lord
Jesus Christ, the Son of God, begotten from the Father, only-begotten, that is, from the
substance [odoia{] of the Father, God from God, light from light, true God from true
God, begotten not made, of one substance [dpoéuvoiov] with the Father...And in the Holy
Spirit." (J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds [Longmans, Green, 1950], pp. 215-16).




Nicene - Constantinopolitan Creed (381) - "And in our Lord Jesus Christ...begotten not
made, of one substance with the Father [duootGciov 16 matpf] ... And in the Holy Spirit,
the Lord and life-giver, Who proceeds from the Father, Who with the Father and the Son

is together worshipped and together glorified..." (Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, p. 297-

98).

The key formula is "one oGgio (essence, nature) in three 6noot&oerg (modes of being;
hypostases). See Weber, Foundations of Dogmatics, 1: 375-79.

"Athanasian" Creed (c. 5th century) -

3. ...we worship one God in trinity, and trinity in unity;

4. Neither confounding the persons; nor dividing the substance.

5. For there is one person of the Father; another of the Son; another of the Holy
Ghost.

6. But the Godhead of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is all one:
the glory equal, the majesty coeternal.

16. And...there are not three Gods; but one God.

21. The Father is made of none; neither created; nor begotten,

22. The Son is of the Father alone; not made; nor created; but begotten.

23. The Holy Ghost is of the Father and of the Son; not made, neither created; nor
begotten; but proceeding.

25. An in this Trinity none is before or after another: none is greater or less than
another.

26. But the whole three Persons are co-eternal together, and co-equal.

28. He therefore that will be saved, must thus think of the Trinity. (Phillip Schaff,
History of the Christian Church, 5th ed. [Eerdmans, 1979 reprint], 3: 691-93).

Articles of Religion (as established in 1801) -

1. "There is but one living and true God, everlasting, without body, parts, or passions;
...And in unity of this Godhead there be three Persons, of one substance, power, and
eternity; the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost."

2. "The Son...of one substance with the Father...."

3. "The Holy Ghost, proceeding from the Father and Son, is of one substance, majesty,

and glory, with the Father and Son, very and eternal God" (The Book of Common
Prayer, According to the use of The Episcopal Church [Seabury, 1979], pp. 867-68).
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VI Necessary Ingredients of a Biblical/Orthodox Trinitarian Doctrine
(see also Erickson, Christian Theology, 1: 337-38)

VIL

VIII.

A

B.

E.

F.

Essential unity of the Godhead (both oneness and uﬁiqueness)
Threefold, eternal self differentiation (social analogy)

Eternal, ontological equality of members

Temporary functional and economic subordination, without inferiority of essence or
being

Essential, unchanging deity of each member

Distinct personal character of each member

G. Incomprehensibility of the doctrine!

Analogies and llustrations of The Trinity

Epg H20

Math: Eternity x Eternity x Eternity =
ETERNITY

Sun Human Family

Cube (C.S. Lewis) Shamrock or clover

Human personality:

Augustine -- remembering God, knowing (understanding) God, loving God (On The
Trinity 14. 10-12)

Erickson -- individual human psychology; interpersonal human relations (Systematic
Theology, pp. 340-41)

Practical Values of The Doctrine
(see Demarest and Lewis, Integrative Theology, 1: 284-89; and Carter, A
Contemporary Wesleyan Theology, 1: 403-403)

A. It encapsulates numerous biblical doctrines, and can therefore be useful for
teaching the essentials of Christianity.

B. It serves as a test of orthodox belief in an increasingly pluralistic world.
C. . Tt assists us in worship and prayer (both public and private).

D. It enriches our personal life and ministry.
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E. It provides powerful missionary motivation.

- F. It aids in evangelism, both in our personal understanding of God's activity and

in explaining the gospel correctly.

G. It deepens our relational unity within our families, within the Church, and

within the human race.

H. It constitutes a marvelous foundation for a meaningful social ethics (see
"Toward a Wesleyan Social Ethics" in Leon O. Hynson, To Reform The Nation
[Francis Asbury/Zondervan, 1984], pp. 39-60).

Science and the Bible

What if Jesus had never been born?
What would our world be like? In the
area of science, there is so much to be
said.

The Greeks and Romans could have done
much in the realm of science. But
because they believed that nature was
started by itself, kept itself going, and
everything was material and nothing was
spiritual (in short, evolutionistic), man
remained enslaved to superstition and
fear. To the Hebrew, the natural world
was cause to praise and worship the
Creator. .

To the animists, the natural world
contains living spirits of various gods and
ancestors, and therefore cannot be
experimented with. To the Hindus and
Buddhists, the physical world is unreal,
therefore, do not waste time on the
unreal. To the existentialists of today, the
natural world is irrational; therefore, there
are no absolutes, But to the Christian
there is a rational God who created a
rational world that is governed by
rationalistic or reasonable (scientific) laws.

It was the Protestant Reformation that
caused men to have an interest in learning
about the natural world which God had
created for His glory and our good. Even

though the Bible is not a science book, the
Bible in hundreds of ways teaches about
His creation, modern science is built
upon biblical principles. For example,
Psalm 8:8 led Matthew F. Maury to spend
40 years discovering and mapping out the
ocean currents. Other creationist
scientists were Louis Pasteur
(bacteriology), Isaac Newton (calculus and
physics), Johannes Kelper (celestial
mechanics), Robert Boyle (chemistry),

Charles Babbage (computer science),

Michael Faraday (electromagnetics), and
Gregor Mendel (genetics).

By the middle of the 16th century almost
all of what we know about the physical
laws which govern the universe had been
discovered. The discovery of these laws
led to the technological advances of the
20th century.

Scientists discovered that a reasoning
God has set up a reasonable, orderly
universe. Since man was created in God's
image, he has the ability to reason, to
think God's thoughts after Him. Scientists
learned that, "The Lord by wisdom hath
founded the earth by understanding hath
He established the heavens.”

~ Proverbs 3: 19~20
Author Unknown




The 'Logic of Trinitarian Doctrine (Part 1)

by

Dr. Phillip Cary,
Professor at Villanova University
Ph.D., Yale University

When I was growing up in the faith, I heard a
lot about the doctrine of the Trinity, but never learned
-what the doctrine was. In high school and college I
worshipped at faithful, Biblical churches in which
pastors often affirmed the importance of the Trinity,
even preached whole sermons on how important it was,
yet never told us what the doctrine actually said. To
find that out I had to go to graduate schoo! and read
the Church Fathers. This article and its sequel are

intended to pass on what Ilearned from that reading to

anyone else who thinks the doctrine is important but
has never actually learned what it is. In the first article
1 will discuss the logic of the doctrine (i.e. the things it
says and how they hang together) and in the second its
history. In this first article I will do my best to stick to
convictions that all orthodox (i.e. Nicene) theologies
have in common.

To begin with, in talking about the Trinity it will be
convenient to distinguish three levels: first, there is talk
about the holy Trinity itself, i.e. about God, Father, Son
-and Holy Spirit. Second, there is talk abount the
trinitarian faith: because our God is the hely Trinity,
our Christian beliefs, worship and prayer are {(or should
be) trinitarian. Thirdly, there is talk about the doctrine
. of the Trinity, i.e. about the propositions and concepts
by which we give a theoretical account of the shape of
our trinitarian faith. This article focuses on the third
(and least important) level of discourse. Church life
consists largely of the second-which is in turn directed

at the first, i.e. at God himseif.. B
The trinitarian faith is inseparable from the worship of
any Biblical church, for the Trinity is the Biblical God.
Hence to grow up without learning the doctrine of the
Trinity is not to miss out on the trinitarian faith.
Rather, it is to miss out on something much less

important but still indispensable for thinking’

Christians: an explicit formulation of the basic
assumptions of trinitarian faith. In the Biblically-
faithful churches of my youth I did learn the trinitarian
faith, even though I did not learn the doctrine of the
Trinity. I learned to pray "our Father," to call Jesus
"Lord," and to glorify the Holy Spirit as God. What I did

not learn was how all these practices of prayer and

worship hang together with the Christian view of the
nature of God. That is what the doctrine of the Trinity
is about: it articulates how the trinitarian Christian
faith is grounded in God himself.

Formulating the Doctrine

The'doctrine of the Trinity is the view of the nature of

God that goes along with the confession that Christ-is

God. Of course the divinity of Christ is a theme of the
doctrine of Christology as well as of the doctrine of the
Trinity, but there is a difference: Christology is
concerned with the relation between Christ’s divinity
and his humanity, while the doctrine of

the Trinity is concerned with the relation between his
divinity and the divinity of the Father and the Holy
Spirit. The humanity of Christ, in other words, is
strictly speaking a theme of Christological rather than
trinitarian doctrine.

Unlike the Trinity itself, the doctrine of the Trinity is -

not incomprehensible or beyond our understanding. It
consists of human words meant to be understood by
human beings. And it can be formulated without using
abstract or unbiblical language. All it takes is seven

simple propositions. 1 First and foremost are three

propositions which together confess the name of the
Triune God: ’

1. The Father is God.

9, The Son is God.

3. The Holy Spirit is God.

Then come three propositions which indicate that these
are not just three names for the same thing (ruling out
the heresy known as Modalism or Sabellianism):

4. The Father 15 not the Son.
5. The Son is not the Hbiy Spirit.
6. The Holy Spirit is not the Father.

Fiﬁaily.there is the clincher, which gives the doctrine its
distinctive logic:

7. There is only one God.

These seven propositions are sufficient to formulate the
doctrine of the Trinity--to give the bare bones of what
the doctrine says and lay out its basic logical structure.
The logical peculiarities of the doctrine arise from the
interaction of these seven propositions.

Of course it is not hard to see what is peculiar about
the logic--or rather the arithmetic--of these propositions.
After describing three distinet things as God in
propositions 1-6, we turn around in proposition 7 and
claim there is only one God. This arithmetic is odd but

‘distinctively Christian, and more familiar than it might

seem.. It is woven into the very texture of Christian
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worship, as for example in the opening of the Eplscopal
Sunday service: .
Blessed be God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit

And blessed be his kingdom, now and forever.

It is as if Christians had their own special grammar
when speaking of God: after mentioning these three
distinct names for God, we go on to speak of his, not
their kingdom.

Trinitarian grammar avoids plurals. Like the Bible, the
traditional trinitarian liturgies always speak of God in
the singular. Even in abstract doctrinal discussions,
Nieene theologians avoid using plural terms whenever
posmble 2 Hence our seven propositions use no words
in the plural. Notice that even the word "three” is
absent--and in general it is a word worth avoiding. To
call God "three in one" is certainly not wrong, but it is
at best only a label for the doctrine, not a way of
stating it. After all, three peas in'a pod are "three in
one,” but they are not at all like the holy Trinity. Notice

abstract language such as "essence" or "hypostasis.”
Such language is not needed to formulate the doctrine of
the Trinity, though it is indispensable in defending the
doctrine against certain  heresies and
misunderstandings. ‘

In fact, the words we need to formulate the doctrine. of

the Tnmty make a very short list:

We need the Triune name: Father, Son and Holy Spmt
We need the general concept "God."”

We need the word "one.’

We need to grasp the notlon -of ldentlty and 1ts
negation-i.e. that when we say "the Father is not the
Son", ete. (in propositions 4-6) what that means is that-
the Father 1s not 1dent1cal with the Son, but dlfferent

Trinitarian Grammar

The most important words on the list ars: clcarly the:

names: Father, Son and Holy Spirit. They are what- gwe‘.
_ the doctrine its particular content, anchoring it in the‘_
Biblical narrative. The word God" by contrast;‘is. .
rather vague and general (after all, you do not have to-
be trinitarian or even Christian to talk about God) and.
in trinitarian grammar its reference is actually; rather. .

the word "God" functions as a general term, while the
concrete reality of God is represented by the words
"Father,” "Son" and "Holy Spirit,” which are names
rather than general terms. This has important
consequences for the practice of the Christian faith. The
vagueness of the term "God" causes no preblems as
long as our talk of Ged ig trinitarian-i.e. so long as we

- remember to use not only the general term "God" but

also the proper names "Father”, "Holy Spirit” and "Sen”
(as well as "Christ"). But when Christians get into the
habit of talking about God without mentioning the
Father, the Son, or the Holy Spirit, the result is that
they may literally forget what they are talking about.
Their talk becomes abstract and far removed from the
particularities of the Christian faith--becomes, in fact,
less Christian and more generic. If we are not talking
about the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, then-we are not
talking about the Christian God but only about some
general concept of God that is shared with other

- religions and philosophies.
also that our seven propositions do not contain any -

unstable. That is to say, Christians can use the word.

"God" to refer to the Father or the Son or the Holy:

Christian worship speaks of "God" without
qualification, it is most often referring to the Father i in
particular.)

The peculiar logic of the séven propos1t10ns makes thls

vagueness and instability inevitable: the first three;

propositions refer to each member of the Trinity as Ged,
and then proposition 7 claims there is only one .God,
which implies that the Trinity as a whole--Father, Son.
and Holy Spirit--is God. Thus the term "God" is hard to
pin down, because it floats between four possible

- reference points: the Father, the Son, the Holy Spirit,

and the whole Trinity.

There is nbihing particularly wrong with this
vagueness. It just means that for trinitarian grammar

3

_"Redeemer,"”
Apartlcularly trinitarian about these three terms--no

What is true of the word "God" is true of general
descriptions of divine attributes as well--including
words like “holy" or "eternal” or "¢reator.” Each of these
terms applies equally to Father, Son, Holy Spirit, and
the Trinity as a wholé. Because they describe attributes
of God, these words get drawn into the same peculiar
trinitarian grammar as the word "God." Consider for
instance what happens to the little sentence "God is

' the creator” when the doctrine of the Trinity gets a hold

of it. It.implies that the Father is the Creator, the Son
is ‘the Creator, and the Holy Spirit is the Creator (like
propositiong 1-3), and yet that there is only one Creator
(like proposition 7). Thus the word "Creator” has the
same. VAgUeness and instability of reference as the word
"God“ ‘it can refer to the Father, the Son or the Holy
Sp1r1t or the whole Trinity. The same can be said of
words’ like "Redeemer" and "Sanctifier,” or "Holy" and

' “Most ng .

"One 1mportant consequence of this peculiarity of

trinitarian grammar is that we cannot adequately state
the doctrine. of the Trinity by ta]kmg about "Creator,”
.and "Sanctifier.” There is nothmg

more than (say) "Eternal”, "Infinite" and "Omnipotent.”
All these terms apply to: Father Son ‘and Holy Spirit

alike, .and’ therefore cannot be-used to distinguish
Spirit, or to the Trinity as a whole--and it is often hard. = Father from Son, Son from Holy Spirit, and Holy Spirit

to tell which. (However, as a rule when the Bible or:

from . Father. You ‘cannot -use -general terms to
dlstmgmsh the three members of the holy Trinity; you

~ have, to use-the names, or somethmg closely related to
" them..(This is & deep and 1mportant point to which we
shall return later) Ll

For mstance when we say !"God created the world" we
may of course have God the Father specifically in mind,
yet it would be a mistake to deny that the Son or the
Holy. Spirit created the world. For the Sen also is the
Creator, and so is the Holy: Spirit--for the Son also is

God, as-is the Holy Spmt Indeed the Son is the Creator

prec1sely because he is God--and not a different or

inferior.God either. He'is not a different God from the .

Father (as if he were an uncreative God) nor a lesger
God (as if he were not powerful enough or pre-eminent

52




enough to be the Creator of all things). And of course
the same must be said of the Holy Spirit.

Hence when we call the Father "the Creator,” we are
not denying that Jesus Christ is the Creator. Indeed
very little of what we say about the Father excludes
Christ, and likewise very little of what we say about
the divinity of Christ excludes the Father and the Holy
Spirit. Let me give two more examples of this, taken
directly from Christian worship. First, in the Nicene
Creed Christians confess that God the Father created
"all things visible and invisible.” This is a phrase that
the Bible originally applied to Christ (Col. 1:16). This
transfer of language from Son to Father is entirely
appropriate, for the Father did indeed create all things,
visible-and invisible—-and he did so through the Son.

Second, in the Glorie, Christians extol the glory of
Christ, saying:

You alone are Holy,

You alene are the Lord

You alone are the Most High, Jesus Christ... Does this
thrice-repeated "alone” imply that the Father is not
Lord, or the Holy Spirit not Holy? Not a hit of it, as the
song immediately indicates when it continues:

With the Holy Spirit

In the glory of God the Father.

Just as the Father, who alone is the Creator, does not
create the world without his Word (which is the Son), so
Jesus Christ alone is holy and Lord and most high, in
the sense that no other creature ig holy and Lord and
most high like him--but of course the father foo is holy
and Lord and most high, and so is the Holy Spirit.

Hence even when we use words like "alone"” or "only” in
speaking of one of the Trinity, that does not necessarily
exclude the other members of the Trinity. It is perfectly
good trinitarian grammar to say "Christ alone is God"-
for it is understood that the word "alone” does not
exclude the Father or the Holy Spirit. And it is perfectly
fine to say that "the Father is the one true God", for
that deés not exclude the Son or the Holy Spirit from
being the one true God. Much misunderstanding of
Biblical usage will be avoided if this little grammatlcal
rule is understood‘

The Arithmetical Peculiarity

Orthodox talk about God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit
has a very peculiar grammar, and it is important to
understand that grammar in order to speak the
language of Christian faith well. But now we must
move on to a different and more intractable peculiarity--
one that is better known but even less well understood.
And that is the peculiar arithmetic of trinitarian
doctrine.

It is here that we must begin introducing abstract
philosophical terms. So far, I have been talking rather
loosely about "members” of the Trinity, in contrast. to
the "whole" Trinity. But that sort of talk can be
misleading. When we see why it can be misleading, the
value of the more abstract terminology will start to
become clear. The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are not
“"members" of the Trinity the way arms and legs are

members of a human body. They are not parts of a
whole. If they were, then there would be no logical
peculiarity about the doctrine of the Trinity after all:
God would have three parts, and when you put all
three parts together you would get one whole God. But
that is clearly not how the doctrine of the Trinity works.
Each "member” of the Trinity is fully God, not just a
part of God. Our first proposition does not say "The
Father is part of God" but rather "The Father is God."
Likewise, the Son is never called a "part” of God-for a
part is an incomplete thing, and the Son is a complete
individual being that is God. So what we need, rather
than loose talk about "members,” is a term for

. "complete individual being." The word for that, in

technical trinitarian parlance, is "hypostasis” (from the
Greek) or “subsistence” (from the Latin).

Now it is clear what the key logical difficulty in the
doctrine of the Trinity is: Christians confess three
distinct individual beings, and say each is God--and yet

alzo say that there is only one God. That is the

arithmetical peculiarity: the three hypostases of the
Trinity do not "add up” to make three gods. It is as if
when talking about the Trinity we forget how to count.?

In other words,. the logical difficulty of the docirine of
the Trinity lies in the arithmetic. In fact, if our seven
propositions are interpreted using ordinary arithmetie,
they produce a flat logical contradiction. Hence any logic
that makes sense of the doctrine of the Trinity will be a
logic without arithmetic. But this is less of a problem
than you might think. As a rule, modern logicians
devise their systems of logic without any mathematiecal
concepts built in, and then add on set theory,
arithmetic and other mathematical concepts. In talking
about the Trinity, we are in effect using a logic that
does not have these added features--which is a perfectly
respectable thing for any modern logician to do.

Still, that does not solve all our problems. For what

-does the word "one" mean in proposition 7, if it is not a

piece of arithmetic? It must mean a kind of oneness
that is deeper and logically prior to the arithmetical
number one.? This may sound strange, but in fact there
are many philosophies which have such a notion of
onenesg, including the leading school of philosophy (i.e.
neo-Platonism) at the time of the Church Fathers.
Hence when the Church Fathers claimed that God is
One in a deeper sense than mere arithmetic, they did
not get any objections from contemporary philosophers.

A defense of the logical consistency of the doctrine of the
Trinity hinges on the meaning of proposition 7. That is
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what must be interpreted in a peculiar way if the seven .

propositions, taken together, are to escape being
logically contradictory. Which is to say: the logical
difficulties of trinitarian doctrine cluster around the
peculiar trinitarian notion of the oneness of God. 5
Notice that there is no hint of logical inconsistency until
we get to that last proposition--the monotheistic claim
that there is only one God. Up to that péint, our talk is
perfectly consistent--like that of perfectly consistent
polythelsts A pagan, for instance, could say:

1. Zeus is God .

a. Apollo is God




3. Poseidon is God ‘ e
4. Zeus is not Apolle... and so on down the line, until he
got to proposition 7, where the natural conclusion would
be: there are three gods. But Christians are too Jewish
to say that. And that is why the doctrine of the Trinity
is so difficult, interesting and strange. . S

Why Not Three Gods?

Why not say there are three Gods? That was an urgent
question facing the Church Fathers as they worked out
the logic of trinitarian doctrine. Of course they knew the
Bible would not allow them to say there were three
Gods, and they were determined to follow the Bible.
But they needed a logical answer to their heretical
opponents, who were asking questions like: how can
you say those first six things and not conclude there are
three Gods? Doesn't the logic of your Trinity lead: you
away from Biblical monotheism? For example, if Christ
is God just like the Father (proposition 2), and yet is
not identical to the Father (proposition 4), then is he
not a second God (contradicting proposition 7)?

To understand the Church Fathers’ answer to this
question, we will need some abstract philosophical
terms. But four will be enough®: _

1. Hypostasis, or "concrete or particular being,” e.g. a
human being, a cat, a tree or a stone--or God the
Father, or Jesus Christ.

2. Essence or nature, such as humanity or divinity (or
"Godhead") or a species of animal or other kind of thing.
Depending on which philosopher you ask, "essence” can

mean something very different and-very complicated, -

but Trinitarian doctrine does not have to take sides on
such questions, It-is enough if we associate "essence”

(Greek ousia) with a kind of thing, as opposed to .

"hypostasis,” which refers to particular or individual

things--so that essence is to hypostasis as human’

nature is to Paul. Note that essences are always
singular: there are many human hypostases, but only
one human essence--many men and women, but only
one humanity. ' ,

3. Quality is not a complete individual thing, but rather
something that is in a thing. E.g. when we say Mary is
old and brown and wise, we are talking about her
qualities. She is a hypostasis, but "wise" is one of her
qualities. (Qualities are typically referred to by
adjectives rather than nouns--though of course you can
make a noun out of the adjective, like “wisdom,” and
“call that a qualitity as well. : S
4. Relations are not in a thing like qualities, but
between two things; e.g. Mary is taller than Paul, or
standing fo the right of Peter, or the daughter of Anna.
As you can readily see, some relations are rather
superficial {e.g. "standing to the right of") while others
may be a deep part of your identity (e.g. "daughter of").

First let me make clear what the answer was not. The

Church Fathers did not argue that God is One because
of having only one essence. Of course they did affirm
that there is only one divine essence, but that does not
mean there cannot be three gods. For there is only-one

human essence (i.e. one human nature) and yet there

are many human beings. And a pagan could perfectly

well say there is only one divine essence and still affirm
that Zeus, Apollo and Poseidon are three different gods.

So why did the Church Fathers say there is only one
divine essence? Why, in the Nicene creed, do we bother
to confess that Christ is "of one essence (homo-ousios)
with the Father'"? Precisely because that means he is
not a different kind of God than the Father--not a lesser
or lower or later divinity (as the heretical Arians had
claimed). This homo-ousios clause has the job of
repudiating the Arian heresy, and it does that job quite
well, It serves as a commentary on proposition 2, to the
effect that when we say the Son is Ged, we mean "God"
in exactly the same sense as the Father--not a different
kind of God. Hence the homo-ousios clause does not rule
out tritheism (the doctrine that there are three Gods),
but that is not its jeb. We rule out tritheism by the
simple expedient of confessing that there is only one
God (proposition 7).

So the question still needs to be answered: why not
conclude, logically, that there are three Gods? Of course
the basic answer is still: because Scripture forbids it.
But what answer can we give to the criticism that in
confessing three distinct hypostases as God, we are
falling inte tritheism, whether we mean to or not?

Peter, Paul, and Mary are three- human hypostases;
and whether we like it or not, they add up to three.

humans. So if Father, Sonn and Holy Spirit are three
divine hypostases, why don't they add up to three
Gods?

The basic answer given by the Church Fathers is this:
each of the three hypostases of the Trinity has exactly
the same qualities as the others. For example, the
Fathers’ wisdom is exactly the same as the Son's,
which is exactly the same as the Holy Spirit's. And the
Father's greatness is exactly the same as the Son's,
which is exactly the same as the Holy Spirit's--and-so
on. This is quite different from three distinct human
hypostases like Peter, Paul and Mary. Peter may be
just as wise as Mary, but his wisdom is not exactly the
same as hers. And he may be just as brown as Mary,
but his brownness is not exactly the same thing as
hers. As a rule, different individuals have different
gualities. But the Trinity breaks that rule. In the
Trinity all three hypostases have exactly the same
gualities. That is why Father, Son and Holy Spirit do
not add up to three Gods--unlike Peter, Paul and Mary,
who add up to three humans.

Notice how this answer fits the peculiar grammar of
trinitarian doctrine. A word like "wise" or "omnipotent”
works just like the word “God" or "Creator." It can be
applied to either Father, Son or Holy Spirit, or to the

one God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit--but it can never .

be applied in the plural. Just as there are not three
Gods, so there are not three wisdoms or three creators
in the Triune God. Indeeds there are not three Gods
precisely because there are not three wisdoms, not
three ¢reators, ete.8
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This answer to the question, "why not three Gods?" is
so0 radical that it immediately provokes the opposite
question: if the Father, Son and Holy Spirit each have
the same qualities, then what makes them three? How
can you tell them apart? What makes them different
from each other, if everything about them is the same?
The answer is that not everything about them is the
same. Their qualities are all the same, but the relations
between them are not. The Son is different from the
Holy Spirit because he is the son of the Father, and the
Holy Spirit is not. "Son of" is a relation, and what
makes the Son different from the Holy Spirit is that he
has this relation to the Father and the Holy Spirit.does
not. There is another way of putting this, which
amounts to the same thing. It is to say that the Father,
Son and Holy Spirit are distinguished from one another
by their mode of origination (Greek tropos hyparxeos):
i.e. the Son is begotten from the Father, the Father is
unbegotten, and the Holy Spirit is not begotten but
proceeds. (This is how theologians in the Eastern
Orthodox tradition tend to put it, while the Western
tradition prefers talking about relations.)

Conclusion

At this point we have the basic logic of the doctrine of
the Trinity, as it is shared by all the Nicene churches,
East and West, We can briefly summarize the historical
development of this logic thus: (1) First-and most

fundamental is the Biblical conviction that Christ is God

(proposition 2, above). (2) The council of Nicea (AD 325)
in effect appends to this conviction the commentary:

Christ is not a different kind of God than the Father ~ .

(the homo-ousios clause). (8) Once proposition 3 (above)
is interpreted in the same way (i.e. the Holy Spirit too is
-confessed as God in exactly the same sense as the Son
and the Father) then the Nicene doctrine of the Trinity
is completed. This takes place at the council of
Constantinople in 381. (4) Meanwhile, however, a
gerious question arises: why not say there are three
Gods? The answer to that question, given a generation
after Nicea by the Cappadocian Fathers, establishes
- the basic rules of trinitarian grammar: that all
qualities in God are one, not three. Hence we always
describe God in the singular: one God, one Creator, one
Wisdom, one Omnipotence. (5} In that case, what

distinguishes the Father, Son and Holy Spirit from one -
another? The Cappadocians answered: their relations of
origin, e.g. the fact that the Father begets the Son but -

not the other way around.

In arriving at the relations of origin, we have come from
the logie of trinitarian doctrine to what we could call its
dynamics--its description of cause and effect. At this
point things become richer, more complicated, and more
controversial. Let me simply in conclusion mention a
. doctrine that all Nicene traditions agree on. Since the
Father begets and is not begotten by the Son, he is
cause rather than effect--and similarly with respect to
the procession of the Holy Spirit, where the Father is
cause of the procession rather than its effect. The
‘Father is the cause of the other hypostases, and
therefore he is "the source of divinity" (pege theotetos in
Greek, fons et origo totios divinitatis in the official Latin

formulation). Here the notion of ousia comes in for a
richer use than in the homo-ousios clause. The Father
gives his eusia, his very being and divinity and all his
divine attributes, to the Son. Hence.the Son is all that
the Father is, except being Father. That is why all their
gualities are the same. This complete self-giving of the
Father to the Son and the Son’s receiving his whole
being and self from the Father, is one of the great
starting points for Christian meditation on who Ged is.
"All that the Father has is mine," says our Lord Jesus,
and the work of the Holy Spirit is to "take what is mine
and declare it to you" (John 16:15).
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Notes

1. These seven propositions are extracted from
Augustine’s summary of the doctrine of the Trinity in
his treatise On Christian Doctrine 1:5.

2, It is not always possiblre in abstract doctrinal

discussion to avoid usmg plurals but you might be.

surprlsed how ingenious a serious Nicene theologian
can be in the attempt to avoid them. The most common
exceptions to the rule "avoid plurals” are found in
negations (e.g. "there are not three Gods") and in the
use of a phrase like "three hypustases

3. See Basil, On the Holy sznt §44.
4. Cf. Basil, Letter 8. 2.

5. More -precisely: both unity and identity are concepts
that take'on a peculiar meaning in Trinitarian doctrine,
For just as applying ordinary arithmetical notions of
oneness to our seventh proposition produces a
contradiction, so also using ordinary notions of identity
produces a contradiction, I.e. the following
interpretation of proposition 7 makes it 1og1ca1]y
‘mconsmtent with the others: "For all x drid y, if x is God

“and yis God then x = y." The equal sign represents the
predxcate is identical to", which would normally figure
in propositions 4-6 -as well (i.e. The Father is not
identical to the Son, etc.). For an example of a non-
standard concept of identity used in a logical system in
which trinitarian propositions come out consistent, cf.
P. van Inwagen, "And Yet They are Not Three Gods
But One God," in Philosophy and the Christian Faith,

ed. T, Morris (U. of Notre Dame Press, 1988) pPp. 241-
278.

6. The basic philosophical resource here is Aristotle’s
treatise, Categories, which Augustine drew upon
extensively in his treatise On the Trinity.

7. Iri ordinary Greek the two terms Aypostasis and ousia
had been more or less synonymous, But in the interest
of clarity, the Cappadocian Fathers (Basil and the two
Gregories) proposed restricting hypostasis to the sense
of "concrete individual being" (which Aristotle called
“first ousia” or "primary substance") and reserving the
term ousia for "essence” {(which Aristotle called "second

"ousia” or "secondary substance"). Basil apells out this

distinction in his Letter 38 {which may have heen
written rather by his brother Gregory of Nyssa, but see
also Letters 214.4 and 236.6. In order to bring out this
Cappadocian distinction as clearly as possibles I prefer
to translate ousia (at least in connection with the homo-

_ousios clause) with the word "essence” rather than

"substance” or "being" (which are also very common and

‘ quite respectable translations).

8. This is why the "Athanasian” Creed says:

Such as the Father is, so is the Son and so is the Holy
Spitit...(e.g.) The Father eternal, the Son eternal, the
Holy Spirit eternal--and yet not three eternals, but one
eternal...

So likewise the Father is almighty, the Son alrmghty
and the Holy Spirit Almighty, and yet they are not three

. almighties, but one almighty.
So the Father is God, the Son is God and the Holy -

Spirit is God, and yet not three Gods, but one God.

(The ,"Athanasxan“ Creed--or chunque vult, ag it is
also ¥nown from its first two words--is named in honor
of the great Greek Church Father Athanasius, but was
undoubtedly written by a Latin theologian working
under the influence of Augustine).

That belief in Christ is
to some a matter of life
and death has been a
stumbling block for
readers who would
prefer to think of it as a
matter of no great
consequence.

Hannery O Convior.
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{Part 2) by
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In a previous article, "The Logic of Trinitarian
Doctrine,” I tried to spell out as clearly and simply as
possible the basic content of the doctrine of the Trinity.
In this article I describe how the doctrine took shape
historically and also the historical diversity within the
orthodox (i.e. Nicene) tradition of trinitarian thought. In
the previous article I focused on teachings that all
Nicene theologies have in common, avoiding terms or
concepts that were controversial or reflected the
viewpoint of one particular tradition or other within the
Nicene faith. Hence some notions that are especially
familiar to us in the West (like "person”) were left out.
In this article I bring them back into the story and
show how they relate to the basic logic of Nicene
doctrine, how they developed out of it and how they
raise further questions that are still debated today.

Biblical Reﬂecﬁons before Nicaea

The doctrine of the Trinity originates in Holy Scripture.
While the Bible does not contain much by way of
explicit trinitarian doctrine, it does continually bear
witness to the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Trinitarian
doctrine results from Christian reflection on how the
various aspects of this Biblical witness hang together--
for example, how the confession that "the Word was
God" (John 1:1) coheres with the confession that God is
one (e.g. Deut. 6:4, Iza. 46:9). Trinitarian reflection
began historically with Christians attempting to
understand what it means to believe that Christ is God.
Of course there are relatively few Biblical passages that
clearly affirm the divinity of Christ (the Prologue to the
Gospel of John being probably the most important) but
it is worth considering why those passages deserve the
pre-eminence they have in trinitarian doctrine.

If the only Gospel in the canon of Scripture were Mark‘s, '

then an opponent could plausibly claim that the Gospel
gives no support to the doctrine of the Trinity. But when
John's Gospel is set beside Mark's and we read them
together as joint witnesses to Christ, then the strong
claims made about Christ's divinity at the beginning of
dJohn end up determining our interpretation of Mark.
Logically, this is inevitable: after accepting the truth of
the stronger claims, we must interpret.the weaker
claims to be consistent with them. Weak claims leave
questions open, while a strong claim forces a
commitment. Thus Mark's Gospel does not confess
Christ as God, yet does.not rule out the possibility
either. But John's Gospel ingists on Christ’s divinity--so
that tells us which of the options left open by Mark we
should take. Therefore we interpret Mark's Gospel in
light of John’s--which is to say, we read the Bible in a
trinitarian way. The Bible is a trinitarian document
through and through because the whole canon of
Scripture must be read together, so that the weaker
claims are interpreted consistently with the stronger.

That is why a relatively few Biblical passages served to
guide Christian reflection on the Trinity in the first few
centuries. When John tells us that the Word iz God and
existed with God in the beginning before the creation of
all things--and then that this Word is none other than
Jesus Christ--that calls for reflection. The most
important trinitarian reflections leading up to Nicaea
turned on the question of how the Word originated--or,
to ask the same question in different terms, how the
Son was begotten of the Father. Omne very early
tradition, favored in the West (e.g. by Tertullian and
Hippolytus) turned on the metaphor of uttering aloud a
word that was originally within the mind.! When God
utters his Word, that is the begetting of the Son.
Subsequently, God uses his Word to create the world.

The odd thing about this teaching, when compared to
later trinitarianism, is the notion that there was a
state (God was in before the begetting of the Son--a
state in which the Word dwelt within God and was
apparently not yet distinct from God. If you take this
state as the natural one for God to be in, you get a form
of modalism {or Sabellianism), the heresy which says
there are no real, permanent differences between
Father, Son and Holy Spirit. In fact from then on until

‘tecently, when Western theologians flirted with

trinitarian heresy, it was usually some form of
modalism--some denial of the proper distinctions
between Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

This early Western view was not necessarily modalist,
but it was vulnerable to modalist attacks and modalist

-interpretations. Its great weakness was ‘that it

conceived the begetting or generation of the Son as a
process--something that had a beginning and an end in
time, so that there was a point before which it had not
yet begun. It was this assumption which led to the
problematic notion of a state of God's being before the
begetting or generation of the Son. The next great
advance in Trinitarian thinking came when Origen, the
great theologian of the East, formulated the notion of
the eternal generation or begetting of the Son. This
meant that the Son did not originate in a process in
time, and hence there was no point at which it could be -
said that he was not yet begotten. From all eternity,
without any beginning in time, the Father is the cause
of the Son’s existence.

Whereas the earlier form of trinitarianism had used
Stoic philosophical categories, Origen was a Platonist.
He used his Platonist philosophy to advantage in
articulating the eternal generation of the Son, but in
other areas it misled him, For Platonists, all cause-
effect relations are hierarchical: the cause is higher,
better, and more powerful than the effect. This
philosophical theory, applied to the begetting of the Sén
by the Father, results in "subordinationism." Beé¢ause
the Son is related to the Father as effect to cause, a




consistent Platonism must conclude that he is
subordinate in being, lower in dignity, and less in
power, Hence for example Origen coniends that we
should not pray to Christ, but only to the Father
through Christ, because "we should not pray to anyone
begotten.” 2 One of the key tasks of Greek theology in
suceeding centuries was to devise an alternative to this .
subordinationist interpretation of the pattern of

_Christian prayer.
Nicea and Divine Substance

‘Subordinationism bore bad fruit in Alexandria, Origen’s
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hometown, when Arius, a presbyter in the church there,
took offense at the old form of trinitarianism on
(roughly) Platonist grounds. It cannot be, Arius argued,
that the Word originated from within the Father as
part of his very being or substance (ousia) Unlike
Origen, Arius was thinking of begetting as a process,
and of the ousia of God as a kind of material substance
out of which God was made. He objected to the idea
that in coming forth from the Father the Son took some
of that substance with him, thus dividing the Father’s
substance and lessening him. And to give Arius his due,
that is indeed an objectionable idea, which orthodox
Christian doctrine did eventually reject quite explicitly. .

But Arius's solution was worse.
He argued that if God alone
existed in the beginning, and the
Word did not belong to God's
very substance, then there was
no prior substance the Word
could have originated. from. So

- “In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. He
was in the beginning with God,
All things came into being through

Him, and apart from Him
nothing has come info

] being that has come

info being.”

John 1:1-3

“The Cosmos is all that is
Or ever was

or ever will be.”
Carl Sagan

the Word must have been
created from nothing, just like
every -‘other creature--which
meant that, ju'st like every other
creature, "there was once when
he was not.," This was the Arian
- claim which was most offensive
to ordinary Christians, and the

. need to reject it in a really
thorough way  forced the
Orthodox to recognize
unambiguously that Christ
belonged at the same level -of
being as God the Father--not
subordinate to him. Hence
Nicene theology came to reject
subordinationism of all kinds
along with Arianism.

As a result of its fight against
Arianism, the Orthodox came to-
see more clearly than ever before
that there were only two kinds
of being: things that God made
and the God that made them.

" The. Son of God belongs in the .
© latter category, not the former--
he is the Creator, not a creature.
That means "he stands at

exactly the same level of the
hierarchy of being ag God the
Father. He is not.a lesser and
“i lower God, but has exactly the
- game kind of divinity as. the
Father. He is begotten, not
made--eternally generated from
the Father rather than created
out of nothing. Hence the notion

- of eternal generation made its
way into the creed and into
Christian doctrine. :

The first worldwide (in Greek,




"ecumenical") council of the Christian Church was held

in AD 325 at Nicaea, not far from Constantinople.

There Arius’ teaching was condemned and a creed was
adopted which affirmed not only Christ's eternal
generation but also his being homo-ousios with the
Father-variously translated as "of the same ousia
essence, substance or being" as the Father. As the
variety of translations indicates, however, ousia is a
word of many meanings, and as a result the meaning of
the homo-ousios clause was not entirely clear and
became a'matter of fierce debate over the next half
century. - '

The orthodox interpretation of this clause, as well as
the final text of what we now call the "Nicene" creed,
was not fully settled until after the second ecumenical
council, held at Constantinople in 381. In the interval
there were orthodox bishops who opposed Nicaea
because the homo-ousios clause seemed to them to
mean that the Father and Son were not two distinct
beings (which would make Nicaea modalist or
Sabellian). What eventually allowed all the orthodoz to
agree on Nicaea was an interpretation of ousia which
associated it with a kind of thing like humanity or
divinity (or human nature and divine nature). The point
of the homo-ousios clause, then, is that Christ not a
different or lesser kind of God than the Father; he is
"God" in exactly the same sense of the word as the
Father. This is all that is needed to rule out Arianism,
which is the only point of the clause.

