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CHAPTER I: THE SCIENCE OF THEOLOGY

THE word Theology means literally a discourse conicgy God but in analogy with
other words, as geology, chronology and biologgetins the science which treats of
God

It naturally concerns itself with such questionsteese: Is there a God; can he be known;
what is his nature, and character; what are tladioels he sustains to the universe,
particularly to intelligent beings possessed ofisml natures, and above all, as most
important to us, to men; in what ways has he maaesédif known; and especially in what
aspect does he reveal himself to them as sinnés.iFffheology proper.

In connection with this last relation it treatsrtpaularly, of man as a creature of God
placed under the government of his moral law.duires into his original condition of
innocence, and happiness; the manner in whichlhéaéee from; and his present state of
sinfulness, and condemnation and inability for-se#ficue. This is Anthropology.

It is thus led, also, to discuss the nature ofsddeation which God has provided as seen
in the person and character of Jesus Christ, thradrgpm it has come, and in the works

of active and passive obedience, by which he hasgit out reconciliation to God. This
is Soteriology.

In like manner, also, does it consider the natackvaork of to Holy Spirit, through

whom man is led to accept the provisions of Godise and to attain through penitence
and faith unto a salvation in Christ, which corsistfreedom, not from condemnation
only, but also from the dominion and defilemensiof, and in attainment of the holiness
and happiness of children of the Heavenly Fathleis I Pneumatology.

It follows man also beyond the death of the bodyl makes known the future state of
both the righteous and the wicked, as we befoedtas the resurrection of the body,
together with the final judgment of both these stss and the heaven and hell which
shall be their respective abodes forever. Thisish&tology.

Finally it teaches the great end which God is aqd@hing through all his works, in the
manifestation to all his creatures of his own gl@y seen in its twofold aspect of mercy
and justice in his dealings with this fallen ra¢enan. This is Teleology.

The term "theology" is applied, not only to theeswe itself, but to any treatise on that
science. This is true, not only of a discourse ugpenone true God, but even of one upon
the many false gods of the heathen. It is alsq thaeigh the treatise be not a scientific
discussion, but simply an imaginative narrativoem. Thus "Orpheus and Homer were
called theologians among the Greek, because themp treated of the nature of the
gods." (Charles Hodge Sys. Theol. Vol. 1, p. 198rEthe poems of Ossian, though
probably written in England within the past cenfusya book of theology. Mythology is
not less theology because it treats of false gauts$,n works of the imagination.



The term "theology" is, however, especially apf@ieao learned and scientific works
upon God, or the gods. Of these, many are to bhedfconnected with Heathenism. Such
are the Vedas, the most ancient of the sacred bafdke Hindoos. Such is the
Zendavesta of the ancient Persians. The Edda, vgkishforth the Scandinavian
mythology, consists of poetic songs, and also albdiues on the origin of the gods, on
the creation of the world, and other like topi&e¢ Gardner's Faiths of the World, Vol.
1, p. 795.]

The most valuable discussions among the heathereves, are to be found in the works
of the Greek philosophers, the greater part of lwhihen not directly upon the nature of
the gods, involve questions as to the origin, efilorld, and the presence therein of a
divine controlling Spirit, as well as upon the nmatof the soul, and its duties, and its
immortality. Of their works many have come dowruwin fragments only, while a large
portion of what they taught is found only in theaeds and reports made by others; but
there are also many complete works which professmt@ been written by the authors of
these speculations. Confessedly the most impoofahese Greek writings are
Xenophon's Memorabilia of Socrates, and the wofl@ato, and Aristotle. But from the
beginning of Grecian philosophy in Thales and Pgtias to its culmination in Socrates,
Plato, and Aristotle, was not quite two hundredrge@ahile its whole history covers a
period of six centuries and a half before, and &igeturies after the coming of Christ. No
human mind can estimate the value of these coniitg; nor the influence they have
exerted even over those possessed of the Chrik@aelation.

The Latin writers also produced several works thfelogical character, pre-eminent
among which is that of Cicero "Concerning the mnatfrthe Gods."

Theology is, also, frequently used for the setmhmns exhibited by a writer, or class of
writers, in any one or more productions. Thus weethtaie theology of Calvin, or of
Arminius, or of Baxter, that of the Reformationijrfeeton theology, and New England
theology. Men also speak of the theology of the, Otcbf the New Testament, the
theology of the Psalms, of the various Evangelegtpgcially of John, and Petrine, and
Pauline theology.

Theology is defined as a science. It is eminentythy of that name. It lacks nothing
that constitutes a science. It is concerned inrestigation of facts. It inquires into their
existence, their relations to each other, theitesyatic arrangement, the laws which
govern them, and the great principles which arebiss of this existence, and these
relations.

As in other sciences, there is much that is abslyikinown, much beyond this that is
little questioned, much that is still matter of spkation, and much as to which there is
decided difference of opinion. New facts are cam$gadeveloping in this science, as in
others, which enable us to verify the facts andgapies heretofore accepted, when true,
and to modify them when erroneous. New theoriesgaethemselves for the better
explanation of facts already known, and are telsyetthese, and by others subsequently



discovered, and are received or rejected, accotditigeir ascertained correctness. The
knowledge of the past is built upon for progressmmards the future.

The discovery of the facts is conducted, as iothiér sciences, by study of what the field
affords. Geology examines the earth, and derigefadts from the structure of that earth.
Astronomy investigates the stars. Theology, likewstudies the sources of its
knowledge. Each science seeks to arrive at thie. tfiite votaries of each are certain that
it is to be found in their fields, either partigllgr completely. The perfect attainment of
all facts prepares for the exactness of scierkifimwledge. The absence of any must
make the knowledge incomplete. The proper genatadiz of all is essential in this, as in
all other kinds of science. A full knowledge of tike facts, and a perfect generalization
of them, will constitute theology an exact science.

Theology is also as sensitive to the absence ¢t &ecis any other science. The
astronomer finds that his calculations, based woorect theories, are not exactly
verified, and at once suspects the presence of d@nhebing body as the cause of this
variation. So, also, in theology. The omission sfragle fact, however small, must affect
the whole universe of doctrine. The common mindsdua perceive this, and hence is
not prepared to value the discovery of the new gt the theologian finds in the new
and more exact adjustment, thus made possibl@rtwe of the truth of his whole
system, and therefore prizes it, even sometimesrizewhat he ought.

Regarded as a science, theology may be classifiedrious forms.

1. According to the method of revelation, into mat@and supernatural theology.
Natural theology embraces what man may attain eystdy of God in Nature. This
extends not only to what is beheld of him in thettns and the Earth, but also in the

intellectual and spiritual nature of man himself.

Supernatural theology is that derived from sucltigphénformation as God has given by
what we commonly call Revelation.

2. According to the purpose which it contemplaiet® Systematic Theology, also called
Didactic, or Dogmatic; Polemic or Controversial dlagy; and Practical or
Experimental Theology.

3. According to the main religious idea associatét it, as Pantheistic Theology;
Deistic Theology; Rationalistic Theology, &c.

4. According to the name of its founder, or theeracwhich it originated, or flourishes,
as Christian Theology; Judaistic Theology; Mohamame@iheology, &c.

5. According to the sources from which it is dedymto Biblical Theology; Christian
Dogmatic Theology; and Ecclesiastical Dogmatics.



Biblical Theology consists in the facts of the Ripharmonize by scriptural comparison,
generalized by scriptural theories, crystalized striptural doctrines, and so
systematized as to show the system of truth tatghite full extent that it is a system,
and no farther. As in Botany, one gathers all thats of the world, and arranges them
without attempting to introduce new plants, evefilkmp manifest gaps, so Biblical
Theology, duly presented, show scriptural truthllirthe perfection, and in all the
imperfection with which God has given it.

True Biblical Theology should recognize the insgissurce whence come its teachings.
But, as now technically used, Biblical Theologyersfto the statement and development
of doctrine by the various Biblical writers, orather words to the development of
Jewish religious thought without assuming or degyhre inspiration of the Bible.

Christian Dogmatics is not confined, as is Bibljcalthe facts and theories and
statements of doctrine expressly and formally eehfin the Scriptures. It comprises in
addition such philosophical explanations as seeressary to make a complete and
harmonious system. These additions are not nedggsan-scriptural, for they are often
the embodiment of the very essence of Bible tratlugjh not of its formal utterances.
They may be as much a part of Scripture as theyhefgyravitation is of the revelation
of nature. They should never be so far unscriptasaiot to be either probable inferences
from the Word of God or natural explanations ofstigztements. The more perfectly they
accord with that word, and the greater the proportf its facts which they explain, the
more clearly do they establish their own truth, #r@more forcibly do they demand
universal acceptance. Failure to explain all difies or to harmonize all facts does not
deprive them of confidence, but only teaches trezlra# further investigation. Direct
opposition, however, to any one scriptural trutengugh to prove the existence of error
in any Christian Dogmatic statement.

Ecclesiastical Dogmatics consists of authoritastagements of doctrine put forth by
some body of Christians claiming to be a churcBlofist. These are to be found in
creeds, symbols, decrees, apologies and resolulibey may also appear in the form of
authoritative discussions of the creed or systedoacfrine of any church.

It thus appears that a perfect system of theolajycambine all of these classes. It must
be based upon Biblical dogmatics which shall havedlected and systematized all the
teachings of a full revelation as to be concurweitth the facts and doctrines of Christian
Dogmatics.

The Ecclesiastical Dogmatics will have gone naharthan fully authorized by the Word
of God, and therefore will concur with Biblical Dogtics, while the fullness of
revelation will have left to Christian Dogmatics syeeculative questions; but in all its
discussions it will have been able to attain untbknowledge of the facts, and
ascertainment of all the doctrines.

But this concurrence can only be when Theologylegs reduced to an exact science.
This can never be looked for in this life.



The causes of doctrinal variation will thereforedpparent.

If men came to the study of Biblical Theology withinds entirely unprejudiced, capable
of examining its truths with the same mental powansl with the same amount of study,
all would agree as to its facts and doctrines.tBistcannot be done. Mental capacities
vary. All men have their prejudices. All have nqual time for study, and all use not
equally the time that they have. Thus variety i$aie even in studying Biblical
Theology.

The same causes increase this in Christian Dogspéigcause here the human element
enters more largely than in Biblical Theology; vehieverence for antiquity, opposition
to change, and the influence of the learned optdst and the present, prevent the
alteration of Ecclesiastical creeds which embodglésiastical Dogmatics, and thus lead
men constantly to continuance in error, and reftesakccept truth.

These facts show with what spirit we should stutigdlogy:

1. With reverence for truth, and especially for theh taught in the Word of God.

2. With earnest prayer for Divine help.

3. With careful searching of heart against prejedic

4. With timidity, as to the reception and propagatof new doctrine.

5. But with a spirit willing and anxious to examjrad to accept whatever we may be
convinced is true.

6. With teachable humility, which, knowing that Gas not taught us in his word all the
truth that exists, not even all the truth on marsyngle point, accepts with implicit faith
all that he has taught, and awaits his own timeHat more full revelation which shall
remove all our present perplexities.

The advantages of studying theology systematicattyseveral.
1. We thus ascertain all that nature and the Sgeptteach on each point.

2. We compare all these teachings one with anaihérare enabled to define their
mutual limitations.

3. We are brought face to face with the fact thatkmowledge is bounded by God's
Revelation, and are led to acknowledge it as it

4. We are consequently warned not to omit any eftth ascertained from any source,
nor to add to it anything not properly embraceddire A departure from this rule will
lead into inevitable error.



5. The harmony, and consistency, which will be bunall God's teachings, from
whatever source we may draw them, will become amiv¢ proof of the divine origin of
revelation. This will result, not only from a comiz@n of what Reason and Nature teach,
with the revelations of God's Word, but of eaclhaf several books of the Bible with the
others, and especially of the body of the Old Trestat as one book, with that of the New
Testament as another.

6. We are thus led to value each of the doctrifiéiseoword or God. Each is true. Each
has been revealed that it might be believed. Waatatherefore omit any one, because of
its forbidding aspect, or its seeming unimportamcats mysterious nature, or its demand
for great personal sacrifice, or its humiliatingergions, or requirements, or the free
terms upon which it assures of life and salvation.



CHAPTER II: THE BEING OF GOD

THE fundamental doctrine of Theology is that thisra God; for if this is not true, there
can be no science of God.

The first duty of Theology, therefore, is to setlfiche reasons men have for believing
that such a being exists, and is a true objecepéddence and worship.

1. GOD CAN BE SUFFICIENTLY KNOWN.

1. It is objected, however, to any science of Gbdt, if there is a God, he cannot be so
known and comprehended as to be a true object hiy

(1.) If by this is meant that we cannot know thsesdial nature of God, it proceeds upon
a principle upon which we can know nothing, for @eenot know the essential nature of
anything. We know not even the nature of our ovgerse. We cannot know that of any
existent being or substance, not indeed of thelestaltom of matter. We can only judge
what it must be from the qualities it is perceivegossess, or from its outward
manifestations. In like manner we can discover gbing of the nature of God from the
different ways in which he has manifested himselburselves and in the universe.