- This interpretation of the homo-ousios clause is
minimalist, in the sense that it makes as few

commitments as possible to philosophical theories -

about ousia or essence. It makes weak claims about the
meaning of cusia and thus leaves open the possibility of
richer, less minimalist interpretations and thereby of
stronger claims about the nature of the divine ousic.3 So
for example nearly all patristic (as well as medieval
and Reformation) theologians affirmed some version of
‘the daoctrine of the "simplicity” of the divine ousia - a
highly abstract metaphysical concept that serves to
characterize the unique unity of God and explain why
all divine qualities are necessarily one. But this
doctrine is not meaning of the komo-ousios clause.

There is however one possible meaning of the clause
that the orthodox did intend to rule out, and that is the
"materialist” interpretation, according to which homo-
ousios means something like "made out of the same
stuff.” That would make the divine essence or ousia into
a kind of material out of which the Father and Son
were both made--like two rings made of gold. In that
case Arius would be right to object that the divine
substance was divided, and the Father was lessened
by giving birth to the Son. Not only that, the divine
substance or ousia would be something other than
Father and Son, a thing underlying them both and
more fundamental than they are--as gold exists before
the rings which are made out of it and could continue to
exist even if the rings were melted down and destroyed.
The general point is that the divine ousia cannot mean
gsome fourth thing behind, beneath or before Father,
Son and Holy Spirit. For there is no God or divine
essence other than the Father, the Son and the Holy
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On the other hand, what all Nicene theologies can and

do say about the divine ousia is that the Father gives
his whole ousia or essence to the Son in begetting him
(cf. John 5:26 and 16:15). This is quite unmaterialistic.
Imagine making a second ring out of exactly the same
gold as the first--it's quite impossible unless you
destroy the first one. Yet God the Father is not
destroyed but precisely becomes Father in begetting the
Son. He is eternally giving away all of his substance to
his beloved Son and thereby becoming himself--one of
the many lovely implications the doctrine of the Trinity
in all its glorious strangeness. The divine ousie or
substance originates with the Father and is wholly

bestowed on the Son and Holy Spirit, so that giving and

receiving is at the heart of the Triune life of God.
The Cappadocians and Augustine

The orthodox interpretation of Nicaca was formulated
by three Greek Church Fathers from Cappadocia in
Asia Minor: Basil the Great, bishop of Caesarea,
Gregory of Nyssa, his brother, and Gregory Naziansen,
Basil’s friend, who presided at the council of
Constantinople in 381, where his orations on the
doctrine of the Trinity earned him the title "the
Theologian” (i.e. the preeminent interpreter of the
Christian doctrine of God). These Cappadocian Fathers
not only established the meaning of ousia as kind of
thing (by contrasting it with "hypoestasis,” which they
gave the technical meaning of particular thing), they
also developed the Nicene council’s confession of the
divinity of Christ into a fully trinitarian doctrine by
insisting on the full divinity of the Holy Spirit as well--so

" that the Holy Spirit too is homo-ousios with the Father.,

As a result, the Cappadocians were the first to face the
question: why not three Gods? If there are three distinct

particular things (i.e. hypostases) that are each divine .
.in exactly the same sense, then why are they not three

gods--just as three distinct human hypostases (like
Peter, Paul' and Mary) make three humans? In the
previous article, I discussed the Cappadocian answer
and its implications at some length. The basic idea is
that all general terms (wisdom, power, goodness) refer
to God in the singular: there is only one wisdom, one
power, one goodness in God, not three. But the
Cappadocians went farther than that. They taught that
there is only one Will and Activity (Greek energeia,
Latin operatio) in God. It is not like Peter, Paul and
Mary, who may co-operate with one another or not as
they choose. Everything God does is done by Father,
Son and Holy Spirit working together. They do not
merely agree, having three wills in harmony, but rather
have only one Will in the first place. Hence Father, Son
and Holy Spirit are not three distinct centers of willing
and activity that may or may not harmonize. Every
work of God is necessarily the work of Father, Son and
Holy Spirit--the work of one God.

The Eastern Churches have always looked to the
Cappadocian Fathers, together with Athanasius

(bishop of Alexandria in the period between the first

two ecumenical councils) as a kind of gold standard of

o~

I on. N - R — N




Nicene trinitarianism-and this judgement has come to
predominate also in today's ecumenical discussions
between the various Nicene churches. That means in
effect that Eastern trinitarianism has come to be
accepted as the standard by which Western
trinitarianism is judged. If the Latin tradition (i.e.
Roman Catholics and Protestants) stray too far from
the Cappadocian interpretation enshrined in the Greek
and other Eastern Orthodox churches, the presumption
is that the Latin developments are at best optional and
at worst a mistake. I share that présumption, but I
also think the contrast between West and East has
often been overdrawn. My study of Augustine, the great
fountainhead of the distinctively Western tradition of
Nicene trinitarianism, has convinced me that he does
not depart from the Cappadocian theology, except in the
sense that he builds on it and asks the appropriate
questions for someone who has understood its point.

Working in the generation after the council of
Constantinople, Augustine wrote a multi-volume
treatise On the Trinity, which has had an immense
influence on Western thought. In hooks 5-7 of this
treatise, he works out the logic of the Cappadocian
doctrine in great defail, using categories borrowed from
Aristotle. Building on the Cappadocian answer to the
questlon "Why not three Gods?" he proceeds to ask
what is logically the next question: "three what?"¢ That
is to say, if every general term (like God, Creator,

Wisdom, Power) describes what is one in Go_d rather'.

than what is three, then what general term do we have.
for what the three are? None, really, says Augustine,
except a very abstract term.for "particular individual,”
such as the Greek term hypostesis and the Latin term
persona.

Hypostasis and "Person”

With this we come upon an important and easily
misunderstood piece of terminclogy, Augustine’s Latin
word persona did not have the same range of meanings
as our English word "person." It did not suggest much
of what we now associate with "personhood" or

"personality,” and in particular contained no hint of an
inner self or ego or center of self-consciousness. In fact
these are ‘specifically modern ideas. The closest
equivalent to them in ancient thought is soul, mind, or
‘will--and the Nicene Fathers all agree that "soul” is an

inappropriate concept to apply to Ged and that the

other twe apply to God only in the singular. Hence God
is not three persons in the modern sense of the word--
for three distinet divine persons, with three distinct
minds, wills and centers of consciousness, would surely
be three Gods (just as the Cappadocians said).

Augustine used the word persona because it was the
standard technical term in Latin to designate what
was three rather than one in the Trinity. It had first
been used for this purpose by Tertullian two centuries
earlier. What exactly Tertullian had in mind is still a
matter of dispute, but it is useful to know that
originally persona meant "mask”, and then "character or
role in a play" (since actors in ancient dramas always
wore masks representing their particular characters--
hence even today a playbill often begins with a list of

characters called in Latin dramatis personae, literally
"masks of the drama"), That meaning branched out to

- include characters in the "drama" of a conversation or a

trial at court. Finally, it was used to indicate the

concrete presence of an individual person (like a .
character on the stage or in the courtroom), But notice -

that in all these senses we are looking at persons "from
outside," percelvmg their concrete individuality but not

‘their inner consciousness, Thus when Tertullian

originally introduced the term persona, he may have
had in mind the distinct roles,. played by the Father,
Son and Holy Spirit in the drama of salvation, or he
may have intended to say something like "concrete

individual"--but in either case what he did not have in -

mind was will or consciousness or inner self.

Despite the significant shifts in meaning of the word
"person” over the past two millenia, well-informed.

Latin trinitarianism has always been. aware that
"three persons” does not mean three minds or wills or
centers of consciousness. One crucial moment in the
history of the word should be noted, however. In the
century after Augustine, the Christian philosopher

- Boethius gave what was to become the standard

definition of persona for Latin trinitarianism:
"individual substance of rational nature." "Individual
substance"” clearly means hkypostasis (Latin
"subsistence,” equivalent to Aristotle’s "primary
substance")., To this Boethius.adds the notion of
rationality: persons are.not just any kind of individual
substance (such as a tree or a dog) but rational ones.
The phrasing is crucial; "of rational nature” is in the
singular, and suggests that there is one rationality or
rational nature that all rational beings share (just as
all humans share in one human nature). Hence the
trinitarian implication is not that there are three minds
or rationalities in the Trinity. but rather only one
"rational nature"--just as there is only one ‘Wisdom,
Power, Will, and so on.

Interpreting the word "person” in th1s way, the West
has for many centuries said the same thing as the East
in different words: while the East says God is three
hypostases with one essence (ousia), the West says God

is three persons in one substance (substantia). As a-
final terminological note, the East did have an.

equivalent to persona, the Greek word prosopon, but it
was never quite so central a term as "person” in the
West. When they want to be really precise, the Fastern
theologians always prefer to talk of "hypostases." Given
the shifting meanings of the word "person,” it is a good
idea for Western theologians to follow suit.

Social and Psychological Analogies

So far we have seen only agreement between West and
East-saying the same thing in different words. Now we
need to examine a divergence between East and West
that has been much overplayed in 20th-century

scholarship. You will often read about the contrast

between the Western "psychological” Trinity ard the
Eastern "social” Trinity. While there is some truth to
the notion that the West favors "psychological”
analogies for the Trinity, to talk of "social
trinitarianism” in the East is wildly misleading at best.
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Genuinely social doctrines, in which the Trinity is
conceived of on the model of a so¢iety of three human
persons, are a recent Western phenomenon, dependent
- on the modern notion of "pérson.” To ascribe a "social"
Trinity to the Greek Fathers is to read modern Western
preoccu'pationslinto ancient Eastern theology,

First of all, it is important to see that both "social” and
"psychological” imagery for the ‘Trinity is rooted in
Scripture, which confesses Christ as both Son of God
and Word of God. To speak of "Father and Son"
suggests "social” imagery for the Trinity, while to speak
of God and his Word suggests "psychological” imagery.
In the first case we seem to be talking about. two

persons and in the second case about one--or at least

that ig how it would seem if we took either of these
images literaily. But of course, the Church Fathers
repeatedly pointed out that taklng either set of images
. literally is a grave mistake, because God is not like
human persons. (Humans are made in the image of
God, but" God is not made in the image of humanity!)
God the Father and God the Son are not like a human
father and son, for the latter are two men but the
former are not two Gods. And the eternal Word of God
is not like an inner word in a human mind, because the
human word is part of the human mind, not a complete
individual being like the Word of God. In other words,
social analogies taken literally become tritheist, and
psychological analogies taken literally become modalist.
Hence no Nicene theology has ever been thoroughly
"psychological” or thoroughly "social.”

"Psychological” analogies (i.e. talk about the Word and
Spirit of God) are of course found in both Eastern and
Western theologians. But it is true that more tends to
be made of such talk in the West. This is mainly
because of the influence of Augustine, who in the second
half of his treatise On the Trinity (book 7-15) took
Biblical talk of Word and Spirit as a clue to the "traces
of the Trinity" (vestigia trinitatis) in the human soul.
-{Note, he never said the Triune God resembles a
human soul, but rather that the human soul resembles
the Triune God). Later Western theologians, most
-notably Thomas Aquinas in the middle ages, extended
-this line of reflection into psychologlcal' analogies,
“where the begetting of the Son is like the conception of a
word in the heart, and the procession of the Spmt is
like the origin of love in the soul. 5

On the other hand, "socia " analogies for the Trinity (i.e.
talk of Father and Son) are commonplace in both
traditions, but have never been developed in a
speculative way like the Western psychological
analogies--until recently, with the rise of "social
- trinitarianism” in the West. You will often find scholars
(usually Westerners) who say the Greeks or the
Cappadocians developed a distinetively social
trinitarianism, but this is simply not true. As we have
seen, the Cappadocmns compared the Trinity to a
Soc1ety of three human beings precisely in order to show
why the comparison breaks down--i.e. why the Father,
Son and Holy Spirit are not three Gods, unlike Peter,
Paul and Mary, who are three humans.®

Fast and West - - \
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False. contrasts between East and West have
unfortunately obscured the extent to which there have
been specifically Western problems with both types of
imagery. To begin with, as we have seen, since long
before Nicaea Western theologians less astute than
Augustine have been led into modalism by taking the
analogy between God and a human mind too serlously
This is not just a theoretical problem: it means in
practice that many Westerners (especially in the past
two centuries) have worshipped and prayed in a less
than Trinitarian fashion. You will hear contemporary
churchgoers wondering whether all the liturgical talk
about Fathér, Son and Holy Spirit is really necessary,
and whether.it wouldn't be simpler just to talk about
"God"--as if we knew what we were talking about when
we used that word!

One of the great blessings of the past few decades of
ecumenical discussion is that Eastern trinitarianism,
and especially Eastern liturgical theology, has pushed
the West to be more self-consciously trinitarian in its
worship and teaching. The most successful ecumenical
dialogues have the doctrine of the Trinity as their
foundation and touchstone, and the need for East and
West to think together about this doctrine has produced
some of"the most heautiful theology of this or any
century (interestingly, the best Trinitarian theology of
our time seems to be concentrated not in treatises on
the Trinity but in work on ecclesiology and the
sacraments).

On the other hand, it is a good idea to be wary.of
Western theologians who have nothing but praise for
the East and complaints about the West--as if they
hated their own heritage and envied the others’. Of
course in the present disarray of Western (especially
Protestant) theology, there is much for us to learn from
the Eastern Orthodox--but that is because modern
Christians can always learn from ancient orthodoxy,

- whether of East or West. Recently, however, some

Western theologians have looked to Eastern
Christianity the way that secular Western intellectuals
sometimes look to Eastern philosophies or religions
such as Buddhism--as if those beautiful far-away ideas
were just the thing to solve our problems here at home.
When that happens, Westerners inevitably practice a
form of cultural imperialism, reading their own
preoccupations into other traditions.

In our case, the key Western preoccupation of the day
no doubt goes under names like "community,”
"mutuality” and "relationality."? Liberal theology, which
a century ago had no use for the supposedly abstract
and "speculative” doctrine of the eternal Trinity, is now

more likely to see in it a reflection of human aspirations -

for an community of mutual love and equal
relationships. Egual the three hypostases of the Trinity
certainly are--that is stressed by both East and West.
But neither tradition has (until the past hundred years)
spoken of a community or society of three. An explicit
"social analogy" for the Trinity is in fact a modern
Western development, emerging 'in liberal
Protestantism with roots in idealist philogophy.8




Of the two traditions, the East is least hospitable to
such notions, precisely because the Cappadocians gave
such a radical answer to the question "why not three
Gods?" If (as the Cappadocians insisted)} there is only
one divine Will and Activity, not three, it is hard to see
how the Son can love the Father with a love that is
different from the Father’s love for the Son. "Mutual
love" between two different persons is obviously not the
guiding metaphor in Cappadocian trinitarianism.

To develop such a notion within a Cappadocian
framework, one would have to stress that the love of
the Father for the Son belongs not to the one Wil of

Gaod but to the distinctive relation of begetting by which
the Father gives his ousia to the Son. It is in fact the

West which has developed such a notion most
thoroughly, in the context of its psychological analogies.
However, rather than distinguishing the Father’s love
for the Son from the Son’s love for the Father, the usual
Western suggestion ever since Augustine has been that
this Love is one, because it is itself the Holy Spirit, who
is literally the hypostatized love of God and as such the
bond of love (vinculum amoris) between the Father and
the Son. '

There is something right and
beautiful about this notion, and
it is not foreign to Scripture.?
But unfertunately it is closely
connected to the most serious
point of disagreement between
 Kast and West. Precisely to the
; extent that the Holy Spirit is
both the Father's love for the
Son and the Son’s love for the
Father, he must ‘proceed from
 both the Father and the Son.
This notion of "double
procession” found its way into
Western versions of the Nicene
creed in the filioque clause,
. which says that the Holy Spirit
% "proceeds from the Father and
" the Son." The Eastern Orthodox
do not agree with this theology

of double procession, insisting
instead that Spirit proceeds only
from the Father through the Son

e LTS

was like a third torch being lit

from a middle torch which had

- -- been lit by a first). While the

" West tends to picture the Trinity

as.a kind of triangle (Father

begets Son equal to himself, and

© Son and Father between them

: produce the Holy Spirit), the

- Kast pictures a straight line

from Father -through Son to

Spirit. But the difference is more

than just a matter of pictures; it

~ ig a disagreement. about causal

relations” of origin--i.e. about

precigely those things which (as

discussed in the previous article)

- give the three hypostases their
distinetive identities.

Although the Eastern Orthodox
disagree with the Waestern
doctrine of double procession,
most of them are willing to grant
that it is not mnecessarily
contrary to the Nicene faith.
What they all object to, however,

is the Western Church inserting

(Gregory of Nyssa once said it
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the filioque clause in the Creed without their consent .

and approval. Recently, ecumenical attempts have been
made to interpret the clausé in ways that would not be
offensive to. Easterners, but the sticking point remains
that by keeping this clause in its Creed, the West
seems-to be saying that it is a necessary part of the
Nicene faith--a claim that is wholly unacceptable to the
East. On this point the Western churches appear.ready

to concede the East’s point and remove the clause from

the creed or at least recognize that it is optional, not
required, Even in the Roman Catholic communions
which remains officially committed to the filioque clause
as authoritative doctrine, the "Eastern Rite" churches
are allowed to use the Creed without the filioque clause-
-suggesting that the clause is not required for the
integrity of the faith.

In conclusion, it is important to recognize that both
Eastern and Western views. have dangers and both
traditions have built-in correctives for those dangers.
Since we are ‘Westerners, it behooves us to be
particularly concerned about our own dangers, and alseo
about the dangers of an ill-informed and onesided
- appropriation of Eastern ideas. Western "psychological
analogies” can become modalist if not corrected by the
understanding that Father, Son and Holy Spirit are
complete individueal beings (hAypostases). On the other
» hand, Western talk about "three persons" can become
tritheist if "person" is interpreted in the modern sense,
as many "social trinitarians" wish to do. Finally, the
- Eastern view poses the danger of subordinationism if
Westerners do not understand the built-in safeguards
against it. The most important of these safeguards is

simply the homo-ousios clause of the Nicene Creed.

Another is the doctrine called perichoresis, which teaches
that-the each hypostasis of the Trinity has its being in
the other two.19

Also indispensable as a safeguard is the Eastern
distinction between "theology" (theologia, which in
Greek Orthodox usage means the doctrine of the nature
of God in eternity, which focuses on the Trinity) and
"economy" {oikonomia or God’s plan of salvation in
history, which focusses on the Incarnation). When
Easterners want to explain how the Son’s love for the
Father can be something different from the Father’s
love for the Son, they point to "the economy,” i.e. to the
Incarnation. Because the incarnate Christ is man as
well as God, he has a human will which is distinet from
his divine will. While his divine will is exactly the same
thing as the Father's, his human will is different. Hence
as a human being, he can submit his will to the Father
in loving obedience, facing the Father’s will as
something other than his own (thus saying at
Gethsemane: “not my will, but thine be done"). Without
this distinction between theologia and oikonomia, we
would have to interpret the obedience of Christ to the
Father as an indication that even in his divine being he
was subordinate to the Father--and that would be the
end of Nicene trinitarianism. This same distinction
comes into play when interpreting Christ’s saying, "The
Father is greater than I" (John 14:28). The Father is
not greater than Christ in his divine nature ("according
to the theology") but is of course greater that Christ in
‘his humanity ("according to the economy™”),
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Hence one symptom of Westerners missing the point of
Eastern theology is the recent tendency to downplay or
even eliminate the distinction between "immanent
Trinity" and "economic Trinity"--the i.e. difference
between the eternal relations of begetting and
proceeding in the Trinity, and the roles played in the
history of salvation by God the Father, the incarnate
Son, and the pentecostal Spirit. Without the “immanent
economic” distinction, the pattern of trinitarian
relations “from the Father through the Son to the
Spirit" (and its converse, our prayer "to the Father,
through the Son and in the Spirit") is subordinationist--
as the case of Origen illustrates. Subordinationism has
always been the heretical temptation of the East, as
modalism was until recently of the West.. That is
precisely why Nicene theologians in the East have
always insisted so strongly on the distinction between
immanent and economic doctrines of the Trinity or (in
their terms) theology and economy. Western theologians
would do well to understand this point.
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NOTES

1. The word in the mind is logos endiathetos; the word
uttered aloud is Iogos prophorikos. The termmology
originated with the Stoics.

2. Origen On Prayer, §15.

3. Note, by the way, that here we are in a different
situation than with the strong claims about Christ’s
divinity in Scripture. There the strong claims were part
of the cancn, and therefore obligatory to be believed.
Here the strong claims are not an integral part of the
Nicene faith, and therefore are optional.

4. On the Trinity 5:9.10 and T7:4.7-9. This famous
question is often quoted in Latin: quid tres?

5. Aquinas gives a brief presentation of trinitarian

-theology in his Compendium of Theology §§37-67. The

full treatment, of course, is in his Summa Theologica

Part I, Questions 27-43.

6. Scholarly mistakes sometimes acquire a life of their
own as one scholar after another repeats an erroneous
opinion without troubling to do a careful reading of the
original sources. Two such mistakes in the history of
trinitarian doctrine are (1) that the Cappadocians had
a social doctrine of the Trinity and (2) that Augustins,
in contrast to the Cappadocians, "started with" the

unity of the divine essence rather than the distinction of

the three persons. This is simply not an accurate
account of the shape of Augustine’s trinitarian inquiries
- (for Augustine’s actual starting point see On the Trinity
1:4.7). Augustine begins where the Cappadocians leave
off: accepting their answer to the question "why not
three Gods?" he proceeds to ask "three what?" His
concern is to elaborate the distinctions between the
three on the assumption that they are one God.

Augustine never uses the divine essence per se as his

starting point. That would be a more accurate .

description of Aquinas’ procedure

7. As dlscussed in the prevmus artlcle the Church
Fathers used the logical category of relation to. indicate
what distinguished Father, Son and Holy Spirit from
one another. This category includes trinitarian relations
like "is the Son of" but also quite ordinary and .trivial
relations like "is taller than." Hence "relation,":as the
Church Fathers use the term,. is a strictly logieal
categery, not to be confused with modern notions such
as "personal relationships” (though many: recent
treatments of the Trinity seem to trade on just such a
confusion). Nor did the Church Fathers ever show any
inferest in "relationality” or "relational entology"--which
would be a highly abstract inquiry that they had no
time for. .

8. For the early history of social trinitarianism, cf. C.
Welch, In This Name: the Doctrine of the Trinity in
Contemporary Theology (New York: Scribners, 1952),
pp. 29-34 and 133-151. Since Welch wrote, Moltmann
and many others have developed influential forms of
social trinitarianism, most of which rather bhthely run
the risk of tritheism. . ‘

9. Augustine arrives at the ideﬁtiﬁcation-cf the Splrlt as
Love from a meditation on 1 John 4:7ff ("...God is

love"). Also important is Eph. 4:13 ("the unity: of the:

Spirit in the bond of peace"), which Augustine takes to
be referring to the unifying power of love. Cf. On the
Trinity 1J: 17.31 and 6:5.7. We might add Romans 5:5
("the love of God has been poured inte ourr hearts
through the Holy Spirit"). : :

10. This doctrine is an‘extension of the Biblical teaching -

that the Son is in the Father and the Father in the Son

(John 14:10), developed by the Cappadocians (e.g. -

Basil, On the Holy Spirit §18). The actual term
perichoresis comes later, in John of Damascus, Eastern
theologian of the 7th century. The idea was accepted by
Western theology (and usually . translated:either
"circuminsession” or "circumincession") beginning with
the 12th century, when John’s treatise On the Orthodox
Faith was translated into Latin and circulated in the
medieval schools in the generatmn before Thomas
Aquinas. .

Spiritual reading, vigils, and
prayer bring the straying
intellect to stability. Hunger,
exertion, and withdrawal from .
the world wither burning lust: -
Reciting the psalms, long .
smﬁenng and compassion cw/o

" our incensive power.

tvagrms the Solttarg" ,
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make the doctrine of the "Trinity" an absurdity, if not a heresy?

Third, premise (3) assumes one must posit "“fate" or "chance" as the basis of unity in God, if
there is not a personal basis. But this seems incorrect for two reasons:

1. Why can't three persons simply be united in one necessary and eternal essence,

which is very different from "fate" or "chance"?

2. Why do persons have to be based or grounded in anything? This implies that they

are separate and dependent beings -- which is a category mistake (confusing
persons and essence). Are not the three persons of the Trinity simply the co-
eternal and co-necessary personal manifestations of that one eternal and necessary
essence? Why make a person more ultimate than essence (or the reverse)? Van
Til seems to assume a radical form of voluntarism (not uncommon to strong
Calvinism) which places person(s) over and above essence and not necessarily
limited by essence (as is the essence of God limited to these three persons).

There is not the smallest accident, which may
Seem unio man as jalling out by chance, and for no
consequence, but that the same is caused by God,
to effect something else by; yea, and oftentimes to
ejfect things of the greatest worldly importance,
either presently, or in many years afier, when the
occasions are either not considered or forgotten.

Sir Walter Raleigh (c.1554-1618)
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Should You Believe It?

ple in Christendom do. After all, it has
been the central doctrine of the church-
es for centuries.

In view of this, you would think that there
could be no question about it. But there is, and
lately eveni some of its supporters have added
fuel to the controversy.

Why should a subject like this be of any
more than passing interest? Because Jesus
himself said: “Eternal life is this: to know you,
the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you
have sent.” So our entire future hinges on our
knowing the true nature of God, and that
means getting to the root of the Trinity contro-
versy. Therefore, why not examine it for your-
self?—John 17:3, Catholic Jerusslem Bible
(JB).

Various Trinitarian concepts exist. But gen-
erally the Trinity teaching is that in the God-
head there are three persons, Father, Son, and
Holy Ghost; yet, together they are but one
God. The doctrine says that the three are co-
equal, almighty, and uncreated, having existed
etornelly in the Godhead.

Others, however, say that the Trinity doc-
trine is false, that Almighty God stands alone
as a separate, eternal, and all-powerful being.
They say that Jesus in his prehuman existence
was, like the angels, a separate spirit person

DO YOU believe in the Trinity? Most pao-

craated by God, and for this reason he must
have had a beginning. They teach that Jesus
has never been Almighty God's equal in any
sense; ha has always been subject to God and
still is. They also believe that the holy ghost is
not a person but God's spirit, his active force.

Supporters of the Trinity say that it is
founded not only on religious tradition but also
on the Bible. Critics of the doctrine say that it
is not a Bible teaching, one history source even
declaring: “The origin of the [Trinity] is entire-
iy pagan."—The Paganism in Our Christianity.

If the Trinity is true, it is degrading to Jesus
to say that he was never equal to God as part
of a Godhead. But if the Trinity is false, it is
degrading to Almighty God to call anyone his
equal, and even worse to call Mary the "Moth-
er of God.” If the Trinity is false, it dishonors
God to say, as noted in the book Catholicism:
“Unless [people] keep this Faith whole and un-
defiled, without doubt [they] shall perish ever-
lastingly. And the Catholic Faith is this: we
worship one God in Trinity.”

There are good reasons, then, why you
should want to know the truth about the Trin-
ity. But before examining its origin and its
cleim of truthfulness, it would be helpful to
define this doctrine mors specifically. What,
exactly, is the Trinity? How do supporters of it
oxplain it?

How Is the Trinity Explained?

Trinity is the term employed to signify

the central doctrine of the Christian re-
ligion . . . Thus, in the words of the Athana-
sian Creed: ‘the Father is God, the Son is God,
and the Holy Spirit is God, and yet there are
not three Gods but one God.” In this Trinity
. . . the Persons are co-eternal and co-equal:
all alike are uncreated and omnipotent.”—-The
Catholic Encyclopedia.

Nearly all other churches in Christen-

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

THE Roman Catholic Church states: "The

dom agree. For example, the Greek Orthodox
Church also calls the Trinity “the fundamental
doctrine of Christianity,” even saying: “Chris-
tians are those who accept Christ as God.” In
the book Our Orthodox Christian Faith, the
same church declares: “God is triune. . . . The
Father is totally God. The Son is totally God.
The Holy Spirit is totally God.”

Thus, the Trinity is considered to be “one
God in three Persons,” Each is said to be with-
out beginning, having existed for eternity.
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Each is said to be almighty, with each neither
greater nor lesser than the others.

Is such reasoning hard to follow? Many sin-
cere believers have found it to be confusing,
contrary to normel reason, unlike anything in
their experience. How, they ask, could the Fa-
ther be God, Jesus be God, and the holy spirit
be God, yet there be not three Gods but only
one God?

“Beyond the Grasp of Hueman Reason”

THIS confusion is widespread. The Encyclo-

Dbedia Americana notes that the doctrine
of the Trinity is considered to be “beyond the
grasp of human reason.”

Many who aceept the Trinity view it that
same way, Monsignor Eugene Clark says: “God
is one, and God is three. Since there is nothing
like this in creation, we cannot understand i,
but only accept it.” Cardinal John O‘Connor
states: “We know that it is a very profound
mystery, which we don't begin to under-
stand.” And Pope John Pauj I[ speaks of “the
inscrutabie mystery of God the Trinity.”

Thus, A Dictionary of Religions Knowledge
says: “Precisely what that doctrine is, or rath-
er precisely how it is to be explained, Trinitar-
ians are not agreed emonyg themselves.”

We can understand, then, why the New
Catholic Encyclopedia observes: "There are
few teachers of Trinitarian theology in Roman
Catholic seminaries who have not been bad-
gered at one time or another by the question,
‘But how does one preach the Trinity?' And if
the question is symptomatic of confusion on
the part of the students, perhaps it is no less
symptomatic of similar confusion on the part
of their professors.”

The truth of that observation can be veri-
fied by going to a library and examining hooks
that support the Trinity. Countless pages have
been written attempting to explain it. Yet, af-
ter struggiing through the labyrinth of confus-

ing theological terms and explanations, inves-
tigators still come away unsatisfied, :

In this regard, Jesuit Joseph Bracken ob-
serves in his book What Are They Saying
About the Trinjty?: "Priests who with consid-
erable effort learned . . . the Trinity during
their seminary years maturslly hesitated to
present it to their people from the pulpit, even
on Trinity Sunday, . ., Why should one bore
people with something that in the end they
wouldn't properly understand anyway?” He
also says: “The Trinity is a matter of formal
belief, but it has little or no {effect] in day-to-
day Christian life and worship.” Yet, it is “the
central doctrine” of the churcheg!

Catholic theologian Hang Kiing observes
in his book Christianity and the World Reli-
gions that the Trinity is one reason why the
churches have been unable to meke any sig-
nificant headway with non-Christian peoples.
He states: “Even well-informed Mustims sim-
ply cannot foliow, as the Jews thus far have
likewise failed to grasp, the idea of the Trinity.
- - . The distinctions made by the doctrine
of the Trinity between one God and three
hypostases do not satisfy Muslims, who are
confused, rather than enlightened, by theolog-
ical terms derived from Syriac, Greek, and
Latin. Muslims find it all a word game. . . .
Why should anyone want to add anything to
the notion of God's oneness and uniqueness
that can only dilute or nullify that oneness and
uniqueness?”

“Not a God of Confusion”

HOW could such a confusing doctrine origi-

nate? The Catholic Encyelopedia claims;
"A dogma so mysterious presupposes a Divine
revelation.” Catholic scholars Karl Rahner and
Herbert Vorgrimler state in their Theological
Dictionary: "The Trinity is a mystery . . . in
the strict sense . . . , which could not be known
without revelation, and even after revelation
cannot become wholly intelligible.”

The disciples of Jesus were

the humble commeon, people,
not the religious leaders

However, contending that since the Trinity is
such a confusing mystery, it must have come
from divine revelation creates anothgr rpajor
problem. Why? Because divine revelano‘? 1tse}f
does not allow for such a view of Gpd: God is
not a God of confusion."—1 Corinthians 14:33,
Revised Standard Version (RS).

In view of that statement, would God be re-
sponsible for a doctrine about himself that is
so confusing that even Hebrew,. Qmek, and
Latin scholars cannot really explain it?

Furthermore, do people have to be theolo-

Is It Clearly a Bible

ians ‘to know the only true God and Jesus
glhrist whom he has sent’? {(John 17:3, JB) If that
werg the case, why did so few of the educat-
ed Jewish religious leaders recognize Jesus_as
the Messiah? His faithful disciples were, in-
stead, humble farmers, fishermen, tax collec-
tors, housewives. Those common people were so
certain of what Jesus taught about God that
hey could teach it to others and were even
:«rillsgng todie for their belief.—Matthew 15:1-8;
21:23-32, 43; 23:13-36; John 7:45-49; Acts
4:13.

Teaching?

F THE Trinity were true, it should be cl_ear—
ly and consistently presented in the Bible.
Why? Because, as the apostles affirmed, 'the

Bible is God's revelation of himself to ma{lku‘\d.
And since we need to know God to wm:sh:p h1m
acceptably, the Bible should be clear in telling
us just who he is. )

First-century believers accepted the Scrip-

tures as the authentic revelation of God. It was
the basis for their beliefs, the final authority.
For example, when the apostle Paul preax?hed
to people in the city of Beroea, “they ret:m‘ved
the word with the greatest eagerness of }mnd,
carefully examining the Scriptures daily as
to whether these things were so,"—Acts 17:
10, 11, )
What did prominent men of Ged at that time
use 85 their authority? Acts 17:2, 3 tells us:
“According to Paul's custom . . . he‘re.asoned
with them from the Scriptures, exglammg fmd
proving by references [from the Scr.'1ptur‘es].
Jesus himself set the example in using the
Scriptures as the basgis for his teaf:h:ng, repeat-
edly saying: “It is written." "He Inte?preted to
them things pertaining to himself in all the
Scriptures.”—Matthew 4:4, 7; Luke 24:2?.
Thus Jesus, Paul, and first-century behevel:s
used the Scriptures as the fo‘undati_on for .th_elr
teaching. They knew that “all Scrlptur.e is in-
spired of God and beneficial for: teachmg.' fcfr
reproving, for sstting things straight, for disci-
plining in righteousness, that the man of God

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

may be fully competent, completely equipped
for every good work."—2 Timothy 3: ’}6, 17; see
also 1 Corinthians 4:6; 1 Thessalonians 2:13;
2 Peter 1:20, 21. )
Since the Bible can 'set things straight,’ it
should clearly reveal information ab?ut a mat-
ter as fundamental as the Trinity is claimed
to be. But do theologians and historian-s them-
selves say that it is clearly a Bible teaching?

“Trinity” in the Bible?

PROTESTANT publication states: “The

word Trinity is not found in the Bible. .. It
did not find a place formally in the theology of
the church till the 4th century.” (The IHLfstrated
Bible Dictionary) And a Catholic authox::ty says
that the Trinity “is not . . . directly and 1aned1—
ately [the] word of God.*—New Catholic Ency-
clopedia.

The Catholic Encyclopedia also comments:
“In Scripture there is as yet no single term by
which the Three Divine Persons are d.enotecl
together. The word tplog [tri‘as] (of which tl?e
Latin trinitas is a translation) is first found in
Theophilus of Antioch abou:c A D. -180. e
Shortly afterwards it appears in its Latin form of
trinitas in Tertullian.”

However, this is no proof in itself that Tel'.'t'sll—
lian taught the Trinity. The Catholic work Trin-
itas—A Theological Encyclopedia of the Holy
Trinity, for example, notes that some of Ter-
iullian’s words were later used by others to

5
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describe the Trinity. Then it cautions: “But hagty
conclusions cennot be drawn from usags, for he
does not apply the words to Trinitarian theolo~
gv.”

Testimony of the Hebrew Scriptures

ILE the word "Trinity” is not found in

the Bibls, is at least the idea of the Trini-

ty taught clearly in it? For instance, what do the
Hebrew Scriptures (“Old Testament”} revaal?

The Encyclopedia of Religion admits: “Theo-
logians today are in agreement that the Hebrow
Bible does not contain a doctrine of the Trinity.”
And the New Catholic Encyclopedia also says:
“The doctrine of the Holy Trinity is not taught
in the O[1d] T{estament],”

Similarly, in his book The Triupe God, Jesuit
Edmund Fortman admits: “The Qld Testament
- -« tells us nothing explicitly or by necessary
implication of a Triune God who is Father, Son
and Holy Spirit. . . . There is no evidence that
any sacred writer even suspected the existonce
of a [Trinity) within the Godhead. . . . Even to
see in [the “Old Testament”] suggestions or fore-
shadowings or ‘veiled signs’ of the trinity of
persons, is to go beyond, the words and intent of
the sacred writers,"—Italics ours.

An examination of the Hebrew Scriptures
themselves will bear out these comments, Thus,
there is no clear teaching of a Trinity in the first
39 books of the Bible that make up the true
canon of the inspired Hebrew Scriptures.

Testimony of the Greek Scriptures

LL, then, do the Christian Greak Serip-
tures {“New Testament”) speak clearly of
8 Trinity? :

The Encyclopedia of Religion says: “Theclo-
gians agree that the New Testament also does
not contain an explicit doctrine of the Trinity.”

Jesuit Fortman states: “The New Testament
writers . . . give us no formal or formulated
doctrine of the Trinity, no explicit teaching that
in one God there are three co-equal divine per-
s0ns. . . . Nowhere do we find any trinitarian
doctrine of three distinct subjects of divine lifs
and activity in the same Godhead.”

The New Encyclopesdia Britennica observes:
"Neither the word Trinity nor the explicit doc-
trine appears in the New Testament.”

5]

Bernhard Lohse says in A Short History of
Christian Doctrine: “As far as the New Testa-
ment is concerned, one does not find in it an
actual doctrine of the Trinity.”

The New International Dijctionary of New Tes-
tament Theology similarly states: “The N[ew]
Tiestament] does not contain the developsd doc-
trine of the Trinity. ‘The Bible lacks the express
declaration that the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit are of equal essence’ [said Protestant theo-
logian Karl Barth].”

Yale University professor E. Washburn, Hop-
kins affirmed: “To Jesus and Paul the doctrine of
the trinity was gpparently unknown; . . . they
say nothing about it.“—Origin and Evolution of
Religion.

Historian Arthur Weigall notes: “Jesus Christ
never mentioned such a phenomenon, and no-
whare in the New Testament does the word
‘Trinity’ appear. The idea was only adopted by
the Church three hundred years after the death
of cur Lord."—The Paganism in Our Christian-
ity.

Thus, neither the 39 books of the Hebrew
Scriptures nor the canon of 27 inspired books of
the Christian Greek Scriptures provide any clear
teaching of the Trinity.

Taught by Barly Christiens?

DID the early Christians teach the Trinity?
Note the following comments by histori-
ans and theologians:

"Primitive Christianity did not have an axX-
plicit doctrine of the Trinity such as was subse-
quently elaborated in the creeds.”"—The New
International Dictionary of New Testament
Theology.

“The early Christians, however, did not at
first think of applying the [Trinity] idea to their
own faith. They paid their devotions to God the
Father and to Jesus Christ, the Son of God, apnd
they recognised the . . . Holy Spirit; but there
was no thought of these three being an actual
Trinity, co-equal and united in Ons. “—The Pa-
ganism in Our Christianity,

"At first the Christian faith was not Trini-
tarian . . . It was not so in the apostolic and
sub-apostolic ages, as reflected in the Niew]
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T[estament] and other early. Christian 'writ—
ings."— Encyclopeadia of Religion and Ethics. )

“The formulation ‘one God in three Persons
was not solidly established, certainly not fu_l.ly
assimilated into Christian life and its profession
of faith, prior to the end of tha 4th century. . . .
Among the Apostolic Fathers, therf: had heen
nothing even remotsly approaching Sl:lch a
mentality or perspective."—New Catholic En-
cyclopedia.

What the Ante-Nicene Fathers Taught

E ante-Nicene Fathers were acknowl-

edged 1o have been leading religious tegch—

ers in the early centuries after Christ's birth.
What they taught is of interest.

Justin Martyr, who died about 165 C.E,, called
the prehuman Jesus a created

the supremacy of God. He observed: "The Fa?-
ther is different from the Son (another), as hq is
greater; as he who begets is different from him
who is begotten: he who sends, different from
him who is sent.” He also said: *There was a
time when the Son weas not. . . . Before all things,
God was alone.” 235 G.E a

Hippolytus, who died about E., sai
that ggg Sir::‘.'}l:he one God, the first and the only
One, the Maker and Lord of all,” who “had noth-
ing co-eval [of equal age] with him . ?ut l_:1e
was One, alone by himself; who, willing 1t',,
called into being what had no being before,
such as the created prehuman Jesus.

Origen, who died about 250 C.E., said that
“the Father and Son are two substances . . . two
things as to their essence,” and that "commd

with the Father, [the Son] is a

all light.”
ngel who is “other than the “There is no evidence that very smal o
Zog who made ail things.” He any sacred writer even sus-  Summing up the hl:;orsl:ya;
said that Jesus was inferior to  pected the existence of  evidence, A.lvax; La.mf tJhs&. Savs
God and "never did anything ex- & [Trinity] \zithi_n the in The Chur'c . gr the First
cept what the Creator . . . willed Godhead."—The Three Centur?es. e
him to do and say.” Triune God popular doctrine o

Irenaeus, who died about
200 C.E., said that the prehuman .Tesu‘s hac! a
separate existence from God and was inferior
to him. He showed that Jesus is not_ec{.uai
to the “One true and only God,” who is “su-
preme over all, and besides whom there is no
other.”

Clement of Alexandria, who died.about
215 C.E., called Jesus in his prehuman existence
“a creature” but called God "the uncreatsd and
imperishable and only true God.” He said thaf
the Son "is next to the only omuipotent Father"
but not equal to him.

Tertullian, who died about 230 C.E., taught

.. . derives no support from the
language of Justin [Martyr}: and this obs-erva—
tion may be extended to all the ante-Nicene
Fathers; that is, to all Christian writers for three
centuries after the birth of Christ. It is true, t.h?y
speak of the Father, Son, and . . . holy. Spirit,
but not as co-equal, not as one numerical es-
sence, not as Three in One, in any sense now
admitted by Trinitarians. The very reverse is
the fact.”

Thus, the testimony of the Bible and of histo-
ry makes clear that the Trinity was unknown
throughout Biblical times and for several centu-
ries thereafter.

How Did the Trinity Doctrine Develop?

T THIS point you might ask: ‘If the

A Trinity is not a Biblical teaching, how

did it become a doctrine of Christen-

dom?’ Many think that it was formulated at
the Council of Nicaes in 325 C.E.

That is not totally correct, however. The

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

Council of Niceea did assert that Christ was
of the same substance as God, which laid the
groundwork for later Trinitarian theology. But
it did not establish the Trinity, for at that
council thers was no mention of the holy spirit
as the third person of a triune Godhead.
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Constantine’s Role at Nicaea

OR many years, there had been much op-
position on Biblical grounds to the de-
veloping idea that Jesus was God. To try to
solve the dispute, Roman emperor Constan-
tine summoned all bishops to Nicaea. About
300, a fraction of the total, actually attended.
Constantine was not a Christian. Supposed-
ly, he converted later in life, but he was not
baptized until he lay dying. Regarding him,
Henry Chadwick says in The Early Church:
“"Constantine, like his father, worshipped the
Unconquered Sun; . . . his conversion should
not be interpreted as an inward experience of
grace . . . It was a military matter. His com-
prehension of Christian doctrine was never
very clear, but he was sure that victory in bat-
tle lay in the gift of the God of the Christians.”
What role did this unbaptized emperor play
at the Council of Nicaea? The Encyclopeedia
Britannica relates: "Constantine himself pre-
sided, actively guiding the

“Constantine
had basically no
understanding
whatsoever of
the guestions
that were heing
asked in Gregk
theology."—A
Short History
of Christian
Doctrine

conviction. "Constantine had basically no un-
derstanding whatsoever of the questions that
were being asked in Greek theology,” says
A Short History of Christian Doctrine. What
he did understand was that religious division
was a threat to his empire, and he wanted to
solidify his domain.

None of the bishops at Nicaea promoted a
Trinity, however, They decided only the na-
ture of Jesus but not the role of the holy spir-
it. If a Trinity had been a clear Bible truth,
should they not have proposed it at that time?

Further Development

AFTER Nicaea, debates on the subject con-
tinued for decades. Those who believed
that Jesus was not equal to God even came
back into favor for a time. But later Emperor
Theodosius decided against them. Ho estab-
lished the creed of the Council of Nicaea as
the standard for his realm and convened the

Council of Constantinople in

discussions, and personally ‘Fourth century TﬁMtﬁrian-' 381 C.E. to clarify the for-

proposed . . . the crucial for-  ism was a deviation from = muls.
mula expressing the relation  early Christian teaching.” : That counci

> | A ncil agreed to
91" Christ to God in the creed —The Encyclopedia - place the holy spirit on the
issued by the council, ‘of one Americana ; ~ same level as God and Christ.

substance with the Father’
. . . Overawed by the emperor, the bishops,
with two exceptions only, signed the creed,
many of them much against their inclination.”

Hence, Constantine’s role was crucial. After
two months of furious religivus debate, this
Pagan politician intervened and decided in fa-
vor of those who said that Jesus was God. But
why? Certainly not because of any Biblical

8

: For the first time, Christen-
dom’s Trinity began t6 come into focus.

Yet, even after the Council of Constantino-
ple, the Trinity did not become a widely ac-
cepted creed. Many opposed it and thus
brought on themselves violent persecution. It
was only in later centuries that the Trinity
was formulated into set creeds. The Encyclo-
pedia Americana notes: "The full development
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of Trinitarianism took place in the West, in
the Scholasticism of the Middle Ages, when
an explanation was undertaken in terms of
philosophy and psychology.”

The Athanasian Creed

HE Trinity was defined more fully in the
Athanasian Creed. Athanasius was a cler-
gyman who supported Constantine at Nicaca.
The creed that bears his name declares: “We
worship one God in Trinity . . . The Father is
God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is
God; and yet they are not three gods, but one
God.”

Well-informed scholers agree, however, that
Athanasius did not composs this creed. The New
Encyclopsadia Britannica comments: "The creed
was unknown to the Eastern Church until the
12th century. Since the 17th century, scholars
hava generally agreed that ihe Athanasian Creed
was not written by Athanasius (died 373) but was
probably composed in southern France during
the 5th century. . . . The creed’s infinence seems
to have been primarily in southern France and
Spain in the Gth and 7th centuries. It was used
in the liturgy of the church in Germany in the
9th century and somewhat later in Rome.”

So it took centuries from the time of Christ
for the Trinity to become widely accepted in
Christendom. And in all of this, what guided
the decisions? Was it the Word of God, or was
it clerical and political considerations? In Ori-
gin and Evolution of Religion, E. W. Hopkins
answers: “The final orthodox definition of
the trinity was largely a matter of church poli-
tics.”

Apostasy Foretold

HIS disreputable history of the Trinity fits

in with what Jesus and his apostles fore-

told would follow their time. They said that

thera would be an apostasy, a deviation, a fall-

ing away from true worship until Christ's re-

turn, when true worship would be restored be-

fore God's day of destruction of this system of
things.

Regarding that “day.” the apostle Paul said:

“It will not come unless the apostasy comes

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

“The Triad of the Great Gods”

Many centuries before the

time of Christ. there were triads,

or trinities, of gods In anclent
Babylonia and Assyria. The French
~Larousse Encyclopedia of Mythology™
notes one such triad in that
Mesopotamian area: “The universe
was divided Into three regions each

of which became the domain of a god.
Anu’s share was the sky. The earth was
given to Enlil. Es became the ruler of
the waters. Together they constituted
the triad of the Great Gods.”

first and the man of lawlessness gets re-
vealed.” {2 Thessalonians 2:3, 7) Later, he
foreteld: “When I have gone fierce wolves will
invade you and will have no mercy on the
flock. Even from your own ranks there will
be men coming forward with a travesty of the
truth on their lips to induce the disciples to
Tollow them." {Acts 20:29, 30, JB) Other disci-
ples of Jesus also wrote of this apostasy with
its ‘lawless’ clergy class.—BSee, for example,
2 Peter 2:1; 1 John 4:1-3; Jude 3, 4.

Paul also wrote: “The time is sure to come
when, far from being content with sound
teaching, people will be avid for the latest
novelty and collect themselves a whole series
of teachers according to their own tastes; and
then, instead of listening to the truth, they
will turn to myths.”—2 Timothy 4:3, 4, JB.

Jesus himself explained what was behind
this falling away from true worship. He said
that he had sowed goed seeds but that the en-
emy, Satan, would oversow the field with
weeds. So along with the first blades of wheat,
the weeds appeared also. Thus, a deviation
from pure Christianity was to be expected un-
til the harvest, when Christ would set mat-
ters right. (Matthew 13:24-43) The Encyclo-
pedia Americana comments: "Fourth century
Trinitarianism did not reflect accurately sar-
ly Christian teaching regarding the nature of
God; it was, on the contrary, a deviation from
this teaching.” Where, then, did this deviation
originate?—1 Timothy 1:8.
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What Influenced It

ROUGHOUT the ancient world, as far back

as Babylonia, the worship of pagan gods
grouped in threes, or triads, was common. That
influence was also prevalent in Egypt, Greecs,
and Rome in the centuries before, during, and
after Christ. And after the death of the apostles,
such pagean beliefs bogan to invade Christianity.

Historian Will Durant observed: “Christianity
did not destroy paganism; it adopted it. . . . From
Egypt came the ideas of a divine trinity.” And
in the book Egyptian Religion, Siegfried Morenz
notes: “The trinity was a major preoccupation of
Egyptian theologiang . . . Three gods are com-
bined and treated as a single baing, addressed in
the singular. In this way the spiritual force of
Egyptian religion shows a direct link with Chris-
tian theology.”

Thus, in Alexandria, Egypt, churchmen of the
late third and earty fourth centuries, such as
Athanasius, reflected this influence as they for-
mulated ideas that led to the Trinity. Their own
influence spread, so that Morenz considers "Alex-
andrian theology as the intermediary betwsaen
the Egyptian religious heritage and Christianity.”

In the preface to Edward Gibbor's History of
Christianity, we read: "If Paganism was con-
quered by Christianity, it is equally true that
Christianity was corrupted by Paganism. The
pure Deism of the first Christians . . . was
changed, by the Church of Rome, into the incom-
prehensible dogma of the trinity. Many of the
pagen tenets, invented by the Egyptians and
ideslized by Plato, were retained as being worthy
of belief.”

A Dictionary of Religious Xnowledge notes
that many say that the Trinity “is & corruption
borrowed from the heathen religions, and in-
grafted on the Christian faith.” And The Pagan-
ism in Our Christianity declares: “The origin of
the [Trinity] is entirsly pagan.”

That is why, in the Encyclopadia of Religion
and Ethics, Jamnes Hastings wrote: “In Indian re-
ligion, e.g., we meet with the trinitarian group of
Brahma, Siva, and Vigpu; and in Egyptian reli-
gion with the trinitarian group of Osiris, Isis, and
Horus. ., Noris it only in historical religions that
we find God viewed as a Trinity. One recalls in
particular the Neo-Platonic view of the Supreme
or Ultimate Reality,” which is “triadically repre-
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sented.” What does the Greek philosopher Plato
have to do with the Trinity?

Platonism

LATO, it is thought, lived from 428 to 347
before Christ. While he did not teach the
Trinity in its present form, his philosophies paved
the way for it. Later, philosophical movements
that included triadic beliefs sprang up, and these
were influenced by Plato’s ideas of God and na-
ture.

The French Nouveau Dictionnaire Universel
(New Universal Dictionary) says of Plato's influ-
ence: “The Platonic trinity, itself merely a re-
arrangement of older trinities dating back to ear-
lier peoples, appears to be the rational philosophic
trinity of attributes that gave birth to the three
hypostases or divine persons taught by the Chris-
tian churches. . . . This Greek philoscpher's con-
ception of the divine trinity. .. can be found in all
the ancient [pagan] religions.”

The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Re-
ligious Knowledge shows the influence of this
Gresk philosophy: "The doctrines of the Logos
and the Trinity received their shape from Gresk
Fathers, who . . . were much influenced, directly
or indirectly, by the Platonic philosophy . . . That
errors end corruptions crept into the Church from
this source can not be denied.”

The Church of the First Three Centuries says:
“The doctrine of the Trinity was of gradual and
comparatively late formation; . . . it had its origin
in a source entirely foreign from that of the Jew-
ish and Christian Scriptures; . . . it grew up, and
was ingrafted on Christianity, through the hands
of the Platonizing Fathers.”

By the end of the third century C.E., “Christian-
ity” and the new Platonic philosophiss became
inseparably united. As Adolf Harnack states in
Cutlines of the History of Dogma, church doctrine
became “firmly rooted in the soil of Hellenism
[pagan Greek thought). Thereby it became a mys-
tery to the great majority of Christians.”

The church claimed that its new doctrines
were based on the Bible. But Harnack says: “In
reality it legitimized in its midst the Hellenic

speculation, the superstitious views and cus--

toms of pagan mystery-worship.”
In the book A Statement of Reasons, An-
drews Norton says of the Trinity: “We can
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Hindu Trinity

The book “The Symbolism
of Hindu Gods and Rituals* fays
regarding a Hindu trinity that existed
centuries hefore Chrigt: “Siva is one
of the gods of the Trinity. He iy said
to be the god of destruction. The other
two gods are Brahma, the god of creation
and Vishnu, the god of maintenance, . ..
To indicate that thege three DProcesses
are one and the same the three gods are
combined in one form.—Published by

A. Parthasarathy, Bombay.
—

trace the history of this doctrine, and discover
its source, not in the Christian revelation, but
in the Platonic philosophy . . . The Trinity is
not a doctrine of Christ and his Apostles, but a
fiction of the school of the later Platonists.”
Thus, in the fourth century C.E., the aposta-
sy foretold by Jesus and the apostles came into
full bloom. Development of the Trinity was
Just one evidence of this. The apostate church-
es also began embracing other pagan ideas,
such as hellfire, immortality of the soul, and

idolatry. Spiritually speaking, Christendom
had entered its foretold dark ages, dominat-
ed by a growing “man of lawlessness” clergy
class.—2 Thessalonjens 2:3, 7.

Why Did God's FProphets Not Teach It?

WHY, for thousands of years, did none of
God's prophets teach his pecple about
the Trinity? At the latest, wouid Jesus not use
his ability as the Great Teacher to make the
Trinity clear to his followers? Would God in-
spira hundreds of pages of Scripture and yet
Dot use any of this instruction to teach the
Trinity if it were the “central doctrine” of
faith?

Are Christians to believe that centuries af-
ter Christ and after having inspired the writ--
ing of the Bible, God would back the formu-
Iation of a doctrine that was unknown to his
servants for thousands of Years, one that is
an “inscrutable mystery” “beyond the grasp of
human reason,” one that admittedly had a pa-
gan background and was "largely a matter of
church politics™?

The testimony of history is clear: The Trinj-

ty teaching is a deviation from the truth, an

apostatizing from it.

What Does the Bible
Say About God and Jesus?

e to cover without any preconceived idea
of a Trinity, would they arrive at such a
concept on their own? Not at all.

What comes through very clearly to an im-
partial reader is that God alone is the Almighty,
the Creator, separate and distinct from anyone
else, and that Jesus, even in his prehuman exis-
tence, is alsp separate and distinct, a created
being, subordinate 1o God.

IF PEOPLE were to read the Bibie from cov-

God Is One, Not Three

THE Bible teaching that God is one is called
monotheism. And L. L. Paine, professor of
ecclesiastical history, indicateg that monothe-
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ism in its purest form does not allow for a
Trinity: "The Old Testament is strictly mono-
theistic. Ged is a single personal bheing, The
tdea that a trinity is to be found there . . . ig
utterly without foundation.”

Was there any change from monotheism af-
ter Jesus came to the earth? Paine answers:
“On this point there is no break between the
Old Testament and the New. The monotheis-
tic tradition is continued. Jesus was a Jow,
trained by Jewish parents in the Old Testa-
ment scriptures, His teaching was Jewish ‘to
the core; a new gospel indeed, but not a new
theology. . . . And he accepted as his own
belief the great text of Jewish monotheism:

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

‘Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is one God."”

Those words are found at Deuteronomy 6:4,
The Catholic New Jerusalem Bible (NJB) here
reads: “Listen, Israel: Yahweh our God is the
one, the only Yahweh.”* In the grammar of
that verse, the word “one” has no plural modi-
fiers to suggest that it means anything but one
individual.

The Christian apostle Paul did not indicate
any change in the nature of God either, even
after Jesus came to the earth. He wrote: "God
is only one."—Galatians 3:20; see also 1 Corin-
thians 8:4-6.

Thousands of times throughout the Bible,
God is spoken of as one person. When he speaks,
it is as one undivided individual. The Bible
could not be any clearer on this. As God states:
“T'am Jehovah. That is my nams; and to no one
else shall I give my own glory.” (Isaiah 42:8) T
am Yahweh your God .. . You shall have no gods
except me,” (Italics ours.)—Exodus 20:2, 3, JB.

Why would all the God-inspired Bible writ-
ers speak of God as one person if he were actu-
ally three persons? What purpose would that
serve, except to mislead people? Surely, if God
were composed of three persons, he would
have had his Bible writers make it abundantly
clear so that there could be no doubt about
it. At least the writers of the Christian Gresk
Scriptures who had personal contact with
God’s own Son would have done so. But they
did not.

Instead, what the Bible writers did maks
abundantly clear is that God is one Person-—a
unique, unpartitioned Being who has no equal:
“I am Jehovah, and there is no one else. With
the exception of me there is no God.” (Isaiah
45:5) “You, whose name is Jehovah, you alone
are the Most High over all the earth.”—Psalm
83:18,

Not a Plural God

ESUS called God “the only true God.” {John
17:3) Never did he refer to God as a deity

of plural persons. That is why nowhere in the
Bible is anyone but Jehovah called Almighty.
Otherwise, it voids the meaning of the word

* God's name is rendered “Yahwah" in some transla-
tions, “Jehovah" in others.
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“almighty,” Neither Jesus nor the holy spirit is
ever called that, for Jehovah alone is supreme.
At Genesis 17:1 he declares: “I am God Al-
mighty.” And Exodus 18:11 says: “Jehovah is
greater than all the other gods.”

In the Hebrew Scriptures, the word ‘sloh‘ah
(god) has two plural forms, namely, ‘elo-him’
(gods} and ‘elo-heh” {gods of). These plural
forms generally refer to Jehovah, in which
case they are translated in the singular as
“God.” Do these plural forms indicate a Trini-
ty? No, they do not. In A Dictionary of the
Bible, William Smith says: “The fanciful idea
that [ ‘elohim’] referred to the trinity of per-
sons in the Godhead hardly finds now a sup-
porter among scholars, It is either what
grammarians call the plural of majesty, or it
denotes the fullness of divine strength, the
sum of the powers displayed by God."

The American Journal of Semitic Languages
and Literatures says of ‘elo-him” *Tt is almost
invariably construed with a singular verbal
predicate, and takes a singular adjectival at-
tribute.” To illustrate this, the title ‘elo-him”
appears 35 times by itself in the account of
creation, and overy time the verb describing
what God said and did is singular. {Genesis
1:1-2:4) Thus, that publication concludes:
"[ ‘Elo-him ‘] must rather be explained as an in-
tensive plural, denoting greatness and majes-
ty."

Elo-him’ means, not “persons,” but “gods.”
So those who argue that this word implies a
Trinity make themsselves polytheists, worship-
ers of more than one God. Why? Because it
would mean that there were three gods in the
Trinity. But nearly ail Trinity supporters reject
the view that the Trinity is made up of three
separate gods.

The Bible also uses the words ‘slo-him” and
‘elo-heh” when referring to a number of false
idol gods. (Exodus 12:12; 20:23) But at other
times it may refer to just a single false god, as
when the Philistines referred to "Dagon their
god [‘elo-heh’).” (Judges 16:23, 24) Baal is
called “a god [‘elo-him’].” (1 Kings 18:27) In
addition, the term is used for humans. (Psalm
82:1, 6) Moses was told that he was to serve
as "God" [‘elohim’} to Aaron and to Pharach.
—Exoedus 4:186; 7:1.
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Obviously, using the titles ‘slo-him’ and
‘elo-heh’ for false gods, and even humans, did
not imply that each was a plurality of gods;
neither does applying ‘elo-him’ or ‘slo-heh” to
Jehovah mean that he is more than one per-
son, especially when we consider the testimo-
ny of the rest of the Bible on this subject.

Jesus a Separate Creation

HILE on earth, Josus was a human, al-
though & perfect one bocause it was God
who transferred the life-force of Jesus to the
womb of Mary. (Matthew 1:18-25) But that is
not how he began. He himself declared that he
had "descended from heaven.” (John 3:13) So
it was only natural that he would later say to
his followers: "What if you should see the Son
of man [Jesus] ascend to where he was be-
fora?"—John 8:62, NJB.

Thus, Jesus had an existence in heaven be-
fore coming to the earth. But was it as one
of the persons in an almighty, eternal tnune
Godhead? No, for the Bible
plainly states that in his pre-

Havlng been created by

made the earth, the countryside, and the first
elements of the world.” {Proverbs B:12, 22,
25, 26, NJB) While the term "Wisdom” is used
to personify the one whom God created, most
scholars agree that it is actually a figure of
spaach for Jesus as a spirit creature prior to his
human existence.

As “Wisdom” in his prehuman existence,
Jesus goes on 10 say that he was “by his
[God's] side, & master craftsman.” {Proverbs 8:
30, JB) In harmony with this role as master
craftsman, Colosstans 1:16 says of Jesus that
“through him God created everything in heav-
en and on earth,”"—Today’s English Version
(TEV).

So it was by means of this master worker,
his junior partner, as it were, that Almighty
God created all other things. The Bible sum-
marizes the matter this way: “For us thers is
one God, the Father, from whom are all things

. and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom
are all thmgs " (Italics ours.)—1 Corinthians
; B:6, RS, Catholic edition.

It no doubt was to this

human existence, Jesus wasa God, Jesusisina secondary master craftsman that God

created spirit being, just as
angels were spirit beings
created by God. Neither the
angals nor Jesus had existed before their cre-
ation.

Jesus, in his prehuman existence, was “the
first-born of all creation.” (Colossians 1:15,
NJB) He was “the baginning of God's creation.”
(Revelation 3:14, RS, Catholic edition). “Begin-
ning” [Greek, arkhe’] cannot rightly be inter-
preted to mean that Jesus was the ‘beginner’
of God’'s creation. In his Bible writings, John
uses various forms of the Greek word arkhe’
more than 20 times, and these always have
the common meaning of “beginning.” Yes, Je-
sus was created by God ss the beginning of
God's invisible creations.

Notice how closely those references to the
origin of Jesus correlate with expressions ut-
tered by the figurative “Wisdom"” in the Bible
book of Proverbs: “Yahweh created me, first-
fruits of his fashioning, before the oldest of his
works. Before the mountains were settled, be-
fore the hills, I came to birth; before he had
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position in time, power,
and knowledge * image

¢ said: “Let us make man in our
." {Genesis 1:26) Scme

have claimed that the "us”
and “our” in this expression indicate & Trinity.
But if you were to say, ‘Let us make something
for ourselves,’ no ong would normally under-
stand this to imply that several persons are
combined as one inside of you, You simply
mean that two or more individuals will work
togsther on something. So, too, when God used
“us” and “our,” he was simply addressing an-
other individual, his first spirit creation, the
master craftsman, the prehuman Jesus.

Could God Be Tempted?

T MATTHEW 4:1, Jesus is spoken of as
being “tempted by the Davil.” After show-
ing Jesus "all the kingdoms of the world and
their glory,” Satan said: “All these things I wiil
give you if you fall down and do an act of
worship to me.” (Matthew 4:8, 9) Satan was
trying to cause Jesus to be disloyal to God.
But what test of leyalty would that be if Jesus
were God? Could God rebel against himself? No,
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bt zigels and humans could rebel against God
and did. The temptation of Jesus would make
sonse only if he was, not God, but a separate
individual who had his own free will, one who
could have been disloyal had he chaosen to be,
such ag an angel or a human.

On the other hand, it is unimaginable that
God could sin and he disloyal to himself. “Per-
fect is his activity . . . A God of faithfulness,
. . . righteous and upright is he.” (Deuterono-
my 32:4) So if Jesus had been Ged, he could not
have been tempted.—James 1:13.

Not being God, Jesus could have been disloy-
al. But he remained faithful, saying: "Go away,
Satan! For it is written, ‘It is Jehovah your God
you must worship, and it is to him alene you
must render sacred service.”"—Matthew 4:10.

How Much Was the Ransom?

NE of the main reasons why Jesus came

to earth also has a direct bearing on the
Trinity. The Bible statss: “There is one God,
and one mediator between God and men. a
man, Christ Jesus, whe gave himself a corre-
sponding ransom for all.”—1 Timothy 2:5, 6.

Jesus, no more and no less than a perfect
human, became a ransom that compensated
exactly for what Adam lost—the right to per-
fect human life on earth. So Jesus could right-
ly be called "the last Adam” by the apostle
Paul, who said in the same context: "Just as in
Adam all are dying, so also in the Christ all
will be made alive.” {1 Corinthians 15:22, 45)
The perfect human life of Jesus was the “cor-
responding ransom” required by divine justice
—no more, no less. A basic principle even of
human justice is that the price paid should fit
the wrong committed.

If Jesug, however, were part of a Godhead,
the ransom price would have been infinitely
higher than what God's own Law required.
(Exodus 21:23-25; Leviticus 24:19-21) It was
only a perfect human, Adam, who sinned in

Jesus gaid that he had a prehuman
oxlstence, having been created

by God as the beginning of

God's invisible creations

Eden, not God. So the ransom, to be truly in
line with God's justice, had to be strictly an
equivalent—a perfect human, “the last Adam.”
Thus, when God sent Jesus to earth as the ran-
som, he made Jesus to be what would satisfy
justice, not an incarnation, not a god-man, but
a perfect man, “lower than angels.” {Hebrews
2:9; compare Psalm 8:5, 6.) How could any
part of an almighty Godhead—TFather, Son, or
holy spirit—ever be lower than angels?

How the “Only-Begotten Son”?

HE Bible calls Jesus the “only-begotten
Son” of God. {(John 1:14; 3:16, 18; 1 John
4:9) Trinitarians say that since God is eternal,
so the Son of Cod is eternal. But how can a
person be a son and at the same time be as old
as his father?

Trinitarians claim that in the case of Jesus,
“only-begotten” is not the same as the dic-
tionary definition of “begetting,” which is “to
procreate as the father.” (Webster's Ninth Now
Collegiate Dictionary) They say that in Jesus'
case it means “the sense of uncriginated rela-
tionship,” a sort of only son relationship with-
vut the begetting. (Vine's Expository Dictio-
nary of Old and New Testament Words) Does
that sound logical to you? Can a man father a
son without begetting him?

Furthermore, why does the Bible use the very
same Greek word for “only-begotten” (as Vine
admits without any explanation) to describe the
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relationship of Isaac to Abraham? Hebrews 11:
17 speaks of Isaac as Abraham's “only-begotten
son.” There can be no question that in Ysaac's
case, he was only-begotten in the normal sense,
not equal in time or position to his father,

The basic Greek word for “only-begotten”
usged for Jesus and Isaac is monogenas’, from
mo’nos, meaning “only,” and gi'nomai, a root
word meaning “to generate,” “to bacome (come
into being)," states Strong's Exhaustive Con-
cordance. Hence, monogenes’ is defined as:
“Only born, only begotten, i.e. an only child.”
~—A Greek and English Lexicon of the New
Testament, by E. Robinson.

The Theological Dictionary of the New Tes-
tament, edited by Gerhard Kittel, says: "{Mo-
hogenes’] means ‘of sole descent,’ i.e., without
brothers or sisters.” This book alsg states that
at Jobn 1:18; 3:16, 18; and 1 John 4:9, “the
relation of Jesus is not just compared to that of
an oniy child to its father, it is the relation of
the only-begotten to the Father.”

So Jesus, the only-bagotten Son, had a be-
ginning to his life. And Almighty God can
rightly be called his Begetter, or Father, in the
Same sense that an earthly father, like Abra-
ham, begets a son. (Hebrews 11:17) Hence,
when the Bible speaks of God &g the “Father”
of Jesus, it means what it says—that they are
two separate individuals. God is the senior. Je-
sus is the junior—in time, position, powaer,
and knowledge,

When one considers that Jesus was not the
only spirit son of Ged created in heaven, it be-
comes evident why the term "only-begotten
Son” was used in his case. Countless other
Cremted spirit beings, angels, are also called
“sons of God,” in the same sense that Adam
was, because their life-force originated with

Jehovah God, the Fountain, or Source, of life.
(Job 38:7; Psalm 36:9; Luke 3:38) But these
were all created through the “only-begotten
Son,” who was the cnly one directly begotten
by God.—Colossians 1:15-17,

Was Jesus Considered to Be God?

‘ (\ THILE Jesus is often called the Son of Ged

in the Bible, nobody in the first centu-
Ty ever thought of him as being Ged the Son.
Even the demons, who “believe there is one
God,” knew from their experionce in the spirit
realm that Jesus was not God. So, correctly,
they addressed Jesus as the separate "Son of
God.” (James 2:19; Matthew 8:29) And when
Jesus died, the pagan Roman soldiers standing
by knew enocugh to say that what they had
heard from his followers must be right, not
that Jesus was God, but that “certainly this
was God's Son."—Matthew 27:54,

Hence, the phrase “Son of God” refers to Je-
Sus as a separate created being, not as part of a
Trinity. As the Son of God, he could not be God
himself, for John 1:18 says: "No one has ever
seen God."—RS, Catholic edition.

The disciples viewed Jesus as the “one me-
diator between Ged and men,” not as God him-
self. (1 Timothy 2:5) Since by definition & me-
diator is someone separate from those who
need mediation, it would be a contradiction for
Jesus ta be one entity with either of the par-
ties he is trying to reconcile. That would be a
pretending to be something he is not,

The Bible is clear and consistent about the
relationship of God to Jesus. Jehovah God

alone is Almighty. He created the prehuman
Jesus directly. Thus, Jesus had a beginning

and could never be coequal with God in power
or eternity.

Is God Always Superior to Jesus?

ESUS never claimed to be God. Everything
he said about himself indicates that he did

not consider himself equal to God in any
way—not in power, not in knowledge, not in
age.
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In every period of his existence, whether in
heaven or on earth, his speech and conduct re-
flect subordination to God. God is always the
superior, Jesus the lesser one who was created
by God.

SHOULD YOU BELIFVE IN THE TRINITY?

Jasus Distinguished From God

God’s Submissive Servant

IME and again, Jesus showed that he wasa
creature separate from God and that he,
Jesus, had a God above him, a God whom he
worshiped, a God whom he called “Father.” In

" prayer to God, that is, the Father, Jesus said,

“You, the only true God.” (Jehn 17:3) At John
20:17 he said to Mary Magdalene: "I am as-
conding to my Father and your Fathe-r: to my
God and your God.” (RS, Catholic edition) ﬁ.u:
2 Corinthians 1:3 the apostle Paul confirms this
relationship: “Blessed be the God and Father of
our Lord Jesus Christ.” Since Jesus had a God,
his Father, he could not at the same time be
that God.

The apostle Paul had no rasarva.tions about
speaking of Jesus and God as distinctly sepa-
rate: “For us there is one God, the Father, . ..
and there is one Lord, Jesus Christ.” (1 Corin-
thians 8:8, JB) The apostle shows the distinc-
tion when he mentions “the presence of Goc}
and of Christ Jesus and of the slect angels.
{1 Timothy 5:21, RS Common Bible) Just'as
Paul speaks of Jesus and the angels as being
distinct from one another in heaven, so too are
Jesus and God.

Jesus’ words at John 8:17, 18 are also signi-f—
icant. He states: “In your own Law it is writ-
ten, "The witness of two men is true.' I am cne
that bears witness about myself, and the Fa-
ther who sent me bears witness about me.”
Here Jesus shows that he and the Father, t.hat
is, Abmighty God, must ba two distinct entitl.es,
for how else could there truly be two wit-
nesses?

Jesus further showed that he was a separate
being from God by saying: “Why do you call
me good? No one is good but God alone.” (I\'E[ark
10:18, JB) S0 Jesus was saying that no one is a's
good as God is, not even Jesus himself. Ged is
good in a way that separates him from Jesus.

Jesus told the Jews:
“I have come down
from heaven to do,
not my will, but the
will of him that sent
me.”"—John 6:38§

IME and again, Jesus made statements
such as: *“The Son cennot do anything at
his own pleasure, he can only do what he sees
his Father doing.” (Jehn 5:19, The Holy Bible,
by Monsigner R. A. Knox} “I have come down
from heaven to do, not my will, but the will of
him that sent me."” (John 6:38) “What I teach i:s
not mine, but belongs to him that sent me.”
(John 7:16) Is not the sender superior to the
one sent?

This relationship is evident in Jesus' illus-
tration of the vineyard. He likened Ged, his
Father, to the owner of the vineyard, who trav-
eled abroad and left it in the charge of cultiva-
tors, who represented the Jewish clergy., When
the owner later sent a slave to get some of the
fruit of the vineyard, the cultivators beat the
slave and sent him away empty-handed. Then
the owner sent a second slave, and later a third,
both of whom got the same treatment. Finally,
the owner said: “I will send my son [Jesus] the
beloved. Likely they will respect this one.” B'ut
the corrupt cultivators said: ““This is the heir;
fet us kill him, that the inheritance may lA:e-
come ours.” With that they threw him cutside
the ¥ineyard and killed him.” (Luke 20:8-16)
Thus Jesus iHustrated his own position as one
being sent by God to do God's will, just as a
father sends a submissive son.

The followers of Jesus always viewed him
as 8 submissive servant of God, not as God's
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equal. They prayed to God about “thy holy ser-
vant Jesus, whom thou didst anoint, . . . and
signs and wonders are performed through the
name of thy holy servant Jesus."—Acts 4:23,
27, 30, RS, Catholic edition,

God Superior at Al Times

AT THE very outset of Jesug’ ministry, when

he came up out of the baptismal water,
God's voice from heaven said: “This is my Son,
the beloved, whom I have approved.” (Matthew
3:186, 17) Was God saying that he was his own
som, that he approved himse}, that he sent him-
self? No, God the Creator was saying that he, as
the superior, wag approving a lesser one, his Son
Jesus, for the work ahead.

Jesus indicated hig Father's Superiority when
he said: “Tehovah's spirit is upon me, because he
anointed me to declare good news to the poor.”
(Luke 4:18) Anointing is the giving of authority
or a commission by a superior to someone who
does not already have authority. Here God is
plainly the superior, for he anointed Jesus, giv-
ing him authority that he did not previously
have.

Jesus made his Father's superiority clear
when the mother of two disciples asked that
her sons sit one at the right and one at the Iaft
of Jesus when he came
into his Kingdom. Jesus an-
swered: “As for seats at my
right hand and my left, these
are not mine to grant; they
belong to those to whom
they have been allotted by
my Father,” that is, God.
{Matthew 20:23, JB) Had Je-
sus been Almighty God,
those positions would have
been his to give. But Jesus
could not give them, for they
ware God's to give, and Jesus
was not God,

Jesus' own prayers are a
powerful example of his in-
ferior position. When Jesus
was about to die, he showed
who his superior wag by
praying: “Father, if you
wish, remove this cup from
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me. Nevertheless, let, not my will, but yours
take place.” {Luke 22:42) To whom was he
praying? To a part of himself? No, he was
praying to someons entirely separate, his Fa-
ther, God, whose will was superior and could
be different from his own, the only One able to
“remove this cup.”

Then, as he neared death, Jesus cried out;
“My God, my God, why have you deserted
me?” (Mark 15:34, JB) To whom was Jesus
crying out? To himself or to part of himsgelf?
Surely, that cry, "My God,” was not from, s0me-
ona who considered himself to ba God. And if
Jesus were God, then by whom wes he desert-
ed? Himself? That would not make sense, Je-
sus also said: “Father, into Your hands I entryst
my spirit.” (Luke 23:46) If Jesus were God, for
what reason should he entrust his spirit to the
Father?

After Jesus died, he was in the tomb for
parts of three days. If he ware God, then Ha-
bakkuk 1:12 js wrung when it says: “0 my God,
my Holy One, you do not dje.” But the Bible
says that Jesus did die and was unconscious in
the tomb. And who resurrected Jesus from the
dead? If he was truly dead, he could not have
resurrected himself. On the other hand, if he
was not really dead, his pretended death would

not have paid the ransom
Pprice for Adam’s sin. But ha
did pay that price in ful) by
his genuine death. So it was
"God [who] resurrected [Ja-
sus) by loosing the pangs of
death.” (Acts 2:24) The su-
Périor, God Almighty, raised
the lesser, his servant Jesus,
. from the dead.

Does Jesus' abiiity to per-
form miracles, such ag resur-
recting people, indicate that
he was God? Well, the apos-
tles and the prophets Elijah

When Jesus cried out:
"My God, my God, why
have you deserted me?"
he surely did not beliave
that he himself wag God

z2% Zisha had that power too, but that did not
make them more than men. God gave the pow-
er to psrform miracles to the prophets, Jesus,
and the aposties to show that He was backing
them. But it did not make any of them part of a
plural Godhead.

Jesus Had Limited Knowledge

‘ f\ JTHEN Jesus gave his prophecy about the

end of this system of things, he stated:
“But of that day or that hour no one knows, not
even the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but
only the Father.” (Mark 13:32, RS, Catholic
edition) Had Jesus been
the equal Son part of a
Godhead, he would have
known what the Father
knows. But Jesus did not
know, for he was not
equal to God.

Similarly, we read at
Hebrews 5:8 that Jesus “learned obedience
from the things he suffered.” Can we imagine
that God had to learn anything? No, but Jesus
did, for he did not know everything that God
knew. And he had to learn something that God
never needs to learn—obedience. God never
has to obey anyone.

The difference between what God knows
and what Christ knows also existed when Je-
5us was resurrecied to heaven 1o be with God.
Note the first words of the last book of the Bi-
ble: “The revelation of Jesus Christ, which God
gave him.” (Revelation 1:1, RS, Catholic edi-
tion) If Jesus himself were part of a Godhead,
would he have to be given a revelation by an-
other part of the Godhead—God? Surely he
would have known all about it, for God knew:.
But Jesus did not know, for he was not God.

Jesus Continues Subordinate

N HIS prehuman existence, and also when he

‘was on earth, Jesus was subordinate to God.

After his resurrection, he continues to be in a
subordinate, secondary position.

Speaking of the resurrection of Jesus, Pater
and those with him told the Jewish Sanhedrin:
“God exalted this one [Jesus) . . . to his right
hand.” {Acts 5:31) Paul said: “God exalted him
to 8 superior position.” (Philippians 2:9) If Je-
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sus had been God, how could Jesus have been
exalted, that is, raised to a higher position than
he had previously enjoyed? He would already
have been an exalted part of the Trinity. If,
before his exaltation, Jesus had been equal to
God, exalting him any further would have
made him superior to God.

Paul also said that Christ entered “heaven
itself, so that he could appear in the actual
presence of God on our behalf.” (Hebrews 9:24,
JE) I you appear in someone else’s presence,
how can you be that person? You cannot. You
must be different and separate.