(2.) If it is claimed that we cannot know him besatunis nature may be or must be
wholly different from ours, the natural answerhattwe do know many things which
differ greatly from the mind which takes cognizawé¢hem. Thus our own bodies,
though purely material, are known through our midiatzulties, and yet we believe mind
and matter to be essentially diverse. We compreh&stdour modes of existence, and
those of other objects in time and space, thougbetimodes are essentially different
from the thing which exist in them.

Besides, until we know what God is, we cannot bre hat he is in all respects different
from ourselves. If there are any points of similgnve can know him so far as these
exist; and, if it is true that we have been madeyy respect, in the likeness and image
of God, our knowledge of God may approach at leastich completeness as to enable
us to recognize his more manifest perfections,tanmérceive that because of these he
ought to be reverenced and worshipped.

Guided by the analogy of our own natures we exymefitd it him a personal, conscious,
intelligent, and moral being, and this expectat®oonfirmed by the manifestations of
his presence, and operations in the universe.t€hhing of analogy is not worthless
because it has also led some to believe that God haaterial body as has man. Analogy
does not furnish proof, but only probability in seimstances only possibilities. It does
not show what God is, but what he may be. That lwhisuggests is confirmed or denied
by other sources of knowledge. But we are so faghitathrough its aid that we learn that
God must either be a Spirit, such as we are, ¢hdanust have a higher nature to which
belong all those attributes of spirit which conggtconscious personality and intelligent
purpose.



(3.) Does the objection mean that we cannot know Because we cannot come in
contact with him through the senses as we do witlfalow-men, and cannot learn his
nature through his conduct and personal actioneadantheirs? But it is not only through
personal contact with men that we know that theyaard what they are; we both know
and judge of them by their works, though we hawenseen nor known them
personally. In like manner through our senses a&émught into contact with God, who
though not material, is an artificer in materiahtys, and has displayed before us, in the
universe around, the evidences of his wisdom, p@amndrgoodness. Surely so great a
structure as this, which manifests a grasp of thguand a power of performance so
wonderfully beyond that of any human being, andrauteness of detail and execution
and finish, the limitations of which defy discovehrough the most powerful microscope
that man can ever make, shows that it has beerofeh if not created, by some being
of personal purposing skill and power immeasuréielyond anything that we can
possibly conceive.

(4.) Is it asserted that the outward phenomenhetihiverse cannot give such mental
and spiritual knowledge of God as is essentiautoapprehension and worship of him?
Even were this true, we get that knowledge thromghown spiritual and mental
operations. We find in ourselves consciousnesgistance, of thought and of purpose,
and thus learn not only what these are in othetligént beings, but that they must exist
in every being whose nature is as high as, or hititas, that of man. We perceive that
the mind is governed by laws no less binding afecéfe, no less regular and
permanent, than those of matter. In the studyeddtwe learn the nature of mind and
spirit, not by direct apprehension of their essebog as in matter, by indirectly
apprehending them through their phenomena. Thatenate ascribe to the Divine Mind
and Spirit. The differences of mental and spirittggbacities in men convince us that
there are degrees of greater or less in mentagpinitlial natures. Hence we assign to
God mind and spirit in the highest degree, becaagbeir author he must himself be
greater than all his mental and spiritual creations

But, in addition to this, we have a peculiar sowtaformation. We find our minds
capable of intuitive knowledge. Some abstract fpies need only to be understood, and
the conviction that they are true immediately falo That "the whole is greater than an
one of its parts" is perceived as soon as undatsamis likewise that "a thing cannot be,
and not be, at the same time."” Whence is this kedgd? We say that the mind is so
constituted that it cannot believe otherwise. Whe &0 constituted it? It must proceed
from some one upon whose veracity we rely, whemeeept what our nature teaches.
But, if from any one, then there is a creating miad that mind operates directly upon
mind without the intervention of matter, and theadhes us truth. When, then, we find
other convictions of like nature relative to oupdedent upon a higher being, our
obligations of duty to him, our sense of right, amdng, and the duty to do the right, and
not to do the wrong, we cannot avoid believing thase intuitions come from the same
source, and are his instructions to us as to oualnelation and duties to him.

2. But it is further objected that, if there is addve cannot know him because he must
be the Absolute, the Infinite, the Unconditioneaid atherefore, cannot be an object of



comprehension to us, whose nature is finite, anols&@mode of existence is only
relative, finite and conditioned.

But the objection itself presents its own refutatiBlow do we know that God must be
such, if there is a God? In whatever way we knag; thie know at least that much of
God that he must be the Absolute, the Infinite,Wineonditioned. Even before we are
supposed to know that he exists, therefore, we khisumuch of the nature which must
be his, and upon the first evidence of his existdrave the right to attribute to him all
that is therein contained. The characteristics #uasibed to him, reveal him, therefore,
to us, as an infinite existence, without other tations than are found in his own nature,
or essence, who, as Absolute, cannot be depermdntust be the source and Sovereign
of all else; and, as the Unconditioned, cannotutgest to time, and space, and matter,
and must therefore exist without possibility ofgtb, or increase, and without that
succession of periods, such as yesterday, to-daytcamorrow, and those measures of
space, and location, which belong to matter. The, @eerefore, who is thus proclaimed
to be unknowable is at least known as a self-exisggirit, infinite, eternal and
unchangeable in all the perfections that belongsmature. Let but the least evidence
appear that there is a God, and at once this natayebe ascribed to him.

The recognition and contemplation of such a bdimgrigh his other perfections are
unknown, awaken the reverence and fear, and coowiof the littleness and dependence
of man which enter so largely into the sense ofthgernatural and lead men
everywhere, when in danger or distress, to calhupod, though not moved to prayer by
any promise of answers thereto.

3. Again, it is objected that though we shouldeswmething of God, we can only attain
partial knowledge of him. This is readily admitt&uit partial knowledge is actual
knowledge as far as it goes. We have complete letyd of nothing. All our knowledge
is partial. The child only partially knows its pateThe subject only partially knows his
sovereign. Yet enough is known for the recognittbdependence, and of the duties of
obedience and love. So, also, with the Heavenlgdfathe King of Kings; although we
can only know him in part, we know enough to leadairevere his sovereign power, and
gratefully adore his Fatherly affection. The Sariptteaching upon this subject is
twofold.

(1) It agrees with Agnosticism in asserting that@annot be fully known. The
guestions of Zophar have been, with full revereocé&od, and earnest worship for such
an one as it is believed that he must be, the Eggof the pious of all ages. "Canst thou
by searching find out God? Canst thou find outAhmighty unto perfection? It is as

high as Heaven; what canst thou do? deeper thdnwelt canst thou know?" Job 11:7-
8. Elihu is represented as saying, "Behold, Gatesit and we know him not."” Job
36:26. And Job, after his description of God's affgower, declared, "Lo, these are but
the outskirts of his ways; and how small a whigpewe hear of him! But the thunder of
his power who can understand?" Job 26:14. The Psal@ferring to the Omniscience
and omnipresence of God, cried out, "Such knowlesig@o wonderful for me; it is high,

| cannot attain unto it." Ps. 139:6.



(2) On the other hand, in opposition to Agnostibe, Bible declares that the partial
knowledge of God attained by men is actual knowdealgd not some inferior conception.
God said through Jeremiah, "I will give them anrh&mknow me that | am the Lord"
(Jer. 24:7), and again "they shall all know me fribwa least of them unto the greatest of
them." Jer. 25:34. Our Lord himself, in his prajethe Father, referring to those given
to him that to them he should give eternal lifeldexs " This is life eternal that they
should know thee the only true God and him whonu ttidst send, even Jesus Christ."”
John 17:3. The apostle who recorded this prayes tngg language, "He that knoweth
God heareth us" (1 John 4:6), and also "He thattlonot, knoweth not God." 1 John 4:8.

The Bible, therefore, plainly teaches that God fmaknown, and so known as to be truly
worshipped.

[I. ALMOST UNIVERSAL BELIEF IN GOD; ITS SOURCES.

Belief in the existence of God has been almostamsal among men. The same ideal of
perfection has not everywhere been found. Some ¢pawe no farther than to be moved
by the sense of the supernatural, and to belieagpiower to which they are subject, and
upon which they depend. But at least this mucb Isetfound in the lowest, forms of
fetish worshippers. Others have multiplied the nersland forms of those towards
whom they have felt this sense of dependence, anel &iccepted the existence of many
gods. Yet, among these polytheists, the traceseoOine God have not entirely
disappeared, for they have referred the gods tHeesst® one originating source. Some,
following too closely the analogy of man's naturaye believed God to be the animating
soul of the world. The highest spiritual conceptdrisod has been found only in those
nations which have been recipients of his revefatBut the most ancient records show
that, in the earliest times, the knowledge possklgall was comparatively simple and
pure.

So universal has been this belief, that but venydéthe millions of the race in all its
ages have denied the existence of God. It hasdpeestioned whether these few have
been deceived as to their actual convictions, ve lieen insincere in their avowal of
Atheism; because it has seemed so impossible formoito believe in a God. A greater
number still have been skeptical; sometimes ledishes born of depravity and sin, but,
also, sometimes misled by philosophical speculatiand apparently earnestly desirous
to know the truth.

But the firm conviction of mankind in general thiis belief is unavoidable in any man
in his normal condition, and that its absence s usome crushing out or erasure of his
necessary moral capabilities, is seen, not ontiiengeneral horror which men have for
those who profess Atheism, but in the denial tdhsuen of the right to testify in the
courts of justice.

1. This almost universal concurrence of men ouglet ascribe primarily to tradition.



Belief in God has been handed down from parenhiid through out all past
generations. Some theologians are unwilling togace this fact or to accept it as a
cause of the universal belief in God. Some haveglsitlnat cause in the idea of God as
innate in the mind. Others have simply rested ugber arguments be God's existence,
and taken the universal consent of mankind as ee&léhat this is not an idea unnatural
to them, since they have yielded ready assenetprbofs of it commonly given. But a
recognition of the traditional teaching will not &keen the argument. Even if it does, it is
a fact which must be acknowledged.

In favour of this as the primary source of this gyah belief it may be said,

(1.) That this is the natural manner in which evand among us learns about God. Its
own guestionings, or its parent's convictions efithportance of this knowledge cause it
to be imparted at an early period, and by diremtheng of the fact alone without proof.

(2.) Information obtained by travellers, and esaiiby Christian missionaries, teaches
that our own customs agree with those of heathgansg as they also do with those of
Christendom in general.

(3.) This accounts for the fact, that, while théddehas varied at different times and
places, it is held in the same form by almost ewery within a single nation at a single
period.

(4.) The uniformity, too, in which it has continuathong any one people for many
generations, is also proof of traditional origin.

(5.) The general existence of it in a purer fore tiearer we approach the origin of the
race, shows that belief in a God was the primeghébof man, and has thence been
handed down from father to son, until it has redat@ own age and ourselves.

(6.) This accounts also for the fact that, when thiéh has been corrupted, it has
continued in the corrupted form until some new rakat spiritual force has arisen to
introduce change, and to give new shape to theflfeli some time to come.

2. The belief thus dependent on this traditionatkeng is of great value as proof of the
truth of this doctrine.

(1.) Its general prevalence shows that this doetigrsuitable to all mankind. It is one
that, though worthy of the wisest thought, is nependent upon philosophical
conceptions, or abstract, or logical reasoningtfoacceptance. The most ignorant of
men have been able to grasp it. It is like thathesy of the Great Master, whom "the
common people heard gladly.” There has been songgtim it, or connected with it, that
has made all men believe it. What this is will leedafter shown. But the fact that this
simple teaching, from father to son, throughouttal ages, has been enough to make it
dwell as a powerful and controlling influence i thearts of the masses of mankind, is a



strong proof not only of its truth, but also thahas come from God, whose universal
gifts are of this simple nature, suitable to all.

(2.) That it has come down through all the ageswslthat it has come in contact with all
the best thoughts of the wisest of mankind. Thaitsi study, the wisest and best, even
among the heathen, have approached, in their ricddaseptions of it, to what we
believe we have received through the revelatioBad, affords a convincing argument,
not only in favour of this noblest conception, btithe Divine Word which reveals it.
The least that can be said is, that, after beibgested to every variety of thought, and
philosophical speculation, this traditional belefs maintained itself as truth, and
convincingly withstood every objection that hasmbeought against it.

(3.) The variety of forms in which it has appeasédws some universal cognition of
some one or more fundamental truths which haslledem to believe in the existence of
some kind of Divinity. It also teaches that, thrbube knowledge of no additional truth
than such as is afforded by the light of naturgy osbme have attained more correct ideas
approximating, though in very different degreeat thue knowledge which is attainable
only through the revelations of Holy Scripture.

(4.) These simplest truths are seen to be a conpossession of the higher heathen
ideal, and of Divine revelation.

(5.) There is thus manifested, also, the existefteat knowledge of God in all men,
which enforces the duty of worship and reverenod,@uses accountability to him.

(6.) The continuance of this belief among those sehself-interest, because of sin, would
naturally have led them to reject it, is a strongop of the sincerity with which it has
been held.