Similarly, just before

‘New Testament research has been being stonsd to death, the
leading an increasing number of
scholars to the conclusion that
Jesus certainly never believed
himself to be God.”—Bulletin
of the John Rylands Library

mertyr Stephen “gazed
into heaven and caught
sight of God’s glory and
of Jesus standing at God's
right hand.” {(Acts 7:55)
Clearly, he saw two sepa-
rate individuals—but no holy spirit, no Trinity
Godhead.

In the account at Revelation 4:8 to 5:7, God
is shown seated on his heavenly throne, but
Jesus is not. He has to approach God to take a
scroll from God's right hand. This shows that
in heaven Jesus is not God but is separate from
him.

In agresment with the foregoing, the Bulls-
tin of the John Rylands Library in Manchester,
England, states: “In his post-resurrection heav-
enly life, Jesus is portrayed as retaining a per-
sonal individuality every bit as distinct and
separate from the person of God as was his in
his life on earth as the terrsstrial Jasus. Along-
side God and compared with God, he appesrs,
indeed, as yet another heavenly being in
God's heavenly court, just as the angels were
—though as God’'s Son, he stands in a different
category, and ranks far above them.”—Com-
pare Philippians 2:11.

The Bulletin also says: “What, however, is
said of his life and functions as the celestial
Christ neither means nor implies that in divine
status he stands on a par with God himself and
is fully God. On the contrary, in the New Tes-
tament picture of his heavenly person and
ministry we behold & figure both separate from
and subordinate to God.”
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In the everlasting future in heaven, Jesus
will continue to be a separate, subordinate ser-
vant of God. The Bible expresses it this way:
"After that will come the end, when he [Jesus
in heaven] will hand over the kingdom to God
the Father . . . Then the Son himself will be
subjected to the One who has subjected every-
thing to him, so that God may be all in all”
—1 Corinthians 15:24, 28, NJB.

Josus Never Claimed to Bs God

E Bible's position is clear. Not only is Al-

mighty (God, Jehovah, a perscnality sepa-
rate from Jesus but He is at all times his sups-
rior. Jesus is always presented as separate and
lesser, a humble servant of God. That is why
the Bible plainly says that “the head of the
Christ is God” in the same way that “the head
of every man is the Christ.” (1 Cerinthians
11:3) And this is why Jesus himself said: “The

Father is greater than I.“—John 14:28, RS,
Catholic edition.

The fact is that Jesus is not God and never
claimed to be. This is being recognized by an
increasing number of scholers. As the Rylands
Bujletin states: “The fact has to be faced that
New Teostament research over, say, the last
thirty or forty years has been leading an in-
creasing number of reputable New Testament
scholars to the conclusion that Jesus . . . cer-
tainly never believed himself t0 be God.”

The Bulletin also says of first-century Chris-
tians: “When, therefore, they assigned [Jesus]
such honcrific titles as Christ, Son of man, Son
of God and Lord, these were ways of saying not
that he wasg God, but that he did God's work.”

Thus, even some religious scholars admit that
the idea of Jesus’ being God opposes the entire
testimony of the Bible. There, God is always the
superior, and Jesus is the subordinate servant.

The Holy Spirit—God's Active Force

holy spirit is the third person of a God-

head, equal to the Father and to the
Son. As the book Our Orthodox Christian Faith
says: “The Holy Spirit is totaily God.”

In the Hebrew Scriptures, the word most
frequently used for “spirit” is ru‘ach, meaning
"breath; wind; spirit.” In the Greek Scriptures,
the word is pnei‘ma, having a similar mean-
ing. Do these words indicate that the holy
spirit is part of a Trinity?

An Active Force

HE Bible's use of "holy spirit” indicates
that it is a controllad force that Jehovah
God uses to accomplish a variety of his purpos-
es. To a certain extent, it can be likened tao
electricity, a force that can be adapted to per-
form a great variety of operations.

At Genesis 1:2 the Bible states that “God's
active force [“spirit” (Hebrew, ru‘ach)] was
moving to and fro over the surface of the wa-
tors.” Here, God's spirit was his active force
working to shape the earth.
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Q CCORDING to the Trinity doctrine, the

God uses his spirit to enlighten those who
serve him. David prayed: "Teach me to do your
will, for you are my God. Your spirit [ru‘ach] is
good; may it lead me in the land of upright-
ness.” (Psalm 143:10) When 70 capable men
were appointed to help Moses, God said to
him: “I shall have to take away some of the
spirit [ru‘ach] that is upon you and place it
upeon them."—Numbers 11:17,

Bible prophecy was recorded when men of
God were "borne along by haly spirit [Greek,
from pneu’ma).” (2 Peter 1:20, 21) In this way
the Bible wag "ingpired of God,” the Greek
word for which is Theo’pneu-stos, meaning
“God-breathed.” (2 Timothy 3:16) And holy
spirit guided certain people to see visions or to
have prophetic dreams.—2 Samuel 23:2; Joel
2:28, 28; Luke 1:87; Acts 1:16; 2:32. 33,

The holy spirit impslled Jesus to go into the
wilderness after his baptism. (Mark 1:12) The
spirit was like a fire within God's servants,
causing them to be energized by that force.
And it enabled them to speak out boldly and
courageously.—Micah 3:8; Acts 7:55-60;
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On one occasion the
holy spirit appeared

as a dove. On another
occasion it appeared as
tongues of fire—never
as a person

18:25; Romans 12:11; 1 Thes-

salonians 5:19.

By his spirit, Ged carries out
his judgments on men and na-
tions. (Isaiah 30:27, 28: 59:
18, 19) And God's spirit can
roach everywhere, acting for
people or against them.—Psalm
138:7-12.

‘Power Beyond Normal”

OD'S spirit can also supply

“power beyond what is
normal” to those who serve
him. (2 Corinthians 4:7) This
enables them to endure trials
of faith or to do things they
could not otherwise do.

For example, regarding Samson, Judges
14:6 relates: “The spirit of Yahweh seized on
him, and though he had no weapon in his
hand he tore the lion in pieces.” {(JB) Did a
divine perscen actually enter or seize Samson,
manipulating his boedy to do what he did? No,
it was really “the power of the Lorp [that)
madae Samson strong."—TEV.

The Bible says that when Jesus was bap-
tized, holy spirit came down upon him appear-
ing like a dove, not like a human form. {Mark
1:10) This active force of God enabled Jesus to
heal the sick and raise the dead. As Luke 5:17
says: "The Power of the Lord [God] was behind
his [Jesus’} works of healing.”"—JB,

God’s spirit also empowered the disciples of
Jesus to do miraculous things. Acts 2:1-4 re-
lates that the disciples were agsembled togeth-
er at Pentecost when “suddenly there occurred
from heaven a noise just like that of a rushing
stiff breeze, . . . and they all became filled with
holy spirit and started to speak with different
tongues, just as the spirit was granting them
to make utterance.”
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So the holy spirit gave Jesus and other ser-
vants of God the power to do what humans
ordinarily could not do.

Not a Person

RE there not, however, Bible verses that
speak of the holy spirit in personal terms?
Yes, but note what Catholic theologian Edmund
Fortman says about this in The Triune God: "Al-
though this spirit is often described in personal
terms, it seems quite clear that the sacred writ-
ers [of the Hebrew Scriptures] never conceived
or presented this spirit as a distinct person.”

In the Scriptures it is not unusual for some-
thing to be personified. Wisdom is said to have
children. {Luke 7:35) Sin and death are called
kings. {(Romans 5:14, 21) At Gensesis 4:7 The
New English Bible (NE) says: "Sin is a demon
crouching at the door,” personifying sin as a
wicked spirit crouching at Cain's door. But, of
course, sin is not a spirit person; nor does per-
sonifying the holy spirit make it a spirit per-
son.
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Similarly, at 1 John 5:6-8 (NE) not only the
spirit but also "the water, and the blood” are
said to be "witnesses.” But water and blood are
obvicusly not persons, and neither is the holy
spirit a person.

In harmony with this is the Bible's general
usage of “holy spirit” in an impersonal way,
such as paralleling it with water and fire.
(Matthew 3:11; Mark 1:8)
People are urged to become

“On the whole, the New .

masculine gender. Se when Jesus referred to
what the helper would do, he used masculine
personzl pronouns. {John 16:7, 8) On the other
hand, when the neuter Greek word for spirit
(pneu’ma) is wsed, the neuter pronoun “it” is
properly employed.
Most Trinitarian translators hide this fact,
as the Catholic New American Bible admits re-
- -+ - garding John 14:17: “The
Greek word for ‘Spirit’ is

filled with holy spirit in- Testament, like the 0ld, speaks - neuter, and while we use

stead of with wine. (Ephe- of the spirit as a divine : personal pronouns in En-
sians 5:18) They are spo- energy or power.”—A - glish (*he,” ‘his,” *him’),
ken of as being filled with Catholic Dictionary . most Greek MSS [manu-

holy spirit in the same way ‘
they are filled with such qualities as wisdom,
faith., and joy. (Acts 6:3; 11:24; 13:52) And
at 2 Corinthians 6:5 holy spirit is included
among a number of qualities. Such expressions
would not be 50 common if the holy spirit
ware actually & person.

Then, too, while some Bible texts say that
the spirit speaks, other texts show that this
was actually done through humans ar angels.
(Matthew 10:19, 20; Acts 4:24, 25; 28:25;
Hebrews 2:2) The action of the spirit in such
instances is like that of radic waves transmit-
ting messages from one person to ancther far
away.

At Matthew 28:18 reference is made to
“the neme . . . of the holy spirit.” But the
word “name” does not always mean a personal
namse, either in Greek or in English. When we
say “in the namse of the law,” we are not refor-
ring to a person. We 'mean that which the law
stands for, its authority, Robertson’s Word Pic-
tures in the New Testament says: “The use of
name (onoma) here is a common one in the
Septuagint and the papyri for powsr or au-
thority.” So baptism ‘in the name of the holy
spirit’ recognizes the authority of the spirit,
that it is from God and functions by divine
will.,

The “Helper~”
IJ’ESUS spoke of the holy spirit as a “helper,”
and he said it would teach, guide, and

speak. (John 14:16, 26; 16:13) The Greek
word he used for helper (paa ‘kle-tos) is in the
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. " scripts] employ ‘it.””

So when the Bible uses masculine personal
pronouns in connection with para‘kletos at
John 16:7, 8, it is conforming to rules of gram-
mar, not expressing a doctrine.

No Part of a Trinity

VARIOUS soureas acknowledge that the Bi-
ble does not support the idea that the
holy spirit is the third person of a Trinity. For
example:

The Catholic Encyclopedia: “Nowhere in the
0ld Testament do we find any clear indication
of a Third Person.”

Catholic theologian Fortman: “The Jows
never regarded the spirit as a person; nor is
there any solid evidence that any Old Testa-
ent writer held this view. . . . The Holy Spirit
is nsually presented in the Synoptics [Gospels]
and in Acts as & divine force or power.”

The New Catholic Encyclopedia: “The oid]
Tlestament] clearly does not envisage God’s
spirit as a person . . . God’s spirit is simply
God’s power. If it is sometimes represented
as being distinct from God, it is because the
breath of Yahweh acts exteriorly.” It also says:
“The majority of N[ew] Testament] texts re-
veal God's spirit as something, not someone;
this is especially seen in the parallelism be-
tween the spirit and the power of God.”—Ital-
ics ours.

A Catholic Dictiopary: “On the whols, the
New Testament, like the Old, speaks of the
spirit as a divine energy or power.”

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

Hence, neither the Jews nor the early Chris-
tians viewed the holy spirit as part of a Trini-
ty. That teaching came centuries later. As
A Catholic Dictionary notes: “The third Person
was asserted at a Council of Alexandria in
362 . . . and finally by the Council of Constan-
tinople of 381"—some three and a half cen-

turies after holy spirit filled the disciples at
Pentecost!

No, the holy spirit is not a parson and it is
not part of a Trinity. The holy spirit is God's
active force that he uses to accomplish his will.
It is not equal to God but is always at his dis-
position and subordinate t0 hirm.

What About Trinity “Proof Texts”?

in support of the Trinity. However, when

reading such texts, we should keep in
mind that the Biblical and historical evidenca
does not support the Trinity.

Any Bible referance offered as proof must
be understood in the context of the consistent
teaching of the entire Bible. Very often the
true meaning of such a text is clarified by the
context of surrounding verses.

IT IS gaid that some Bible texts offer proof

Three in One

HE New Catholic Encyclopedia offers three
such “proof texts” but also admits: *The
doctrine of the Holy Trinity is not taught in
the O[ld] T[estament]. In the N{ew] T[esta-
ment} the oldest evidence is in the Pauline
epistles, especially 2 Cor 13.13 [verse 14 in
some Bibles], and 1 Cor 12.4-6. In the Gospels
evidence of the Trinity is found explicitly only
in the baptismal formula of Mt 28.19."

In those verses the three "persons” are listed
as follows in The New Jerusalem Bible. Second
Corinthians 13:13 (14) puts the three together
in this way: “The grace of the Loxd Jesus Christ,
the love of God and the fellowship of the Holy
Spirit be with you all.” First Corinthians 12:4-6
says: “There are many different gifts, but it is
always the same Spirit; there are many differ-
ant ways of serving, but it is always the same
Lord. There are many different forms of activ-
ity, but in everybody it is the same God who
is at work in them all." And Matthew 28:19
reads: “Go, therefore, make disciples of all na-
tions; baptise them in the name of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.”

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

Do those verses say that Ged, Christ, and the
holy spirit constitute a Trinitarian Godhead,
that the three are equal in substance, power,
and eternity? No, they do not, no more than
listing three peopie, such as Tom, Dick, and
Harry, means that they are three in cne.

This type of reference, admits McClintock
and Strong's Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theologi-~
cal, and Ecclesinstical Literature, “proves only
that there are the three subjects named, . . .
but it does not prove, by itself, that all the
three belong necessarily to the divine nature,
and possess equal divine honor.”

Although a supporter of the Trinity, that
source says of 2 Corinthians 13:13 (14): “We
could not justly infer that they possessed equal
autiority, or the same pature.” And of Mat-
thew 2B:18-20 it says: “This text, however,
taken Ly itself, would not prove decisively
either the personality of the three subjects
mentioned, or their equality or divinity.”

When Jesus was baptized, God, Jesus, and
the holy spirit were alse mentioned in the
same context. Jesus “saw descending like a
dove God's spirit coming upon him.” {(Matthew
3:18) This, however, does not sey that the
three are one. Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are
mentioned together numerous times, but that
does not make them cne. Poter, James, and
John are pamed together, but that does not
meka them one sither. Furthermorse, God's
spirit descended upon Jesus at his baptism,
showing that Jesus was not anointed by spirit
until that time. This being so, how could he be
part of a Trinity where he had always besn
one with the holy spirit?

Another reference that speaks of the three
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together is found in some older Bible trans-
lations at 1 John 5:7. Scholars acknowledge,
however, that these words were not originally
in the Bible but were added much later. Most
modern translations rightly omit this spurious
versa.

Cther “proof texis” deal only with the rela-
tionship between two—the Father and Jesus.
Let us consider some of them.

“I and the Father Are One”

HAT text, at John 10:30, is often cited to
support the Trinity, even though no third
person is mentioned there. But Jesus himself
showed what he meant by his being “one”
with the Father. At John 17:21, 22, he prayed
to God that his disciples "“may all be one, just
as you, Father, are in union with me and I am
in unfon with you, that they also may be in
union with us, . . . that they may be one Just as
we ars one.” Was Jesus praying that all his
disciples would become & single antity? No,
obviousiy Jesus was praying that they would
be united in thought and purpose, as he and
God were.—See also 1 Corinthians 1:10.
At 1 Corinthians 3:6, 8, Paul says: "I plant-

ed, Apollos watered . . . He that plants and he

that waters are one.” Paul did not mean that
he and Apollos were two persons in one; he
meant that they were unified in purpose. The
Greek word that Paul used here for “one” {hen)
is neuter, literally “one (thing),” indicating
oneness in cooperation. It is the same word
that Jesus used at John 10:30 to describe his
relationship with his Fa~ - . o~ .. .

about the agreement which he has with the
Father.”

Right in the context of the verses after John
10:30, Jesus forcefully argued that his words
were not a claim to be God. He asked the Jews
who wrongly drew that conclusion and want-
ed to stone him: “Why do you charge me with
blasphemy because I, consecrated and sent
into the world by the Father, said, ‘I am God’s
son'?” (John 10:31-36, NE) No, Jesus claimed
that he was, not God the Son, but the Son of
God,

“Making Himself Equal to God”7?

ANOTHER scripture offered as support for
the Trinity is John 5:18. It says that the
Jews (as at John 10:31-36) wanted to kill Je-
sus because “he was also calling God his own

«re-+ == - . Father, making himself

ther. It is also the same “The ancients made awrong use of . equal to God.”

word that Jesus used at
John 17:21, 22. So when

[John 10:30] to prove that Christ
is . . . of the same essence with

But who said that Je-
" sus was making himself

he used the word “one” the Father."—Commentary = equal to God? Not Jesus.
(hen) in these cases, he on the Gospel Accoxding " He defended himself
was talking about unity to John, by John . ' against this false charge
of thought and purpose. , ,

Regarding John 10:30, ' : i
John Calvin (who was a Trinitarian) said in
the book Commentary on the Gospel Accord-
ing to John: “The ancients made a wrong use
of this passage to prove that Christis . . . of the
same essence with the Father. For Christ does
not argue about the unity of substance, but
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", in the very next verse
G e (19): *To this accusation
Jesus replied: . . . ‘the Son can.-do nothing by
himself; he can do only what he sees the Father
doing.""—JB. - S ’
By this, Jesus showed the Jews that he was
not equal to God and therefore could not act on
his own initiative. Can we imagine someone

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

Jesus prayed to God that his
disciples might ‘‘all be one,”
Just as he and his Father “are one”

equal to Almighty God saying that he could
“do nothing by himself"? {Compare Daniel 4:

34, 35.) Interestingly, the context of both John -

5:18 and 10:30 shows that Jesus defended
himself against false charges from Jews who,
like the Trinitarians, were drawing wrong con-
clusions!

“Equal With God”?

T PHILIPPIANS 2:6 the Catholic Douay
Version {Dy) of 1609 says of Jesus: "Who
being in the form of God, thought it not rob-
bery to be equal with God.” The King James
Version (KJ) of 1611 reads much the same. A
number of such versions are still used by some
o support the idea that Jesus was equal to
God. But note how other translations render
this varse:

1869: “who, being in the form of God, did
not regard it as a thing to be grasped at to be
on an equality with God.” The New Testament,
by G. R. Noyes.

1965: “He—truly of divine naturel—never
self-confidently made himself equal to God.”
Das Neue Testament, revised edition, by Fried-
rich Pfafflin.

1968: “who, although being in the form of
God, did not consider being equal to God a
thing to greedily meake his own.” La Bibbja
Concordata.

1976: "He always had the nature of God,
but he did not think that by force he should
try to become equal with Ged.” Today's En-
glish Version.

1984:; “who, although he was existing in
God's form, gave no consideration to a seizure,
namely, that he should be equal to God.” New
World Translation of the Holy Scriptures.

1885: “Who, being in the form of God, did
not count equality with God something to be
grasped.” The New Jerusalem Bible.

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

Al
ik

Some claim, howsver, that even these more
accurate renderings imply that (1) Jesus al-
ready had equality but did not want to hold on
to it or that {2) he did not need to grasp at
equality because he already had it.

In this regard, Ralph Martin, in The Epistle
of Paul to the Philippians, says of the original
Greek: "It ig questionable, however, whether
the sense of the verb can glide from its real
meaning of ‘to seize’, ‘to snatch violently’ to
that of "to hold fast."” The Expositor’s Greek
Testament also says: "We cannot find any pas-
sage where GprdLw [harpa’ze] or any of its de-
rivatives has the sense of ‘holding in posses-
sion,” ‘retaining’. It seems invariably te mesn
‘seize,” ‘snatch violently’. Thus it is not permis-
sible to glide from the true sense ‘grasp at’ into
one which is totally different, ‘hold fast.'”

From the foregoing it is apparent that the
translators of versions such as the Douay and
the King James are bending the rules to sup-
port Trinitarian ends. Far from saying that Je-
sus thought it was appropriate to be equal to
God, the Greek of Philippians 2:8, when read
objectively, shows just the opposite, that Jesus
did not think it was appropriate.

The context of the surrounding verses (3-5,
7. 8, Dy) makes it clear how verse 6 is to be
understood. The Philippians were urged: “In
humility, let each esteem others better than
themselves.” Then Paul uses Christ as the out-
standing example of this attitude: “Let this
mind be in you, which was also in Christ
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Jesus.” What "mind”? To ‘think it not robbery
to be equal with God'? No, that would be just
the opposite of the point being made! Rather,
Jesus, who "esteemed God as better than him-
self,’ would never 'grasp for equality with
God,’ but instead he "humbled himself, becom-
ing obedient unto death.”

Surely, that cannot be talking about any
part of Almighty God. It was talking about Je-
sus Christ, who perfectly illustrated Paul's
point here—namely the imnportance of humili-
ty and obedience to one's Superior and Cre-
ator, Jehovah God.

“T Am~
T JOHN 8:58 a number of translations, for
instence The Jerusalem Bible, have Je-
sus saying: “Before Abraham ever was, I Am.”

Was Jesus there teaching, as Trinitarians as-
sart, that he was known by the titla “I Am"?

And, as they claim, does this mean that he was ~

Jehovah of the Hebrew Scriptures, since the
King James Version at Exodus 3:14 states:
"God said unto Moses, I AM THAT 1 AM*?

At Exodus 3:14 (KJ) the phrase "I AM" is
used as a title for Ged to indicate that he really
existed and would do what he promised.
The Pentateuch and Haftorahs, edited by
Dr. J. H. Hertz, says of the phrase: “To the
Israelites in bondage, the meaning would be,
'Although He has not yet displayed His power
towards you, He will do so; He is eternal and
will certainly redeem. you.” Most moderns fol-
low Rashi [a French Bible and Talmud com-
mentator] in rendering [Exodus 3:141 T will be
what I will be.””

The expression at John 8:58 is quite differ-

ent from the one used at Exodus 3:14. Jesus
did not use it as a name or a title but as a
means of explaining his prehuman existence.
Hence, note how some other Bible versions
render John 8:68:

1869: "From before Abraham was, I have
heon.” The New Testament, by G. R. Noyes,

1935: "I existed before Abraham was born!”
The Bible—An American Translation, by
J. M. P. Smith and E. J, Goodspeed.

1965: “Before Abraham was born, I was al-
ready the one that 1 am.” Das Neuve Testament,
by Jorg Zink.

1981: “I was alive before Abraham was
born!” The Simple English Bible.

1984: “Before Abraham came into existence,
I have been.” New World Translation of the
Holy Scriptures.

Thus, the real thought of the Greek used
here is that God's created "firstborn,” Jesus,
had existed long before Abraham was born.
—~Colossians 1:15; Proverbs 8:22, 23, 30; Rev-
elation 3:14.,

Again, the context shows this to be the cor-
rect understanding. This time the Jews want-
ed to stone Jesus for claiming to “have seen
Abraham” although, as they said, he was not
yet 50 years old, (Verse 57} Jesus’ natural re-
sponse was to tell the truth about his age. So
he naturally told them that he “was alive be-
fore Abraham was born!"—The Simple En-
glish Bibla,

“The Word Was God~

T JOXN 1:1 the King James Version
reads: “In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God, and the Word

Jesus showed the Jows
that he was not egual to
God, saying that he could
‘do nothing by himself
but only what he saw

the Father doing”

was God.” Trinitarians claim that this means
that “the Word"” (Gregk, ho lo‘gos) who came
to earth as Jesus Christ was Almighty God
himself.

Note, howewer, that here again the context
lays the groundwork for accurate understand-
ing. Even the King Jameas Version says, “The
Word was with God.” (Italics ours.) Someone
who is “with"” another person cannot be the
same as that other person. In agreement with
this, the Journal of Biblical Literature, edited
by Jesuit Joseph A. Fitzmyer, notes that if the
latter part of John 1:1 were interpreted to
mean “the” God, this "would then contradict
the preceding clause,” which

God {a form of theos’"). This first theos’ is
preceded by the word ton {the), a form of the
Greek definite article that points to a distinct
identity, in this case Almighty God (“and the
Word was with [tha] God").

On the other hand, there is no article be-
fora the second the-os” at John 1:1, So a liter-
al transiation would read, “and god was the
Word.” Yet we have seen that many transla-
tions render this second theos’ (a predicate
noun} as “divine,” "godlike,” or "a god.” On
what authority do they do this?

The Keine Greek language had a definite ar-
ticle (“the”), but it did not have an indefinite

article (“a” or "an”). So when &

says that the Word was with Someone who is *with™ predicate noun is not preceded

God. enocther person cannot by the definite article, it may
Notice, too, how other trans- also be that other be indefinite, depending on the

lations render this part of the person context. '

verse: The Journal of Biblical Litera-

1808: “and the word was a god.” The New
Testament in an Improved Version, Upon the
Basis of Archbishop Newcome's New Transla-
tion: With a Corrected Text.

1864: "and a god was the word.” The Em-
phatic Diaglott, interlinear reading, by Benja-
min Wilson.

1928: “and the Word was a divine being.”
La Bible du Centengire, L'Evangile selon Jean,
by Maurice Goguel.

1935: “and the Word was divine.” The Bible
—An American Trapsiation, by J. M. P. Smith
and E. J. Goodspeed,

1946: “and of a divine kind was the Word.”
Das Neue Testament, by Ludwig Thimme.

1950: "and the Word was a god.” New World
Translation of the Christian Greek Scriptures.

1958: “and the Word was 2 God." The New
Testament, by James L. Tomanek. ’

1975: “and & god (or, of a divine kind) was
the Word." Das Evangelium nach Johannes, by
Siegfried Schulz.

1878: “and godlike kind was the Loges.”
Das Evangelium nach Johannes, by Johannes
Schaeider. .

At John 1:1 there are two occurrences of
the Greek noun theos” (god). The first ocour-
rence refers to Almighty God, with whom the
Word was (“and the Word {lo‘gos] was with

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

ture says that expressions “with an anarthrous
[no article] predicate preceding the verb, are
primarily qualitative in meaning.” As the
Journal notes, this indicates that the lo‘gos can
be likened to a god. It also says of John 3:1:
“The qualitative force of the predicate is so
prominent that the noun [the-os’] cannot be re-
garded as definite.”

So John 1:1 highlights the quality of the
Word, that he was “divine,” “godlike,” “a god,”
but not Almighty God. This harmonizes with
the rest of the Bible, which shows that Jesus,
here called “the Word” in his role as God's
Spokesman, was an obedient subordinate sent
to sarth by his Superior, Almighty God.

There are many other Bible verses in which
almost all translators in other languages con-
sistently insert the article "a” when translating
Greek sentences with the same structure. For
example, at Mark 6:48, when the disciples saw
Jesus walking on water, the King James Ver-
sion says: “They supposed it had been a spir-
it.” In the Koine Greek, there is no *a” befors
“spirit.” But almost all translations in other
languages add an “a” in order to make the ren-
dering fit the context. In the same way, since
John 1:1 shows that the Word was with God,
he could not be God but was "a god,” or "di-
vine.” .
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Joseph Henry Thayer, a theologian and
scholar who worked on the American Standard
Version, stated simply: “The Logos was divine,
not the divine Being himself.” And Jesuit John
L. McKenzie wrote in his Dictionary of the Bi-
ble: "Tn 1:1 should rigorously be translated . . .
"the word was a divine being.’”

Vieclating n Rule?

OME claim, however, that such renderings
violate a rule of Koine Greek grammar
published by Greek schoiar E. C. Colwell back
in 1933. He asserted that in Greek a predicate
noun “has the [definite] article when it follows
the verb; it does not have the [definite] article
when it precedes the verb." By this he meant
that & predicate noun preceding the verb
should be understood as though it did have the
definite article ("the") in front of it. At John
1:1 the second noun {the-0s7, the predicate,
precedes the verb—*“and {the-os’] was the
Word.” So, Colwell claimed, John 1:1 should
raad "and [the] God was the Word.”

But consider just two examples found at
John 8:44. There Jesus says of the Devil: “That
one was a manslayer” and “he is a liar.” Just as
at John 1:1, the predicate nouns (“manslayer”
and “liar") precede the verbs ("was” and "is”})
in the Greek. There is no indefinite article in
front of either noun because there was no in-
definite article in Koine Greék. But most trans-
lations insert the word “a” because Greek
grammar and the context require it.—-Sse also
Mark 11:32; John 4:19; 6:70; 8:17; 10:1;
12:6. )

Colwell had to ecknowledge this regarding
the predicate noun, for he said: “It is indefinite
["a” or “an”] in this position

such cages. And it is apparent from the many
translations that insert the indefinite article
"a” at John 1:1 and in other places that many
scholars disagree with such an artificial Tule,

and so does God's Word.

No Conflict

QES saving that Jesus Christ is “a god” con-
flict with the Bible's teaching that there is
only one God? No, for at times the Bible em-
ploys that term to refer to mighty creatures.
Psalm 8:5 reads: “You also proceeded to make
him [man] a little less then godlike ones [He-
brew, ‘elo-him,” that is, angels. In Jesus' de-
fense against the charge of the Jews, that he
claimed to be God, he noted that “the Law uses
the word gods of those ta whom the word of God
was addressed,” that is, human Jjudges. (John
10:34, 35, JB; Psalm 82:1-6) Even Satan is
called “the god of this system of things” at 2 Co-
rinthians 4:4,

Jesus has a position far higher than angels,
imperfect men, or Satan. Since these are re-
forrad to as “gods,” mighty ones, surely Jesus
can be and is “a god.” Because of his unique
position in relation to Johovah, Jesus is a
"Mighty God.*—Jchn 1:1; Isaiah 9:6.

But does not “Mighty God” with its capital
lotters indicate that Jesus is in some way equal
to Jehovah God? Not at all. Isaish merely
prophesied this to be one of four names that
Jusus would be called, and in the English lan-
guage such names are capitalized. Still, even
though Jesus was called “Mighty,” there can be
only one who is “Almighty.” To call Jehovah
God “Almighty” would have little significance
unless there existed others who were also called

gods but who occupied a less-

only when the context de- “The Logos was divine, not  er or inferior position. )
mands it.” S0 even he admits  the divine Being himself.” The Bulletin of the John
that when the context re- —Joseph Henry Thayer, Rylands Library in England
quires it, translators may in- Bible scholar notes that according to Cath-

sert an indefinite article in
front of the noun in thig type of sentence
structure.

Does the context require an indefinite arti-
cle at John 1:1? Yes, for the testimony of the

_entire Bible is that Jesus is not Almighty God.

Thus, not Colwell's questionable rule of gram-
mar, but centext should guide the translator in
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olic theologian Karl Rahner,
while the-os’ is used in scriptures such as John
1:1 in reforence to Christ, “in none of these in-
stances is ‘theos’ uged in such a manner as to
identify Jesus with him who alsewhere in the
New Testament figures as *ho Theos,’ that is,
ihe Supreme Ged.” And the Bulletin adds: “If
the New Testament writers belioved it vital that

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

Since the Bible calls
humans, angels, even Satan,
“gods,” or powerful ones, the
superior Jesus in heaven can
properly be called “a god”

the faithfil should confess Jesus as ‘God’, is the
almost complete absence of just this form of
confession in the New Testament explicable?”

But what about the apostle Thomas’ saying,
"My Lord and my God!” to Jesus at John 20:287
To Thomas, Jesus was like “a ged,” especially
in the miraculous circumstances that prompt-
ed his exclamation. Some scholars suggest that
Thomas may simply have made an emoticnal
exclamation of astonishment, spoken to Jesus
but directed to God. In either case, Thomas did
not think that Jesus was Almighty God, for he
and all the other apostles knew that Jesus never
claimed to be God but taught that Jehovah slone
is “the only true God."—John 17:3.

Again, the context helps us te understand
this. A few days earlier the resurrected Jesus
had told Mary Magdalens to tell the disciples: "I
am ascending to my Father and your Father and
to my God and your God.” (John 20:17) Even
though Jesus was already resurrected as a
mighty spirit, Jehovah was still his God. And
Jesus continued to refer to Him as such even in
the last book of the Bible, after he wag glorifiad.
—Revelation 1:5, 8; 3:2, 12,

Just three verses after Thomas' exclamation,
at John 20:31, the Bible further clarifies the

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

matter by stating: “These have been written
down that you may believe that Jesus is the
Christ the Son of God,” not that he was Al-
mighty God. And it meant “Son” in a literal way,
as with a natural father and son, not as some
mysterious part of a Trinity Godhead.

Must Harmonize With the Bible

IT IS claimed that several other scriptures
support the Trinity. But these are similar to
those discussed above in that, when carefully
examined, they offer no actual support. Such
texts only illustrate that when considering any
claimed support for the Trinity, one must ask:
Does the interpretation harmonize with the
consistent teaching of the entire Bible-—that
Jehovah God alone is Supreme? If not, then
the interpretation must be in error.

We also need to keep in mind that not even
$0 much as one "proof text” says that God, Je-
sus, and the holy spirit are one in some myste-
rious Godhead. Not one scripture anywhere in
the Bible says that all three are the same in
substance, power, and eternity. The Bible is
consistent in revealing Almighty God, Jeha-
vah, as alone Supreme, Jeosus as his created
Son, and the holy spirit as God's active force.
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Worship God on His Terms

everlasting life, their taking in knowl-

edge of you, the only true God, and of the
one whom you sent forth, Jesus Christ.” (John
17:3} What kind of knowledge? "[God’s] will is
that all sorts of men should be saved and come
to an accurate knowledge of truth.” {1 Timo-
thy 2:4) The Amplified Bible renders the latter
phrase this way: “Know precisely and correct-
1y the [divine] Truth.”

So God wants us to know him and his pur-
poses accuraiely, in conformity with divine
truth. And Ged’s Word, the Holy Bible, is the
source of that truth. (John 17:17; 2 Timothy
3:18, 17) When people learn accurately what
the Bible says about God, then they will avoid
being like these mentioned at Romans 10:2, 3,
who had “a zeal for God; but not according to
accurate knowledge.” Or like the Samaritans,
to whom Jesus said: “You worship what you do
not know."—John 4:22.

Therefore, if we want God's approval, we
need to ask ourselves: What does God say about
himself? How does he want to be worshiped?
What are his purposes, and how should we fit
in with them? An accurate knowledge of the
truth gives us the right answers to such ques-
tions, Then we can worship God on his termse.

] ESUS said in prayer to God: “This means

Dishonoring God

HYTHOSE honoring me I shall honor,” says
God. (1 Semue] 2:30) Does it honor God
to call anyone his equal? Does it honor him to
call Mary “the mother of God” and the "Media-
trix . . . between the Creator and His crea-
tures,” as does the New Catholic Encyelope-
dia? No, those ideas insult God. No one is his
equal; ner did he have a fleshly mother, since
Jesus was not God. And there is no “Media-
trix,” for God has appointed only “one media-
tor between God and men,” Jesus.—1 Timothy
2:5; 1 John 2:1, 2.
Beyond a doubt, the Trinity doctrine has
confused and diluted people's understanding
of Ged's true position. It prevents people from
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accurately knowing the Universal Soversign,
Jehovah God, and from worshiping him on his
terms, As theologian Hans Kong said: “Why
should anyone want to add anything to the no-
tion of God's oneness and uniqueness that can
only dilute or nullify thet oneness and unique-
ness?” But that is what belief in the Trinity
has done.

Those who believe in the Trinity are not
“holding God in accurate knowledge.” (Romans
1:28) That verse also says: “God gave them up
to a disapproved mental state, to do the things
not fitting.” Verses 29 to 31 list soma of those
‘unfitting’ things, such es ‘murder, strife, be-
ing false to agreements, having no natural af-
fection, merciless.” Those very things have
been practiced by religions that accept the
Trinity.

For instance, Trinitarians have often perse-
cuted and even killed those who rejected the
Trinity doctrine. And they have gone even
further. They have killed their fellow Trinitar-
ians in wartime. What could be more ‘unfit-
ting’ than Cathelics killing Catholics, Orthodox
killing Orthodox, Protestants killing Protes-
tants—all in the name of the same Trinitarian
God?

Yet, Jesus plainly said: “By this all will
know that you are my disciples, if you have
love among yourselves.” {John 13:35) God‘s
Word expands on this, saying: "The children of
God and the children of the Devil are svident
by this fact: Everyone who does not carry on
righteousness does not originate with God,
neither does he who does not love his broth-
er.” It likens those who kill their spiritual
brothers to “Cain, who originated with the
wicked one {Satan] and slaughtered his broth-
er."—1 John 3:10-12. )

Thus, the teaching of confusing doctrines
about God has led to actions that violate his
laws. Indesd, what has happened throughout
Christendom is what Danish theologian Saren
Kierkegaard dascribed: “Christendom has done
away with Christianity without being quite
aware of it.”

SHOULD YOU BELIEVE IN THE TRINITY?

This centuries-old
seulpture In France
depicts the coronation
of the “virgin” Mary
by the Trinity. Balief
in the Trinity led to
veneration of Mary as
the “Mother of God"”

Christandom’s spiritual condition
fits what the apostle Paul wrote:
“They publicly declare they know
God, but they disown him by their
works, because they are detestable
and disobedient and not approved for
good work of any sort."—Titus 1:16.

Soon, when God brings this pregent
wicked system of things to its end,
Trinitarian Christendom will be called
to account. And she will be judged ad-~
versely for her God-dishonoring ac-
tions and doctrines.—Matthew 24:
14, 34; 25:31-34, 41, 46; Revelation
17:1-8, 16; 18:1-8, 20, 24; 18:17-21.

Rejact the Trinity

ERE can be no compromise with God's

truths. Hence, to worship God on his
terms means to reject the Trinity doctrine. It
contradicts what the prophsts, Jesus, the apos-
tles, and the early Christians believed and
taught. It contradicts what God says about
himself in his own inspired Word. Thus, he
counsels: “Acknowledge that I alone am God
and that there is no one eise like me,”"—Isaiah
46:9, TEV.

God's interests are not served by making
him confusing and mysterious. Instead, the
more that people become confused about God
and his purposes, the better it suits God's Ad-
versary, Satan the Devil, the ‘god of this
world.” It is he who promotes such false doc-
trines to ‘blind the minds of unbelievers.”

(2 Corinthians 4:4) And the Trinity doctrine
also serves the interests of clergymen who
want to maintain their hold on people, for they
make it appear as though only theologians can
understand it.—See John 8:44.

Accurate knowledge of God brings great re-
lief. It frees us from teachings that are in con-
flict with God's Word and from organizations
that have apostatized, As Jesus said: "You will
know the truth, and the truth will set you
free.,"—John 8:32.

By henoring God as supreme and worship-
ing him cn his terms, we can avoid the judg-
ment that he will soon bring on apostate
Christendom. Instead, we can look forward to
God’s favor when this system ends: “The
world is passing away and so is its desire, but
he that does the will of God remains forever.”
—1 John 2:17.

Picture Credits

Listed by page, iocation, and number:

Church of Tagnon, France, page 10, (7).
Collegiate of Mantréal, Yonne, France, page 31.
Musée des Beaux-Arts de Troyes, page 2, (right),
Muegée du Louvre, Paris, page 10, [1), (3).

Musde Guimet, Paris, page 10, (5).
Musées Natlonaux, France, page 10, [2),
Museo Bardini, Florence, page 10, {8).
Museo Egizlo, Turln, pega 2, {left),
Scala New York/Florence, pags 8.
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Theology Proper

Communicable Attributes of God

(Shared by us to a limited degree)

Leviticus 11:44 Isaiah 6: 3-7

I John 4: 7-8

II Samuel 24:14 Psalm 103:13

We should be holy because God is holy

Habakkuk 1:13 Psalm 36:5 Lamentations 3: 21-23
Our Response: Our Response: Our Response:

We are commanded to respond to God's love for us
by proving our love for Him in the process of loving
others (seeking their best interest)

We are continually humbled in the understanding
that God deals with us in mercy and we are exhorted
to follow God's example by treating others with

merey -

I Peter 1: 14-16

John 3:16 Romans 5:8
1 John 3:16; 4: 9-12, 19-21

Proverbs 3:3 Micah 6:8  Luke 6:36
Romans 9:15-16; 11:30-32 Colossians 3:12
Jude 22-23

Exodus 34:6

We are comforted and challenged in knowing we
will be judged fairly and impartially by God and we
are encouraged to treat others fairly and impartially

Psalm 19:9 Psalm 89:14 Numbers 23:19  John 14:6
Zephaniah 3:5 Titus 1:2 Ephesians 1: 3-8
Our Response: Qur Response: Our Response:

Since God is true, His Word is inerrant and
trustworthy, and therefore we have strong
encotragement in awaiting the certain fulfillment of
all God's promises. Since God is true, we as His
people should live lives of truthfulness - in the things
we say and the way we behave

We are continually humbled in the knowledge that

our salvation is purely a maiter of God's grace and

not our works, and our desire to live fo please God
is motivated by grace and not law

Acts 17:31 Romans 2; 6-8
Colossians 3:25; 4:1

Hebrews 6:18

Ephesians 2: 8-9
Titus 2:11; 3: 4-8
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Psalm 115:3; 135:6
Ephesians 1:11

Theology Proper
Incommunicable Attributes of God
(true of God alone)

Our Response:
We are assured that His purposes will be

I Kings 8:27  Jeremiah 23:23,24
Acts 17: 27-28

Revelation 1:8
Exodus 3:14

Our Response:
Realization of our utter dependence on God

accomplished who is the cause of our existence and the
reason we continue to exist
Isaiah 46: 8-10 Our Response: John 1:3 Colossians 1:17
Job 42:2 Hebrews 1:3

It is comforting knowing God is always with us

I Kings 8:27
Romans 11:33

Psalm 139:2  Proverbs 15:3
Matthew 6:8; 10: 29-30 Romans 11:33

Psalm 90:2
Jude 25

Our Response:
We are assured that God can do anything and
meet any need we have

Our Response:
We can feel secure and comforted by realizing God
sees and kmows everything. We should be

Our Response:
We are assured that God has no time limits and
that His purposes cannot be frustrated by time

challenged to think and act at all times as if we and space
lived in public, for God is always our audience
Psalm 147: 5-6 Psalm 139:24 Isaiah 46:10

Romans 11: 33-36

Romans 11:33,34; Hebrews 4:13

Malachi 3:6
James 1:17

Job 42:2 Psalm 115:3
Matthew 19:26

John 4:24

Colossians 1:15
I Timothy 1:17

Our Response:
We can have complete trust in God because His
promises will be kept and His nature will not

Our Response:
We should be humbled and comforted as we trust
and serve our God who can accomplish whatever

Our Response:
The basis of our faith and life is the unseen
spiritual world, which is "more real” than our

change He pleases and who is not hindered by human physieal, material world
limitations
Hebrews 6: 17-18 Psalm 115: 1-3 John 4.24

Hebrews 13:18

Philippians 4:13

Romans 1:20 II Corinthians 5:7
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THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD

1. INTRODUCTION TO THE SUBJECT

A, The Significance of The Doctrine

1)

2)

The character of God.

"For most people, it is not just believing in God that is important, but believing in
the ’right’ God, the true God -- that is, having the right conception and
understanding of God, even if, as Spinoza argned, it is one and the same God for
ail of us."

A study of the attributes of God raises several key issues:

The relationship of God’s attributes to His essence
How we should think about God’s attributes

A suggested model for understanding God’s attributes
Selected problems in thinking about the attributes

e o

B. Any analysis of the God of the Bible should result in at least the following:

1)
2)

3)

A model of the attributes of God with definitions and key texts (knowledge)

An ability to recognize perversions of the doctrine of God and the ability to better
communicate truths about God in life and ministry (skills)

An integration of knowledge and skills personally so that we are motivated to
worship our God in daily living

C. Importance of the study B

1

C. Ryrie has made an important observation: "The important thing to study is the
attribute itself to learn not only what it reveals about God but also what
implications that it has for one’s personal outlook and life."

IL SOME DEFINITIONS OF ATTRIBUTES (IN COMPARISON WITH ESSENCE, the WHAT)

A, Various historical confessions
1) The Apostle’s Creed (2nd cent. AD) affirms: "We believe in God the Father

Almighty, maker of heaven and earth. And in Jesus Christ His only Son our Lord,
who was born of the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary. . .And in the Holy Spirit; the
holy Church; the forgiveness of sins; the resurrection of the flesh." (Old Roman
Version), The Nicene Creed (4th cent.) uses the same statement, Anglican,
Lutheran, Presbyterian, Roman Catholic, and Eastern Orthodox churches still use
on¢ or both of these creeds regularly in worship. A classic statement is found in
the Westminster Confession of Faith (1647), "God hath all life, glory, goodness,
blessedness, in and of Himself, and is alone and unto Himself all-sufficient, not
standing in need of any of the creatures which He has made, not deriving any glory
from them, but only manifesting His own glory in, by, unto and upon them. He is
the alone fountain of all being, of whom, through whom, and to whom are all
things, and has most sovereign dominion over. them, to do by them, for them, or
upon them whatsoever Himself pleases." The Shorter Catechism of the same states,
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2)

3)

4)

86

"God is a Spirit, infinite, eternal, and unchangeable, in His being, wisdom, power,
holiness, justice, goodness, and truth.

Fred Kooster, in Basic Christian Doctrines (ed. Henry), p. 22, says "The atiributes
may be defined as those perfections of God which are revealed in Scripture and
which are exercised and demonstrated by God in His various works."

Gordon Clark, in Baker’s Dictionary of Theology, p.78, says "The divine attributes
are, in the language of ordinary conversation, simply the characteristics or qualities
of God."

Ronald Nash, in The Concept of God, pp. 16-17 says, "A divine attribute is an
essential property of God. A property is essential to some being if and only if the
loss of that property entails that that being ceases to exist. A divine attribute is a
property which God could not lose and continue to be God. . .If the being called
God lost just one of His essential properties, He would no longer be God. A divine
attribute then is a property that God could not lose and continue to be God. A
divine attribute must be necessary to our idea of God" (underlining mine).

-~ Summary of definitions (Lanier Burns, Dallas Seminary)

"Attributes are God’s propertics, excellencies, perfections, qualities, or
characteristics." This leaves however several crucial questions. Can God be divided
into parts (at least for purposes of discussion and analysis)? How does each part
relate to the others and to the whole?

"Attributes", "essence” and analogical language

Millard Erickson, Christian Theology, 1.179-180, "God draws upon those elements in man’s
universe of knowledge that can serve as a likeness of or partially convey the truth in the
divine realm. His revelation employs analogical language, which is midway between univocal
and equivocal language. In univocal usage, a term is employed in only one sense. In
equivocal usage, a term possesses completely different meanings. Thus if we use the word
row as a noun to describe a configuration of trees and as a verb to refer to propelling a boat
by means of oars, we are using the word equivocally. In univocal usage, a term employed
predicatively with different subjects has the same meaning in both instances, as when we say,
for example, that a man is tall and a building is tall. In analogical usage, there is always at
least some univocal element, but there are differences as well, as when we say that Jeff runs
the 100 yard dash and that the Chicago and Northwestern commuter train runs between
Chicago and Elmhurst. As we are here using the term analogical, we mean: qualitatively
the same; in other words, the difference is one of degree rather than of kind or genus, God
is powerful as man is powerful, but much more so. When we say that God knows, we have
the same meaning in mind as when we say that man knows -- but while man knows
something, God knows everything. God loves just as man loves, but God loves mfinitely.
We cannot grasp how much more of these qualities God possesses, or what it means to say
that God has man’s knowledge amplified to an infinite extent. Having observed only finite
forms, we find it impossible to grasp infinite concepts. In this sense, God always remains
incomprehensible. It is not that we do not have knowledge of Him, and genuine knowledge

at that. Rather, the shortcoming lies in our inability to encompass Him within our
knowledge. Although what we know of Him is the same as His knowledge of Himself, the
degree of our knowledge is much less. It is not exhaustive knowledge of Him, as is his
knowledge of Himself, and in that respect it will be incomplete or nonexhaustive even in the
eschaton."




This awesome God, however, should not be conceived in terms that are static, cold, distant,
and utterly beyond us. Erickson continues, (1.299) "The Bible does not speak of God as
some sort of infinite computer. Rather, the images used are very concrete and warm. God
is pictured as a father, shepherd, and friend. . .the best mode [method] of investipating the

attributes of God, then, is to examine the scriptural statements carefully and make
reasonable inferences from them" (underlining mine).

The difference between God and man in most cases is not absolute, for though we are finite
and fallen we bear God’s image and we remain God’s regents with creative personalities.
Thus we may rightly use terms taken from the world of people to specify who God is, what
He is like, and what He does. When applied to God, these terms are used analogically (that
is, with a certain correspondence of meaning and at the same time a certain contrast).

Cautions in analyzing God’s attributes
1) Biblically

a. A biblical method can be as misleading as any other if proof texts are
arbitrarily selected and artificially arranged in some kind of order. There
will be truth, but in the final analysis conclusions will be inadequate,
artificial and biased.

b. A true biblical method will reflect inductive theological study which
discovers altributes from biblical content with contextual accuracy
(hermeneutics). The theologian can expect a balanced understanding (esp.
on difficult issues like transcendence - immanence) from God’s self-
revelation in Scripture which no other method can provide,

c. Especially helpful will be God’s self-identifying ("I am") statements like
Exodus 3:13-15; 34:6-7; His revelatory names, and the "I ams” in John’s
theology.

2) Philosophically

a. The early church was forced to defend (esp. in the patristic period) and
then to systematize (esp. in the carly modem period) truth about God
against paganism from without and heresy from within. Three methods (or
viae, "ways") were often employed to explain God’s attributes:

b. Via negatonis (expression by negation, ie. "God is not..."); ex: Dionysius the
Areopagite.
c. Via eminentiae (ascent by analogy from finite to the infinite, ie. "God is

like..." to a higher and greater degree; the way of analogy). The theologian
(scholastic theologians like Aquinas) reasons from man (who knows) to
angels (who know more) to God (who knows all).

d. Via causalitatis (ascent from world phenomena to necessary, [first]
analogous divine cansation; God as known by His works).

e. The philosophical methods understandably resulted in an emphasis upon
God’s transcendence, what God is in Himself as Absolute Other, Holy
Other, who in the essence of His being is free, unconditioned, and self-
sufficient. These types of thinking have belped us to understand how God is
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distinct from His creation. The biblical method affirms transcendence, but
it emphasizes in an even greater way God’s gracious relationship with His
creation, i.e. His immanence. The Bible emphasizes how much God has
shared Himself with us in creation and providence, the climax and
fulfillment of which are the comings of His Son (John 1:14; Rev. 19: 11-21).

One’s thinking on these matters must be consistent with and in submission to God’s self-
revelation in Scripture. Additional avenues of knowledge may be legitimately investigated,
but Scripture is to be the normative and final source of authority. The God of the Bible is
not a god of man’s own making or thinking or choosing, but He is the God of His own
revelation!!!

IIL AN ARRANGEMENT OF THE ATTRIBUTES

A,

The selection that follows is not comprehensive because it cannot be in analyzing the nature
of God. But it does serves as a model and as a guide for better understanding and for
dealing with some crucial problems,

Some basic descriptions of God

1)

2)

God is a Trinity. God is one essence, and He is three Persons, who are subordinate
in function. (Matt 3:16-17; 28:18-20; 1 Cor 12:4-6; 2 Cor 13:14) He is simple
(Shedd, 1.338 = His being is uncompounded and indivisible; Berkhof = free from
division into parts, that is, each attribute expresses God’s being). This unity is not
inconsistent with trinnity, for unity is not the same as a unit. A unit is marked by
mere singleness. The unity of God allows for the existence of a category of the
divine nature, recognizing without contradiction that the divine nature is numerically
and eternally one, Unity does not imply that the persons of the Trinity are not
separate persons within the divine essence. God is one. But God is three persons,
and each is equally and eternally God. Many, indeed almost all, sects and cults
have broken with the doctrine of three persons and one essence.

God means that an adequate world-view must include supernaturalism (miracles).
Miracles with theism can be anticipated as a part of the biblical world-view
(argument of C.S. Lewis). It was the advent of anti-supernaturalism ¢.1800 that
they (miracles) became aa issue.

Analyzing the attributes

D

2

Some attributes concern the divine essence, the unique, divine gualities of the
transcendent Creator. Orthodox Christianity teaches that God is both transcendent
(having His existence beyond the universe) and immanent (involved with the
universe). It rejects extreme views of transcendence like deism which deny God’s
personal dealings with people or His intervention in the material creation (esp. the
incarnation). It rejects extreme views of immanence which subject God to the
limitations of material and finite existence, so that He could not be Lord of all,
(from pantheism to finite godism).

INFINITE, unlimited, without limitation in nature and existence (1 Kings 8:27; 1

Tim 1:17)

a. ETERNAL = infinity applied to time (past and future and over and
beyond). Ps 90:1-2; 102:25-27; John 1:1; 1 Tim 6:15-16; Heb 9:14

b. SELF-EXISTENT = God is not caused nor dependent in any sense.

Shedd, 1.338 = the ground of His existence is in Himself. Also called
ASEITY. God is an uncaused being, Ex 3:14; Rev 1:8
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THE INFINITY AND ETERNITY OF GOD: CONTEMPORARY
PERSPECTIVES:

Different Conceptions of Time and Eternity
(cf. Emil Brunner, Eternal Hope, pp. 42-57)

A, The Mythical View -- the Cyclical View: time is connected with the
changing seasons.

B. The Indian and Greek View -- Timelessness
* In the Vedanta Religion of India
In Plato and Neo-Platonism
* That which truly is, is timeless
C. Cullmann’s View -- Linear Conception {cf. Christ and Time)
* To think correctly about time and eternity we must think
as unphilosophically as possible.
* FEternity is endless time.
¥ Christ is the mid-point of time.
# God is the Lord over time. All that comes before Christ
is fulfilled by Him. All that comes after Him is
determined by Him.

D. Emil Brunner’s View -- God as the Lord of Time.
(cf. Eternal Hope, Chapter 5)

1. Brunner is dissatisfied with all of the above-mentioned
views.
a. Against the cyclical view he says History has a
purpose.
b. Against Timelessness he says the eternal has

entered time in the Christ-event.

c. Against Cullman’s Linear View he says the linear
view is not peculiar to the New Testament,
Rather it is what everyone means by time.

i Time, contrary to Cullman, has a
beginning and an end.
ii. There is a qualitative difference between

God’s mode of existence and ours.
2. God is the Lord of Time
a. God is the Lord of history.

b. In Christ eternity has invaded time/space.




4)

c. Christ changes the way we relate to time.
i, He delivers us from the guilt of the past
(justification).
. He frees us from anxiety about the future
(glorification)
iii. Thus he enables us to live constructively

in the present (sanctification)

The Meaning of Infinity and the Eternity of God
Al God and God alone, (Father, Son and Holy Spirit), is the self-

existent one.
B. God is the Lord of time.
L Past, present and future are equally vivid to Him,
2. He is not trapped in the time stream.
Time has meaning for God, Gal 4:4

D. If the eschaton is not completely static, i.e, timeless, in other words
if anything happens, there will be a before and after, a sequencing
of events, for God’s creatures. In that case we have time whether
‘we call it time or not.

IMMUTABLE, unchangeable in character, nature and existence. God is
dependable. Mal 3:6; James 1:17

The focus of the Bible is on God’s unchanging will for creation and his utter
dependability. Any idea of a process God is foreign to the biblical revelation.

. 1. Packer, in his classic work Knowing God, (pp. 68, 72) is helpful at this point as
he seeks to relate the biblical witness to our own contemporary experience. "But
how can this sense of the remoteness from us of the biblical experience of God be
overcome? Many things might be said, but the crucial point is surely this. The
sense of remoteness is an illusion which springs from seeking the link between our
situation and that of the various Bible characters in the wrong place. It is true that
in terms of space, time, and culture, they, and the historical epoch to which they
belonged, are a very long way away from us. But the link between them and us is
not found at that level. The link is God Himself (underlining mine). For the God
with whom they had to do is the same God with whom we have to do. We could
sharpen the point by saying, exactly the same God; for God does not change in the
least particular. Thus it appears that the truth on which we must dwell in order to
dispel this feeling that there is an unbridgeable gulf between the position of men in
Bible times and our own, is the truth of God’s immutability. . .If God is the same,
this is not an issue that any one of us can evade."

GLORIQUS -- HOLY (Isa 6:3-5; Ex 33:18-23; 34:29-33; Lev 11:44-45; Hab 1:13; 1
Pet 1:16; Rev 4:8). Many consider this to be the most important or characteristic
attribute of deity; an "umbrella attribute.," God shines with perfection, and His
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powerful presence radiates absolute righteousness, purity, and separation, prompting
reverence and worship.

INDEPENDENT (FREE), God is not dependent for His being, will and activity.
By implication, if we say we believe in the God of the Bible, we are saying
something aboul ourselves as well: that we are creatures wholly dependent on God
the Creator for our existence, our continuance, our circumstances, and our destiny.
Rom 11:33-36.

Analyzing the attributes: some further observations

1)

2)

3)

Other attributes concern God’s personal relationships with mankind, whom He has
chosen to communicate with and whose history He providentially governs to its
fulfillment. The basis for God as personal to us is that we bear "the image of God"
(Gen 1:26-28). People have personality to rule over the earth in fellowship with
God, This is the basis of understanding God analogically as well. In some ways we
are genuinely like Him.

God as personal has its highest expression in the covenant name Yahweh (Ex. 3): 'I
am the unchanging, eternal one who is making myself known to you"; And, of
cowrse, in the incarnate of Christ (John 1:14; Heb 1:1).

Packer again has a word for us (p. 44): "I I have been enabled to see this, and in
mind and heart to go to Calvary and lay hold on the Calvary solution, then I can
know that I truly worship the true God, and that He is my God, and that I am even
now enjoying eternal life, according to our Lord’s own definition, *this is life eternal,
that they may know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent’
(John 17:3)."

OMNI (infinity applied to)-SCIENCE. God by nature and without effort knows
everything actnal and possible. Ps 139; Prov 15:3; Matt 6:8; 10:29-30; I John 3:20.
God can know perfectly in prospect what I can know only imperfectly in retrospect.

God knows all about us

Nothing can be hidden from God (Matt 10:26; Heb 4:13)

God knows the future (Acts 1:7)

God’s wisdom and knowledge is unfathomable (Ps 147:5; Rom 11:33).

pe T

WISE. God knows perfectly how to apply omniscience in accomplishing His
righteous will for creation (Deut 4:5-8).

Packer, pp. 80-1. "Wisdom is the power to see and the inclination to choose, the
best and highest goal, together with the surest means of attaining it..wisdom
without power would be pathetic, a broken reed; power without wisdom would be
merely frightening; but in God boundless wisdom and endless power are united, and
this makes Him utterly worthy of our fullest trust."

* Does God really and truly know all things without exception? Until the
contemporary age this was not questioned, but times have changed. Paul Tillich
calls such an interpretation of omniscience absurd (I, p. 278). Others focus on the
future, anthropology and soteriological concerns. Even a neo-evangelical such as
Clark Pinnock has questioned God’s omniscience on soteriological (freewill) and
philosophical {determinstic) grounds (Predestination and Free-Will, ed. David &
Randall Basinger, p. 155-58).




Does God know the future in detail? If so, is there real freedom for humans?

Theologian Donald Bloesch, (Essentialy of Evangelical Theology, I, p. 29) says:
"although God knows the future before it happens, he does not literally know the

concrete event until it happens.” Bloesch takes this position to preserve human
freedom as he understands it. This is similar to Pinnock and an untenable position.

Basically, Three Main Positions with Repgard to God’s Knowledge of the Future Can
Be Outlined In This Regard: (per Bob Culpepper, former SEBTS prof. of

Theology).

a.

God knows 'every detail, and every detail is determined from above.

John Calvin, Institutes, I, xxi, 5; IIT, xxii, 8
Ulrich Zwingli, De Providentia, cf. Brunner, I, p. 171.

God’s absolute knowledge of the future is limited in order to preserve
freedom, God’s omniscience is denied.

1.

Process Theology
(cf. Cobb and Griffin, Process Theology, p. 57)

"Each divine creative impulse into the world is adventurous in that
God does not know what the result will be."

Gordon Kaufmann, pp. 155-156: God’s omniscience is not a
knowledge of facts-past, present and future -- but that of a loving
Creator and Father who grants his creatures genuine freedom.

An affirmation of God’s complete knowledge of the Future and of Human
Freedom.

Two foci:

1

2.

Humans must be free

God’s complete knowledge (past, present, future, and potential)
must be maintained, This position is justified on 3 grounds:

Biblical revelation
Necessary for Judgment
* Necessary for Eschatology

Some would see little difference in positions a and ¢. Position ¢ is
more antinomous.

OMNIPOTENCE. God by nature and without effort is able to accomplish and
control anything actual and possible as expressed particularly in creation and
providence /preservation (Gen 1; 17:1; Ex 6:3; Job 42:2; Ps 115:3; Matt 19:26; Luke

137,

Points of importance:

a.
b.

God can do anything consistent with his own will and nature.
No limitations are imposed on God from without.
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c Limitations in God that do exist are self imposed.
d. The omuipotence of God is expressed in divine holy love.
c. Omnipotence is at the root of the absoluteness or infinity of God.

OMNIPRESENCE (Ps 139) = everywhere present. He not only fills space but He
transcends space (immense). In God remoteness and proximity are one (1 Kings
8:27; Jer 23:23-24; Jonah; Acts 17:27-28.

Bob Culpepper says, "Finite beings are present here and not there. The Infinite
being is present here and there because he is everywhere." God is present both
generally and particularly.

(TRANSITION: the personal now shifts to a moral emphasis.)

LOVING. God selflessly accomplishes the good of His creation as expressed
specifically in Christ’s work for mankind (Ps 36:5; Jonah 4:2;Jobn 3:16; I John 4:8).

Vine, Expository Dictionary, 2.21, "The deep and constant interest of a perfect being
towards entirely unworthy objects, producing and fostering a reverential love in
them towards the giver, and a practical love towards those who are partakers of the
same, and a desire to help others to seek the giver."

a. GRACIOUS. God’s unmerited favor upon the objects of His love (Ex 34:6;
Ezek 16; Eph 1:3-8).

Packer, Knowing God, "The grace of God is love freely shown towards
guilty sinners, contrary to their merit and indeed in defiance of their
demerit," p. 120. Also, p. 226, ". . .grace means God’s love in action
towards men who merited the opposite of love."

Charles Baker, Dispensational Theology, p. 171, "Whereas mercy is God’s
attitude toward those in distress, grace is His attitude toward those who are
ungodly and sinful. It will be noticed that in the apostolic salutations, grace
always precedes mercy (I Tim 1:2; 2 Tim 1:2, etc.)."

b. MERCIFUL. God has compassion (or pity) for the helpless (Ex. 3:7, 16
2:23-25; 2 Sam. 24:14; Ps 103:13; Lamen 3:21-23).

c. LOYAL. ( Heb. hesed). God’s steadfast loyalty and unswerving
lovingkinduess to His people in spite of their sinfulness (cf. eternal security,
Ex, 34:6-7; Rom 8:38-39).

d JEALOUS. God is zealous in protecting His exclusive position,
prerogatives, and relationships, especially with his covenant people but also
all of his creation (Ex. 20:2-7).

e. THE NATURE OF IDOLATRY
® Rom 1 (what is it?) = worshipping the creature rather than the

creator (cf. Gen 1).

* Eph 5:5, Col 3:5 (why do we do it?) = motivation of creature-
worship which is self-centeredness.
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* the effect (result) is one of despair (from the impersonality and
caprice of human projections) rather than blessing and joy in
genuine, true worship.

RIGHTEQUS (STANDARD), PERFECT - HOLY. Ged is not and cannot be
evil in any sense, actual or possible, and this is the only standard of absolute
perfection (Isa 6:3; 1 Pet 1:15-16 quoting Lev 11:44-45, etc.).

a. JUST. The expression of righteousness in relationships (Deut 32:4; Ps 19:9;
84:14; Zeph 3:5; Rom 1; Acts 17:31).

C. S. Lewis, in his classic, Mere Christianity, (New York: Macmillan, 1952),
provides valuable food, (philosophical foed) for thoughi:

And, of course, that vaises a very big question. If a good
God made the world why has it gone wrong? And for many
years I simply refused to listen to the Christian answers to
this question because I kept on feeling "whatever you say,
and however clever your argumenis are, isn't it much
simpler and easier to say that the world was not made by
an intelligent power? Aren't all your arguments simply a
complicated attempt to avoid the obvious?" But then that
threw me back into another difficulty.

My argument against God was that the universe seemed 50
cruel and unjust. _But how had I got this idea of just and
unfust? Aman does not call a line crocked unless he has
some idea of a straight line. What was I compdring this
universe with when I called it unjust? If the whole show
was bad and senseless from A to Z, so to speak, why did I,
who was supposed to be part of the show, find myself in
such violent reaction against it? A man feels wet when he
falls into water, because man is not a water animal: a fish
would not feel wet. Of course I could have given up my
idea of justice by saying it was nothing but a private idea of
my own. But if I did that, then my argument against God
collapsed too -- for the argument depended on saying that
the world was really unjust, not simply that it did not
happen to please my private fancies. Thus in the very act of
trying to prove that God did not exist -- in other words, that
the whole of reality was senseless -- 1 found I was forced to
assume that one part of reality ~~ namely my idea of justice
-- was full of sense. Consequently, atheism turns out to be
too simple._If the whole universe has no meaning; we
should never have found out that it has no meaning; tust as,
if there were no light in the universe and therefore no
creatures with eyes, we should never know it was dark.
Dark would be without meaning. (underlining mine)

b. TRUE. God is self-consistent in His being and activity (Num 23:19; John
14:6; Titus 1:2).

"That perfection of His being by virtue of which He fully answers to the idea

%4




of the Godhead, is perfectly reliable in His revelation, and sees things as they
really are." (Berkhof)

g WRATH. The settled and consistent response of God to violation(s) of His standard
(Rom 1:18-32; 2:1-3:20).

Packer, p. 139, says, "The wrath of God in Romans denotes God's resolute action in
punishing sin."

E. A summarizing attribute: God is incomparable
1. In being: He is unique (Ex 15:11; Deut 4:34-39)
2. In values and priority: He is supremely WORTHY (Deut 6, Matt 22).

Qur response: Packer cites Oswald Chambers, p. 253, and says, "The best measure of
a spiritual life is not its ecstasies, but its obedience." Colson says, “to love God is to
obey God”.

Iv. ISSUES IN THE ATTRIBUTES

A The humanness of the divine or the divineness of the human (the image of God in Gen 1:26-

28).

I Problem: The issue of God's "repentance” in the biblical text and His immutability
Ex 32:14
1 Sam 15:11,35
Jonah 3:10

= God's repentance is expressed anthropomorphically, but it is clearly his
appropriate response from His immutable charaecter, personalness and
righteousness to aceeptance or rejection of His standard. It is not the
changing of His nature or will, but His willing of a change rooted in His
unchanging essence/being,

2. Problem: The incarnation and immutability

Issue: a new nature was added to the divine Person. The incarnation was not a
subtraction of deity but an addition of humanity.

3. Issue: The emphasis on mutability in process theology (a radical recasting of truth in
evolutionary terms in which God "actually” becomes (evolves) with everything else)
and finite godism (Pinnock and Reichenbach in Predestination and Free Will), eds.
Basinger and Basinger, Intervarsity, 1986). This is blatantly contrary to the biblical
revelation. The biblical God is not a process God.

B. Ged's infinite abilities and the problems of injustice and evil.

The problem is not God but rather man's perversion of creation after the fall. God permits the
world to progress in its sin so that people can see the exceeding sinfulness of sin and be
prompted to turn to Him. Interestingly, after all of the lessons of history sin is often denied by
a vast portion of the world's population.
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Consistency of the divine personality, especially God's love and His v;_frath. God would be
contradictory if He didn't have consistent responses to His standard/will.
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V. SOME ALTERNATE MODELS FOR STUDYING GOD'S ATTRIBUTES

A. H. Strong L. S. Chafer M. Erickson H. Thiessen
ABSOLUTE CONSTITUTIONAL GREATNESS ESSENCE
Spiritualily Simplicily Spirituality Spirituality
Life Unity Personality Incorporeal
Perscnality Infinily Life [nvisible
Infinity Elernity Infinity Life
Self-existence Immutability Conslancy Personal
Immutability Omnipresence Self-exisience
Unity Sovereignty Omnipresence
Perfection Eiernity
Truth
Love
Heliness
RELATIVE PERSONALITY GOODNESS ATTRIBUTES
Time and space Omniscience Moral purity NON-MORAL
Elernily Sensibility Holiness Omnipresence
Immensity Holiness Righteousness Omniscience
Creation Justice Justice Omnipotence
Omnipresence Love Inlegrity Immutability
Omniscience Goodness Genuineness MORAL
Omnipolence Truth Veracily Holiness
Moral Will Failhfulness Righteonsness
Veracity Freedom Love Justice
Faithfulness Omnipotence Benevolence Geodness
Merey Grace Truth
Goodness Mercy
Justice Persistence
Righteousness

VL CONCLUSION

Packer, K@, p. 17, says, "What do I intend to do with my knowledge about God, once I have got it?
For the fact that we have to face is this: that if we pursue theological knowledge for its own sake, it is
bound to go bad on us. It will make us proud and conceited. The very greatness of the subject-matter
will intoxicate us, and we shall come to think of ourselves as a cut above other Christians because of
our interest in it; and we shall look down on those whose theological ideas seem to us crude and
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inadequate, and dismiss them as very poor specimens. For, as Paul told the conceited Christians,
knowledge puffeth up...(1 Cor 8:1 £)...Our aim in studying the Godhead must be to know God Himself
the better, Our concem must be to enlarge our acquaintance, not simply with the doetrine of God's
attributes, but with the living God whose attributes they are. As He is the subject of our study, and our
helper in it, so He must Himself be the end of it. We must seek, in studying God, to be led to God. It
was for this purpose that revelation was given, and it is to this use that we must put it."

ATTRIBUTES OF THE TRIUNE GOD
———"———‘_————1—____—
Attribute Father Son Holy Spirit
e i — l

Life Joshua 3:10 John 1:4 Romans 8:2
Omniscience Psalm 139:1-6 John 4:17-18 1 Corinthians 2:10-12
Omnipotence Genesis 1-2 John 1:3 Job 33:4
Omnipresence Jeremiah 23:23-24 Matithew 28:20 Psalm 139:7-10
Eternity Psalm 90:2 John I:1 Hebrews 9:14
Heliness Leviticas 11:44 Acts 3:14 Matthew 12:32

Love 1 John 4:8 Romans 8:37-39 Galatians 5:22

Truth John 3:33 John 14:6 John 14:17

“God is no fonderof
intellectual slackers than
any other slackers. If you
are thinking of becoming
a Christian, I warn you

you are embarking on
something which is going
fo take z‘he'who]e of you,
brains and all.”

C. S. Lewis




ATTRIBUTES OF GOD

 KNOWABILITY |~ PERSONALITY |~ GREATNESS | .  CHARACTER
Incomprehensible Living Self Existent Holy
Job 5:9 Deuteronomy 5:26 Psalm 36:9 Isaiah 6: 1-5
Romans 11: 33-36 Hebrews 10:31
Knowable Intelligent Eternal Truth
John 17:3 I Samuel 2:3 Deuteronomy 33:27 Romans 3:4
I Cor. 2:11
Purposive Immutable Love
Ephesians 3:11 James 1:17 John 3:16
Free Omnipresent Righteous
Psalm 135: 5-9 Psalm 147:4 Psalm 145:17
Self Conscious Omnipotent Faithful
Exodus 3:14 Revelation 19:6 Deuteronomy 7:9
Emotional Perfect Merciful
Isaiah 62:5 Psalm 18:30 Deuteronomy 4:31
Spirit Infinite Grace
John 4:24 Psalm 40:5 Romans 3:24
Incomprehensible Wrath
Romans 1:18
Sovereign

Ephesians 1: 3-23
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The Attributes of God:
Varieties of Categorization

THEOLOGIANS

CATEGORIES

ATTRIBUTES

Henry C. Thiessen
Vernon D. Doerksen

Non-maoral

omnipresence, omniscience,
omnipotence, immufability

Moral

holiness, righteousness, justice,
goodness, mercy, and truth

Augustus Hopkins Strong

Absolute/Immanent

Spirituality: life, personality

Infinity: self-existence, immutability,
unity, Perfection: truth, love,
holiness

Relative/Transitive

Related to time and space: eternity,
immensity; Related to creation:
omnipresence, omnisclence,
omnipotence; Related to moral beings:
truth, faithfulness, mercy, goodness
(transitive love), justice, righteousness
(transitive holiness)

William G.T. Shedd
Charles Hodge
Louis Berkhof
Herman Bavinck

Incommunicable

" Shedd/Hodge: self-existence,

simplicity, infinity, eternity,
immutability

Berkhof: self-existence, immutability,
unity, infinity (perfection, eternity,
immensity)

Bavinck: independence, self-
sufficiency, immutability, infinity:
eternity, immensity (omnipresence);
oneness (numerical, qualitative)

Communicable

Shedd/Hodge: wisdom, benevolence,
holiness, justice, compassion, truth
Berkhof® spirituality, intellectual,
knowledge, wisdom, veracity, moral,
goodness, holiness, righteousness,
remunerative justice, retributive justice,
sovereignty, sovereign will, sovereign
power

Bavinck: Life and Spirit - spirituality,
invisibility, perfect in seli-
consclousness, knowledge,
omniscience, wisdom, veracity, ethical
nature- goodness, righteousness,
holiness, Lord, King, Sovereign will,
freedom, omnipotence, absolute
blessedness- perfection, blessedness,

glory
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THEOLOGIANS CATEGORIES ATTRIBUTES
Miilard J. Erickson Greatness spirituality, personality, life, infinity,
constancy
Goodness Moral purity - holiness,
righteousness, justice
Integrity - genuineness, veracity,
faithfulness
Love - benevolence, grace,
mercy, persistence
Gordon R. Lewis Metaphysically self-existent, eternal, unchanging
Intellectually omniscient, faithful, wise
Ethically holy, righteous, loving
Emotionally detests evil, long-suffering,
compassionate
Existentially free, authentic, omnipotent
Relationally transcendent in being, immanent

universally in providential activity,
immanent with His people in
redemptive activity

Although good systematic theology must be phrased in the language of the present and

interact with and speak to contemporary concerns, it must be controlled by the biblical data.

Any number of supposedly biblical theologies in our day are so heavily infected with
contemporary, personalist, existential, or historical thinking as to render their biblical basis
highly suspect, and the remark is even more relevant to current systematic theology.

D.A. Carson, "Unity and Diversity in the New Testament", Scripture and Truth, D.A. Carson

and John D. Woodbridge, eds., (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1992), 82.
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Names God Uses To
Describe Himself

Y am, that I am" (speaks of God's infinity and eternality) - I was, I am, I will always

be. (Exodus 3:14)

Elohim - probably means "strong one" - El is the singular form. It was used also to
describe heathen gods. Im is the plural suffix in Hebrew; it allows for distinctions
within the Godhead. It may also refer to a "plurality of majesty” or "fullness of power.”
The term is used over 2,500 times in the OT. '

Jehovah - the most specific name for God in the OT. It is God's covenant name with
His people. It is actually an artificial English word for YHWH - Yahweh and Adonai
(the vowels from Adonai combined with the consonants YHWH). The Jews would not
say YHWH, but they would say Adonai. Its meaning is somehow connected with the
Hebrew infinitive, "to be." (Ex. 6:6) Here it refers to God's power to release the
Israelites from bondage. It occurs nearly 7,000 times in the OT. It is most often
associated with (1) God's covenant relationship with His people; (2) holiness - Lev.
11:44-45; (3) hatred of sin - Gen. 26; (4) and provision for redemption - Is. 53:1,5,6,10.

Adonai - is the tetagrammaton (a substitute -for YHWH, which the Jews would not
pronounce). It is a basic designation for God, which means "Lord" or "master.” It

affims:

The absolute authority of God (Ex. 1:21).

Isaiah in his commission by his master (Is, 6: 8-11).

c. The servant-master relationship. The servant owes allegiance to his master,
and the master owes protection to his servant. In this regard, Christ is now
our master, or owner, or Adonai.

o »

Compound Designations

a. El-elyon (the most high) Genesis 14:22
b. El-olan (the everlasting God} Genesis 21:33; Is 40:28
¢. El-shaddai (God almighty) Genesis 17:1; Ruth 1:20-21,

Job- used 31 times




k.

m.

Yahweh-Jirah (the Lord provides) used one time in Genesis 22:14
Yahweh-nissi  (the Lord is my baoner) Exodus 17:15
Yahweh-shalom (the Lord is peace) Judges 6:24
Yahweh-sabbaoth (the Lord of Hosts or armies) I Sam. 1:3
Yahweh-Maccaddeshcem ( the Lord is the sanctifier) Exodus 31:13
Yahweh-Roi (The Lord is our shepherd) Psalm 23:1
Yahweh-tsidkenu (the Lord is our righteousness) Jer. 23:6
Yahweh-shammah (the Lord is there) Ezek. 48:35

Yahweh-elohim (the LORD God of Israel) Judges 5:3

Qadosh Israel  (the Holy One of Israel) Is. 1:4

Yahweh-rapha (the Lord that healeth) Ex. 15:26

** In the east (the Bible is an eastern Semetic book, not a western book) a name is more
than an identification, it is descriptive of the bearer. As a result, all of the above-
mentioned names are indications of God's nature, personality and character.
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I.

The Attributes of God

Based primarily upon L. Berkhof, Systematic Theology, 4th ed.
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1941), pp. 57-81.

THE INCOMMUNICABLE ATTRIBUTES

A.

Self-existence (synonyms: aseity, independence, freedom) - that perfection of
God by which He has the ground (basis, foundation) of His existence in Himself.
Exodus 3: 12-15; John 5:26; John 8:58

Note the name YAHWEH ("LORD"), the self-existent God, who reveals Himself
and is faithful to His covenants.

Immutability - that characteristic of God by which He is devoid of all change,
not only in His Being, but also in His perfections, and in His purposes and

promises.
Malachi 3:6; James 1:17

Note two key concepts here: Erickson, p. 279
1) anthropomorphism - attributing human physical characteristics to God.
2) anthropopathism - attributing human emotions to God.

Infinity - that perfection of God by which He is free from all limitations.