[ll. IS THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD INNATE?

The knowledge of the insufficiency of mere traditto prove the truth of any doctrine
leads us to seek some other ground of this univeedi@f of mankind. Tradition has been
pointed out as the primary source of this faitht Bis primary, in point of time only, not
as the real cause of the general acceptance dbtitene. Neither does the belief in a
God arise from any of the various arguments whenvetbeen devised for its support. All
men reach conviction on this subject before theyr éear any discussion about it. To the
mass of men the arguments have been utterly unknéilile these arguments are,
therefore, to be presented as confirmatory proefpwist seek some other cause for this
continued general belief of man.

The true reason of it is that such is the consitubf the human mind that it naturally
accepts as true the idea it has attained of Gablrests upon brief in his existence, as a
fact that ought not to be doubted.



1. This is generally expressed by the statementhieadea of God is "innate."” But the
expression seems to be unfortunate.

(1.) There are no innate truths in the ordinaryeptation of the word innate. The mind
possesses no ideas independent of all suggestionward contemplation. No truth
becomes truth to the mind, until it is perceivedbéatruth.

(2.) If the idea of God were innate in the mindftas word is commonly understood, that
idea would be as perfect in one man as in anobhgrthere are evidently various degrees
of that perfection. These, therefore, must arismfthe different measures of cultivation
and thought, as well as from the different circianses by which the elements which
compose that idea in its perfection are suggested.

(3.) Inasmuch as the idea of God, possessed bymmrsin Christian lands, is the result
of the teachings of the Scriptures, or at leashefphilosophical studies of men of
thought, and is therefore one of the loftier coticgys of God, when the innateness of
such an idea is urged as a reason for belief in @edare naturally met by the avowal,
on the part of many, if not all, that they havesagh innate idea.

(4.) Any idea of God which we have is not an idéhimself, but of certain relations
existing between him, and man, or the universef tis relation to certain facts which
we perceive in connection with these.

2. A better statement, therefore, is that the bali&od is based upon the intuitive
perception by the mind of certain truths, whichessarily involve the existence of God,
and of the verity of which it attains absolute ciation.

It has been already stated that man attains imuitonceptions. He is not confined to a
single method of obtaining knowledge. He arrivesth through sensation. He is taught
it by experience He believes testimony. He is cmuscof himself. But he is also so
constituted as to certain truths, that they areesatient upon an intelligent conception of
what is meant by them. No reasoning about themmeate them, more convincing. No
study of them, except as to the nature of the thaffjrmed, gives deeper conviction of
their truth. No personal experience, nor testimohgthers, gives stronger witness to
their reliability. In each individual mind, accongj to its comprehension of what is meant
by the things spoken of, there arises personalicbon of their indubitable truth. This is
really what is meant, when it is affirmed that gnédeas an innate in man.

All that is necessary, prior to such intuitive ception, is a knowledge of the meaning of
the truth which is to be intuitively perceived. Eakor example, the mathematical axiom
before quoted, "the whole is greater than any diis parts.” Before the truth of this is
perceived, it is necessary to know what is mearitwkole,” and "part,” and "greater."
As soon as these are known, the truth of the adtion at once appears. It is on this
account that the term "God," or the expression tithe idea of God," cannot be a part of
an intuitive conception. We cannot know "God." Waynknow certain things about God.
We have not "the true idea of God." We only havesdrue idea of God. Hence our



statement was limited to the assertion, that "$sithe constitution of the human mind
that it naturally accepts the idea it has attaimfe@od as true."

These intuitive conceptions are originally singé&. William Hamilton makes simplicity

a characteristic of intuitive truth. In opposititmthis statement which he quotes, Dr.
Charles Hodge contends that "all of the proposstiohthe First Book of Euclid were as
plain at first sight to Newton as the axioms, amelgame is true in our moral and
religious nature. The more that nature is purifea] exalted, the clearer is its vision, and
the wider the slope of its intuitions. * * * If agposition be capable of resolution into
simpler factors, it may still, to a powerful inttt, be seen as self-evidently true. What is
seen immediately, without the intervention of prdofbe true, is, according to the
common mode of expression, said to be seen indlytiv(Sys. Theol. Vol. 1, p. 193).
Both of these writers appear to be right, and bating. Hamilton is correct in stating
that simplicity is a characteristic of intuitivaith, but incorrect in maintaining, as a
consequence, that no complex truth can he intljtiverceived. For the mind, in
perceiving separately the correctness of two ivitruths, may, at the same time,
combine them into a single conception, if theylaymogeneous, just as we unite the
different qualities of any object, as a table, lsaic, and express them by a single term.
But the mind apprehends these separately beftirastconnects them. Indeed, it never
SO unites them as not still to preserve their saparcharacter, and to cognize them as
such. "The clearer is its vision," and "the wide slope of its intuitions," to use the
figurative language of Hodge, the more distincparate and the more plainly plural do
these intuitions appear.

3. In seeking, therefore, for the intuitive coneaps which enter into the idea of God, we
ought not to be surprised that they are simple,yatdhat two or more of them may unite
in the proof of his existence. Thus is it, thatfaoas God is known, his existence is
intuitively known, however few or many may be thauitions involved; for the mind,
while originally perceiving them separately, stidimbines them together, and, as the
result of all, as of each, believes that God exBis the meaning of what is thus
affirmed, in relation to a single intuition onl, far less than in relation to two, or three,
or all.

Of these intuitive conceptions we shall find thalyahe simpler are universally

accepted. Greater intelligence, cultivation andigitfulness lead to the knowledge of
others by some. Were these so stated to all as totnprehended, they would be as fully
acceptable to all as to any. They are limited akeéo reception, not because they are less
true, nor because the nature of one man accepilg, tivat of another rejects them, but
because they have either not been suggested itwtdiiect, or, if suggested, their

meaning has not been understood. The more of thasee know, and the higher the
nature of the thought conveyed by them, the purdrthe greater will be the meaning to
us of the being of God.

4. Some of the more manifest of these may be takerxamples of their nature, and of
their manner in which men arrive, through thenthatknowledge of God's existence.



(1.) That which is dependent must have its finglpguit in something purely independent.
(2.) Derived existence must have its ultimate origithat which is self-existent.
(3.) Every effect must have its cause, either witbr without itself.

The truth of the above affirmations must be admiie soon as their meaning is
perceived. But, if the first be true, there is sdmeeng upon whom men depend, and to
whom, therefore, they are under obligations of dutgt obedience, whom they must fear,
and whose protection they must seek. This is th&t general idea of God. If the second
be true, the being upon whom men depend is, dsxmne through whom they exist; or
there are two beings, the one the source of hie other the cause of its preservation and
support. One of these will be independent, anather self-existent. That the
uncultivated should not perceive that these twmaiessarily one, is not a matter of
surprise. The possibility of this has allowed tikes&nce of polytheism. But when they
are thus united, the idea of God has been that ofdependent, self-existent being,
which is a complex idea, and is consciously bagethunot one, but two intuitive
conceptions, though they are now united togetindiké manner the third of these is
accepted as soon as comprehended. It is only ragdssknow what is meant by the
terms "effect,” and "cause within or without itsélfhis is attained through observation
and experience. The idea of cause and effect redfewen in very young children, who
cannot be persuaded that anything has happenedutvdicause. Nor is it difficult to
teach what is meant by "having the cause withiwitiout itself." It may be illustrated

by the difference between a clock moving its owndsabecause of its own mechanism,
and the hands of the same clock moved by somemersby that between a horse
which has the power of self-motion, and the caricvimoves only because he draws it.
The meaning of the terms of this intuitive suggestias not been difficult to
comprehend, consequently the existence of Godasedbupon it, has been generally
accepted. To the common mind, especially, it hasneended itself as teaching that God
is the creator of the world, and thus accountingtie existence of all things that have
been made. In this ease, also, men have not alessgeiated the things which we see
with the one God. In some forms of belief, theyddwided the universe among more
gods than one. In others, they have conceivedasf hade by a god inferior to the Great
Supreme, whom they recognized. But, in these vaviegs, they have shown a universal
acceptance of the idea of causality, and of thetimé conception which arises upon its
comprehension. The only objection made to it, & tf Hume and Kant, who have
thought that the knowledge of causation must béduirby our experience. But this is an
objection to the amount of evidence we have offffiects of causation, which truly is
measured by experience only, but our knowledgb@imiversal nature of the law comes
not from experience, but from intuitive conceptidrased upon the knowledge of its
meaning.

5. Other intuitive conceptions might be added whach not so simple, but which are as
truly believed by those who comprehend them. Takekample some of those which
enter into the idea of God as the perfect Being.



(1.) The distinctions of right and wrong must haweene absolute standard, which is
personal, conscious, unchangeable, and withoutations of time or space. But this is
God.

(2.) Moral perfection cannot be merely ideal, buistrhave some real embodiment; else
there could be no imperfection, and, especially degrees of imperfection, since
degrees imply the existence of that to which imgetibn approaches, or from which it
recedes, and this can only he absolute perfedionabsolute perfection is itself God.

IV. THE ARGUMENTS WHICH CONFIRM THIS BELIEF.

The theistic proofs have been divided iatguments a prioranda posteriori This is a
convenient division, although some of thasgriori have in them some elementsaof
posteriorinature, and some of thoagosterioridepend upor priori principles. As to
some of them, also, it is difficult to draw an eixiee, and assign them to the one class or
to the other.

An argument priori is one to prove the existence of some effectact, from the
knowledge we have of an antecedent cause, or af season, or principle, in the nature
of things, which necessarily involves the existeofa certain consequence.

1. Some of the argumerdspriori in proof of God's existence.

An argument priori, for the Being of God, is one based upon someoreasthe nature
of things, or some principle cognized by the hummnd, by which, independent of any
examination of the works of God, we are led toriifis existence.

(1.) The most celebrated of all of these is thacilargues the being of God from the
idea we have of him in the mind. It is supposelawe been first presented Anselm,
Archbishop of Canterbury, England, in his work edll'Proslogium sen Allogium de Dei
natura." His form of the argument may be briefitatl thus. By definition God is a

being such as that no greater can be conceiv&Libfve can conceive of a being whose
non-existence is impossible. If God, then, doeseatssarily exist, we can conceive of a
greater than God, which is contrary to the defamtiTherefore, God must exist. [See
chapters 2, 3, 4.]

This argument, from the idea of God in the mindsadavorite with the Schoolmen. It
appears in various forms in the works of many efhthlt has, however, been commonly
called the Cartesian argument, having been sét vath signal ability by Des Cartes.
One form in which he gives it is based upon tha igkethe mind of supreme perfection.
To this we attain, though ourselves only creatofemperfection. Whence is it? It must
come from the All Perfect, who has stamped it onl®ing, as the artificer sets his trade-
mark on the work of his intelligence.

Des Cartes also presents, in the following syllmgian argument more closely
resembling that of Anselm.



"To affirm that any attribute is contained in thegure or conception of a thing, is to
affirm that such a attribute is true of the thiaggd that it is surely contained in it;

"But, necessary existence is contained in the eanod conception of the Deity;

"Therefore, necessary existence is a true attribtiee Deity; or God of necessity
exists."

[See Blunt's Theological Dictionary, Art. Theism:which are also more full statements
of all the above mentioned forms of this argument.]

But the clearest and most complete presentatitmi®frgument is given by Bishop
Stilling fleet. Origins Sacral, vol. 1, pp. 484-49e following is a mere statement of
the syllogistic form presented without the argursehat support it.

That, which we do clearly and distinctly perceigebtlong to the nature and essence of a
thing, may be with truth affirmed of the thing; l@ar and distinct perception in the mind
being the greatest evidence we can have of its.trut

But we do have a clear and distinct perceptiontieaessity of existence doth belong to
the nature of God.

Therefore, he must exist.

This argument, from the idea of God, has been stnesly objected to. Kant opposed it
on the ground that "the mere supposableness ardlogossibility of a perfect being, is
no proof of the objective or real possibility ofcbua being, and existence cannot be
inferred from a mere idea." Knapp's 'Theology, . 8

But, in reply to this objections it may be saidtttiee argument against which it is
prevented, does not prove the mere logical po#gidilut the logical certainty, or
necessity, for such a being. More over, it is rvttended that every subjective
conception must have an objective reality; but dht certain ones may have such a
reality, and that this one, the idea of God, whisélf involves the idea of necessary
existence, must, in consequence of the idea tvadvied, possess that reality.

Hodge objects that if it "has any validity it isionportant. It is only saying that what
must be, actually is." But this is not merely sachabstract statement. It is a proof that
something namely, the being of God, actually isgose of the proof of the correctness
of our conception that necessary existence beltbgis nature.

It has also been objected to it that "it confouldldsl existence with real existence" [A.
H. Strong's Sys. Theol. p. 49.] But certainly thisrao confounding of ideal existence
and real existence, abstractedly, nor of formsleél and real existence, generally, but
the arguments only show the actuality of a singtenfof ideal existence, because the
very nature of the idea involves its correspondeality.



(2.) A second priori argument for the existence of God was devised bgdd Lowman,
and is from the nature of existence, and the melatetween necessary and contingent
existence. The following is a still more brief staent than the points of the argument,
given by Dr. J. Pye Smith, in his First Lines ofriStian Theology, pp. 99-101.

1. Positive existence is possible, for it involwescontradiction.

2. All possible existence is either necessary, Wwhicist be, and in its own nature cannot
but be, or contingent, which may be, or may not be.

3. Soul existence is necessary, for if all existanwere contingent, all existence might not
be, as well as might be; and that thing which migittbe, never could be without some
other thing as the prior cause of its existenceesevery effect must have a cause. If,
therefore, all possible existence were contingahgexistence would be impossible;
because the idea or conception of it would bedhan effect without a cause, which
involves a contradiction.

4. Necessary existence must be actual existence.
5. Necessary existence must be always.
6. Necessary existence must be wherever any egestsmpossible.

7 There can be but one necessarily existent bangywo could in no respect differ from
each other; that is, they would be one and the ssmg.

8. The one necessarily existent being must haveoaBible perfections.
9. The one necessarily existent being must beeaaigent.

10. Therefore, there in one necessarily existeimgh¢he cause of all contingent
existence, that is, of all other existences bediiteself; and this being is eternal, infinite,
possessed of all possible perfections, and istafligent free agent,-that is, this being is
God.

(3.) A third argumena priori is that of Dr. Samuel Clarke, in the Boyle Lectuvéhich
he delivered. It may be briefly presented thus.

Something must have existed from all eternity sioce something now exists, it is
evident that something always was,-otherwise thmgghwhich now are must have been
produced out of nothing, absolutely, and withoutsea which is absurd, for nothing can
be produced, and yet be without cause.

But, now, if something has existed from all eternéither there must always have been
some unchangeable and infinite being, or else famtg succession of changeable and
dependent beings, without any original cause, whi@bsurd.



Dr. Clarke does not discuss the absurdity of ainitefseries in the past.

The impossibility of such a series appears, howdwam its very nature. There can be no
past infinite series, because an infinite seri@nes the last term of which can never be
attained, or completed. But, in an infinite segetng backward, the term now present is
the first of the series, and not the last. Thetiash of the series is really the first in
existence. But that first was complete before #eoad. It has already existed. The
series, therefore, as now before us is one, allhafse terms have already appeared, and
the series, therefore, however indefinite in thebars of its terms, is still a completed,
and, therefore, a finite series. [See this matwr discussed by Rev. Joseph Tracy, in the
Bibliotheca Sacra, Vol. 7, pp. 613-626. Also Turret Theol., Vol. |, Book 3, Ques. 1,
par. 6, p. 154.]

The value of the argumenraspriori has been questioned. But on the other hand they ha
seemed to some eminently satisfactory. To thesg,litave appeared to be clothed with
the authority of God himself speaking through tbastitution he has given to the mind,
and its capacity for the intuitive conception oflenlying principles. To those who
perceive these principles, the proofs are as ceivalas the consciousness of their own
existence, and as authoritative as the dictatesrgcience. These principles are
accepted, and arguments are formed upon them satihhe way as in mathematical
demonstrations, and afford those who perceivertith of them actual demonstrations of
the fact that God exists.

But many have thought them fallacious, and haveedethe possibility of demonstrative
proof that there is a God. To such the argumamssteriorshave alone seemed to be
valuable. Whether or not this be true, they aréagdy of much greater value in general,
because much more simple, and better adaptedde émnviction upon the minds of the
masses of mankind.

2. The argumenta posteriori

The value of these arguments has not been dulyaipped. Men have looked for that
kind of demonstration of God's existence, calledh@aatical, which can only arise from
arguments based upon admitted axioms, and whiaeptbthence to their conclusions
by invincible logical processes. Such argumentsay exit, can only be of the nature of
thosea priori already considered.

But while no such demonstration is afforded by th#ra arguments for Gaal posteriori
are as conclusive as similar ones on any otheesubjjheir nature is precisely like that
of those upon which all physical science is baaed,upon which men act in all the
affairs of life.

Physical science pursues the inductive methodathegs all the facts in any matter. It

recognizes that there are general laws which tinése facts in some one principle, and
those who study them devise a theory to explaimti&uch a theory must account for all
the facts, and not be opposed by any one of thietime lseries of facts can be traced very



generally, and any theory an universally accoumtsifem, while no other can, that
theory which at first in the presence of a fewg$awtas only probable, becomes more and
more certain, and finally unquestionable.

Thus, the theory of gravitation has been accepegreat law of the universe, binding it
together, keeping all its parts in all their cogrsend everywhere equally effective
according to a fixed proportion of numbers, andsgsn only in its effects.

In like manner we arrive, according to the stricggsentific method of induction, at the
existence of God. The only theory which accountghe universe with all its phenomena
is that which asserts that it has proceeded fram fhis alone has been satisfactory in
the eyes of most men, from the beginning of alidnis records. Mankind have been
incredulous as to the sanity or sincerity of theb® have denied it. No scientific theory
has ever been held about facts so universallyentisind so generally known. None has
dealt with matters of more vital importance or abstg interest. None has been, as has
this, an object of thought to every intelligent rambeing. None has so commended itself
at once to practical men and philosophers. Norter having been so far forgotten,
because of sin and ignorance, as to be remembehgthats name and its simplest facts,
has risen to a beauty of conception which beyohelsé¢ constitutes the glory of Grecian
philosophy; while at the same time its belief hasrbpreserved in another race in its
purity by a literature which, despite all tendesdie corrupt the theory, has maintained it
in its purest form for generation after generation.

(1.) The first argumerd posteriorito be considered is commonly called the
cosmological, because it argues the existence df @oa First Cause, from the effects
seen in the world. It should, however, be nameditjement from causation, to
distinguish it from the teleological argument arnldews which are equally cosmological.

A very striking form of it was put forth by Bishdgerkeley and is quoted in Dwight's
Theology, Vol. 1, pp. 79 and 80:

"We acknowledge the existence of each other tonpgiestionable. We say that we know
this from our senses. Yet, after all, it is intuglly certain that what we see is not the
living, thinking being which we call man. On thent@ry, they are merely effects of
which that living, acting thing is the cause. Wadaode the existence of the cause from
the effects.

"So in the universe around us we perceive a gieaety of effects produced by some
cause adequate to their production.

"This cause is God, or a being possessed of siffiégntelligence and power to contrive
and bring them to pass.

"If it be said that these are only the effect ata® inherent powers of matter, and mind,
and, therefore, demand no extrinsic agency, the@nis that this affects the conclusion
only by removing it one step farther back in therse of reasoning."



By this is meant that these inherent powers arg @ffiécts which themselves demand an
adequate cause.

It will be seen that this argument is based upenakw of causality. Hence it should be
called the argument from causation.

| proceed now to give this argument in another fimpler indeed, but yet more
complete.

It may be stated syllogistically thus:
A. Every fact or effect must have its adequate eaesher within or without itself.

B. There are effects in the universe which havadequate cause, either in themselves or
in the universe.

C. Therefore, there must be an adequate causedioreixistence in some being without,
which is the Supreme Being, the cause of all things

We consider first the proof of the major premisshaf syllogism namely, A., that every
effect must have its adequate cause, either wathmithout itself.

Objection 1. It has been objected to this thatdl®no such thing as causation, and that
all of which we have any experience is mere antoee and consequence.

But it may be replied that experience teaches aisthiere are effects in some
consequents which are the result of relation td,@wer in certain antecedents.

We admit the existence of many antecedents andqaests between which there is no
relation of cause and effect, but experience plagsches that relation in others.

This has been so far admitted that Hume and Karg Banply attempted to confine the
law of causation to our experience. But

(1.) It is evident that causes must exist indepetig®f our experience, and that when
we see an effect (namely, something evidently regusome power for its production),
we know that it has had its adequate cause, eweigthwe have never had experience of
its special cause. Indeed one of the most impoltariches of scientific inquiry is into
the unknown causes of existing phenomena, whidhowt experience, we know must

be effects, adequate causes. Thus Geology leadgttmies into the cause of the original
stratifications in the rocks, the existence of flagsnains, and the phenomena connected
with the upheavals of rocks. So Astronomy preseagroblems about the perturbations
of the planets, the movements of stars and thesagipearances, the spot upon the sun,
and the rugged volcanic condition of the moon. ISo Bledicine forces investigation

into the origin of disease, as of yellow fever. E8ocial Science seeks adequate
physical causes for matters in which the humanaviticcident seems to have been most



free from external influence, so as to establisth the number of marriages and murders,
or railway accidents or suicides is governed bytrodimg law.

(2.) It might also he justly added that this paiaeds no proof, because the idea that
every effect must have its cause is an intuitiveception of the human mind. It arises
upon the first perception of what is meant by powée conviction of its truth is seen in
the very earliest stages of infancy.

Objection 2. It is again objected that we oughtaay this idea of causation farther hack
and apply it to the great First Cause. If subsege#ects, or facts, or existences must
have had a cause, why should not this being, whemall God, and who is more
wonderful in his nature than all others, be himaelieffect and himself have a cause?

The reply to this is, that experience does notitescthat every thing has a cause without
itself, but only every thing which has not its caus itself.

Wherever there is the principle of life, theretesa limited extent at least, self-causation
in its development.

(1.) Thus the tree puts forth its own leaves, dodrs, and fruits. It is true that it needs
to have had its seed planted in a favourable pos#tnd to be surrounded by favourable
circumstances. Yet, despite this, even here, thaughvery limited way, there is self-
causation.

So with the motion in a watch, the cause of whi&hiits own mechanism.

(2.) This is more distinctly seen as we reach hidgtwens of life. Here the movement is
self-caused. Such is the movement of a bird dsts into the air, or of a beast as it
springs upon its prey. The higher form of thispparent. The watch needed some action
upon it from without, before its springs within wduwact, but in these living forms no
outward impelling cause originates the power. Thégy be illustrated by the difference
between a steam boat, moved by its machinery uhdeguidance of men, and the
movement of a fish which by its own powers swim®tigh the seas.

(3.) In a still higher degree is this seen in ntdere is found a self-determining will
which puts forth effects which may be more confitiespoken of as self-originated. We
have not here the mere instinct which perhaps llipcbmpts the mere animal to act, but
a will which acts as it pleases through libertycbbice, and is governed only by motives
to which it yields of its own self-choice.

We do not presume to say that this explains toagsSelf-existence and independence,
nor how he is self-caused, having the cause ofesaimshimself, but we simply assert that
our experience of causes does not force us tcafinautside cause for every effect, and,
therefore, a cause for what we call the first pafficause, but simply a cause for every
thing which has not its cause of existence anaadti itself.



We may also claim from this that, if, between tifiéss clod and the man made from it,
such difference exists, that the one is no caua# atitself, and the other capable of
such self-causation, then, when we rise to thet@eimg, who has made the Universe,
we have the right to expect such infinite supetyae man, that he should be, not only
the cause of all things, but, being self-existehguld have within himself the cause or
ground of his own existence.

The existence of such a Great First Cause is beffendenial of any. That which
satisfies our minds of that existence is, that veesa constituted that we cannot rest
under this conviction of causation, until the idgearesented of a Great First Cause
having self-existence or the cause of his own ergst in himself.

If there is not such a self-existent and self-cioetd cause we are driven to adopt the idea
of an infinite series of finite causes from Eteynir an infinite succession of such series,
each of which is both impossible and absurd.

B. There are effects in the Universe which havadequate cause in themselves, nor in
the Universe as a whole.

This may be argued from the Universe as a wholanaxisting substance (an entity), or
from its component parts as existing substancegiés).

We have the phenomena of the material world absut u

As presented to our eyes, it is a wonderful medmnmore so than the most perfect
machinery man can devise, and presents an effé@seif, and in its parts, which
demands a cause of more power and skill than weaaceive.

Was it made as it is? If so, how great the causehwhill account for its phenomena!
But it is asserted that it was not thus made, atgrowth which has been reached by
long ages of gradual development, accompanied sywtion, and renewal, and
modification until it has attained its present form

We shall not deny this, but admit the force oftladl evidence which suggests it.

But, after all, this growth is also an effect. eshproceeded either from some inherent
power of self-development, or has been producetthdypower and will of some outward

cause.

It is claimed by anti-theists that it is a self-dBpment of matter which has taken upon
itself form after form until this result has bedtamed.

This theory involves the idea that all growth, &fel and mind, are the outcome of
original inorganic matter. It claims that in theimlate analysis we reach simple



molecules of matter, and that, from the developroéthese, we have this whole
universal structure.

Admit now all that is thus claimed as a fact byi-iimeists, even go so far as to suppose
that there has been a time when nothing existedhbidcules, even a few, even two
only, even one, if it should be desired; reducenthele material universe to a speck the
one millionth part of a grain of sand,-and still have in that molecule an effect entirely
unaccounted for, except as it with all its vastgmties was made by some creative
energy. There is, therefore, even here a demantidémself-existent cause.