1. Absolute perfection (the infinity of the divine Being considered in itself) -
that quality of God whereby whatever He is and does is perfect beyond all
creaturely ideas of perfection. Psalm 145:3; Matthew 5:48

2. Eternity (the infinity of God in relation to time) - that perfection of God
‘whereby He always was and always will be and is not bound by temporal
limits. Psalm 90:2; II Peter 3:8

3. Immensity (The infinity of God in relation to space) - that perfection of God
by which He transcends all spatial limitations (transcendence - Isaiah 66:1),
and yet is present in every point of space with His whole Being (immanence,
omnipresence, also ubiquity - Psalm 139: 7-10; Isaiah 57:15; Jeremiah 23:
23-24

Unity (or singularity) - that perfection of God by which He is both numerically
one (oneness - Deuteronomy 6:4) and (as such) unique (unicity). Exodus 15:11
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THE COMMUNICABLE ATTRIBUTES

A. Personality - that characteristic of God by which He has the power of perfect
self-consciousness and perfect self-determination.
Exodus 34: 5-7; I John 1:3

B. Spirituality - that perfection of God whereby He consists of a unique spiritual
essence which is living, invisible, and without composition or extension.
John 4:24; I Timothy 1:17; Il Timothy 6: 15-16

C. Omniscience (knowledge) - that perfection of God whereby He, in an entirely i
unique manner, knows Himself and all things possible and actual in one eternal |
and most simple act. Psalm 147:5; Romans 11:33; I John 3:20

D. Wisdom - that perfection of God whereby He applies His knowledge to the
attainment of His ends in a way which glorifies Him most. Wisdom is the
application of knowledge. Romans 11: 33-34; Ephesians 3: 9-11

E. Veracity - that perfection of God whereby He is absolutely true and faithful.
Numbers 23:19; John 14:6; I John 5:20

F. Goodness - that perfection of God which prompts Him to deal bountifully and
kindly with all His creatures. Summum bonum - the highest good.
Psalm 145:9, 15-16

1. love - that aspect of God's goodness by which He is eternally moved to
communicate Himself and to give Himself (even at a great sacrifice) to His
creatures. John 3:16; I John 3:1

God is love I John 4:16 God's self-giving nature

God is Spirit John 4:24 | God's essential nature

God is Light I John 1:5 God's revealing nature

God is a |
Consuming Fire Hebrews 12:29 | God's holy nature

2. grace (Gk., charis) - that aspect of God's goodness by which He manifests
His unmerited favor and power to those who have forfeited it, and are by
nature under a sentence of condemnation.

a. saving grace - God's favor and power which lead to salvation
( Romans 3:24, 4:16; 1 Corinthians 15:10; Ephesians 2:8;)
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b. common grace - God's favor and power to all people, even those who
reject Him (Isaiah 26:10)

c. sanctifying grace - God's favor and power in the life of the believer,
purifying and enabling him to live and serve God effectively ( I Cor.
15:10)

3. mercy - that aspect of God's goodness shown to those who are in misery or
distress, irrespective of what they deserve. Psalm 145:9

4. longsuffering - (patience) - that aspect of God's goodness whereby He bears
with evildoers in spite of their long continued disobedience. Exodus 34:6; II

Peter 3:9.

Holiness - that perfection of God whereby He eternally wills and maintains His
own moral excellence, abhors sin, and demands purity in His moral creatures.
Leviticus 11:44-45; Psalm 34:9; Revelation 4:8 - fear of the Lord - reverential
trust - Majestic holiness - the absolute majesty and greatness of God - Exodus
15:11

Righteousness (justice) - that perfection of God which leads Him always to do
what is right according to His own eternal law. Psalm 145:17; Daniel 9:14

Righteousness -- His character is right
Justice -- His actions are right

Omnpipotence - that perfection of God by which He is able, through the mere
exercise of His will, to do whatever He wills to do. Jeremiah 32:17; Luke 1:37

Note - the name Elohim ("God"), "the strong one".
Sovereignty - that perfection of God by which He is always in total control of
every aspect of His creation. I Chronicles 29: 11-12; IT Chronicles 20:6; Psalm
33:11 '

Note - also the name Adonai ("Lord")

* These attributes probably fit better under the category of "incommunicable.”




A Response To God's Moral
Attributes

Holiness - Be Holy
Leviticus 11:44; I Peter 1: 14-16

Justice and Righteousness

A. We should also be just.
I Kings 3:9; Ephesians 6.9, Colossians 4:1

B. Assurance that we will not be unjustly treated by Him.
I Chronicles 21:13; Psalm 19:9; Zephaniah 3:5; Romans 2: 6-8; Ephesians 6: 7-8;
Colossians 3:25

C. Perfection

1. We should strive for God-like moral excellence in His power.
Matthew 5:48

2. Assurance that He will bring us to perfection.
Psalm 18: 30-32; Philippians 1:6; Hebrews 10:14

D. Jealousy - He alone should be the object of our ultimate devotion and love.
Exodus 20:5; 34: 14-15; Psalm 78: 58-59; I Corinthians 10:21-22

E. Truthfulness

1. We should pursue truth.
John 4:24; Philippians 4:8

2. Truth is absolute.
Mark 13:31; Hebrews 6:18

F. Goodness and love - Do good to all men.
John 15: 12-13, Galatians 6:10; I John 4:7
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An Additional Word on God's Attributes

UNLIKE

God is Different in being (essence, kind) from ALL creatures.
UNIQUE. DIVINE. THE ONE AND ONLY TRUE GOD. This can
be seen best in creation accounts.

A. He ALONE is self existent, transcendent CREATOR
B. The fall is caused by humanity's disobedient, a rebellious
attempt to be "Like Him"

WE MUST NOT CONFUSE THE "DIVINE" AND "HUMAN-"

LIKE

God is PERSONAL, providentially immanent (involved) in the
affairs of the world through His mediators (human and angelic).
THE INCOMPARABLE KING of kings. This can be seen best in
the Exodus accounts (Ex. 3, 32-34).

WE MUST NOT CONFUSE "PERSONAL" AND "HUMAN"

BOTH

God is absolutely, immutably (unchangingly) HOLY (perfect) in His
being, character, and will (Lev. 11:44, 19:2, 20:7). His UNIQUE
holiness is to be REFLECTED in the progressive
RIGHTEQUSNESS of His people (an attribute which seems to lie
between 1 and 2 above). DIVINE ESSENCE is a basis for HUMAN
CHARACTER. BE HOLY (command) for (not as) I AM HOLY
(absolutely, unchangingly). I Peter 1:16

Suggestion for Systematic Study

1. The Holy of Holies: the divine presence among the nation.

2. The Logos "shekinahed” among us (John 1:14): God's mediating presence in the

incarnation.

3. You (the church) are the Temple of the Holy Spirit (I Cor. 3:16; 6:19): personal,
indwelling presence of the Spirit - Trinity.

4. The cubical Tabernacle (Rev. 21): eternal, glorified presence of, with, in, through

the Trinity.
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REFERENGE

DOCTRINE
. p—

THE DOCTRINE OF DIVINE ESSENCE

I. PRINCIPLES.

A, God is One in essence: the Oneness of God and for the gléry of God
refer to His essence (John 10:30).

B. ‘All of the characteristics of Divine Essence are resident in God, but
ot all are manifest-at one time.

1.
2.

Certain situations in life bring out cerfain characteristics.
IHustration of light: all of the colors are present in a white ray of
light, but are manifest only under certain conditions of refraction
and reflection.

C. Examples of Divine Essence:

o g e

In salvation, love and eternal life are manifest.

In judgment, righteonsness and jstice are manifest.

In faithfulness, immutability and veracity are manifest.

In God’s plan, omniscience and sovereignty are mantfest.

In God's will, sovereignty is manifest.

In God’s revelation, veracity, love and omniscience are manifest

1. Tl{f. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ""ESSENCE BOX.”

A. Sovereignty.

1,

5 0
God s the Supreme Being of the universe +R 0
(Deut. 4:39; | Sam. 2:6-8; 1 Chro. 29:11; J 0
2 Chro. 20:6; Psa. B3:13; Isa. 45:5,6; L |

* Acsts 17:24a). ‘
. King of heaven and earth (Psa, 47:2; 93:1a; EL. V

Matt. 6:13b; Heb. §:1; Rev. 4:2,3,11).
Eternal (Psa. 93:2), infinite (Psa. 8:1; Actis 5:39: Heb. 6:13), and
sell-determining (Job 9:12; Psa, 115:3; 135:6; Prov. 21:1; Dan. 4:35).
Expression of divine volition (Isa. 46:10b; Eph. 1:5), resulting in a
plan for humanity {(Psa. 24; Heb. 6:17),

a. Salvation (John 1:13; Rom. 9:15-23).
b, Post-salvation conduct and provistion (Eph. 4:4- 13)

5. Application to unbeliever! Although Godis not willing that any should
perigsh (2 Pel. 3:9), He cannot and will not coerce His absolute will
againat the volition He gave man (John 7:17; 3:36; Rev. 22:17). -

8. Application to bellever: Acts 9; 6a; 13:22; Eph 1: 4 6; Phil, 2:13,

B. Righteousness,

+ God I8 shsolutely holy or rightecus (Lev. 19:2b; I Sam. 2:2; Psa.
22:3; 47:8; 111.9; 1ra, 6:3; John A7:11; Rev. 3:7; 4:8; 6:10).

Good (Psa 25:8; 34:8; 86: 5- 119:68; buke 18; 19) :

Free {rom sin (2 Cor, 5:21; 1 John 1:5).

Perfect in His character and Person (Deut. 32:4b; Psa. 7:9; 11:7;

97:6; 111:3; 119;137a; Jer. 23:6; John 17:25a; Rom, 1:17; 10:3; &
John 2:29),
5. Therefore, He is righteous in all His attitudes and actions (Deut,
32:4a; 2 Sam. 22:31a; Psa. 119:137b; 145:17; Dan. 9:14; Rev. 19:2),
6. Application to unbellever:

Lol ol ad

2. God's concept of rightecusness Is absolute. He cannot fellow-
ship with sin, He must demand the same perfection in His
creatures.,

b. Man's concept of righteousness is relative (fsa. 64:6),

€. Ne one can measure up to the divine standard (Psa. 14:3; Hom.
3:23} nor achieve absolute righteousness by sell-effort (Tit.3:5).

d. However, the righteousness of God is available to all wha be-
lieve (Rom. 3:22),

7. Application to believer: Rom. 6:13,18; 1 Tim. 6:1t; 1 Jobn 1:9.
C. Justice.

1, 1t is impossible for God to do anythingunfalr. God’s judgments are
perfect and demand perfection. Justice administers the penalty which
righteousness demands (Deut. 32:4; 2 Chro. 19:7; Job 37:23; Psa.
19:9; 50:6b; 58:11; B9:14; Isa. 45:21; Jer, 50:7; Rom. 3; 26 Heb,
10:30,31; 12:23; 1 John 1:9; Rev, 15:3).

2. Dlvine justice 1s best exemplmed in the planof redemption;

a. The Lord Jesus Christ, through His vicarious, efficacious, spir-
itual death (1 Pet 2:24), transferred the guilt of the sinner
(Rom. 5:12; 6:23) upon Himself, and thus satisfied the perfect
justice of God,

b. God is now f{ree to pardon and justify the sinner who accepts His
saving grace (Rom. 3:21-28; 4.5; 8:1),

¢. God is equally free to hstly comdemn all who reject salvation
{John 3:18,36; John 5;28-30),

d. The bhasis of thelr indictment is WORKS, never sins (Rev, 20;
11-15).

3. Judgment iz commitied to Him who was judged for us (John §5: 22;
Heb. 9:27,28).

4. Application to believer; 1 Cor. 11:31; 1 John 4:17.
D, Love.

1. God s eternal and unchangeable love (Jer, 31:3).
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. The infinite, boundless love of God compelled Him to reach out to

the ones who are loved.

Application to unbeliever:

a. God's righteousness cannot fellowship with sin; furthermore, His
Justice must demand a penalty for sin (Roem. 6:23a).

b. Therefore, a barrier, which was insurmountabje by man(who, in
his fallen state, was doomed to eternal separation from God —
1sa. 59:2), stopped the love of God from coming through to man.

¢. This barrier was removed en toto at the cross (Isa. 63:9b; Luke
1%:10; ohn 10:17; 15:13; 16:27; Rom, 9:8-11; Gal. 2:20; Eph.2:4).

In setting forth saving grace, divine love was threefold;

a. The Father's love (John 3:16; 1 John 4:9).

b. The Son’s love (1 John 3:16a).

c. The Holy Spirit's love {John 16;8-1%; 1 Cor. 2:9-11).

Appiication to believer;

a. Those who appropriate the grace of God in salvation are ac- |

cepted in the Beloved (Eph. 1:6) and cannot be separated from
‘the love of God (Rom, 8;38,39). '

b. ‘The love of God is produced in the life of the Spirit-filled be-
liever (Rom. 5:5; Gal. 5:22,23) and manifests itself in love to-
Wward others (1 John 4;7-21).

E. Eiernal Life.-

2.

God is absolute existence, Jehovah, “the self-existent One who re-
veals Himself** (Ex. 3:14; John 8:58).

God has neither beginning (existed in eternity past) — Gen. 1:1a;
Isa. 43:13a; Col. 1:17, nor end (will exist forever) -— Deut. 32:40;
33:27; Job. 36:26; Psa.- 3:7; 90:2; 102:27; 135:13; Lam. 5:19; Hab,
3:6; John 1:1-4; 1 Tim. 1:17; 1 John 5:11; Rev, 1:8; 21:6; 22:13,
Application to unbetiever; Rejection of Christ — eternal punish-
ment (John 8:24; Matt. 25;46a). '

Application to befiever: Eternal life in Christ (John 3:16; 10;28,29;
1 John 5:11); Assurance (John 8:51; 14:1-3),

F. Omniséience.

1.

3.
4.

5.

God is all-knowledge (1 Sam. 2:3; Job 26:6; S1:4; 34:21; 37:16; 42
2b; Psa. 139:1-6,12; 147:4; Jer. 16:17; Ezek. 11:5; Matt, 10;29,30;
Heb, 4:13).

Infinite in wisdom and understanding (1 Sam. 16:7; Psa. 44:21; 147;
5b; Prov. 3:19; 5:21; 17:3; Isa. 40:13,14; Jer. 17:10; 51:15; Nah. 1,7;
Matt. 6:8; Rom. 8:27; 11:33; 1 John 3:20).

Knowing the end from the beginning (foreknowledge); (Isa. 41:26;
42:9; 43:9; 46:10; Acts 2:23; 15:18; 1 Pet. 1:2a), -

As God, the Lord Jesus Chris{ knew all thinga and all men {Matt.
9:4; John 2;24; 19:28; 21:17), )

Apptication to believer: Job 23:106; Matt. 6:31,32; John 13;7; Rom. B:
28; Col. 1:10; Jas, 1:5; 3:17.

G. Omnipresence.

1. God is ever-present, neither limited by tlme nor space, immanent

and transcendent (Jer. 23;24; Acts 17:27),

2. The heavens cannot contain liim (1 Kings 8:27; Acts 17:24b).
3. Heaven is His throne, the earth His footstoal (Deut, 4:39; 15a. 66:1b),

1.

5.

Man cannot escape the presence of God (Job 34:21,22; Psa, 139.7-10;
Prov. 15:3),

Application {o believer: Promise and comfort of Hispresence (Gen.

28:15; Ex. 33:14; Josh. 1:9; Psa. 121:3,4; Matt. 18:20; 28:20b; 1 Cor.
3:16; Heb. 13:5).

H. Omnipolence,

1.

[ ]
. s e .
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2.
3

4.

5.

God is all-powerful; limitless in ability, within the range of His
holy character (Gen. 17:1; 18:14; Job 26.7; 42:2; Psa. 24:8; 93:1b;
147:5a; Isa. 40:26; 50:2; Jer. 27:5; 32:27; Matl. 19:26; Mark 14:36a;
Luke 1:37; Rev. 4:8).

Limitless in authority (Psa. 33:9; Rom. 13:1; Heb. 1:3; Rev. 19:6).
Manifestation of His power (2 Chro. 16:9; 25:8; Psa. 74:13).

Power of the Son (Matt. 9:6; 28:18; John 10:18; 17:2,3).

Application to believer: 1 Sam. 17:47; Psa. 27:1; Isa. 26:4; 40:29;
Jer, 33:3; Acts 1:8; 2 Cor. 9:8; Eph, 1:19; 3:20; 2 Tim. 1;12; 1 Pet.
1:5.

. Immutability.

God is peither capable of nor susceptible to change (Psa. 102:26,27;
Mal. 3:6; Heb, 1:12).

He is absolute stability (Isa. 40:28; Jas. 1:17).

His Word and His woiks are unchanging (Psa. 119:89; Eccl. 3:14;
Isa. 40:8).

From His immutability stems His great faithfulness (Psa. 36:5;
89:33; 119;90; Lam. 3:23).

a. Falthful to keep His promises (Num. 23:19; 1 Kings 8:56; 2 Cor.,
1:20; Tit 1:2; Heb, 10:23; 11:11).

Falthful to forgive (1 John 1:9),

Faithfu} to keep us saved (2 Tim. 2:12,13).

Faithful to deliver in pressure (1 Cor, 10:13) and faithful in suf-
fering (1 Pet. 4:19).

e, Faithul in providing a partmership with Christ (1 Cor. 1:9).

f. Faithful to provide in eternity (1 Thess. 5:24).

g. Faithful to stabilize the believer (2 Thess, 3:3),

The faithfulness of Christ (Heb, 3:1,2; 13:8; Rev. 1:5; 19;11),

BeF

J. Veracity.

1.
2.

3
4.

God is absolute Truth (Deut, 32:4b), .
His veracity is manifested in His ways (Psa. 25:10; 86:15; Rev,
15:3).

. in His works (Psa. 33:4; 111:7,8; Dan. 4:37).

In His Word (2 Sam. 7:28; 1 Kings 17:24; Psa. 1:9; 119;142,151;
Psa. 138:2; John 8:45; 17:17; 2 Cor, 6:7; Eph. 1:13).
The veracity of the Godhead:

a. The Father Psa, 31:5; Isa. 65:16; Jer. 10:10a; John 3:33; 17:3;
Rom. 3:4).

b. The Son (John 1:14; 8:32; 14:6; 1 John 5:20; Rev, 16:7; 19:11).

¢. The Holy Spirit (John 14:17; 15:26; 16:13; 1 John 5:6). :

Application to believer (Prov. 6:16,17; Matt. 5:37; 2 Tim. 2:15;

1 John 4:8). o

Appiication to unbeliever;

(Isa. 38:19b; Psa. 69:13).
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“Some Thoughts on God, His Sovereignty, and His
Decrees”

“All things are included in God’s plan, but some things He causes and others He
permits.”--E.H. Bancroft, Elemental Theology, p. 63

“Sinful acts, for example, do not frustrate the plan of God, but neither is God the author
of them. They are within the scope of God’s decree and are part of His eternal plan and
purpose, but man is nonetheless responsible for sinful acts.”--Paul Enns, The Moody

Handbook of Theology, (Chicago: Moody Press, 1989), p.205

“The most important aspect of the Divine decree is, that it brings all things that come to
pass in space and time into a plan. There can be no system of the universe, if there be no
one Divine purpose that systematizes it. Schemes in theology which reject the doctrine of
the divine decree, necessarily present a fractional and disconnected view of God, man, and

nature.”--Shedd, p.398-9.

When people die, you will hear some people say that God called that person. Idon’t
believe that. I mean I believe in God but I am not accepting that.... Yes, there may be
some people that God will call in my mind. But God didn’t call Ennis [Cosby’s son]. It
wasn’t his time. The person who murdered Ennis is somewhere out there riding with the
Devil.--Bill Cosby, Newsweek, March 17, 1997 :

«“amid all the darkness, we can yet see that God is so overruling sin as to cause it greatly to
redound to his glory and the happiness of his creatures.”--James P. Boyce, Abstract of
Systematic Theology, (Christian Gospel Foundation, 1887), p. 123

«A distinction must be made between the decree and its execution,”--Louis Berkhof,
Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdman’s Publishing, 1941), p.102-3
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Sexuality and gender issues continue to have a profound impact on church and
society. Now some feminist thinkers are challenging the idea of God as our heavenly
Father. (Fortunately, most evangelical feminists are more interested in fairness than

in revising names for God.)

Elizabeth Achtemeier believes the issues in this debate penetrate to the core of the
Christian faith. Not all readers will agree with every aspect of her analysis (as, for
instance our own J. I. Packer and Kenneth Kantzer disagree with each other about
women's ordination). Most readers, however, will agree with Achtemeier’s.conviction

about what is at stake.

O ASPECT OF THE FEMINIST
movement promises to affect the church's life
more basically than that movement’s attempts
to change language for God. Rather than refer to
God as Father, many feminists insist, Christians must be
more “inclusive” in how they speak to or about God.

With the introduction of the first volume of the National
Council of Churches’ Inclusive-Language Lectionary in 1983,
such language has steadily made its way into the Scriptures,
prayers, liturgies, hymns, and publications of the mainline
churches, often to the dismay of the people in the pews. While
inclusive language for God is less hotly debated in evangeli-
cal churches, the issue has wide implications and relevance
for all Christians.-

The radical feminists argue that women in the church have
been oppressed since the first century, and that language has
contributed to the oppression. By the use of generic terms
such as man and mankind, males have come to be seen as the
definition of what it means to be human. And the use of
masculine titles and pronouns for God absolutizes maleness
and gives men the right to rule over women. “Since God is
male,” radical ferninist Mary Daly says, ‘the male is God.”
Claims feminist theologian Anne Carr, “God as father rules
over the world, holy fathers rule ever the church, clergy
fathers over laity, males over fernales, husbands over wives
and children, man over the created world.” Such a hierarchi-
cal worldview must be abolished, say these feminists, and
one way to do that is by changing our language.

In many respects, women have legitimate cause for con-
cern. They have suffered discrimination in the church for
centuries. They have been denied respect for their learning
and persons. They have been labeled the source of sin in the
world. They have been kept from key leadership roles be-
cause they do not biologically “resemble Christ.” Discrimi-
nation continues today, with the Bible misused as its
instrument,

Such discrimination is a corruption and fundamental de-
nial of the Christian gospel. The Scriptures clearly proclaim
that both female and male are made in the image of God
{Gen. 1:27), that husband and wife are to join flesh in a
marital union of mutual helpfulness-(Gen 2:18), that the
ancient enmity between the sexes and the subservience of
women are a result of human sin (Gen. 3), that such enmity
and subservience have been overcome by the death and
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resurrection of Jesus Christ (Gal. 3:28), and that all women
and men are called equally to discipleship in the service of
their risen Lord. The Scriptures further show that our Lord
consistently treated women as equals and that the New
Testament churches could have women as their leaders.

It therefore seems only fair for feminists in the church to
ask that the church's language about human beings be
changed to include them, so that males no longer define
humanity. The New Revised Standard Version of the Bible
takes seripusly that request, and in its translation, generic
English terms have been changed to reflect the meaning of
the original texts. For example, John 12:32 now reads, “And
I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all people
[rather than ‘men’] to myself.”

There is, however, a great difference between feminism as
fairness and feminism as ideclogy, as Catholic thinker Rich-
ard John Neuhaus has cogently pointed out, and it is in
relation to language about God that some feminists are most
radically ideological. By attempting to change the biblical
language used of the deity, these feminists have in reality
exchanged the true God for those deities which are “no
gods,” as Jeremiah put it (2:11).

Is “He» REaLLY “SHE”: .
HE FEMINIST CLAIM IS THAT ALL

language about God is analogical and metaphori-

cal, and that therefore it can be changed at will to

overcome the church’s patriarchalism and foster
women’s liberation. The radical feminists therefore seek to
eliminate all masculine terminology used of God, either by
supplementing it with feminine terminology or by using only
neuter or female images for the deity,

In speaking of God and Christ, some simply use she and her,
For the Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, others substi-
tute Creator, Liberator, and Comiforter. They avoid the exces-
sive use of terms such as Father, King, 'and Master by
substituting God, Yahweh (the Hebrew name for God), or
Abba (an affectionate Aramaic word for Father). In An Inclu-

-sive Lectionary, the Bible's Father is changed to Father (and

Mother); Lord to Sovereign; King to Ruler or Monarch; Son of
Man to Human One; and Son of God to Child of God.
Theologian Rosemary Radford Ruether consistently calls
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Why God IsNot Mother

her deity Godless, while J ewish feminist Rita Gross uses God-
She. Others apply feminine usage only to the Holy Spirit or
avoid the problem altogether by using impersonal terms for
God such as Wisdom, Holy One, Rock, Fire, and First and Last,
or neuter terms like Liberator, Maker, Defender, Friend, and
Nurturer. Jesus is described as a male only in his earthly life,
while he becomes Liberator, Redeemer, and Savior in his
representation of the new humanity.

Those who attempt to justify such changes in biblical
usage point to female imagery for God in the Bible or claim
that the Catholic cult of Mary furnishes us with a tradition of
female language and imagery in speaking-of the divine. “if
we do not mean that God is male when we use masculine
pronouns and imagery,” asks Rita Gross, “then why should
there be any objections to using female imagery and pro-
nouns as well?” She continues, “Femnale God language com-
pels us to overcome the idolatrous equation of God with
androcentric [man-centered] notions of humanity in a way

that no other linguistic device can.”

Several things must be said in reply:

o Biblical scholars agree universally that the Godof the Bible
has no sexuality. Sexuality is a structure of creation (Gen.
1-2}, confined within the limits of the creation {(Matt. 22:30),
and the God of the Bible is consistently pictured as totally
“other” than all creation, This is what the Bible means when
it says that God is “holy”: he is “set apart.” “I am God and
not man, the Holy One in your midst,” he says in Hosea 11:9.
“To whom then will you liken God, or what likeness compare
with him?" asks the the prophet (Isa. 40:18).

By thus insisting on female language for God, the radical
fermninists simply continue to emphasize the nonbiblical view
that God does indeed have sexuality. In fact, some of them
have misused the biblical concept of the image of God to say
that God must be femnale as well as male, since both sexes are
made in God's image (Gen 1:27). That is a complete (or
fundamental) distortion of the biblical understanding of
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Goddess at Church

Encountering the

Recently 1 went to the regular Thurs-
day Holy Communion service at the
theological school where I teach. A
highly visible feminist leader led the
service, an ordained minister who has
for some time had an uncommon fixa-
tion on the worship of the goddess So-
phia, or Wisdom, poetically described
as the agent of creation in a few hiblical
passages.

I come from a tradition that views'
Communion as a sacrament that unites
the body of Christ. In all my 60 years of
participation in the United Methodist
Church, I have never seriously consid-
ered withdrawing from a Communion
service because of a scrupulous con-
science. This time I struggled with
whether to attend at all, At one point, 1
told myself I should not because 1 might
be tempted to do or say something rash.
(The ugly fantasy of dumping over the
Communion table flitted through my
mind.) No, that would merely cause a
stir and tend toward scandal and dis-
unity. And this is my worshiping comn-
munity, so I felt Thad a right to receive
the sacrament duly administered, even
if occasionally by an unworthy minis-
ter. 1 decided I must go.

Bad poetry, worse theology

Our first hymn, entitled “Sophia,” sang
the praise of the goddess Sophia, who
“ordains what God-will-do.” "She's the .
teacher we esteem, and the subject of

life’s theme.” This was bad poetry, sung

io the tune of Salve Regina, which Cath-
olics sing in honor of the mother of the
incarnate Lord.

With this surrogate hymn I began to
feel more queasy. I wondered if I was in
a place where some Lord other than
Jesus Christ was being worshiped.

Then came the homily, addressed
solely to femninists and those who read-
ily make concessions to radical femi-
nists’ demands. In the name of in-
clusiveness, all other audiences were
demeaned and excluded.

The sermon focused not on a Scrip-
ture text, but on an event in the wom-
an'’s experience as a feminist preacher.
It was a “victory” story in which a
pious Methodist lay leader and other
members were driven out of her church
and forced to join another after they
challenged her authority to offer the
Lord's Supper in the name of the god-
dess Sophia. She recounted trium-
phantly how she had preached on the
virtues of doctrinal diversity and invit-
ed all members who did not agree with
her to look for another church, She was
apparently oblivious to the fact that in
the name of inclusiveness she was prac-
ticing exclusion. : )

Scripture was imported occasionally
into the service, but it was culled chief-
ly from the Apocrypha, Proverbs, and
Psalms. She quoted the apocryphal 8i-

_rach, but only passages that seem to

reify Wisdom into a deity distinguish-
able from the triune God. Then, incredi-

bly, she likened the yoke of discipleship
to sadistic and masochistic sex.

Could I in good conscience receive
Holy Communion under these circum--
stances? I began to consider how 1
might inconspicuously withdraw from.
the service. And I confess that for a brief
moment I did ponder a comic response:
going calmly to receive Holy Commun-
ion while holding my nose. But that.
seemed out of sync with the very nature.
of the service of Communion. E

1 prayed for wisdom to know what to
do—-not to her goddess but to God, who

by grace illumines our hearts and minds. .

The preacher herself gave me the de-
cisive clue. She urged those present not
to wait to assert their authority in wor-.
ship. She then offered the invitation to
come to the Lord's Tablé, not in the’
Lord’s name, but in the name of the-
goddess who was speaking through
Christ. We were invited to Christ's ta-
ble, but only in Sophia’s name. e

That did it. I decided that she was
inadvertently correct, that I could not
delay in attesting the authority of
Christ in the worship service. As we
were "‘passing the peace,” I grasped the
hands of two or three women nearby,
then quietly left. As I went down the
stéps from the chapel, I gave hearty .
thanks to God for his kind counsel of
wisdom in a profoundly knotty situa:
tion. o : .

’ By Thomas Oden:
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God, who is without sexual characteristics.

¢ The few instances of feminine imagery for God in the Bible
all take the form of simile, not metaphor, as literary critic
Roland Frye has amply demonstrated. That distinction is
instructive. A simile compares one aspect of something to
another. For example, in Isaiah 42:14, God will "cry out likea
woman in travail,” but only his crying out is being referred
to; he is not being identified as a whole with the figure of a
woman in childbirth. In metaphors, on the other hand, the
whole of one thing is compared to the whole of another. God
is Father or Jesus is the Good Shepherd. Thus the metaphor,
as Frye writes, "carries a word or phrase far beyond its
ordinary lexical meaning so as to provide a fuller and more
direct understanding of the subject.” Language is stretched
te its limit, beyond ordinary usage, to provide new
understanding.

® The Bible uses masculine language for God because that is
the language with which God has revealed himself. Biblical
Christian faith is a revealed religion. It claims no knowledge
of God beyond the knowledge God has given of himself
through his words and deeds in the histories of Israel and of
Jesus Christ and his church. In fact, it is quite certain that
human béings, by searching out God, cannot find him. Unless
God reveals himself, he remains unknown to humanity.

But the God of the Bible has revealed himself, Contrary to
modern theologies (such as that of Sallie McFague} that
claim God is the great Unknown and that therefore human
beings must invent language for God, the God-of the Bible
has revealed himself in five principal metaphors: King,
Father, Judge, Husband, and Master, and then finally, deci-
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” Daly saj;s,f
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“the male is God.”

sively, as the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.

i we ask, “What is the actual nature of God?"” we must
reply, “God is the Father of Jesus Christ."” As the Episcopal
writer Alvin Kimel explains,

God is not just like a father; he is the Father. Jesus is not just like a
son; he is the Son. The divine Fatherhood and Sonship are absolute,
transcendent, and correlative. . .. The relationship between Christ
Jesus and his Father, lived out in the conditions of first-century
Palestine and eternally established in the resurrection and ascension
of cur Lord, belongs to the inner life of God. It constitutes the identity
of the Almighty Creator. . . . “Father” is not 2 metaphor imported by
humanity onto the screen of etemlty, it is a name and ﬁllal term of
address revealed by God himself in the person of his Son.

If one believes that Jesus Christ is the Word of God made

flesh, the Son of God incarnate in time and space—a belief

that feminists such as Elisabeth Schussler Fiorenza and
Rosemary Radford Ruether and a host of others would

deny—then there is no contradiction that can be made to the

particularity of God's self-revelation. God is not just any god,
capable of being named according to human fancy. No, God
is the one whom Jesus reveals as his Father.

Gobp DeriNges HIMSELF
E FIND THE SAME PARTICULAR-

ity in the Hebrew Scriptures. Once again, God

is not to be'identified with just any god. For

this reason, the central commandment in the

Bible, first contained in Deuteronomy 6:4, begins with,
H
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“Hear, O Israel: The Lord our God is one Lord.” That is, the
God of Israel is not identical with the diffuse gods known to
other peoples but is cne particular God who has done partic-
ular things in particular times and places. Principally, he is
“the Lord your God, who brought you out of the land of
Egypt, out of the house of bondage” (Exod. 20:2 and through-
out the 0ld Testament). If Israel asks who God is, the reply is
that he is the God of the Exodus. And it is that God of the
Exodus whom Jesus also reveals to be his Father (see Mark
12:29-30). God defines himself in the Bible, through centu-
vies of acting and speaking in the life of his covenant people,
and it is only through that sell-revelation, now handed down
to us in the Scriptures, that we have any knowledge of him.

Several questions arise, however. The first is this: Why
does God reveal himself primarily in personal terms? If God
has no sexuality, if he is Spirit (John 4:24), then why does he
not name himself through the medium of impersonal, meta-
phorical language? Why are not his primary designations
Rock, Fire, Living Water, Bread, Way, Door, Refuge, For-
tress, and other such metaphors found throughout the Scrip-
tures? Put another way, why does the Bible insist on those
awkward anthropomorphisms for God, in which he is de-
scribed as having hands and feet and mouth like a person,
and which are finally brought to their ultimate anthropo-
morphism in the incarnation of Jesus Christ? Why a personal
God when God transcends all human personality?

For one, a God named primarily Rock or Deor does not
demand that we do anything. All those impersonal biblical
metaphors for God are encompassed within a principal
revelation of God as supremely personal. The God of the
Bible meets us Person to person and asks from us the total
commitment of ourselves: “You shall love the Lord your God
with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your
might” (Deut. 6:5); “If you love me, you will keep my com-
mandments” (John 14:15). God asks of us primarily love in
return for his love that was manifested in his dealings with
us: “When Israel was a child, I loved him, and out of Egypt I
called my son” (Hos. 11:1); “God so loved the world that he
gave his only Son” (John 3:16). No impersonal designations
of God, except they be explained by the Bible's personal
names for him, can adequately express that gracious and
demanding relationship of love with himself into which God
woos and calls us.

More pressing for the radical feminists, however, is the
question of why God reveals himself only in masculine terms.
Scholar Elaine Pagels is quite correct when she states that
“the absence of feminine symbolism of God marks Judaism,

'Christianity, and Islam in striking contrast to the world’s

other religious traditions, whether in Egypt, Babylonia,
Greece and Rome, or Africa, Polynesia, India, and North
America.” But why could a personal God not have revealed

himself in feminine metaphors instead? God is never called

Mother in the Bible and is never addressed or thought of asa
female deity. That was unique in the ancient Near Eastern
world; Israel was surrounded by peoples who worshiped
female deities—Asherat and Anat, Nut and Isis, Tiamat and
the Oueen of Heaven, Demeter and Artemis. And such a
masculine conception of the deity is still unique in our world.

The radical feminists argue that the names for God in the |

Bible have been determined by the patriarchal cultures out
of which the Bible arose, but that argument founders on the
revelation in Jesus Christ, as we have seen. These feminists
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have a very difficult time with God the Father and the Son,
although some of them hold that the feminine element is
introduced by the Holy Spirit, even though the Spirit, too,
proceeds from the Father and from the Son and is one with
them. No, the Bible’s language for God is masculine, a
unique revelation of God in the world.

The basic reason for that designation of God is that the God
of the Bible will not let himself be identified with his cre-
ation, and, therefore, human beings are to worship not the
creation but the Creator (Rom. 1:25). To be sure, God works
in his creation through the instruments of his Word and
Spirit; he orders his creation and sustains it; he constantly
cares for it; but he is never identified with it. And it is that
holiness, that otherness, that transcendence of the Creator,
that also distinguishes biblical religion from all others.

A Gop WHO BREAST-FEEDS?

T IS PRECISELY THE INTRODUCTION '

of fernale language for God that opens the door to such

identification of God with the world, however. If God is

portrayed in feminine language, the figures of carrying
in the womb, of giving birth, and of suckling immediately
come into play. For example, feminist Virginia Ramey Mol-
tenkott writes of “the undivided One God who births and
breast-feeds the universe.” The United Church of Christ’s
Book of Worship prays, "You have brought us forth from the
womb of your being.” A feminine goddess has given birth to
the world! But if the creation has issued forth from the body
of the deity, it shares in deity’s substance; deity is in,
through, and under all things, and therefore everything is
divine. Holding such a worldview, Mollenkott can say that
“our milieu” is “divine,” just as Zsuzsanna E. Budapest can
go even further and write, “This is what the Goddess symbo-
lizes—the divine within women and all that is femnale in the
universe. - . . The responsibility you accept is that you are
divine, and that you have power.” If God is identified with
his creation, we finally make ourselves gods and goddesses—
the ultimate and primeval sin (Gen. 3,

But we can never rightly understand ourselves and our
place in the universe, the Bible tells us, until we realize that
we are not gods and goddesses. Rather, we are creatures,
wondrously and lovingly made by a sovereign Creator: "It is
he that made us, and not we ourselves” (Ps. 100:3). The Bible
will use no language that undermines that confession. It
therefore eschews all feminine language for God that might
open the door to such error, and it is rigorous in its opposi-
tion to every other religion and cultic practice that identifies
creation with creator.

The principal fight found in Deuteronormy through 2 Kings
.and in the prophets is with Canaanite baalism and with
Mesopotamian star worship, in which God has been identi-
fied with his world. The New Testament implicitly endorses
the separation of creation and Creator by carefully stating
that before there was the creation, there was the Word and
the Word was God (John 1:1). Indeed, prophets and psalmists
and the New Testament are quite certain that the world may
pass away, but God will not pass away, because God and his
world are not one (Pss. 46:1-2; 102:25-27; Isa. 51:6; Mark
13:31 and parallels).

God, the biblical writers are saying, is inno way contained
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Some femlnlsts argue that lt is not”

Consider these claims: .-" -

® The word play of Genes1s 49 25
betweeti Bl Shaddai (God Almighty)
arid ‘shaddim {breasts) demonstrates
that the Deity should aptly be named
“the God with Breasts.”> =

.#® The Eucharist is“a drinking at the
breast of God the Mother.”

‘% When we proclalm that people

“must be born again,” we are “urging

canal of God the Mother.”

Sorie ferhinist theologians even call
for a return to goddess feligion. Mary
preme Phallus;” explaining that the son
of a divine patriarch (Jesiis) is the one

. sionists call for a retiirn to deistic terms

personalizes God that he no longer can
supplications.. -~ =
‘though. She claims that there will be no

SEtond—coming of Christ, but-instead a
“suirge of consciousness” realized in the

that we move beyond the patriarchal:
ism that has resulted in. what she calls

-_cause he is dlvme)

‘: An old religion in new clothes L

- corrective to the worship of Yahweh; it
“is & call to a new religion. More precise-
“ly, itis an 6ld religion in'new clothes.In
- it, the goddess dwelt with a male god as
his consort. Pantheons of male and fe-
‘male deities were, like humans, sexual-
ly active. The fertility of humanity and

- the earth was thought to depend on the
fertility and the eroticism of the gods.
In fact, the development of temple pros-
titution evolved a§ persons, through
. their own eroticism, wanted to inspire

“might 4gain bring fecundity to the earth.

enoiigh to usé feminine images for
. God; we must also alter harmes for God. .

them to experience the womb and blrth

Daly writes of “cutting away the Su--

who catrot save women from the hor-’
rots of patriarchy. Some biblical revi-

for God such as Creative Process and. | of the oppressed, that the -

Divihe Eros. Such terminology so de-
hear personal prayers or respond to»

‘use female images for
- Daly's revision is greater. than thts, ,

Secorid Coming-of Wormen. It is " this..
men have been dreading, for they will:
be robbed of their power: She demands .

“Christolatry" (worshlpmg ChrlSt be-‘ _Disappointment with

Thé call for goddess worship is no mere -

the béhavior of the gods so that they

What’s So Good About the Goddess?

‘This idea of an tmpregnalmg male‘
God and a female deity giving birth to

the world appears nowhere in Scrip- |
ture, While it is true that goddess wor-
ship was common, even popular, in the
religions of the Surmnerians, Egyptians,
Canaanites, Persians, Greeks, and Ro-
mans, it is regarded only in a negative
perspéctive by the Old Testament
writers. Israelite religion, while in-

.forming us about the maternal charac-

teristics. of God, strongly opposed
goddess worship. - ;

There are some who argue that the
prophets (and later, Jesus) did not
speak of God as Mother because hearers
would not have been able to grasp this.

But the people of Israel were surround-
"ed by peoples who envisioned their

gods in just that way. As Elizabeth Ach-
temeier remarks, “It must puzzle those

feminist theologians, who appeal tothe |/

prophets’ champlonshtp_s .

prophets nevertheléss *
never address, God as fe:
male,”. quite $paringly.:

God's -activity, "'and in:". g
deed, condemn’ the wor= - i .\
ship of all goddesses.”