Yet, to admit all of the above, is to admit morartlwe ought, more than there is the
slightest reason to suppose to be true; for therevidence that any matter has been
added to the universe since its creation. Mattee&n to expand and contract, to take on
one form and then another, but there is evidenitkareof diminution on the one hand,
nor of increase on the other. But there must haenlsuch increase of matter unless the
world had in its molecule period as many molecual@staining in themselves as much
material as is now existent. Whatever growth orettgyment, therefore, may be ascribed
to the world, the whole of it has existed from beginning, whether in an organized
form or in simple molecule. It is, however, asidifft, without admitting a producing
cause, to account for the world-mass of molec@esn for a single molecule, as for the
universe created in the forms in which it appeadsy.

Let us now consider certain actual effects sedgheruniverse as farther proof of an
external cause.

(1.) Motion. The principle of motion in the univers beautifully developed. The
universe is regular. It is governed by fixed laWsere is harmony in its movements. The
principles of centripetal and centrifugal actiorvgmed by the law of gravitation, not
only regulate this motion, but cause the univeodest self-balanced; so that we have a
kind of mechanism not only impossible for man tatate, but the principle of which he
cannot comprehend, though he sees and acknowlédisea fact.

Now whence this motion? Inert matter has no mot#opiece of rock, or a clod of soil,
even a tree, remains always where it is unless thbyesome outward power.

Our knowledge of this inertness in matter is sunzt tve know that an infant's ball will
remain forever where it has been put, unless distufrom without.

Whence, then, this motion of the universe whichasa simple movement, such as is

given to a ball by striking it, but a complex matjonvolving the description of circles

and ellipses and parabolas, and so involving themo &eep each in its sphere without
confusion or distraction?

Can any one persuade himself that ten thousansl laallupon a plain surface will have
any more power of motion than one, or that a usie@f them created without motion,
would not, unless influenced from without, remaiterly and forever at rest?



Something, therefore, must account for the motion.

Now our experience is that all motion primarily peeds from mind or will. Thus | move
a ball as the result of will influenced by my mirktlzen if | accidentally kick it, not
intending to do so, and even ignorant that | haagedso, this is still true. | had willed to
move my body and that body by its contact when atiom with the ball, has moved it.

Before motion then we have mind; before the motibthese atoms a directing mind; so
that not only for the creation, but for the motmimmolecules we must recognize God.

If it be said that this motion was caused by wind,inquire whence came that wind?
Was it not itself produced by motion? If so, it nahhave been the primary cause of
motion. We are still forced to the supposition timattion has proceeded from God.

If it be claimed that it came from heat, whence tsheat? Heat is also the result of
motion. What caused the movement which led toxistence?

If it be said that the motion was a matter of cleamee ask what is chance? Is there any
such reality? We apply the name variously, butlieases the thoughtful mind knows
that there is no "chance" in the sense of uncaused)led forces present.

Thus | place dice in a box and throw them. | say the resultant numbers come by
chance. But | know that that result has followedningly under law from the forces
present. But law supposes the mind of the law-g@aed the results of his law are from
purpose, not from chance. Hence the proverb: "dhesicast into the lap; but the whole
disposing thereof is of the Lord." Prov. 16:33.

So also when | meet in New York an acquaintance ffexas, | say, "We met by
chance." By this | mean that the meeting was ncabge of the purpose of either of us.
But | do not deny the laws which have governed edals, through which, guided by a
higher power, we have met as he had purposed weédsho

In no usage of the word chance, therefore, do wennh@ assert absence of mental
purpose. There is no such kind of chance, and bg sach can we account for the
existence of motion in the universe.

(2.) Form and life also appear among the effecth@iniverse.

Matter is not simply inorganic with the form andagle which might have been bestowed
upon it by motion; but it takes special forms ¢ i

Between the inorganic and this organic life thera wide interval. Even in the very
lowest forms of vegetable life there is movement growth and capacity to absorb and
increase and give forth which shows a new kingdomaiture.



It is admitted that here the whole substance i€nat and that the growth of vegetables
is nothing more than the absorption into life ofavhas been already in inorganic nature.

But this power of taking on form and life is vetyileing. If the change could be made
into a single form only, it would be still surprmsgj. But the forms are innumerable. Not
only this, but the specific form, having been oaesumed, attains not only fixedness in
the original, but power continuously in the spet¢@eseproduce its like. Yet,
nevertheless, there is a certain power of adaptatovhich, within fixed limits, there is
variation.

This is the law of plants. In a still higher degred true of animals.
Now whence this change from inorganic to such amaratter?

Is it inherent in matter? Then matter would be tam$y engaged in thus developing the
organic from the inorganic. This is evident fromat/we see in crystallization. Here

there is power in matter to assume special forrhe.law under which this is done in
each kind is known, and, in accordance with suah &éad not otherwise, are the shapes
in crystallization assumed. We can place the prepbstances in their appropriate
relations and produce the result. Why? Becausedestain matter has inherent power to
assume certain forms. But this matter cannot assiiher forms. Other matter cannot
assume these forms. And thus is it seen that mattesuch, has not the inherent power to
assume form, but that such power has been bestomhgdn certain kinds of matter

under the action of specific law and not of its gevampting.

Yet from this power of crystallization has beenusd the power of matter to produce
both vegetable and animal life. The most that cts@ldoncluded is that some kinds of
matter, (such as we now see to do so,) under cstamoes, (under which they now so
act,) are capable of producing vegetable and arifeaBut we see this done only by
propagation and generation from like to like. THere, only thus are we authorized to
infer that such life and form has been heretofocelpced from matter alone. This still
leaves necessary the creation of the first formmuigh which matter has this power.

Various attempts have been made to produce anandlplants by spontaneous
generation. But these attempts have thus far ytiaied.

Because of this inability to produce by any medesdrganic directly from the inorganic,
anti-theists have been driven to adopt the ideme@ idea without proof,) that there is a
substance which they call protoplasm, which comsurstance underlies all life-forms,
vegetable or animal, and that, in its varied changalinary inorganic matter finally
attains to this protoplasm.

As to this we should remember:



(a) That protoplasm is not the name of a substaieh has been found developed from
inorganic matter. No such substance has as yetdiseovered. This is only the name
that would be given to it if it should be.

(b) That the name is applied to the earliest foomsrganic life, as being what
protoplasm would be if thus developed from inorganatter. But the substance here
found is really a part of organic life, producedthg process of propagation or
generation through which matter of this kind becsiife and form.

The whole idea of protoplasm, therefore, is a figtnexcept within the limits of organic
life.

But, admit this to be true, and that the first fer(the protoplasm) that we see, are the
results, directly, of inorganic matter and not ajanic, it must still be acknowledged that
in all the protoplasm yet examined there is noataom, that all of it is exactly alike, there
being but one kind of protoplastic germs so fainasstigation can perceive or material
elements indicate. Yet, from a number of specinuériBis protoplasm, come several
different kinds of life. It is as though from se@decisely the same, should come wheat
and barley, and rice, and rye, and maize. Now, \ghlaére the directing power which,
from the same substance, apparently, producesehtféorms of life, some vegetable
and some animal, and various vegetables, as welirasus animals, and which so
produces them without variation that the protoplagmne species of animals always
produces that species and not another? This cande¥stood, if this be organic life
which is acting, and acting under the laws whiabpaigate species; but how explain it of
mere matter which has become mere protoplasm-daswdeswhose forms and material
have no difference in themselves, and which theeafaust be indebted to some other
directing power for the difference seen in its tessu

It is evident, therefore, that in protoplasm wedavatter not in a process of self-
development, but matter already organized in oBorims, under a law for reproducing
species; a law which can in no respect accourth®origin of the species, and,
therefore, forces us back to the idea of its diceeation.

But if this be true, the principle of form and lifethe Universe speaks to us distinctly of
a God.

(3.) Mind also appears among the effects in theséhsie which can only be accounted for
upon the supposition of a God.

The whole history of man teaches that the powetee@human mind are wonderful. Of
this we are conscious in ourselves, and we aréhtaulgy experience about others.

Instinct in plants and animals is itself incompnes$ible. We cannot tell why the vine
should put forth entwining tendrils, or the rootaoplant seek a piece of bone, or push
forward to a well of water, nor why the birds stwtlyy southward, or a horse or dog
should dread danger which man cannot perceiva) oxahould utter cries of distress at



the smell of blood, or a bee construct its cellthefmost economical shape. We account
for it by saying, that God has so constituted iorzl creatures for their protection and
happiness. But an anti-theist would say, thesejaaéties inherent in matter, so that it is
the matter that acts in the animal as it doesenvthe.

But we have in mind something of which this canpetaid. Mind is not mere instinct.
Indeed it differs widely from instinct. Thus:

(a) Mind is individual will or purpose; instinct djdmmon to the whole species.

(b) The will or purpose is not a blind tendencyt istthe result of mental perceptions,
comprehensions of facts, logical reasoning, petdanay, and other like causes.

(c) Its governing principle, being its prevailingtive, is the desire of the individual
himself, not of another, not even of God, not etlendictate of conscience, nor of
wisdom, but merely of self-choice.

(d) It often acts contrary to appetite, and desirg passion. The will refuses to do that to
which these prompt. This is a peculiar mark of dgoee, not merely in the wise use of
the power, but in the possession of the powerfitdslvalue in such exercise may be
illustrated by the proverb of Solomon: "He thaslisw to anger is better than the mighty,
and he that ruleth his spirit than he that takethya" Prov. 16:32.

These are some of the most important particulavghich mind is seen to be far superior
to instinct. They have been presented as thouglhtt@arthat instinct is a quality of
matter.

But there is no reason for such admission. Inst;atgoverning power over animals.
But whence comes it? Is it a growth in them, at sdmething bestowed on them by God
for their control, just as he gives man consciencdor their guidance, as he gives man
intuitive conceptions? It is doubtless not a grgviatlt, admit that it is, whence the power
for such growth in some matter and not in all? i ia property of some of these united
molecules, or of these patrticles of protoplasm,thede are only matter self-developed,
why has all matter not attained this growth? ang dies not the growth develope itself
alike in all?

No reason can be given for the phenomena of instthich does not reject the idea of
mere matter alone thus developing. Either

1. The power was first bestowed on some molecolgetminate this instinct, or
2. It was more directly given in connection witle ttlevelopment of the animal life, or

3. The animal was originally created with thesecfions, and they have continued by
propagation to appear throughout the species.



If originating in either of these ways, the existerf the instinct proves that of a
regulating, and originating, or creating mind.

But, as we have seen, mind is still higher thatinog and, if instinct cannot be
accounted for as a material growth, very much$essan mind. Even the most persistent
advocates for the development of life from mateimit that between the mind and the
body which it inhabits there is a wide intervaldamhile they contend for the
development of the latter through protoplasm asmbk of unaided matter, they admit
that they have never been able to discover anythilrigh can account for the existence
of mind.

But if mind has no cause for its existence in ttegamal universe, it must be the direct
product of the infinite mind, the intelligent, per&al God. There is an old book of Jewish
origin, called "Genesis" in which, long before theys of scientific inquiry into the origin
of man, was given the only account which has eatsfeed or will ever satisfy the
inquirer into that origin. "The Lord God formed mafthe dust of the ground, and
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, ameh became a living soul.” Gen. 2:7. This
was in fulfilment of the divine counsels, "Let ugke man it our image after our
likeness," Gen. 1:26. Strange that any writer af ttay should have known that the body
of man is of the same material as the inorganidcenaf the earth, and stranger still that
he should ascribe such origin to his mind and asullly accounts for the soul's
existence and its union with matter; and, strangkatl, that he should have put forth a
theory such as the world, with all the wisdom @ thtervening ages to this day, has not
bettered, but which has forced acceptance ofuth tn all. Is not this God telling us
what God did, and informing us through his sengrihe true origin of mind?

(4.) Among the many other phenomena of the worletlwimight be selected, one other
only, namely, conscience, need be mentioned.

Of what is this an effect? Is it the result of reattr of mind? What is it but a controlling
power, located in each man, and made a part ofdiige, which commands him to do
the right and avoid the wrong, and reproves, rebued punishes him for disobedience
to its dictates?

Upon the theory that it is God-given, its preseaicd its phenomena may be explained,
but upon no other.

If there is a God,

(a) There must be eternal principles of right amdng which may form a foundation for
conscience.

(b) There must be obligation to act in accordanitk these principles, the non-fulfilment
of which would involve punishment by God, and asmafor the apprehensions of
conscience.



(c) If there is a God who has created man witHdllsws, that God would seek the
happiness of the race as such, which cannot beedtd moral obligations he ignored,
and hence would place conscience in each man twoenthese obligations.

(d) If there is a God, he must love the right aateithe wrong. How naturally would he
seek through conscience to have man do right aoidl awrong.

If, on the other hand, there is no God, then
(a) Is there any right and wrong as consciencehe=athat there is?

(b) Are we under any obligation to our fellow-méfi&ve they any rights we should
respect? Is our right to possess, to have any bthiéthan our power to attain?