‘(See Deuteronomy 16:21;"* .
2 Kings 23:4; Isaiah 27:9; 5"

- Jeremiah 7:18-20; 17:2,
44:17-23; and ‘Micah_

5 13 14)

goddesses

‘It is also worth notmg that goddess
‘worship  can’ work against feminist
goals. In no pagan religion was the god- -

dess the Chieftess; rather, she always
played a subordinate role. In the pagan
religions' mentioned - in the Hebrew
Scriptures, El is the senior god, the

father of humankmd “The goddesses - |

Anat, Baal, and Asherat are all glven
secondary roles:’

And goddesses are always intercon-
nected with motherhood and fertility:: |

In biblical times; infertility was the ul-

timate curse that could befall a woman.-
At this time, when. femmlsts are at-.
tempting to fight against being reduced .

to- "baby factories,” the appeal to a-

peaceable religious tradition is contest-*

‘brew Scriptures is open hostility

"brew society did not reject goddess.

by a simple verbal' command, “By the’

goddess rehglon as. salvatlon from pd:-
tnarchy seems contradictory. 7i-" - -
- In spite. of .this, some still call fora’
return, not. only to goddess worshlp,
but also to matriarchal 'societies .in
which women ruled in peace and har-
mony. They stress the move away from
the judgmental and bloody Yahweh re-~
ligion of the Old Testament ‘with: 1ts
concomitant patriarchal oppression.
That female deities make for a.more’

-able. Theologlan Susanne Heine writes -
that the Canaanite goddess Anat “acts;
just like Yahweh, at least- when it comes
to annihilating: her: enemies; ‘Why ‘is
Yahweh then accused: of violence:by
feminists and not Anat? Atany rate; itis’
asign of progress. that Yahweh does not -
“wade with joy in the blood of his ene-
mies {as Anat does)//!i v/ e e
Further societies- that: worshiped
PR goddesses were. far; more ;
oppress:ve ‘and patriar::
" 'chal than that of the Old .
) i7Testament. :
i The btbhcal message is:
* “clear: there is no multi-.
- plicity of divinities; God
- needs no female partner
- to- petform’ the :sex act.
'\ with him, thereby giving’
i1 birth to the éarth and its?
creatures; God is above
the condition ‘of human
sexuality, Wheri it comes
to goddess® ‘worship, the .
whole " tenor of - the 'He:

 'The rejection of goddess worship ultl- ;
mately comes from understandmg that -
Creator and created are separate. He:'

“worship because of its patriarchalistm
(though it clearly was patriarchal), but_f_
because of its awareness of God's trans: -
cendence. God did not.create the woild.-
as a result of some cosmic sex act, but .

word ‘of the Lord"were the “heavens
‘made; and all the host of them by.the

breath of his mouth” (Ps: 33:6). God is :
not our equal but our Maker g

‘By Dale Youngs, assocmte pastor of Fi oresf'.'
HtlIs Presbytenan Ckurch HeIotes, Tems. ;
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Why God IsNot Mother

Rosemary

Ruether bas written liturgies

for worshiping groups of women that

celebrate the cycles o

solstices and the seasons,

f the moon, the

as well as the

cycles of menstruation and menopause.

in or bound up with or dependent on
or revealed through his creation. God ¥
creates the world outside of himself,
by the instrument of his Word. Be-
tween God and his world stands the
Word of God (John 1:2), which always |8
addresses the creation as an object of |

the divine speech (see Isa. 1:2; 40:22, |
26: Mic. 6:2-8). The world does not
emanate out of the being of God or
contain some part of him within it. He
has not implanted divinity within any
part of the creation, not even in hu-
man beings, and therefore no created
thing or person can be claimed to be j
divine.

VANITY OF VANITIES

HE ASSURANCE AND §
meaning that this biblical
understanding of the Cre- [
ator's relation to this cre- §
ation give to faith, then, are §
profoundly important. First, because
God is not bound up with his creation, _
that means that heaven and earth may pass away—we may
blow the earth off its axis at the push of the nuclear button—
but the eternal God is able to take those who love him into an
everlasting fellowship with himself that does not pass away
(see Ps. 102:25-27; Isa. 51:6; Mark 13:31 and parallels). In
this nuclear age, the person of biblical faith can therefore
Jead a life not of fear and anxiety, but of joy and certain hope
in God's eternal salvation (Ps. 46:1--3).

Second, because God is not bound up with-nature’s cycle
but stands above and beyond its spiral and subjects it to the
linear time of his purpose {(see Rom. 8:19-23; Isa. 11:6-9), the
pattern for human life is no longer that of nature’s endless
round of becoming and passing away. It becomes instead a
joyful pilgrimage toward God’s kingdom.

The feminists, who want to make Creator and creation one,
should realize that there is no meaning to human life if it is
patterned after and subjected to nature’s round. As Ecclesi-
astes puts it, ““Vanity of vanities! All is vanity. . . . A genera-
tion goes, and a generation comes, but the earth remains
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forever. ... What has been is what
will be, and what has been done is
B what will be done; and there is noth-
§ ing new under the sun’' (1:2,4,9).
| In Samuel Beckett's play Waiting
for Godot, no action takes place be-
cause all action is meaningless. Life
goes around in a circle and finally
means nothing. History is an endless
repetition of events, having no goal or
B purpose.
Such meaninglessness results from
a theology that identifies God with his
| creation. And that identification al-
most automatically comes about
when feminine language for God is
| used. Many feminists argue that that
| does not necessarily happen. But fem-
¥ inist writings demonstrate it does.
This can perhaps most clearly be
shown from the works of Rosemary
Radford Ruether, perhaps the leading
feminist theological writer in the
United States today. Ruether wanis
to use female language for God, and
therefore she names the divine God/
ess. But Ruether, like many feminist
writers, does not want her deity to rule over her. For them,
God must be not a Sovereign but a “friend” (Sallie McFague)
or a "householder” (Letty Russell) or the power of love-in-
relation (Isabel Carter Heyward, Dorothee Sélle). Ruether

therefore defines her God/ess as the Primal Matrix, as “‘the .

great womb within which all things, gods and humans, sky
and earth, human and nonhuman beings are generated.” But
this is no mere image or metaphor for Ruether. This God/ess
is divine reality: “the empowering Matrix; She, in whom we
live and move and have our being ... She comes; She is
here.”

For Ruether, then, this God/ess is very much bound up
with nature's life. Therefore in her book Women-Church,
Ruether offers liturgies for worshiping groups of females that
celebrate the cycles of the moon, the solstices and the sea-
sons, as well as the cycles of menstruation and menopause.
We ‘‘reappropriate the hallowing of nature and cyclical time
of ancient pre-Judeo-Christian traditions,” she says. We "Te-
claim our true relationship with somatic reality, with body
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and earth, and with the Great Goddess that sustains our life
in nature.” That is clearly a return to the worldview of
Canaanite baalistic and Mesopotamian pagan theologies.

The result is that Ruether and all these feminists who want
to erase the distinction between God and his creation finally
share with the most radical feminists, who have abandoned
the Christian church and faith altogether, a view of divinity
that is at home in modern witches' covens. Writes Starhawk,
a self-proclaimed Wicea worshiper,

There is no dichotomy between spirit and flesh, no split between
Godhead and the world. The Goddess is manifest in the world; she
brings life into being, is Nature, is flesh. Unicn is not sought outside
the world in some heavenly sphere or through dissolution of the self
into the void beyond the senses. Spiritual union is found in life,
within nature, passion, sensuality—through being fully human, fully
one's self.

Qur great symbo! for the Goddess is the moon, whose three aspects
reflect the three stages in women’s lives and whose cycles of waxing
and waning coincide with women's menstrual cycles. .. .

The Goddess is also earth—Mother Earth, who sustains all growing
things, who is the body, our bones and cells. She is air ... fire ...
water . .. mare, cow, cat, owl, crane, lower, tree, apple, seed, lion,
sow, stone, woman. She is found in the world around us, in the cycles
and seasons of nature, and in mind, body, spirit, and the emotions
within each of us. Thou art Goddess. Iam Goddess. All that lives (and
all that is, lives), all that serves life, is Goddess.

In such views, meaninglessness haunts human life. Per-
haps that meaninglessness can be most poignantly illustrat-
ed by Ruether's view of death. There is no eternal life for
those of faith in Ruether's female God/ess religion. Rather,
the end she envisions for all of us and our communities is that
we will simply end up as compost: “In effect (at death), our
existence ceases as individuated ego/organism and dissolves

‘back into the cosmic matrix of matter/energy, from which

new centers of individuation arise. It is this matrix, rather
than our individuate centers of being, that is ‘everlasting,’
that subsists underneath the coming to be and passing away
of individuated beings and even planetary worlds.”

Such a view finally means that there is no purpose for the
creation of each individual human being, and that my life
and yours in our communities have no eternal meaning
beyend their brief and transitory appearances on this earth.

EmMBODYING THE DEITY
OST DISTURBING OF ALL IS

the radical feminists' claim to embody the
deity within themselves—in other words, to
be divine.
“I found God in myself and I loved her fiercely,” exults
Carol Christ; that is the logical result of a religion in which

the deity is believed to be contained in all things and all

persons, and feminists who hold such views then become a
law unto themselves. Indeed, for feminists Dorothee Sélle
and Isabel Carter Heyward, there is no such thing as original
sin, and the "fall” of Genesis 3 is good, a liberation into
knowledge and action and reliance on one's self. "We do not
have to sit around all year singing, with Luther, ‘Did we in
our own strength confide, our striving would be losing,””
writes Solle. No, "We are strong; we can accomplish things.”
According to Sélle, “The most telling argument against our
traditional God is not that he no longer exists or that he has
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drawn back within himself but that we no longer need him."”

God is in us, maintains Sélle, as our capacity to love. We
are one with God in a mystical relation. We do not serve God;
we manifest him. And because God is in us, all we need is
love. That is the central idea in the Bible, she maintains.

To the contrary, however, in a world where torture is the
rule in most of the globe’s prisons, where a person on a
.subway platform in New York City can push a woman in
front of an oncoming train just for “kicks,” where little
children in a nursery school can be tied up and sexually
abused, where whole races can be uprooted or starved to
death or burnt up in gas ovens, it must be said that Sélle’s is a
naive understanding indeed. We do need a Power greater
than human evil—or, for that matter, a Power greater than
even the highest human love and good, for it was the best
religion and the best law that erected the cross on Golgotha.
If there is not a God who is Lord over life, who intervenes,
judges, and confirms, and who has given his final judgment
and won his decisive victory in the cross and resurrection of
Jesus Christ, then human evil will always have the last word
and there is no hope for this world.

The radical feminists, believing themselves to be divine,
think that by their own power they can restructure society,
restore creation, and overcome suffering. But the tortured
history of humanity testifies to what human beings do when
they think they are a law unto themselves with no responsi-
bility to God, and those feminists who are claiming that God
is in them will equally fall victim to human sin.

The God of the Judeo-Christian biblical faith is holy Ged,
the almighty Creator and Lord, totally other than everything
and everyone he has made. We therefore cannot know and
worship him unless he reveals himself to us. But with a love
surpassing human understanding, he has revealed himself to
us as the Holy One of Israel, who delivered her out of the
house of bondage, and as the God and Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ. In that revelation, now mediated for us through
the Scriptures, he has offered to adopt us as his beloved

children (John 1:12; Gal, 4:4-7), to allow us to call him .

Father, Abba (see Rom. 8:14-17), and to know him as his Son
Jesus Christ knows him.

If in trust and obedience we accept that offering of himself
to us, he promises to be with us all our lives long, to guide us
in the paths of righteousness, to give us joy in the midst of the
world's tribulation, to unite us in communities of lbve and
peace with like-minded believers, to send us out to perform
tasks that will give meaning to all our lives, and finally, at
death, to receive us into his realm of eternal life and good
that cannot pass away.

For my part, I can imagine no reason ever to reject such a
God or to exchange him for those deities of earth that are “no
gods.” Women suffer discrimination, yes; our world is full of
all kinds of evil. But God is holy, the Father Almighty,
Creator of heaven and earth, and by faith in him we shall
always be more than conquerors, and nothing shall ever
separate us from the love he has for us in Christ Jesus our
Lord. O

r

Elizabeth Achtemeier is adjunct professor of Bible and homiletics at
Union Theological Seminary, Richmond, Virginia. She is the au-
thor of several books, including Nature, God, and Pulpit (Eerd-
mans) and Preaching from the Old Testament (Westminsterifohn
Knox). This article was adapted with permission from a chapter in
Speaking the Christian God (Eerdmans), edliled by Alvin Kinel.
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CHRISTIANITY UNDER ATTACK - The Attack on Biblical Miracles

Belief in the supernatural is at the heart of Judeo-Christian monotheism,

Two major options: 1. Supernaturalism

2. Naturalism/Antisupernaturalism

1.  Attack Upon Supernaturalism from Atheism (the West)

A. The modern attack on miracles

Benedict Sginozé. - "Nothing, then comes to pass in nature in contravention to her

universal laws..."

David Hume - "A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature, which have been
_ established by unalterable experience,”
Immanuel Kant - "Miracles are not at all compatible with reason.”
John Dewey - "Values are man discovered, not God given."
Julian Huxley - "The supernatural is being swept away by modern natural
discoveries."

*If it does not have a natural cause and is repeatable (i.e., subject to scientific
observation) it does not count as a cause at all or explain anything.

B. Basis for the Naturalistic Charge Against Miracles

1. A materialistic view of the universe.
. An adoption of a totally naturalistic worldview.
3. Exaltation of the scientific method and observable uniform, repeatable
experience(s).
4. Laws of probability.

* Naturalism's case against miracles is cogenily summarized in the atheist Antony
Flew's argument in the Encyclopedia of Philosophy:

1.
2.
3.

Miracles are by nature particular and unrepeatable.

Natural events are by nature general and repeatable.

Now in practice, the evidence for the general and repeatable is always
greater than that for the particular and unrepeatable.

Therefore, in practice, the evidence will always be greater against miracles
than for them. (However, what is true in general practice does not always
have greater evidence than a specific particular.) Some unique, unrepeatable
events have occured!.
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C. A response to the Atheist Attack on Miracles

* 1. If God exists, then miracles are possible.
The naturalist's arguments often beg the question.
(Their view is assumed not proven)
3. The evidence for repeated events is not always greater.
(Sometimes the improbable does happen)
4. The evidence for the regular or repeated is not always greater.
(Ex: The origin of life: The Big Bang?!)

. Attack Upon Christian Miracles From Pantheism (ithe East)

*  Miracles are super normal or super physical, not supernatural.
A. The general attack on miracles
1. All things result from natural laws.
2. "Bible miracles are the triumph of Spirit/Mind over matter."
(Mary Baker Eddy)
B. The basis for the pantheistic attack on miracles
1. The nature of God: God is Nature and Nature is God, hence all is natural /
supernatural.
2. Belief in the super normal, parapsychology, telepathy, clairvoyance, after-death

experiences, reincarnation, magic, occultism.

C. A Christian response to pantheistic attacks on miracles

1. Christians do not deny the supemormal / supernatural realm.
2. There is a difference between occult magic and miracles.
3. Many so-called occult miracles are only tricks.
4, Some supernormal occurrences are demonic.
5. Truly divine miracles are distinctive and superior.
Supernatural Supernormal
Always wins contests Always loses contests
Can create life Cannot create life

* Can reverse death Cannot reverse death
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Observations with Respect to the Possibility of Miracles

1. It is prejudicial to eliminate the possibility of miracles before one looks at the
evidence. (Evidence should form our conclusions and not the reverse.)

2. The fact that every event (effect) has a cause does not mean that every cause must
be a natural one. '

3. If God exists, miracles are possible.
4. If the Christian God exists, miracles are possible, even probable.

5. Without a faith commitment to God, one will be unable to see the acts of God. He
will seek another explanation.

6. The life of Jesus is the greatest evidence for the miraculous. He came into history
(i.e., God invaded planet Earth) so that we might see and investigate the God who

does the supernatural.

Evidence:
1. Eyewitnesses and substantial evidence

2. Reliable documentation
3. Theological possibilities / probabilities

The Scriptures lay down several tests for a false prophet, even if they perform unusual
feats. By these the Christian can distinguish satanic magic from a divine miracle. The
following chart summarizes the differences.

Under God's control Under man's control

Not available on command Available on command

Supernatural power A natural (mystical) power
Associated with good Associated, with evil

Associated only with truth Associated also with error

Can overpower evil Can not overpower good ultimately
Affirm Jesus is God in flesh Deny Jesus is God in flesh
Prophecies always true Prophecies sometimes false

Never associated with occult Often associated with occult practices
practices
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These differences translate into recognizable traits which Christians can look for n
association with demonic signs. The following list of characteristics may be noted:

Characteristic Scripture

witchcraft Deuteronomy 18:10
fortune-telling Deuteronomy 18:10
communicating with spirits Deuteronomy 18:11
mediums Deuteronomy 18:11
divination Deuteronomy 18:10
astrology | Deut. 4:19; Is. 47: 13-15
heresy (false teaching) I Tim. 4:1; I John 4: 1-2
immorality Eph. 2: 2-3; II Thess. 2.7
self-deification Is. 14:12; Gen. 3:5

lying John 8: 44

idolatry I Corinthians 10: 19-20

1t should be noted that in the light of these tests for false teaching the whole of the
pantheistic attack on God discussed above is demonic. It violated virtually all of the tests.




MIRACLES

By: Norman L, Geisler
(1987)

The Impossibility of Miracles

A, Argument (of Spinoza)
1. Miracles are violations of natural laws
2. Natural laws are immutable
3. It is impossible for immutable laws to be violated
4. Therefore, miracles are impossible

B. Answer
1. Natural laws are not immutable (only general)

2. What is not immutable may have exceptions
3. Miracles (as exceptions) to natural laws may occur

The Incredibility of Miracles

A.  Argument {of Hume)

1. Natural law i1s by definition a description of a regular occurrence
2. A miracle is by definition a rare occurrence
3. The evidence for the regular is always greater than that for the rare
4. A wise man always basis his belief on the greater evidence
5. Therefore, a wise man should never believe in miracles

B, Answer

1. The evidence for regular events is not always greater
a. Big Bang Theory is not based on regular events
b. Origin of life on Earth doesn't occur regularly

2. Miracle is a rare event

3. Therefore, evidence against miracles is not always greater (i.e., evidence for
particular miracles can be greater)

The Unrepeatability of Miracles

A.  Argument (of Flew)
1. Miracles are by nature particular and unrepeatable
2. Natural events are by nature general and repeatable
3. Now, in practice, the evidence for the general and repeatable is always greater
than that for the particular and unrepeatable
4. Therefore, in practice, the evidence will always be greater against miracles than
for them
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B. Answer

1.

2.
3.

Evidence for general and repeatable is not always greater
a. Big Bang

b. Origin of Life

Miracles are not general and repeatable

Therefore, evidence against miracles is not always greater

4. The Unidentifiability of Miracles

A, Argument (of Chryssides)

1. No event ¢can be attributed to a rational agent unless its occurrence is regular
and repeatable

2. Miracles are by nature not regular or repeatable

3. Therefore, no miracle can be attributed to any rational agent {e.g., to God).

B. Answer

1. Rational agency can be identified from single events
a. Mount Rushmore
b. Message from outer space

2. Miracles are single events

3. Therefore, miracles (as single events) can be identified

5. Scientific Invalidity of Miracles

A. Argument (of Alastair McKinnon)

1. A Scientific law is generalization based on past observation

2. Any exception to a scientific law invalidates that law as such and calls for the
revision of it

3. A miracle is an exception to scientific law

4. Therefore, any exception (as a miracle) would simply call for a new (broader)
scientific law

B. Answer

1. Not all exceptions violate a scientific iaw (for example, anomalies)

2. Only repeatable exceptions violate a law

3. Miracles are not naturally repeatable exceptions

4. Therefore, miracles do not violate a scientific law nor call for a revision of it

6. The Scientific Unpredictability of Miracles

A. Argument (of Nowell-Smith})

1.
2.
3.

Only what has predictive capabilities can qualify as an explanation of an event
A miracle cannot be predicted
Therefore, a miracle does not qualify as an explanation of any event
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B. Answer
1. Predictions are only possible where repetition of the event is involved
2. Many natural events are singular and are not repeated (Big Bang, Origin of
Life)
3. Hence, many natural events have no scientific (i.e., natural) explanations (which
is absurd)
4,

7. The Non-Historicity of Miracles
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Therefore, neither do miracles need to have predictive capabilities

A. Argument (of Flew)
1.

2.
3.

B. Answerto A
1.
2.

C. Answerto B
1.
2.

3.
4.

8. The Argument From Scientific Methodology

A.  Argument ]
1.

2. To admit even one miracle is to give up looking for a natural explanation
3. Therefore, to admit miracles is to give up the scientific method
B, Answer
1. Scientists need naturalistic explanations only for regularly repeated events, not
for singularities
2. Miracles are not regularly repeated events, they are singularities
3. Therefore, scientists do not need naturalistic explanations for singularities (such

All critical history depends on the validity of two principles:

a. The remains of the past can be used as evidence for reconstructing history
only if we presume the same basic regularities of nature held then as now

b. The critical historian must use his present knowledge of the possible and
probable as criteria for knowing the past

But belief in miracles is contrary to both of these principles
Therefore, belief in miracles is contrary to critical history

Miracles don't set aside regularities of nature (they are unrepeatable exceptions)
Hence, miracles don't invalidate the critical study of history

Principle of uniformity is necessary for knowing the past

It is our uniform experience that some events are not caused by operational laws
of the universe (but only by intelligent intervention)

Miracles are caused by intelligent interventions (of God)

Hence, miracles do not violate the principle of uniformity

Scientists, as scientists, cannot give up looking for naturalistic explanations for
every event

as miracles)
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9. Argument From Natural Occurrence

A. Argument
1. Whatever actually occurs in the natural world is a natural event
2. Some so-called miracles have actually occurred
3. Therefore, these so-called miracles are really natural events
B. Answer
1. To assume that everything that occurs in the world was caused by a natural law
begs the question
2. This argument makes such a naturalistic assumption
3. Therefore, this argument begs the question in favor of naturalism

10. A Second Argument From Unidentifiability of Miracles

A, Argument
1. A miracle must be identifiable before it can be identified
2. A miracle can only be identified in one of two ways:
a. As an unusual event in nature, or
b. As an exception to nature
3. But an unusual event in nature is simply a natural event, not a miracle
4. And an exception to nature cannot be known (i.e., identified) from within nature
5. Therefore, a miracle is not identifiable
B. Answer
1. The existence of the supernatural (i.e., God) is possible
2. Miracles can be defined in terms of the supernatural
3. Hence, miracles can be identified as acts of God (you can know what God's

"thumb print" looks like if you know what His "thumb" is like)

11. Argument From Transcendent Nature of Miracles (Bultmann)

A. Argument
1. Miracles are mora than a natural event
2.  What is more than natural cannot be objectively verified
3. Therefore, miracles are not an objective part of the space-time world
B. Answer
1. Objectivity
a. Miracles are more than objective events but not less than objective events
b. What is an objective even can be verified
¢. Therefore, the objective dimension of miracles can be verified
2. Transcendence

a. Repeated observation in the present is the basis for scientific inference
about the past




b. Repeated observations indicate some things have an intelligent cause
(Sphinx, Mt. Rushmore)

c. The "more than" natural aspect of miracles can be rationally inferred by
analogy

d. Therefore, even the "more than" (i.e., transcendent) nature of miracles can
be known by inference

12. Argument from Autonomy of Scientific Method

A, Argument (Malcolm Diamond)

1. Allowing supernaturalistic explanation calls a halt to scientific research
2. Now what calls a halt to scientific research rejects the autonomy of science
3. But sacrifice of science is an unreasonably high price to pay for allowing
miracles because:
a. The record shows that in the long run science finds natural explanations
b. Science should set rules and referee its own game
¢. Natural explanations don't sacrifice anything essential to religion
B. Answer
1. First
"a. Not all scientific research demands natural (non-intelligent) causes (i.e.,
ancient pottery or search for ETI)
b.  Miracles call for an intelligent cause, not a naturalistic one
¢. Hence, miracles do not call a halt to scientific research
2. Second
a. Goal of scientific research is to find scientific laws
b. But scientific laws are based on regular and repeatable events
c. And miracles are not regular and repeatable events (they are singularities)
d. Hence, positing a supernatural cause of a singularity does not halt scientific
research
3. Third
a. Scientific research is based on observation and repetition (O and R)
b. O and R informs us that some events do not have naturalistic (non-
intelligent) causes (e.g., an arrowhead, ancient pottery)
c. Hence, positing an intelligent cause for some singular events (such as
miracles) is based on a scientific procedure
4. Finally

a. Seeking natural causes for all events is futile (e.g. Sphinx, Mt. Rushmore)
b. Therefore, seeking only naturalistic causes frustrates scientific research
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Supernaturalism and Miracles: What Do People
| Think?

(Source, TIME, April 10, 1995)

Time poll says 69% of Americans believe in miracles.
“Why does this generation ask for a sign?” --Jesus (Matthew 12:39)

“What was incapable of happening never happened, and what was capable of happening is
not a miracle...Consequently, there are no miracles. --Cicero

“The real test of faith is when there aren’t any signs; faith is relatively easy if you’re
standing in front of a miracle.” --Clarence Hardy, minister at the Convent Baptist Church

in West Harlem, New York City

“T don’t think the Bible is literally true. The Bible also says the woman is usually the
property of a man. Idon’t believe that either. The Bible says homosexual people should
be put to death. I don’t believe that. The Bible says epilepsy is caused by demon
possession. I don’t believe that. There are a whole lot of literal concepts out of the Bible
that have long ago been abandoned. I’d like to think that Christianity is something that
would appeal to people who are also well educated and who are modern people.”
--Bishop John Spong of the Episcopal diocese of Newark, New Jersey

“[Israel] was an occupied country with a lot of poverty, malnutrition, and sickness. Jesus
was ‘healing’ people ideologically, saying the Kingdom of God is against this system. It’s
not your fault you’re sick and overworked. Take command of your body and your
destiny.” --John Dominic Crossan, a professor of biblical studies at Catholic De Paul

University

“To me, every hour of the light and dark is a miracle, Every cubic inch of space is a
miracle.” --Walt Whitman

“If Christ has not béen raised, then our preaching is in vain, and your faith is in vain,”
~-Paul to the Corinthians

“_.on no point does the Christian faith encounter more opposition than on the resurrection
of the body.” --St. Augustine




They were talking not about the resurrection of the flesh but about the resurrection of
Christ’s selfhood, his essence. The authors of the New Testament had experiences with an
extraordinary person and extraordinary events, and they were trying to find ways to talk
about all that. They weren’t writing scientific history; they were writing faith history.”
--Jackson Carroll, a professor of religion and society at Duke Divinity School

“If I were an enemy of Christianity, I'd aim right at the Resurrection, because that’s the
heart of Christianity. I believe he [Jesus] rose bodily. Otherwise you’d have to throw out
the Easter story, because he showed the nail prints in his hands. If Christ didn’t rise, as
Paul said, it all has no meaning.”--Billy Graham

“A man who was merely a man and said the sort of things Jesus said wouldn’t be a great
moral teacher. He'd either be a lunatic...or else he’d be the Devil of Hell. You must make
your choice. Either this man was, and is, the Son of God, or else a madman or something

worse.”--C.S. Lewis

“People talk about Bible miracles because there is no miracle in their lives. Cease to gnaw
that crust. There is ripe fruit over your head. --Thoreau

“There is an anti-supernaturalist bias. Even if we had a sworn affidavit from a pathologist
that Jesus was alive and well, a person would not believe it if he believed in principle that
no dead man could ever rise. No evidence would possibly be sufficient.” --Murray Harris,
Bible professor at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School in Deerfield, Illinois

“We have to go back to the basics. Jesus performed these miracles to prove his divinity,
and so I accept them, and I accept them by faith. I can’t prove everything scientifically.
But when I do accept the Scriptures by faith, it has an impact in my own personal life, and
I can apply the principles Jesus taught to everyday life. So to me the miracles of Christ are
essential. They are not essential to salvation but to one’s Christian living.”

--Billy Graham
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News Plus

Going De'eper' in Prayer

By T'W. Hunt

. Most of our talk with one another
is “shallotw-to shallow." Rarely do we
g0 "deep-unto-deep” (Psalms 42:7).
But God's thoughts are very deep

(Psalms 92:5, KjV). Going deeper is |

also going higher (Isaiah 58:13-14,
Habakkuk 3:19). Prayer is the vehi-
cle for exploring the depths of God,
or for walking the high countries,
"Goting deeper” describes the explora-
tion of unsearchableness. "Going
bigher"implies attainment, or walk-
ing in step with' “the bigh and lofty
One"(Isaiah 57:15).

God has two purposes in prayer.
The first is to make us like him-
self. For this purpose, we have a
number of prayers which are direct
response to the Person of God. The
second purpose is to make us par:
ticipate in His work,

Theé first response prayer is
confession. Confession is response
to the holiness of God. The Greek
word for “confess” means to speak
the same thing, or "fo agree.” In con-
fession of sin, we tell God that our
action was not like'Him and not like
us in our eternal being.

The second response praver is
worship. Worship is response to
the glory of God. We love or adore
God through this prayer. In adora-
tion, we begin 10 "go deeper” into
God’s nature,

Praise is extremely important
Jor our development,
because you become
like what you praise.

The third response prayer is
praise. Praise is response to the at-
tributes of God, such as power, wis-
dom or mercy. Worship is loving or
adoring God; praise is elevating the
atiributes of God. Love (worship)
comes first; we praise what we love,
Love opens our eyes to praisewor-
thy atributes, Praise is extremely im-
portant for our development, '

because you become like what you *
praise.

The last response prayer is
thanksgiving. Thanksgiving is par-
ticipating in the riches of God. Ephe-
sians 5:20 tells us to thank God “for
everpthing"” — obviously an impossi-
ble task unless we realize that
thanksgiving is not an event but an
attitude. In my own experience, the
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more. developed the attitude, the
more frequently we express thanks

in event,

Thanksgiving is participating
_ in the riches of God.

The Bible actually contains more
prayers on asking than it does on

8
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worship and praise together! Not
only that, but the Bible contains con-
siderably more teaching on asking
than it does on any other kind of
prayer.

Signiftcantly, the one person who
taught the most on asking was the
Lord Jesus. We find Him teaching on
asking as early as the sermon on the
Mount (Matthew 6:5-13, 7:7-11).
Some time later He elaborated on
asking with a parable (Luke 11:1-
13). Still later, He told the story of
the importunate widow (Luke 18:1-
8) to encourage His disciples to ask
freely. Then at the end of His life, in
His great Last Discourse, He re-
turned again and again to the sub-
ject of proper asking (John 14:12-14,
15:7, 16, 16:23-27). The progress of
the kingdom, that is, the growth of
the church, would depend on their
asking. The prayers and growth of
the church in the book of Acts
prove that they learned their lesson.

For convenience, we may divide
the Bible asking prayers into two

self, or petition. The second is ask-
ing for others, or intercession.

The greater prayer, boweuver, 1s
intercession. In praying for
others, we demonstrate
unselfishness.

The greatest Bible saints made
personal petition, Abraham, Hannah,
and Zecharial asked for a son
(Genesis 15:2, [ Samuel 1:10-11,
Luke 1:13), Hezekiah prayed to live
(Il Kings 20:1-6). We have more
than 40 petitions by David.

But in each case, by answering,
God also did something for Himself!
Abraham's prayer birthed the chosen
race. Hannah's prayer produced the
last of the judges and the first of the
prophets, Hezekiah's prayer pre-
served the Messianic line into which
ultimately the Lord Jesus would
come {Isaiah 11:1, 10; Matthew 1:10;
Luke 2:4). By making personal peti-
tion according to the will of God (1
John 5:14-15), these Bible characters
secured for themselves a position of
greatness in the line of spiritual gi-

categories. The first is asking for one-

ants.

In the right kind of petition, we
are becoming greater people. God
will function as Father when we
seek His will, He knows that we are
to reign with His glorious Son, and
His way of producing greatness in
us is to lead us to the right kind of
petition. .

The greater prayer, however, is in-
tercession. In praying for others, we
demonstrate unselfishness. Love, by
pature, is other-directed.

The mightiest works in the Bible
were carried out through the labor
of intercessory prayer. Intercession
is working with God. Paul himself
said that we are God's fellow work-
ers (I Corinthians 3:9; II Corinthians
6:1). In intercession, God functions
as Sovereign,directing the work of
His people.

Why is intercession so
important?

Intercession is the present work
of the Lord Jesus (Hebrews 7:25).
The Holy Spirit is also an intercessor
(Romans 8:26-27). We have, there-
fore, one intercessor in heaven, the
Lard Jesus, and one intercessor on
earth with us, the Holy Spirit,

God’s will is that we intercede
according to the mind of
Christ, in agreement with

Him, and according fo the
mind of the Spirit, following
His leadership.

God's will is that we intercede ac-
cording to the mind of Christ, in -
agreement with Him, and according
to the mind of the Spirit, following
His leadership. These strands will
create a threefold cord of interces-
sion — Jesus in heaven praying, the
human agent praying, and the Holy
Spirit praying with us. “4 cord of
three strands is not quickly broken”
(Ecclesiastes 4:12).

In significant ways, each of the re-
sponse prayers is concerned with
what God is. In confession we are re-
sponding to His holiness; in worship
we respond to His glory; in praise

we respond to His attributes; and in
thanksgiving we respond to His
riches. In the proper praying of
these prayers, we are becoming like
God.

The asking prayers, on the other
hand, are concerned with what God
does. We are, therefore, taking part
in the vast plan of God by our ask-
ing prayers, both petition and inter-
cession.

The response prayers relate us to
God as a Person, We are persons,
and His personal qualities are im-
puted and realized in us through the
praying of the various prayers. The
asking prayers bring us into the
work of God. We learn to discern
His will and involve ourselves in the
bringing of His kingdom. The re-
sponse prayers are concerned with
being. The asking prayers are con-
cerned with doing. We “go deeper”
by developing a complete prayer life
that agrees with God's overarching
purposes. .

Numerically, the predominant
prayers of the Bible are praise and
intercession. If we aré to duplicate
the biblical pattern, these should pre-
dominate in “deeper” prayer.

The beights and depths of
beaven itself are available for
any believer who will explore

them through prayer.

Qur effort to “go degper”has
taken us into unexpected paths. This
road does not lead to mystical or
strange experiences, as many would
have expected. It leads to discipline,
and even to spirttual warfare.

Think what depths tlese biblical
pray-ers soldiers explored! The direc-
tion of those depths is revealed by
the Bible and is the direction in
which our prayers should go. The
heights and depths of heaven itself
are available for any believer who
will explore them through prayer.
God is looking for “degper” and
thigher” prayers today!

T W, Hunt is specialist, prayer in the Sun-
day School Board Discipleship & Family
Adult Departrnent

The Baptist Standard




From The Life of Martin Luther by Gustay Konig
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Counsel on approaching the Almighty

ow should I pray? What
exactly should I say? How
long should I go on? Such
were the questions put to
Luther by™> his barber and lifelong
friend, Peter Beskendorf. In response,
Luther composed A Simple Way to
Pray, in which he showed how the
Lord’s Prayer, the Ten Commandments,
and the Apostles’ Creed can guide
prayer. Here is an excerpt of the first
two sections of Luther’'s 1535 booklet.

Dear Master Peter: I will tell you
as best 1 can what 1 do personaily
when I pray. May our dear Lord
grant to you and to everybody to do
it better than I! Amen.

When [ feel that I have become
cool and joyless in prayer because of
other tasks or thoughts (for the flesh
and the Devil always impede and
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obstruct prayer), I take my little .
Psalter, hurry to my room, or, if it be’
the day and hour for it, to the church
where a congregation is assembled

and, as time permits, [ say quietly to .
myself and word-for-word the Ten :
Commandments, the Creed, and, if I
have time, some words of Christ or!

of Paul, or some psalms, just as a
child might do. :

It is a good thing to let prayer be"
the first business of the morning and
the last at night. Guard yourself
carefully against those false, delud-
ing ideas which tell you, “Wait a lit-
tle while. I will pray in an hour; first
I must attend to this or that.” Such
thoughts get you away from prayer
into other affairs which so hold your
attention and involve you that noth-
ing comes of prayer for that day.

It may well be that you may have

- /some tasks which are as good or bet-
‘ter than prayer, especially in an

{emergency. There is a saying
! ascribed to St. Jerome that every-

thing a believer does is r, and a

proverb, “He who works faithfully-

prays twice.” Yet we must be careful
not to break the habit of true prayer
and imagine other works to be nec-
essary which, after all, are nothing of
the kind. Thus at the end we become
lax and lazy, cool and listless toward
prayer. The Devil, who besets us, is
not lazy or careless, and our flesh is
too ready and eager to sin and is dis-
inclined to the spirit of prayer.

When your heart has been
warmed by such recitation to your-
self (of the Ten Commandments, the
words of Christ, etc.) and is intent
upon the matter, kneel or stand with
your hands folded and your eyes
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Pravers OF A RIGHTEOUS MaN: When his close frlend Philipp Melanchthon.

became deathly ill, Luther prayed fervently for him: “l wearied [God’s} ears

with all his promises of hearing prayers.” Luther even threatened to question '

God’s faithfulness if God didn’t answer him! Melanchthon recovered, and
Luther declared, “God, the dear Father, listens to our prayers.”

toward heaven and speak or think as
briefly as you can,

“Q Heavenly Father, dear God, 1
am a peor unworthy sinner. I do not
deserve to raise my eyes or hands
toward thee or to pray. But because
thou hast commanded us all to pray

and hast promised to hear us and
_ through tﬁﬁars-aﬁes—us'thrist
hast taught us both how and what to
pray, I come to thee in obedience to
thy word, trusting in thy gracious
promise. | pray in the name of my
Lord Jesus Christ, together with all
thy saints and Christians on earth as
he has taught us: Our Father who
art, etc,” through the whole prayer,
word for word,

Expanding each petition

Luther then advises that Peter repeat
and elaborate on each petition. For
example, here is how the second pefi-
tion, “Thy kingdom come,” might be
developed:

Say: “O dear Lord, God and
Father, thou seest how worldly wis-
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dom and reason not only profane
thy name and ascribe the honor due
to thee, to lies and to_the Devil, but
how they also take the power,
might, wealth and glory which thou
hast given them on earth for ruling
the world, and thus serving thee,
and use it in their own ambition to
oppose thy kingdom. They are many
and mighty; they plague and hinder
the tiny flock of thy kingdom who
are weak, despised, and few.
“Convert them and defend us.
Convert those who are still to
become children and members of
thy kingdom so that they with us
and we with them may serve thee in
thy kingdom in true faith and
unfeigned love and that from thy
kingdom which has begun, we may
enter into thy eternal kingdom.
Defend us against those who will
not turn away their might and
power from the destruction of thy
kingdom, so that when they are cast
down from their thrones and hum-
bled, they will have to cease from
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their efforts. Amen.”

Or as another example, take the sixth
petition, “And lead us not into tempta-
tion.” Say: O dear Lord, Father and
God, keep us fit and alert, eager and
diligent in thy word and service, so
that we do not become complacent,
lazy, and slothful as though we had
already achieved everything. In that
way the fearful Devil cannot fall
upon us, surprise us, and deprive us
of thy precious word or stir up strife
and factions among us and lead us
into other sin and disgrace, both
spiritually and physically. Rather
grant us wisdom and strength
through thy spirit that we may
valiantly resist him and gain the vic-
tory. Amen.”

Keeping the heart ready
Mark this, that you must always
speak the Amen firmiy. Never doubt

‘that God in his mercy will surely

hear you and say “yes” to your
prayers. Never think that you are
kneeling or standing alone; rather,
think that the whole of Christen-
dom, all devout Christians, are
standing there beside you, and you
are standing among them in a com-
mon, united petition, which God
cannot disdain. Do not leave your
prayer without having said or
thought, “Very well, God has heard
my prayer; this [ know as a certainty
and a truth.” That is what Amen
means.

You should aiso know that I do
not want you to recite all these
words in your prayer. That would
make it nothing but idle chatter and
prattle. Rather do I want your heart
to be stirred and guided concerning
the thoughts which cught to be com-
prehended in the Lord’s Prayer.

I do not bind myself to such
words or syllables, but say my
prayers in one fashion today, in
another tomorrow, depending upon
my mood and feeling. I stay, how-
ever, as nearly as I can, with the
same general thoughts and ideas. It
may happen occasionally that I may
get lost among so many ideas in one
petition that I forgo the other six. If
such an abundance of good thoughts
comes to us, we ought to disregard
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the other petitions, make room for
such thoughts, listen in silence, and
under no circumstances obstruct
them. The Holy Spirit himself
preaches here, and one word of his
sermon is far better than a thousand
of our prayers. Many times I have
learned more from one prayer than I
might have learned from much read-
ing and speculation. ¢

It is of great importance that the
heart be made ready and eager for
prayer. What else is it but tempting
God when your mouth babbles and
the mind wanders to other
thoughts?

A good and attentive barber
keeps his thoughts, attention, and
eyes on the razor and hair and does
not forget how far he has gotten
with his shaving or cutting. If he
wants to engage in too much conver-
sation or let his mind wander or
look somewhere else he is likely to
cut his customer’s mouth, nose, or
even his throat. How much more
does prayer call for concentration
and singleness of heart!

This, in short, is the way I use the
Lord’s Prayer when I pray it. To this
day I suckle at the Lord's Prayer like
a child, and as an old man eat and
drink from it and never get my fill. It
is the very best prayer, even better

than the Psalter, which is so very -

dear to me. It is surely evident that a
real Master composed and taught it.

Praying the Ten Commandments

If I have had time and opportun-
ity to go through the Lord’s Prayer, [
do the same with the Ten Com-
mandments. -

I divide each commandment into
four parts, thereby fashioning a gar-
land of four strands. That is, I think
of each commandment as, first,
instruction, which is really what it is
intended to be, and consider what
the Lord God demands of me so
earnestly. Second, I turn it into a
thanksgiving; third, a confession;
and fourth, a prayer.

Luther demonstrates his approach for
the first conmmandment, “I am the Lord
your God ... You shall kave no other
gods befare me.” Here I earnestly con-
sider that God expects and teaches
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I have learned more
from one prayer than I
might have learned
from much reading
and speculation.

me to trust him sincerely in all
things and that it is his most earnest
purpose to be my God. I must think
of him in this way at the risk of los-
ing eternal salvation. My heart must
not build upon anything else or trust
in any other thing, be it wealth, pres-
tige, wisdom, might, piety, or any-
thing else.

Second, I give thanks for his infi-
nite compassion by which he has
come to me in such a fatherly way

.and, unasked, unbidden, and
"unmerited, has offered to be my

God, to care for me, and to be my
comfort, guardian, help, and
strength in every time of need. We
poor mortals have sought so many
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gods and would have to seek them
still if he did not enable us to hear
him openly tell us in our own lan-
“guage that he intends to be our God.
How could we ever—in all eter-
nity—thank him enough!

Third, I confess and acknowledge
my great sin and ingratitude for
having so shamefully despised such
sublime teachings and such a pre-
cious gift throughout my whole life,
and for having fearfully provoked
his wrath by countless acts of idola-
try. I repent of these and ask for his
grace.

Fourth, I pray and say, “O my
God and Lord, help me by thy grace
to learn and understand thy com-
mandments more fully every day
and to live by them in sincere confi-
dence. Preserve my heart so that ]
shall never again become forgetful
and ungrateful, that I may never
seek after other gods or other conso-
lation on earth or in any creature,
but cling truly and solely to thee, my
only God. Amen, dear Lord and
Father. Amen.”

These are the Ten Command-
ments in their fourfold aspect, name-
ly, as a school text, song book,
penitential book, and prayer book.
They are intended to help the heart
come to itself and grow zealous in
prayer. '

Kindling the flame

Take care, however, not to under-
take all of this or so much that one
becomes weary in spirit. Likewise, a
good prayer should not be lengthy
or drawn out, but frequent and
ardent. It is enough to consider one
section or half a section which kin-
dles a fire in the heart. This the Spirit
will grant us and continually
instruct us in when, by God’s word,
our hearts have been cleared and
freed of outside concerns.

Nothing can be said here about
the part of faith and Holy Scriptures
[in prayer] because there would be
no end to what could be said. With
practice one can take the Ten Com-
mandments on one day, a psalm or
chapter of Holy Scripture the next
day, and use them as flint and steel
to kindle a flame in the heart. d
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God's Providential Care of The
World

I. The Biblical Data

A. General Providence: God's watchcare over all creation
Psalm 22:28; Psalm 145:16; Proverbs 16:33; Daniel 4:34; Matthew 5:45;
Acts 14:17; Ephesians 1:11

B. Special Providence: God's involvement in the particular lives of His children
Psalm 4:8; Matthew 6:8; Philippians 4:19; 1 Peter 5:7

I1. The Theological Problem: Why Evil? (Theodicy)

A. Problem of the nature of evil

1)

2)

Problem stated:

a. God is the author of everything.
b. Evil is something.

¢. So, God is the author of evil.

Answer:

a. God is the author of everything.

b. But evil is not a thing (it is a lack in things).

¢. Hence, it does not follow that God created evil.

B. Problem of the origin of evil

1)

2)

Problem stated:

a. God made everything perfect.

b. But imperfection cannot come from perfection.
¢. So, perfect creatures cannot be the origin of evil.

Answer: (The Freewill argument)

a. God made everything perfect.

b. One of the perfect things God made was free creatures.

c. Free will is the cause of evil.

d. Hence, imperfection (evil) can arise from the perfect (not directly, but
indirectly, through freedom).

*NOTE - a) God created the fact of freedom; man performs the acts of
freedom; b) God made evil possible; creatures make it actual.
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C. Problem of the persistence of evil

1) Problem stated:

a.
b.
C.

If God is all good, He would destroy evil.
If God is all powerful, He could destroy evil.
But evil is not destroyed.

d. Hence, there is no such God.

2) Answer:
a. Evil cannot be destroyed without destroying freedom.

1)  Love is the greatest good for free creatures.

2)  But love is impossible without freedom.

3)  So, to destroy freedom would not be the greatest good.
Evil will yet be defeated.

1)  If God is all powerful, He can defeat evil.

2)  If God is all good, He will defeat evil.

3)  Evil is not yet defeated.

4)  Therefore, evil will one day be defeated.

*Will there be evil in heaven? Will we be free in heaven?

D. Problem of the purpose of evil

1)  Problem stated:

a. There is no good purpose for much suffering.
b. An all-good being (God) must have a good purpose for everything.
¢. Hence, there cannot be an all-good God.
2)  Answer:
a. Distinctions: Even if we don't know God's purpose, He may still have a
good purpose for evil. '
b. We do know some good purposes for evil.

1)  To warn us of greater evil

2)  To keep us from self-destruction
3)  To help bring about greater goods
4)  To help defeat evil

E. Problem of the extent of evil

1) Problem stated:
a) The greatest good is to save men.
b) Even one person in hell would be less than the greatest good.
¢) Therefore, God cannot send anyone to hell.

2) Answer:
a) God desires all men to be saved (II Pet. 3:9).
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b) God cannot force anyone to love Him (forced love is a contradiction).
¢) All who go to hell choose to go there (they will it even if they do not
want it).

NOTE- (1) It is not one person in hell which would make it evil
but one more than is really necessary.
(2) A world with some in hell is not the best world conceivable
but it may be the best world achievable (with free creatures).

E. Problem of the avoidability of evil

1) Problem stated:
a. God knows everything.
b. So God knew evil would occur when He created the world.
¢. God had other non-evil possibilities. God could have:
1)  Not created anything.
2)  Not created anything free.
¥ 3) Created free creatures that would not sin.
4)  Created free creatures who would sin but who would all be saved in

the end.
2) Answer: :
Q&\"'i a) (1) wrongly implies nothing is better than something.
,99 Oo\a :\‘ b} (2) wrongly assumes non-free can be compared to the free.
e %bo\&bbvn il c¢) It is possible that (3) and (4) would never come about freely (and God can't
> o ot s force freedom). Also, if (3) were so, we would have no knowledge of the
=, Qo e glory of rcdemption.
o «w¥
N — -
. ; Does GOd ca“se dlsaster? - - Feast of Taberpacig:s, Jesus, apparent-

ly changing his mind (the only alter-

- The recent devastating floods in - Many lessons from Scripture indicate  native being that he lied), went.
Kentucky trigger again the inevitable  this. For instance, God unmistakably God is dynamic, rather than static,
| question, “Why does God allow terri-  decided (Genesis 6:6-8) to end man-- intruding himself, uniplanned, nto

- knew “before the foundation of the Similarly, God decided to destroy  circumstance, since facing God's flu-
- world” everything that would happen  the Tsraelites, his promised seed of  idity means taking greater responsibil-

“edge of all who would ple with Moses as pro-  “Well, it was his time to go,” or

mode- of death—an- -, .{~ -pleading,God changed sory prayers would be silly. Christ
- | other way of insisting that God has tus mmd USm Isaiah as his emissary, certainly was not being silly in Geth-
" | ‘ordained everything, since inflexible God: 1nd1qamd to Hezekiah (IT Kings semane when he prayed in full belief

' everythmg, good or bad.. * from his iliness, but would die. Be-  himself.

ble things fo happen? kind’s. existence, but changed his mankind’s affairs as bhe sees fit. Many
Prevailing theology is that God miindin light of Noah’s righteousness.  believers are uncomfortable with this -

be born, believe or not, v | genitor (Exodus 32:9-  “God's will be done.” )
{ and their time and GDMMENTARY . 14). Upon Moses’ If this were not the case, interces-

-| foréknowledge amounts to mandatmg 20) that Hezekiah would not recover  that God could, and might, reverse - -

The pertinent question: Does God. - fore Isaiah could even getoff the prop- Has God limited himself to not .

"knowledge, does he play it by ear un-  prayer, instiucted Isaiah to tell Hezeki- Ing tomorrow? Yes; otherwise, peo-
" tl Hie'erics things, sometimes intrud-  -ah that God not only would heal him,  ple Would be mere atitomatons/robots

~ “|"ing’his presence in the world as he “but also’ give him 15 more years of  incapable of personal thought or.ac-
. "|'simply’sees things unfold-—and ; Some: “life,"God ‘changed his mind. tion. God looks for the grand surprise

|7 " Unless one believes God also knew  “3) he would destroy the people of Nin-  accruing to a cruel divine. charade.
-before the: foundation of the world eveh!.eved instiucting Jonah to pro-  God is not a cosmic puppeteer, a cre-

‘when He would change his mind after ~ claim thiis fact, but changed his mind  ator of the unchangeable or the plan-

"t “the foundation of the world (arather ~when the people repented, After tell-  ner of catastrophe. -

‘incongruous circumstance), oné must  ing his disciples (John 7:8-10) he N James L. Clark

donclude ‘God chariges His mind." wouild ot go to Jerusalem for the . Lexington

: -'{now the future; or, absent such. erfy, God, answering Hezekiah’s knowing what a believer will be do-

X _t_l_nw God unmistakably decided (Jonah  from believers, not dull inevitability

_after the foundation, including knowl- Abraha‘m then rebuild a chosen peo- ity for their lives—no more of that . -
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God and Evil:

A Biblical / Theological Solution

(Adapted from a study by Bill Watkins)

Cause

A. Definition - A cause is the necessary and sufficient condition for an effect.

B. Kinds of causes:

Ex: a chair Ex: Adam's Sin

Efficient by which Carpenter Adam
Final for which To sit Pride, lust (Gen 3:5)
Formal of which Structure An act of Adam's will
Material out of which Wood Act of disobedience (Rom

5:19)
Exemplar after which Blueprint Satan's sin (I Tim 3:6)
Instrumental through which Tools Forbidden fruit (Gen 3:6)

The Nature of Evil

A. God created (i.e., is the efficient cause of) all things (Gen. 1:1; John 1: 1-3; Col.
1:16; Heb. 11:3).

B. Every thing God created was and is good (Gen. 1:31; Rom. 14:14; I Tim. 4:4; Tit.

1:15).

Evil is not good (Is. 5:20; Ps. 38:20; Mal. 2:17).

Thus evil is not a thing (in a theistic / theological context).

Since evil is not a thing it must either be (1) nothing, hence an illusion, or (2) no

thing, hence a real privation or lack in things.

Evil is not nothing (i.e., nonexistent or an illusion).

Hence evil is no thing, a real privation or positive lack of things.

Now since evil is no thing, and God created all things, God must not have created

evil (at least directly).
Therefore God is not the creator of evil.

Hoo

-
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II. The Origin of Evil

A

=

MY o

e

The origination of evil was either (1) uncaused, (2) self-caused, or (3) caused by

another.

Evil was not uncaused - though evil is not a thing it is not nothing, and something

(namely a privation in things) cannot come from nothing.

Evil was not self-caused - a potential, which is what evil was, cannot actualize itself;

only an actualizer can actualize a potential.

Hence evil must have been caused by another.

It has already been demonstrated above that God was not the efficient cause of evil

(cf. Hab. 1:31; John 3: 19-21; Acts 26:18; I John 1:5; James 1:17).

Scripture affirms that evil originated with Satan who in turn tempted man to sin.

1. Satan, like all the other angels, was created good (Gen. 1:31; Job 38: 4-7).

2. After an unspecified length of time, Satan (and other angels following him
[perhaps 1/3]) rebelled against God, thus committing the first evil act (Ez. 28.
11-19; Jude 6; II Peter 2:4; Rev. 12:4).

3. Some time after Satan's first evil act, he appears in the Garden of Eden to tempt

Eve (Gen. 3; II Cor. 11:31; Rev. 12:9).

4, Adam and Eve, succumbing to Satan's temptation, were the first humans to
commit evil acts (Gen. 3; Romans 5: 12-21).

Now either the evil acts of Satan, and Adam and Eve, were (1) uncaused, (2) caused

by another, or (3) self-caused.

They were not uncaused - an uncaused effect (which is what an action is) is

contradictory, hence meaningless.

They were not caused (efficiently) by another.

1. Nowhere in Scripture is it affirmed that God was the efficient cause of Satan's
original sin or man's original sin.

2. Furthermore, even though Scripture affirms that God works all things after the
counsel of His will (Eph. 1:11) and does whatsoever He pleases (Ps. 115:3,
135:6; Is. 46:10), it is clear that God pleases to permit his free creatures to
perform various free actions - e.g., good or evil actions - rather than cause them
Himself (Job 1-2; I Cor. 16:7; Heb. 6:3). Indeed, God cannot cause anyone to
do evil because of his all-good, righteous, and holy nature (Habakkuk 1:13;
James 1:13).

Therefore they were self-caused - that is, Satan caused himself to sin, and Adam and

Eve caused themselves to sin { Gen. 3:11-14, 17; IT Pet. 2:4).

Hence God was not the efficient cause of evil, but Satan and man were; and since

their evil acts were self-determined, they (Satan, Adam & Eve) must have been

created with free-will (for that is what self-determinism is). Note: Satan only
tempted man to sin, he did not cause man to sin: (1) Jesus was tempted but did not

sin (Heb, 4:15); (2) God always provides a way of escape when man is tempted (I

Cor. 10:13); (3) man's own lust leads him to sin, not external temptation (James

1:14).
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IV. The Persistence of Evil

A. Scripture affirms that evil persists because Satan and his demons, and man, are still
in willful rebellion against God.
1. Fallen man is willfully rebellious against God (Rom. 1:18; 2: 4-5; Heb. 10:26).
2. Fallen man is a willful slave of sin (Rom. 6:16).
3. Those who put their faith in Christ are released from their slavery of sin (John
8: 34-36; Rom. 6: 5-11; 8: 1-2). Yet even Christians can willfully submit
themselves to sin (Rom. 6: 12-14).
4. Even fallen man still has limited self-determination.
a.  With respect to horizontal matters, for example:
1) choosing a mate (I Cor. 7:39);
2) one's virgin daughter (I Cor. 7:37);
3) one's church (I Pet. 5:2);
4) giving money (II Cor. 9:7);
5) requests of friends (Philemon 14).
b.  With respect to vertical matters, for example:
1) rejecting God's revelation (and/or salvation) (Ez. 30: 15-18; Matt.
23:37; Rom. 1:18, 21-23; I Tim. 2: 3-4; II Pet. 3:9)
2) accepting God's revelation (and/or salvation).
a) the "gift" of salvation must be "received" (John 1: 12-13; Rom.
6:23; 10: 1-4, 8-13; Eph. 2: 8-9)
b) God expects man to willfully "choose" him (Josh 24: 14-15; I
Kings 18:21).
B. God permits evil to persist for various good purposes, such as the following:
To make known the riches of his glory (Rom. 8:22-24),
To perfect Christ experientially in His humanity (Heb. 2:10; 5: 8-9).
To defeat evil once and for all (Heb. 2: 14-15; Rev. 20-22).
To make us perfect (James 1: 2-4).
To bring about in us perseverance, proven character, and hope (Rom. 5: 3-5).
To make us worthy of the Kingdom of God (I Thess. 1:5).
So that God might be able to demonstrate His highest expression of love (John
15:13; Rom. 5:8). '
8. To warn us of greater evils.
9. To keep us from self-destruction,
10. As judgement and punishment for sin.
11. To save lives (Gen. 50:20).
12. That we might comfort others (Il Cor. 1: 3-11).
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A SYSTEMATIC AND HISTORICAL VIEW OF PRAYER
The critical issue in a theology of prayer is what is to be said about God and God's relation to human
VSexey \QS

on Nm\\kﬁx
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1. YOUR THEGLOGY OF PRAYER IS DEFINED BY YOUR VIEW OF GOD

The Jewish theologian and mystic Abraham J. Heschel writes, "The issue of prayer is not prayer; the
issue of prayer is God."! In other words, your view of God will dictate your concepts of prayer: what it is
and how it works.

If you believe in a distinct and uncaring Ged, then you will pray accordingly, making the assumption
He is not interested in your day to day problems. If you do not believe in God, then you might describe
your prayers as "autosuggestion,"? a method for seeking solutions within yourself. If you believe in God
as a heavenly Father, as implied in the New Testament's Abba language, then you will bring your most
intimate requests to Him in prayer.

For example, William James, despite seeing prayer as "the very soul and essence of religion," still
had trouble understanding petitionary prayer within the framework of his psychology-based world view. He
could not understand a man like George Miieller and his prayer techniques. In James' opinion, God for
Miielter was "little more than a sart of supernatural clergyman interested in the congregation of tradesmen
and ot.hers in Bristol who were his saints and in the orphanages and other enterprises. .. ."3 This
assessment says more about William James and his view of God than it does about George Miieller, It
shows that James believes in a2 God who is only interested in the big picture of the universe and not a God

who is aware of a sparrow falling to the ground,




The father of modern liberal theology, Friedrich Schleiermacher, argued that God can not be moved
and His-purposes can not be changed. This being the case, Schleicrmécher saw the purpose of prayer as
nothing more than a method for aligning believers with the rules of God's Kingdom, "so that the person
who prays may as such be regarded as a true and acceptable representative of Christ."4

A generation after Schleiermacher, Ludwig Feuerbach suggested Christians could not expect an
answer to their prayers because there is no God. Feuerbach argued that what Christians call God is simply a
reflection of their own humanity, and prayer is an attempt of the human heart to relate to itself. Through
prayer, humans try to touch "the Omnipotence of Goodness, which ultimately is love."

Karl Barth, on the other hand, argued for God's sovercignty. He acknowledged that God is
independent of man's reason, yet, man is totally dependent upon God. God initiates prayer and commands
us to pray, making it an ethical response to providential action.b

Henry Nelson Wieman took Schleiermacher's idea that prayer is a process designed to transform us,
and he nearly turned the prayer process itseif into God. He said prayer is one of the most significant ways
in which the human individual and the human community can become open and responsive to that creative
process which is_ God. So God, this creative process we embrace through prayer, transforms us and our
relationships to. others.’

Another theologian who refused to speak of God in anthropomorphic terms was Paul Tillich. He is
famous for having said that God is not a being because God is “Being" itself. Accordingly, he believed it is
humanly impossible to pray in the traditional sense because there is no personality to address. Tillich said
that is why Paul, writing in Romans 8, said, "we do not know how to pray as we ought." Our relationship
with God is not an [-Thou encounter, rather, the Spirit intercedes for us with sighs too dee-p for words. For
Tillich, prayer became a paradox where "He who speaks through us is He who is spoken to."8

Dietrich Bonhoeffer, watching the failure of institutionalized Christianity in Germany, emphasized a
community of the saints praying together, completely surrendered to the will of God. He said through

prayer we are acting for one another, and our prayers become the prayers of the church. In fact, it is through

our prayers that we show the reality of the church.?
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Union with God is the point of prayer, according to the mystic Thomas Merton. Through the
process of prayer, we take on the form of Christ and become new beings in both our personal and our social
existence.10

Abraham J. Heschel noted that God is at the heart of prayer because, unless there is a concerned God
to hear us, there is no point in praying.ll |

Eugene Peterson might add:

There is a difference between praying to an unknown God whom we hope to discover in our
praying, and praying to a known God, revealed through Israel and in Jesus Christ, who speaks

our language. In the first we indulge our appetite for religious fulfillment; in the second we
practice obedient faith. The first is a lot more fun; the second is a lot more important.l2

2. YOUR COSMOLOGY WILL AFFECT YOUR VIEW OF PRAYER
For example, Stanley J. Grenz implies that your position on whether the universe is open or closed
influences your prayers.13 If you believe the universe is closed, what is the point of petitionary prayer? If
you do not believe in the supernatural or in the miracles, why ask God for any assistance? A closed
universe reduces prayer to nothing more than Schieiermacher's method for aligning believers with the rules
of God's Kingdom;14 or Wieman's creative process designed to transform us;13 or modern psychology's
"autosuggestion.“16
Mike Bryan, in his book Chapter and Verse, ran into these same questions when grappling with
Calvinistic doctrine:
Another conundrum for Christians posed by Calvinist doctrine is prayer. 1f God has
preordained everything, what is the logic of beseeching Him for divine intercession? Aren’t
we asking God to contradict Himself, or to change His mind, neither of which is possible, by
definition? The orthodox Christian answer is that this is another mystery of the cosmos.
Whatever the logic or lack of it that underlies orthodox prayer, the Judeo-Christian faith has
historically required that God hear and respond to specific prayers.17
Whether God responds to specific prayers is a debate that has raged among theologians for many
years. Immanuel Kant did not believe prayer could change Ged's heart or His plans.18 Kant argued that
true prayer was living a moral life, trusting that God "governs the world justly and beneficently, with the

power and wisdom to order it as is best."1? Schleiermacher wrote that you might as well believe in magic

as to believe that prayer could change God or alter the people and events around you.20
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C. S. Lewis admitted the question of whether or not our prayers influence God was difficult to
answer, however, according to Perry LeFevre, Lewis believed our prayers transcend any one-way causal
relationship.?! In other words, we make requests of other people, yet, our requests are not necessarily what
provokes their response. They may or may not have been planning to do what we asked anyway. Lewis
wrote, "We have nothing that we have not received; but part of what we have received is the power of being
more than receptacles."?2 Accordingly, Lewis argued our prayers should relate to real people and real
actions rather than attempting to cultivate an inner spirilt.23

Karl Barth, who viewed prayer as an act of obedience to God, also saw God's magnificence in the act
of answering our prayers:

The fact that God yields to human petitions, that He alters His intentions and follows the bent
of our prayers, is not a sign of weakness. In His own majesty and in the splendor of His
might, He has willed and yet wills it so. He desires to be the God who has been made flesh in

Jesus Christ. Therein lies His glory, His omnipotence. He does not then impair Himself by
yielding to our prayer; on the contrary, it is in so doing that He shows His greatness.24

Baptists, among others, argue with certainty that our prayers do influence God as He voluntarily

limits Himself in order to make us dynamic partners® with Him.
This dynamic partnership is partially defined by Harry Emerson Fosdick in his book on prayer:

Now if God has left some things contingent on man’s thinking and working, why may He not
have left some things contingent on man's praying? . .. We pray for the same reason that we
work and think, because only so can the wise and good God get some things done which He
wants done. Indeed, there is a deal of nonsense talked about resignation to God's will as the
only attitude in prayer. Not resignation to God's will, but cooperation with God's will is the
truer expression of a Christian attitude.26

Stanley J. Grenz goes one step further, suggesting prayer is an eschatological activity where we pray
the future into the present:
In the Bible, prayer is eschatological - it is directed toward the kingdom of God. In prayer, the
believer beseeches the God of the future with the desire that the marks of God's rule
(forgiveness, sustenance, deliverance, and the Spirit’s fullness) may be present in the current

situation, which is filled with want, need, and insufficiency. Petitionary prayer, in other
words, requests the coming of the future into the present.27

Grenz poetically describes prayer as a cry for the kingdom, which echoes the view of Jewish mystic
Abraham J. Heschel when he notes God is in exile from the world He created, and His own creatures have
exiled Him by defying His will.28 "He is not at home in this corrupt world, but our prayers ‘bring God

back into the world, to establish His kingship for a second at least,”"2%
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In what may be the best argument for God's willingness to listen to our prayers, Grenz notes that,
although God offers reconciliation through Christ to all mankind, only those who respond to God in prayer
are able to access that saving action.30 This once again illustrates how prayer is intermingled with many
other theological doctrines: If you do not believe that Christ died for all mankind, then you must believe
there are some people who will either never pray the sinner's prayer or, if they pray it, God will not answer
" it. If you are a Universalist, then you would believe that it does not matter whether someone lifts a humble

prayer to God asking for salvation because that salvation will come regardless.

3. PRAYER IS INITIATED BY GOD, NOT MAN

Many theologians argue prayer is an obedient response to God: some suggesting that we have been
commanded to pray so we must pray, others adding that we are incapable of prayer unless God initiates it.
In pther words, prayer is not asking of God or searching for God, it is simply answering God.31 This
agrees with Helmut Thielicke's overall view of theology, which he says consists of three elements:
understanding God has spoken, understanding what God has spoken, and formulating a reply to God. 32

When you consider tﬁat God is Creator and Initiator of all we know, this makes sense: regardless of
anything we do, we are answering Him. Martin Luther writes we should be eternally grateful to God for
openly telling "us in our own language that He intends to be our God."33  Otherwise, as confirmed in the
first chapter of John, we would totally miss God's light.

Thankfully, God does point the way, and according to Karl Barth, He points "out a way that will lead
us to prayer.” Barth adds:

Prayer is neither an arbitrary act nor a step to be taken blindly. When we pray, we cannot

venture according to whim in this or that direction, with just any sort of request. For God
commands us to follow Him and to take the place that He has assigned to us. It is a matter

ruled by God, not by our own initiative.34

Samuel Balentine notes that Barth's discussions of prayer are an attempt to focus on theclogy rather

than anthropology:

For Barth, prayer is first and foremost 2 matter of obedience to God. One prays not out of
power or powerlessness, not out of desire or disposition, but rather in obedience to God's order
and command. In this sense, prayer is turning toward God and away from self. Itisa
preoccupation with God. . .. It is a listening to God rather than a speaking about God. It is
a response to who God is and what God has done in God's world, not a declaration of
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humanity's potential or initiative. In short, for Barth authentic prayer necessarily begins and
ends in the worship of God through praise and thanksgiving.*

The French theologian Jacques Ellul believes that the reason God is silent in our generation is
because we believe we initiate prayer: We see in prayer a prerogative for us to talk to God whenever we
want to, and we often taking Him for granted. Ellul argues prayer has become a “gadget,” and he writes, “I
hold my prayer as a person would who is listening on a telephone, and I talk into it.‘ Predictably it works.”
Ellul adds:

With such a model as our point of departure, how are we to grasp the fact that prayer precisely
is not a means of laying hold of God; that prayer precisely is not made possible by a system,
but, rather, by a decision of grace on the part of the one who wills indeed to listen; that
prayer precisely is not addressed to one who dwells at 2 distance, but is addressed to one who
comes very close (even into our hearts!); that prayer precisely is a miracle and not a technical

procedure 36

God, aware of our cynical attitude toward prayer, has withdrawn until we begin to take prayer more

seriously:

If it be true that we are living in this time of abandonment (which is neither historicaily
unique nor final), then prayer is all the more urgent and necessary. But it represents a battle to
be fought on all fronts. In the first place, the combat of prayer is a combat in spite of
everything. It is one of obeying the commandment . . . in spite of common sense. This
obedience is still demanded of us even if our prayess are not heard, even if we no longer know
what prayer means. That is to say that what is expected of usis a radical trust, to the point of
the absurd, since in that case prayer aquires its reality, its value, its sense, from that which we

do not see.37

4. OUR PRAYERS SHOULD BE HONEST BEFORE GOD
Samuel Balentine writes that God wants our prayers to be praise as well as tament.38 Eugene
Peterson concurs, writing it is not the intent of prayer to "refine our coarse materiality into pure spirit so
that we will not embarrass heaven with the vulgarities of flesh."3% In addition, Peterson writes:
The Word did not become a good idea, or a numinous feeling, or a moral aspiration: the Word
became flesh and went on to change water into wine, and then wine into blood. Prayer aids
and abets this becoming, taking wispy devotional impulses and making them solid in muscle

and bone. . . .40 The way of prayer is not to cover our unlovely emotions so that they appear
respectable, but expose them so that they can be enlisted in the work of the kingdom.41

Through prayer, Peterson notes, we are able to understand the implications of our sins, and as we

come closer to God in prayer, we are no longer able to act as if our sin had nothing to do with God.42
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5. TRUE PRAYER FORCES US TO FACE OURSELVES

True prayer, then, forces us to face ourselves: to seek God’s solution and not our own.#3 We come
to God with broken and contrite hearts and allow Him to examine us. | If we examine ourselves by dur own
standards, there is a strong chance we will deceive ourselves. 4 Itis in prayer that we acknowledge the
truth of Soren Kierkegaard's statement, "God creates everything out of nothing and everything which God is
to use He first reduces to nothing."4?

In prayer, we ackﬁowledge that the true self is a person humbled and clinging to God, deeply aware of
his sin and that sin has broken his union with God. According to LeFevre, this is a summation of Thomas
Merton's Doctrine of the False Self, which is a contemporary interpretation of the Doctrine of Sin.46

Merton says the alienation of the self from God is the self's perverse attachment to itself, apart from
God, as if the self apart from God is real. Such a self is not real; it is illusory. Living as if one is an
independent self is living a constant lie. It is this condition which underlies contemporary doubt and self-
questioning, the existential dread which is experienced as a sense of insecurity, lostness, exile, emptiness,
boredom and disorientation,47

Ole Hallesby writes that prayer is a combination of confessed helplessness and faith that Christ will
take care of our needs.48 Without this combination, we are not truly involved in prayer. Thrpugh our
helplessness, we admit there is nothing we can do withouthod: we are totally dependent upon Him, On
the other hand, it is through our faith that we acknowledge Jesus is capable of handling our concerns. True
faith is leaving the results up to Him.4® Hallesby continues:

It is not intended that our faith should help Jesus to fulfill our supplications. He does not

need any help; all He needs is access. Neither is it intended that our faith should draw Jesus
into our distress, or make Him interested in us, or solicitous on our behalf. He has long since

cared for us.50
John Calvin's four rules of prayer suggest similar ideas of dependence. He writes:
First, approach God reverently, avoiding levity and frivolity, as if He is our buddy;
second, pray with sincerity, as if from the heart;>1
third, yield all confidence in ourselves and humbly plead for pardon;

fourth, pray with confident hope.




6. PRAYER IS WORK OR SERVICE FOR GOD
Importunity is a noteworthy word in many discussions of prayer: We must press upon God,
sacrificing through consistent, disciplined prayer.2 In an interesting observation, Samuel Balentine notes
the Hebrew word Abodah means work or service, and it is used in the Hebrew Bible to describe sacrificial
temple worship; however, it is also used in Rabbinic Judaism as the standard term for prayer.53 He adds,
"In Rabbinic Judaism, and in large measure in conternporary Jewish faith and practice, prayer is the "service
. .. of the heart," which constantly interrupts the routine and the mundane with an awareness of the sacred
and the absolute." Balentine also notes that the orientation of Jewish worship moved over the years from
sacrifice to prayer, giving us insight into the sacrifice of praise we are to bring God on our knees,>4
| Henri J. M. Nouwen explained the service of prayer in his book, The Wounded Healer:
- For a man or prayer is, in the final analysis, the man who is able to recognize in others the
face of the Messiah and make visible what was hidden, make touchable what was unreachable.
The man of prayer is a leader precisely because through his articulation of God's word within
himself he can lead others out of confusion to clarification; through his compassion he can

guide them out of the closed circuits of their in-groups to the wide world of humanity; and
through his critical contemplation he can convert their convulsive destructiveness into creative

work for the new world to come. 33

7. PRAYER IS A COMMUNAL ACTIVITY

Many theologians recognize prayer as a communal event. First, it is communal because prayer is
viewed_as an alignment with Christ, even to the extent that Calvin writes "we pray through the mouth of
Jesus Christ . . . inasmuch as He gives us access and audience, and intercedes for us."3¢ Second, prayer has
historically been a communal event with emphﬁsis upon the Psalter and public prayer, and it is only after
learning to pray through the church community, that we go to "our closets or the mountains, into the street
and the markets, and continue our praying. But it is essential to understand that the prayer goes from the
center outwards; if we suppose that it proceeds inwards from the convergence of praying individuals we are
at croés-purposas with the praying experience of Israel and the church."57

Karl Barth argues that no distinction can be made between public and private prayer: "One cannot
ask whether it is the Christians who pray, or the church. There is no alternative, for when the Christians

pray, it is the church; and when the church prays, it is the Christians.">8 E. Herman adds our private
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devotions have become so feeble because we have lost the "corporate consciousness which springs from a
worthy doctrine of the One Church.”59 We simply do not understand the reach of our prayers.50

It is likely Dietrich Bonhoeffer would agree, arguing through prayer we act for one another.61
When the individual or the congregation prays in the name of Jesus, they can be sure their prayers reach the
ears of God because Christ is their intercessor.52 Christians are to pray as a fellowship, and in such a way,
that their prayers penetrate the world of work, making everything they do a prayer.53 Bonhoeffer was
watching the world and the church collapse around him, and there was little left for him to do but pray. It
is understandable why he viewed the church as nothing more than a community of praying saints. In many
ways, we would do well to remember this image.

In fact, remembering is another important element to communal prayer: It helps us develop "our
memory with God." It reminds us who we are and who Gud is by recalling His mighty acts that go beyond
our "one-generation knowtedge" or our "own conversion-experience knowledge."6% Through communal
prayer, particularly liturgical prayer, we are reminded that men have struggled with their faith for thousands

of years, and God has been faithful to them for thousands more.

Richard Foster notes liturgical prayer helps modern pray-ers unite with the communion of the saints.

It also helps us to stand against the temptation to be entertaining or to slip into a private religion that

focuses solely upon self.65

8. REVIVAL COMES THROUGH PRAYER
Historically, the importance of prayer cannat be overlooked. It has been argued that every "spiritual
~ awakening of significance from the beginning of Acts to the powerful Welsh revival early in this century
had its roots in prayer."66  Stanley 1. Grenz sees motivating the people of God to sincere, honest and
fervent prayer as the great‘;:st challenge facing the church today.67 He points out that the New Testament
“ church was a praying church, yet the modern church is the epitome of a "prayerless church,"68 spending
more time planning programs than praying. Grenz suggests there is a relationship between prayer and

renewal; therefore, if we want renewal, we need to pray,69
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Finally, Grenz noles that prayer is "perhaps the only task in which every Christian can participate,”
so there really are no excuses for churches and church members not to get involved in this sacred activity. -
Grenz adds that any "Christian can become a giant of prayer."70

It is ironic that we always talk about little old Jadies who can pray, saying they are the knees of the

church, when, as E. M. Bounds writes, it is time men took this service seriously:

How difficult it appears to be for the church to understand that the whole scheme of ;
redemption depends upon men of prayer! The work of our Lord, while here on earth, as well o
of the apostle Paul was, by teaching and example, to develop men of prayer, to whom the
future church should be committed. How strange that instead of learning this simple and all-
important lesson, the modern church has largely overleoked it171

St. Francis spent so much time in prayer that reportedly he seemed "not so much a man praying as

prayer itself made man."7’2 Would that many modemn men could deserve the same description.

LSRR T i T e e

Mueller

™ eofge Mueller was born in Prussia in
‘11805, His youth was characterized by
— A wickedness and rebellion and that in the

For aver sixty years, Mueller ministered in England and ™
abroad. His first wife died in 1870 after 40 years of wonderful*-i.
marriage. In late 1871 Mueller married again and from 1875, |

s midst of training as a student of divinity. He tried self-reform
- at points along the way, to no avail, and then, at the age of
 twenty-onerhe was converted and radically changed. The

“word of God became more and more precious to him and

" prayer became the central mark of his life.
-%: In'1829 he moved to London and in 1830 married Mary

Groves. This couple agreed that they would look only to the

_ Lord for their material needs, a conviction to which Mueller

had earlier come. Mueller was a student of Scripture and

~ continually sought to follow what Scripture taught and to

.- believe what God said. As he studied and prayed and preached,
" God began directing his heart toward wider fields of service.
i-.In 1834 the Scriptural Knowledge Institution for Home and

. Abroad was begun in Bristol, England to aid day-schools,

Sunday schools, and adult schools, to circulate Sceripture, and
to aid mission efforts: At the same time, Mueller began to be

~ greatly burdened over the plight of orphans in the area.

At the end of 1835 steps were taken to open an orphan

- house to provide for the spiritual as wel} as temporal needs of

the many orphans in Bristol. In this as in all else, Mueller
desired that this venture would be a testimony to God's
ability and faithfulness to provide all that was needed. Time

- after time George Mueller found God faithful to His word to

provide and give clear guidance. He kept precise records ol
God's dealings with him and of God’s provision. He wanted
to be both a faithful steward toward God and a faithful trustee

- toward men. His records are the factual account of a walk of

Faith. A. T. Pierson noted that “in fifty thousand cases, Mr.
Mueller calculated that he could trace distinct answers to
definite prayers.” !

to 1892 he and his wife traveled in Europe, America, Asia,’
Africa, and Australia ministering and preaching. The last six |

years of Mueller’s life (1892-
1898) were spent in ministry in
Bristol,

Mueller once stated, “God
has never failed me! For nearly
seventy years every need in
connection with this work has
been supplied. The orphans
from the [irst until now have
numbered nine thousand, five
hundred, but they never wanted
for 2 meal. In answer to prayer,
$7,500,000 has been sent to me.
We liave needed as much as
$200,000 in one year, and it has
all come when needed. We
have no committees, no collectors, no voting and no en-
dowment. All has come in answer to believing prayer.” That
is a [itting summary of Mueller’s life and work. As he looked
to God and His word, God magnified and glorified Himself.
He enabled Mueller to live a life and eomplete a work that
stunds as “a convineing prool that God hears prayer and that
it is safe to trust Him at all times.” ?

VArthar T, Pierson, Gearge Muller of Bristol. Old Tappan: Fleming

H. Revell Co., n.d.

2 Dick Kastman, No Easy Road. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House,
1971, p. 18. ’
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If some Christians that have been complaining of
their ministers had said and acted less before men and
had applied themselves with all their might to cry to
God for their ministers — had, as it were, risen and
stormed heaven with their humble, fervent, and
incessant prayers for them — they would have been
much more in the way of success,

— jonathan Edwards,
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