(c) How can we account for the terror which strike=n for crimes which have been
committed, terror not of punishment here, but hiteea

Conscience, therefore, argues the existence ofp@dthps even more wonderfully than
mind; for conscience is the exponent of the lawclitkeeps the moral universe in being
and fixes the limits of its wanderings, as much asdruly as the law of gravitation does
the material. Even the defeats of it in our raegised by sin, only prove the more
conclusively the power of its law and its necesgithuman existence. While the
understanding is the guide to what is right andngr@onscience is the authority which
enforces the right and forbids the wrong, and thenging judge inflicting punishment on
those who disobey. In the state of innocence itpeafect in its guidance, effective in its
authority, and peaceful in its approval. In ourgem# state, it is imperfect in its guidance
and has only partial authority and limited punitp@wer. In the future it must be like the
worm that dieth not, and the fire that is not qunestt

Now whence this conscience, if it be not the megse®od sets in the heart, teaching
man more plainly than the starry heavens show Gpaliy that there is a God, that he
rules over man and governs him by laws of rightwnahg and punishes the sinful and
disobedient, and rewards the righteous and obedient

The four effects in the universe which have beentroered, motion, form and life, mind,
and conscience, prove this second point [B] ofsyliogism, namely, that there are
effects in the universe which have no adequateecaitiser in themselves or in the
universe; and from A and B follows the conclusiartt@t there must be an adequate
cause for the existence of these effects in sonmg lvathout, who must be the supreme
being and the first cause of all things.

It can only be objected to this conclusion thatlibang who has made our universe may
himself have been created by some other, and éiatitot the supreme mind. But if this
be so, then there must be some being who createdhid thus we are led to look one
step further back until we reach an infinite bemag created, but having self-existence,
himself the cause of all other beings and things.



We are shut up by the argument from causationisardisult, or to the adoption of the
idea of an infinite succession of finite-beings,jebhis absurd and impossible.

The remaininga posterioriarguments may be more briefly presented tharfitsisone
from causation, for the principles involved in thassome extent underlie all the rest.

(2.) The second posterioriargument is that from design, commonly called the
teleological argument.

It may be expressed as a syllogism, thus:

A. Whatever gives proof of design must have hadsgmer.
B. The Universe gives proof of design.

C. Therefore, it must have had a designer.

Design may be seen either in arrangement or adaptén both these respects the
Universe gives proof of design.

1. In its arrangement the specific purpose maybeatvident as it is in special adaptation.
But evidence is given in that arrangement of thigytand universality which mark
design throughout the whole universe.

The syllogism of Principal Tulloch presents theusngnt in a convenient form. [Burnett
Prize Essay on Theism, p. 147.]

|. Order universally proves mind.

Il. The works of nature discover order.

lll. The works of nature prove mind.

The point here to be proved is the major premiserd can be no question about the
existence of order and arrangement throughoutnherse. This is a matter of universal
experience. It is also the testimony of all science

But does order universally prove mind?

(1.) We shall ascertain that it does by noticirgt tirder always proceeds from law by
which arrangement occurs, or from direct arrangeémereither event mind is the cause
of the order, and therefore, is proved by it. Tthatorigin of order is in one of these

ways, is a matter of universal experience, and &g from experience argue, at least,
that such is everywhere true. There is no exceptidhe rule.



(2.) But, again, we may argue this to be true ftbenfact that such is the constitution of
the human mind that "we cannot help apprehendiegy&here in phenomena of order
the operation of a rational will or mind, * * * tHaws of our rational nature compel us to
do so. These will not permit us to rest short afidras an ultimate explanation of such
phenomena." Tulloch, Prize Essay, p. 50.

(3.) Having proved the existence of causation éngreceding argument we have also the
right here to apply its principles. The order isediect, and since every effect must have
its adequate cause, so, because this is an effethd, we argue from it the existence of
the supreme mind, which is alone sufficient to aetdor such harmony and
arrangement.

(4.) Finally we may argue this from the very megnif the word order. If order means
arrangement, then it involves the existence ofwhe arranges. If order means plan, this
demands mind to devise such plan. If order meams ¢a regulation, the word involves
the idea of a lawgiver.

Thus is it that simply considering design as oatesirrangement we prove from it the
existence of mind.

2. But the proof is much stronger when we lookestigh as adaptation to the object in
view.

The same arguments here as in the syllogism bydhulbrove the major premise-
whatever shows marks of design must have had grossi

The illustrations of the minor premise are numeraug convincing:

(1.) In the vegetable world; in the structure anmdrgement of plants, in their connection
with soil, climate and atmosphere; is their relasido the necessities of surrounding
animal life; and it their material structure, fitltj them to receive and assimilate food, and
to breathe the atmosphere and absorb its gasef) asproduce themselves.

(2.) In the animal world; in adaptation to climategetable productions for food, and all
the circumstances which make life possible at verjplaces for some animals and not
for all, especially in the peculiarity that marfitsed for all climates, and that the animals
necessary to be present with him are capable @l equiety of climate.

(3.) It is also seen in the formation of the vasi@arts of the body, especially of the eye,
which presents signal evidences of design, intitstire for seeing, in its capacity for
motion, in it instinct against danger, and in itetpctive apparatus.

So also in the hand and foot, especially the thimrban, which gives him such
superiority over all other animals, in felling tseehopping wood, sewing clothes, use of
mechanic's tools and nunberless other respedtsaialy and essentially connected with



a condition of high civilization, as well as of ragvhysical capacity to prevail over brute
force.

So with a thousand times a thousand marks of dpesegn in the forms of life in this
world. All prove a designer, and that designerddh®e Creator of the world and its forms
of life.

It is vain to say that all these members of theyldualve been developed from inferior
forms.

There is no evidence of any different structuréhegse particulars in the individuals of
today than in those which earliest appear. Whatelwanges have occurred in animal life
have been within fixed limits and under the regatabf law. They have always been
such as have preserved those characteristics ahth®ls upon which difference in
species is based. There is in each individual adedual capacity to enlarge, by exercise,
the powers both of mind and body. But this goesaegybnd what, according to some law
of its nature, is a common property of humanity.

(3.) Another argumerd posteriorimay be drawn from the evidences of God's
providential care and control of the world.

It may be thus stated:

Man perceives in his own life and in the lives tfers, and in the history of nations and
of the race, evidence of a superintending poweregong, guiding and protecting, and
by means sometimes most insignificant or minutepaplishing ends of greater or less
magnitude. In the workings of this power theretaseeable evidences of designing
purpose which are so marked as to show it to beneoé blind force or established law,
but an intelligent agent exercising such oversaghis rendered necessary by the presence
of free will in man, which, but for such oversighiyuld prevent the accomplishment of
ends, which would certainly be attained througheriaws alone, were the universe, with
its inhabitants, a mere machine governed only bglpumechanical laws-and such
oversight also as supplies to man the informatimhr@sources needed at particular
stages in the world's progress, and as presemesdrcess or deficiency the equilibrium
of food and work in the world and its various parts

As none but the supreme mind, which is omniscieminipresent and omnipotent, can
exercise such care, the proof that this care iscesal is a proof of the existence of God.

It will be seen from this that all the proof whican be presented of providential care
becomes a proof of a God. This is very strong amtlcisive, and is to be found in the
historical accounts of mankind, as well as in tbestant testimony of individual men.

(4 ) The fourth argumera posterioriis from the miracles wrought by messengers from
God.



A miracle is an extraordinary act performed, orrgv@ought to pass by God, not
through the established laws of nature, nor meveigential control, but by direct action
without the use of efficient means.

The working of a miracle, therefore, shows the @nes and act of a power superior to
nature which can be no other than its creator awdiver.

A miracle is, therefore, evidence of the existeoic&od.

This argument rests upon the proof that miracle® leen wrought. Of this fact it is
universally acknowledged that we have abundanitesly. But the credibility of the
testimony, as for example of the New Testamentctes has been questioned. If it be
credible then the fact has been proved.

1. It is charged that the witnesses are not crediidcause they were not disinterested.

(a) But disinterestedness is not necessary inreesst Formerly courts required this, but
now, in the more civilized communities, all evidens heard and due weight is given to
each part of it in connection with all the otheccaimstances and facts testified to.

(b) None of the witnesses for miracles were inteesxcept upon the supposition that
the facts which they attested were true. They chaige no purpose, therefore, in
testifying falsely.

(c) They published their testimony at a time whaiititudes were alive who had been
present at the times and places when the miractes said to have been wrought. Had
the facts not been believed by all present on sachsions they would have been
disputed and the witnesses exposed. This was edlpdniie of the miracles wrought by
Christ and his apostles.

(d) To the above may be added that the statemeads aibout these miracles were such
as to affect the character and position of merulslip authority, and in some cases
appealed to acts of the rulers in council, by whbenmiracles were admitted. None
could have dared to make such statement unlesskttesy they spoke the truth.

2. Itis charged that the witnesses were themselgesived.

But it was impossible that deception could takelm many of the miracles.

Could Israel be deceived about the plagues in Egyphe passage through the Red Sea,
or that of the Jordan, or the fall of the wallsleficho, or the guidance of the pillar of
cloud and fire, &c., &c.

But the rationalist will say that the history oé#e events was not written at the same

time with the events themselves, and that the geiophe wilderness never saw nor
heard the record.



While this is not admitted of the Old Testamemaihnot he justly said of the New
Testament histories. The statements are by eyesgas. Could they have been deceived
about the stilling of the waves, the feeding offikie thousand on one occasion, and of
the four thousand on another, about the raising fitte dead of the daughter of Jairus, of
the son of the widow of Nain, of Lazarus, and egllgcthe self-resurrection of Christ
himself. One who looks at these facts is obligedeny that these witnesses were
deceived. They have either knowingly stated whédlgse, or their testimony is true.

3. But it is maintained by Hume and others, thanew a miracle had been wrought it
would be proof only to those who saw it. No testim@ould convince others of the fact.

The argument is, that the uniformity of the lawsafure is a matter of universal
experience, and that such is our knowledge ofuthdbrmity that no testimony can
convince us of the existence of a fact which isauotsistent with it.

But the history of the world shows the contrarynttuis actually presenting his
argument, that no such proof could or would be piszk to men who have already
actually accepted it.

There are many events in the world which seem aonto the uniformity of nature; as
much so to the ignorant mind as the most wondenftdcle to the educated. Are such
not accepted? What is more apparently opposedetarttiormity of nature, as perceived
by ignorant men, than eclipses of the sun or mogrtp those who have never seen the
sea, the phenomenon of water running or swellingaugs in the tides.

Yet testimony of the facts is readily taken as eritk.

The truth is that men almost universally believeewthere is no apparent reason to the
contrary, in the truthfulness of their fellows ahdir capacity to perceive what has
happened. Even strangers are trusted to this e@ahtwhen men of known probity,
having no motive to deceive and who cannot bedstkived, testify to any fact,
however incredible, conviction of the truthfulnegsuch persons is stronger than belief
in the uniformity of nature.

What would appear more wonderful than that a wdhe,greater part of the surface of
which is water, should be burned up with fire? ethole audience, to nine-tenths of
whom previously such a thing would have seemeckibte, has been known to accept
it as a fact upon the mere statement of a singdmtitc man.

In this argument the statements of the Bible haenlused not as inspired truth, but
merely as containing human testimony. In like manméhe succeeding argument the
Bible is treated merely upon its own apparent mexs a book, without reference to its
divine character.



(5.) The fifth argumena posterioriis from the contents of a book we call the Bible,
which claims to have come from God. If these catstehow a supernatural origin they
prove the existence of a mind supreme above nature

This proof may be presented:

1. With respect to the prophecies of the Bible.riEseavere predicted and recorded by its
writers long periods, even centuries before thek fwace. Many of them were minutely
described, as to their nature, locality, persangg, circumstances and causes. Such
descriptions show such knowledge as belongs ondyéowho uses no conjectural
knowledge, but knows certainly what will come tepaBut such knowledge of the far
future can arise not otherwise than from full knesde of the eternal purpose of God.

2. It may be presented with reference to the greatral figure of the Bible, our Lord
Jesus Christ.

The Scriptures taken as a whole is his biographg. dauses of his existence as seen in
the original and fallen state of man and in Godsaynto our sinful race, the preparation
for his coming, the gradual development of the dioetof his person and work, the
prophecy of his kingdom, his appearance, life, lde&isurrection, the establishment of
his throne in heaven upon his ascension from etnhgift of the Holy Ghost, the power
and progress of his religion and its suitablenessut sinful race, all present a life of
developed growth as plainly the result of a creatiund as the most wonderful creation
of fiction. The unity of purpose is seen throughduntthe beginning we see but dimly
what is taught and catch but feebly the outlinethefplot; but as we progress it grows
upon us as a genuine creation. Whatever was atlfirsis cleared up by the final record,
and as we begin to read it over once more, itepethity, its exactness of detail without
superfluity, its development in the far future loétimportance of facts which at first were
only casually stated, as though of no special ingmme, its skilful interweaving of the
minor characters and events, and its use of theati their fulness to bring on the final
catastrophe and its results, the great power witicimthe theme is handled, the majestic
simplicity which everywhere pervades it, all showaster artist creating a character and
work, through the instrumentality of writers so renous, of such different capacities,
under such various circumstances, with such manifés/, as proclaims the mind of
God which alone could conceive of such a charastdrwork, and alone could thus
reveal it to man, as he alone could create thepeabns and events which embody the
idea presented.

3. A further proof from the Bible is suggested biyzBich: namely, the revelation which it
makes of God in Christ.

He says, "The proof which is peculiar to Christignindependent and historical, is not
indeed, as some designate it, miracle, but thenagishment of the passage in Isaiah
40:9. 'Behold your God.' It is revelation in an eamt sense, the existence of God in
Christ, John 14:9." [Nitzsch: System of ChristiaodDine, p. 140.]



This is not the same argument as the last. Thatwasgument from a development
extending over so many thousand years, and prakimgxistence of one, who was
contemporaneous with all those years, working loeitcharacter of Christ as the Saviour
of mankind.

This is based upon the evidence of divine perfact®en in Christ while here on earth.
"He that hath seen me, hath seen the Father." J&8n

The revelation of the nature of God seen in theanse commends to us the fact that he
exists, for the nature indicated is one worthywafrsa being. Hence the force of Paul's
language in Rom. 1:20. "For the invisible thingshoh since the creation of the world
are clearly seen, being perceived through the ghihgt are made, even his Everlasting
power and Divinity."

So also with equal self-recommendation comes theacter of God set forth in the
words of the Bible in which he tells us what heaisgd commends his spiritual nature with
its unspeakable holiness, justice, goodness, atig twith its infinite power and wisdom,
as the character alone worthy of a God, and whigke® us say a once: This is the true
character of God. If he exists he must be such #sis described.

But in his incarnate Son we see the embodimeritaifwhich before had appeared as but
an ideal. Although appearing here on earth mosipoisly as a man, yet the divine
attributes and character were so exhibited in hiat e perceive the truthfulness with
which Christ said to Philip: "He that hath seen treth seen the Father.” John 14:9.

(6.) The sixth argumerat posterioriis the historical, based upon the fact that ticencs

of history cover so brief a period of time. If mlaas lived forever, where is the record of
that life? It is strange that we find no historicednuments which go beyond few
thousand years.

(7.) Finally, an argumera posteriorimay be drawn from geology. This science teaches:
(a) That there was a time when life, both vegetahl& animal began upon this globe.

(b) That the remoteness of the period of that begmeven according to the wildest
hypothesis, is capable of calculation.

(c) That, in both the vegetable and animal lifewbfch we have fossil remains, there
have been distinct successive genera which beghrsmiall numbers, gradually
increased to their culminating points and thenraslgplly decreased.

History and geology, therefore, furnish us conslegiroof against the eternity of form
and life in the universe, and especially opposetigird idea of endless succession of
finite objects or beings, in the past. Geologyeed, seems also to give proof of an actual
direct creation of the first beginnings of eachhwse genera.



Thus, through the proofs of the existence of Gedivéd from many sources, do we
arrive at that certainty of the fact which confirthe teaching of tradition. In theepriori
arguments we proceed from admitted first principbethe existence of God, through
demonstration, and acknowledge that the argumeatieonclusive if they fail to secure
such absolute conviction as do the problems of emattics. But the argumerds
posteriorido not belong to this class of proof, but to tivatch is the only one found in
the accepted theories of science. Scientific pi®ohly inductive proof, and no induction
of science is more certainly true than that GodtexiNo theory of science more fully
answers all of the demands for the explanatiomaisfthan does the theory that God
exist respond to all the explanations required.éNloas been so universally, and so
variously, and so successfully, tested. The thebgravitation has been constantly
becoming more acceptable until now it is held aandifically certain, because of its
success in accounting for all facts connected ititin like manner has the theory that
God exists been confirmed to almost universal fsatii®n, by the fact that without it
there is no explanation of the innumerable faatsiiad us, while with it there is nothing
lacking to account for the cause and origin oftahgs.



CHAPTER Ill: REASON AND REVELATION

HAVING considered the proofs of the existence ofiGee should discuss the ways in
which he has made himself known, before we studyhture, and attributes, and
relations to us. These constitute the sources okmowledge of Theology, which are
two, Reason and Revelation.

Reason is that power in man, which enables hinat@ imental perceptions, to exercise
thought, and reflection, to know facts, to inquire their mutual relations, and to
deduce, logically, the conclusions which may bewvdr&rom them.

Reason may be used either with reference to thealair supernatural means of
knowledge conferred by God.

When we refer to reason as a source of knowledgandi from revelation, we mean the
information attained, by the use of this facultyconnection only with the natural, as
distinguished from the supernatural.

By revelation, we mean the knowledge which God egs\by direct supernatural
instruction, pre-eminently that given in the boalotwn as the Bible.

Reason involves all the cognitive powers of manictiare the faculties through which
the mind attains knowledge. These faculties aresepéarate, and independent, but are
merely the instruments of the mind.

The mind is not itself an original source of knodde, like the Scriptures, but is merely
an instrument by which the man attains knowledgeuth the exercise of its appropriate
faculties. There are no such things as innate iddaese arrive only through the exercise
of proper thought and reflection, in connectionhvabme perceived facts.

The means by which the mind attains knowledge énetkercise of its faculties, are five.

1. Consciousness, by which we learn our own extgteand the fact that we think, and
are personal beings, possessing personal identitggdthe term of our natural life.

2. Observation, and experience of the world absythrough the senses.

3. Through intuitive conceptions, by which, upoa #uggestion through some external
object, of some principle, we find ourselves ateooonvinced of its correctness.

4. The dispositions, instincts and tendencies ohaitures.

5. The curse of events in nature, as tending ta go®@vil, to what is desirable or
disastrous.



It is manifest that the knowledge obtained fronsthearious sources must be abundant
to teach man the simple facts upon which restduiig to God; namely, that there is a
God to whom he owes existence, and consequentrme@rservice and love, and whose
greatness and goodness enforce this obligatiomtalshow him that that duty has not
been discharged, and that he has not the disposttidischarge it; and consequently to
render him uneasy in his relations to God, andarsxto appease him, and secure some
assurance of his pardon and approval. It has &so thought by many, that through
reason alone man attains the conviction of immitytahd of a future state of rewards
and punishments.

However abundant may be the information thus coaddyg man, it is nevertheless clear
that his knowledge in these directions must stithain very imperfect.

This must have been true of man even in a statenotence. His finite nature and the
finite conditions which surrounded him must stdive left him ignorant upon many
desirable matters. It is natural, therefore, taoevel that, in that condition, he received
direct communications from God, which are propedieemed revelations.

But this imperfection must have been greatly insegidby an subsequent, fall from
innocence. By this the Perceptions of right andngravould be dimmed, the power of
conscience to enforce the right would be impaitiee desire to do the right would be
diminished, prejudices against the right would Eated, an affection for God would be
greatly decreased, if not entirely obliterated.

Upon these grounds we may infer the necessity mkesoirther source of knowledge of
God, and of his will with respect to man.

We may also argua priori as to the nature of this revelation.

1. It must come from God, the source of all oureotknowledge. No other could give it,
and it is fit that no other should do so.

2. It must be suited to our present condition, tomhg the truth already known, and
teaching what is practically useful to man as sirregore God.

3. It must be secured from all possibility of efrewo that its teachings may be relied on
with equal, if not greater, confidence than thoseeason.

4. It must come with authority, claiming and prayiits claim to be the word of God,
who has the right to command, and to punish thdse disobey his commands; with
authority also, that man may with confidence bediand trust the promises and hopes
pardon and peace it may hold out.

5 That it will be accompanied by difficulties angsteries what may be expected, since
these are found frequently attending the knowletiyesed from reason.



The gift of such a revelation must of course depsgblutely upon the will of God. It is
not for man to say, before it is given, whetheaeittainly will, or will not, be bestowed.

That it is not improbable may be inferred from taet that God has already made
himself known to us in various ways in ourselved amnature. If we need further
revelation we my hope for it.

The only reason to the contrary is that we haveesiragainst God, and he may have
chosen to abandon us to our fate. But this is adtudy understood until revelation has
confirmed our conviction of our sinful estate. @e bther hand, the favors which God
still bestows, and the means of continued knowladfdem which he affords, indicate
that he has not yet consigned us to our deserveddad that he may have purposes of
mercy towards us.

That which renders it highly probable is the expgoh seen in man, in the conceptions
he has formed of God, as one to be propitiatechbyifces and approached with prayer.

If the expectations thus formed are to he verifted,important question arises, in what
way can God make known to us the new truth he walkeach.

They manifestly speak unadvisedly who assert thatdan in nowise be done.

If he should so choose, he could impress it on eaehin like manner as we attain
intuitive conceptions. He might reveal it to indluials in dreams and visions, so as to
make each one feel and know that the vision is f@wd. Those through whom he has
revealed himself have in some such way attainedlatesconviction that God has
spoken to and through them, and with God thereiihar impossibility nor difficulty in
producing like certainty in the mind of each indiwal of the race.

But as God usually acts through means, so he kaalezl himself to a few, and through
them to mankind in general.

The only question then is, how can he give evidéadbe race at large that the men he
has inspired are indeed his messengers?

This also might be done in various ways, but hedhasen to do it by attesting their
mission by miracles wrought through them.

As to the measure of authority to be ascribed ésg¢hmiracles, men differ in opinion.

Some teach that any miracle wrought is of itseffigent attestation of the messenger
and of the truth which he teaches.

Others, that miracles are only proofs to those ttoold them, and dubious proofs even
then, and that the true purpose of them is no¢tohe seal of God's authority, but simply
to awaken attention and excite awe, and thus pegparway for a proper hearing of the



divine message. These assert that the revelatime<to us with the authority only of the
self-convincing nature of the truth made known.

It is necessary, in this difference of opinionsséek carefully after the true theory. From
no source can we better obtain it than from thelegion itself, the teaching of which
will be seen to be fully corroborated otherwise.

The Scripture theory seems to be this, that inrewy revelation the prophet of God must
present a doctrine perfectly consistent with et pevelation and with the knowledge
conveyed by nature, and must, at the same timéiygoby miracles his authority as a
teacher from God. Without the miracle the new thalk no evidence that it is not simply
the product of human reason or imagination. Thaadence in doctrine is necessary to
protect against pretended miracles and the tricksprincipled men. Besides, the new
truth can have no higher authority than the old, twerefore cannot supersede it, for the
old also has come from God. No truth ever taughBby can be opposed by any new
truth from him. What with God is truth is eternalth. Like himself, it is the same
"yesterday, to-day and forever." It may be morenaaumtly or clearly revealed. We may
learn to comprehend it better and to correct our owsapprehensions of it, but whatever
God has once given as truth must so remain foragechangeless as his own life.

1. The Scriptural authority for this theory is ctusive.

Moses announced the law, which shows the miraoleeahot to be conclusive. See Deut.
13:1, 2, 3. "If there arise in the midst of thegeraphet, or a dreamer of dreams, and he
give thee a sign or a wonder, and the sign or iheder come to pass, whereof he shake
unto thee, saying, let us go after other gods wtiiol hast not known, and let us serve
them; thou shalt not hearken unto the words ofphaphet, or unto that dreamer of
dreams: for the Lord your God proveth you to knoletier ye love the Lord your God
with all your heart and with all your soul." Thiagsageshows that even a miracle,
wrought by one teaching doctrine not in accordamitie that already received, should
not tempt to belief in the divine authority of himino should work it.

The Apostle Paul gives similar instruction to tha@l&ians, Gal. 1:8: " Though we, or an
angel from heaven, should preach unto you any dasper than that which we preached
unto you, let him be anathema." Whatever mightieesiccredited authority of the
messenger, his teachings were not to be received.

Yet, with all this, the Scriptures do not dispar#ge miracle. The miracles of Mosaic
times are constantly referred to as indubitablykimay it as divine. Nicodemus
recognized the high position assigned to miracjethe Jews, John 3:2: "No man can do
these signs that thou doest, except God be with' l@rist himself says, John 10:25:
"The works that | do in my Father's name, these #aess of me."

This theory of the Scriptures is not necessarilseldlaupon the idea that real miracles can
be wrought otherwise than by divine power. Sti# tanguage sometimes used is liable to
this construction. And much depends upon the degmbf a miracle. If a miracle be a



suspension of the fixed laws which God has estaddigor the world, that suspension
can only occur through his special permission. figkhis as the true meaning of the
word, we can understand why such stress is laildarScriptures upon the Mosaic
miracles and those of Christ, since many of theensach as nothing but divine power
could accomplish. But the word miracle in the Serips has not this restricted meaning,
but is applied likewise to any marked supernatevaint. Because men are apt to put
these upon a level with the miracles which God @lcen work, they are warned not to
follow after what is thus supernaturally donet ibé accompanied by such teaching as is
contrary to truth already received.

See the apparent reality of such miracles in cammewith the magicians of Egypt, EX.
7:11; Chap. 8:7, and compare with it the conviceapressed by the magicians, Ex. 8:19,
when they failed to produce lice from the dust,isTik the finger of God."

Notice also what Christ says, Mark 13:22: "For ¢heiall arise false Christs and false
prophets, and shall shew signs and wonders, thgtrttay lead astray, if possible, the
elect.”

See also Rev. 16:13, 14: "And | saw coming ouhefrhouth of the dragon, and out of
the mouth of the beast, and out of the mouth ofdlee prophet, three unclean spirits, as
it were frogs, for they are spirits of devils, wn signs; which go forth unto the kings
of the whole world, to gather them together untwar of the great day of God the
Almighty."

It is because of this liability to be deceived ttthee Scriptures require the miracle and the
concurrent doctrine as both essential to the remepf a new revelation.

2. This theory alone concurs with the course toctimature necessarily impels us.

To the extent that we are fully convinced of thehrof a doctrine, no subsequent
revelation could change our belief. It is true tas does not apply when we have
doubts; but when our knowledge is fixed, we cafmeomoved. No amount of miracle
could convince a Christian that the nature of Godtherwise than pure and holy, or that
he delights in worship not of the heart, or thatsheot infinite in justice and holiness, in
goodness, mercy and truth, or that be will pardom&thout due satisfaction to his law.

3. This theory accords with the progressive charaaftdivine revelation.

The earliest revelation came to those who had dieret been guided only by reason.
This was true even down to the beginnings of thee T&Istament Scriptures, and, in that
economy, only preparation was made for the futloeygf the New Testament
revelation. Hence the truths taught were, for tlostnpart, only those which come within
the compass of discovery by reason, or acceptanieaipon due suggestion, namely,--
the existence of one God, the fact of creation)dheof moral obligation to God and
man, the punishment of sinners, the duty of repmetathe pardoning mercy of God, and
the law of sacrifices, with substitution and saitsion.



The new economy goes further in its clear instandi it teaches the vicarious atonement
of Christ, involving representation in him and ails@®dam, the doctrine of the Trinity in
the Godhead, the mysterious union in the pers&hofst, and many other truths
heretofore only very indistinctly revealed.

These could not have been presented to those aunijnt heretofore by reason. But the
revelation which stood between fore-shadowed thedifferent ways. From it alone
originally they would not have been discovered. Bav that they are made known, that
former revelation is seen to concur with the neateshents, and the conformity of the
clearly expressed doctrine to the mere outlingberh in the past sustains the fact that
they have a common author, and that the divinealevés the same. It is like the
presence in animals of the same genus in earhey ofagerms which find their
development in species which come later.

4. This accords with our means of judging what sewf action infinite wisdom would
have devised.

The conviction we have of past truth renders itosgible that we should throw it aside.
We must, therefore, still hold it fast. That coriaa has come from God, and we can
have no higher evidence.

Yet, other statements and doctrines very probabgven certainly true, may be taught
by men, as revealed to them, when they are eitdiedsceived, or attempting to deceive
others. Hence, we must have the attesting miracle.

On the other hand, we are liable to be deceived afat is supernatural, and especially,
in the supernatural, as to what is within the lswaf created power. Hence, we may be
misled by the craft of men, or by the superhumanegvaf wicked spirits. Therefore, no
doctrine must be accepted contrary to a truth dyreaceived.

A revelation, such as we have described, having gaeen and proved, another question
arises: what is the relation which reason bearsutdsvit?

We may lay down the following facts:
I. That reason is the first revelation, and is esuently presupposed in any other.

2. That the facts of reason cannot be denied bysabhgequent revelation. No truth can
destroy other truth.

A limitation must, however, be put on the proviméegeason. The doctrines of which it
may judge, are those only which come within itsesphUpon the presentation of a new
doctrine reason may decide whether it agrees withhér knowledge. If agreeable
thereto, it must be accepted, if opposed, it magsejected. But, if it be above reason, it
must stand or fall with the rest of the revelatiGed may, in his mercy, refrain from
trying faith by a revelation of supernatural dawotyibut, if he reveals it, it must be no



barrier to the reception of that doctrine itsetfpbthe revelation which accompanies it.
In an able article in th8outhern Presbyterian RevigWol. I, pp. 1-34, on "Reason and
Revelation," Dr. Thornwell puts this limitation upoeason, that it is sole arbiter within
its own bounds, but no judge beyond them. He thih&sin this way only can it be
applied as a test of doctrine. The theory is untelp correct. It fails only in not
recognizing the precise manner in which Scriptuneds it in as an arbiter, not as the
judge of truth as disconnected from the past, butkated to the various times and forms
in which God has taught it. Reason should judgeva revelation, not by the truths
taught by reason alone, but also by those whicle baen made known in any previous
revelation.

The office of reason with respect to revelatiortherefore seen to be:
1. To examine the evidence of the miracles uporchvhirests.

2. To compare its doctrines with the teaching efgiast, and recognize their
correspondence with or opposition to that teaching.

3. To adopt or reject the revelation accordindoévidence afforded that it is God's
truth.

4. To interpret its contents, according to the bight which learning affords.
CHAPTER IV: THE UNITY OF GOD
THE arguments by which we have proved the existefnéod have shown us:

1. From that of causation; that he is self-existeaving the cause of his existence in
himself.

2. From the proof of design and from his creatibapirit; that he is an intelligent
personal and spiritual being.

3. From the non-eternity of matter; that he alaeternal.

4. From providence and miracles; that he continaesle and govern the world which he
has created.

In them all have been the foundations upon whidofsrof his wisdom, power, and
goodness, as well as many other attributes aralbase

The information thus received is however insufiitjend is capable of being greatly
increased by further examination. Having proved @ad is, we naturally desire to know
more of what he is and who he is.



This leads to an inquiry into his nature or esseand, since the nature and essence of all
being, even of ourselves, can be known only by idenisig its mode of existence, its
gualities and its manner of manifestation, we adetb inquire into the mode of God's
existence and into the attributes and works by whie has made himself known to us.

Preliminary to this, however, are two subjects \Wwhdemand attention, viz.: The Unity
and the Spirituality of God.

THE UNITY OF GOD.

1. The proof thus far attained, to say the leadt ¢ not inconsistent with that unity.
Indeed one God is all that is demanded by or ire@Iwv that proof.

But one first cause is needed; but one desigrmrggested; one being alone meets all the
conditions arising from our sense of dependencanmther; but one is required to
account for the evidences of providential care ¢kerworld; but one for the wonders in
miracles; but one for the scriptures with theirgiresies and their revelation of Christ

and God; and but one for the common consent of menk

This last point is the only apparent exception.

But (1.) Universal consent only goes so far agdtoiaithe existence of one God. Many
have in one way or another assumed that there are, fout the belief in more than one
is not universal.

(2.) The belief of more than one God was not thiesa type, but has been the result of
corruption of the truth. This may be accountedditiher from reverence for objects as
representations of the divinity, as of the heavdiglyts or for animals or statues
representing deified attributes of God; or fromesation for men, after death regarded as
exponents of such attributes.

(3.) The belief of one God thus found in the eatlrecords of all nations was maintained
among most men of intelligence even in the daydesthenism. See Cudworth's
Intellectual System of the Universe, Vol. |., pp32638, for ancient Latin, Greek,
Persian and Egyptian opinions.

As to Brahminism, see Maurice's Religions of therM/@. 59.

As to Buddhism, see Maurice, p. 102-3.

As to the classic writers, see also the testimdricero de Natura deorum, pp. 11-13 of
translation in Bohn's library.

As to the mass of Heathenism we have this testinfilmmy Tertullian, quoted by Tholuck
on Heathenism, p. 23.



"In the deepest emotions of their minds they nelm@rcted their exclamations to their
false gods, but employed the words 'By God,' 'Al/tas God lives,' ‘God help me.’
Moreover they do not have their eyes directed ¢éoctipitol, but to heaven."

This belief in one God is true, even of that dumlishich arose among the Persians
because of their knowledge of the struggle betvgemd and evil connected with the
presence of sin in the world. They believed in @ Gaperior to the two contestants in
this struggle and thus they may be claimed as dioceihe idea of the unit of God. See
Cudworth, Vol. I., p. 411, &c.

The argument for universal consent therefore doesl@emand more than one God.

2. But the proof of God's existence is not only ingbnsistent with the unity of God, but
renders that unity highly probable and indeed atroedain.

The unity of the first cause, and of the desigaeraturally if not necessarily involved in
the unity of will or purpose or design, seen in éffects produced in Creation and
Providence.

These show at least such perfect harmony and agradratween the wills of all gods, if
there be more than one, as can result only fromBaieg, or from several as fully
agreeing together as though they were but one.

But the very idea of will involves choice, and atwinvolves such right and possibility
to select between two or more things as forbidsemsal original agreement in choice
between two different beings. Either, thereforeréhmust be difference of choice, which
would destroy the uniformity, or there must be badination of will one to another,
which gives supremacy to one of the beings. Thasltevould be to make that one a first
cause of will or action to the others, and theetormake him alone God.

If, therefore, there is uniformity in the desigmslavorks of nature, that is almost if not
quite certain proof that there is but one God.

That uniformity is seen,

(1.) In the materials which compose it.

(2.) In the qualities possessed by these materials.

(3.) In the nature of the forces which they evolve.

(4.) In the unity of design between all living fasnfishes, reptiles, birds, and mammalia
in all parts of the world whether adapted for wiater or earth, whether in fossils of the
past or living organisms of the present; and ie likity seen in one species only as

germs and developed into perfected organs in anedparated from it by a wide interval
of time.



3. The only objection to the unity of God which dadrawn from the world arises from
the presence of pain and ill, of sorrow and sufigrof guilt and sin, together with the
violent and destructive forces of nature.

(1.) But these are not inconsistent with the uaoftgGod.

(a) If they ought not to be and God could prevhketr, they would prove lack of
goodness, not of unity.

(b) If they ought not to be and God cannot previeeain, then they would prove some
other being to exist greater than he, and thenatietr being would be God.

(c) The evils referred to are as apparently undéotm general laws as any other facts
or events of nature.

(2.) But there is no evidence that these evils baghto be, and are not perfectly
consistent with God's goodness.

(a) They may be part of a system which best existennection with them. We see this
in part so far as the destructive forces of theldvare concerned.

(b) We find among them traces of a working togetbefinal and intermediate good
ends, and hence they may safely be said neithrailitate against goodness nor unity.

4. But while some of the arguments for God are aolysistent with his unity and highly
suggestive of the same, and others make it soyhggbbable as to be almost certain,
there are others which establish it with absoletéainty.

(1.) The idea of God in the mind, to which is atiad that of necessary existence, is the
idea of one God, and one only. The notion of twanore gods is self-contradictory, for

neither of them can be the absolute and perfectratependent being which is our idea
of God. All the evidence for God therefore contdimethe first of thea priori arguments

is for one God and one only.

(2.) In the argument from the nature of necessaistence (the secorapriori), the 7th
point was: "There can be but one necessarily axisteing, for two necessarily existent
beings could in no respect whatever differ fromheaiter; that is, they would be one and
the same being."

The nature of necessary existence therefore pitbeesnity of God.

5. The proofs we have thus far presented from adtirthe unity of God are abundantly
confirmed by the statements of Scripture.

(1.) The passages which declare explicitly that Samhe: Deut. 6:4; Mal. 2:10: "Hath
not one God created us?" Mark 12:29, 32; 1 Tim, B@h. 4.5, 6; James 2:19.



(2.) Those that assert that there is none elserme heside him: Deut. 4:35, 39; 1 Sam.
2:2; 2 Sam. 7:22; 1 Kings 8:60; Isa. 44:6, 8; #&&5, 6, 21, 22; Isa. 46:9; Joel 2:27.

(3.) That there is none like him nor to be compawvéd him: Ex. 8:10; 9:14; 15:11; 2
Sam. 7:22; 1 Kings 8:23; 1 Chron. 6:14; Isa. 40124; 46:5; Jer. 10:6.

(4.) That he alone is God: 2 Sam. 22:32; Neh.Rs5;18:31; 86:10; Isa. 37:16; 43:10, 12;
46:9; John 17:3; 1 Cor. 8:4-6.

(5.) That he alone is to be worshipped: Ex. 20613; 1 Sam. 7:3; 2 Kings 17:36; Matt.
4:10; Rom. 1:25; Rev. 19:10.

(6 ) Those which forbid any one else to be accepse@od: Ex. 20:3; Deut. 6:7; Isa.
42:8; Hosea 13:4.

(7.) Which proclaim him as supreme over all soezhljods: Deut. 10:17; Josh. 22:22; Ps.
96:4, 5; Jer. 14:22; 1 Cor. 8:4-6.

(8.) Which declare him to be the true God: Jerl@01 Thess. 1:9.

This Scripture doctrine of the unity of God is affected by some expressions which at
first sight appear to contradict it.

(a) The Bible does not deny that unity where thesgaf the heathen are spoken of as
their gods: Deut. 10:17, "The Lord your God, h&al of gods and Lord of lords;" Josh.
22:22, "The Lord the God of gods, the Lord the @bdods, he knoweth and Israel he
shall know;" Judges 8:33; 9:27; 11:24: 16:28, 28ain. 5:7; 1 Kings 11:33; 2 Kings 1:2,
16, and many other passages. Psalm 96:4, 5: "Eat grthe Lord and highly to be
praised; he is to be feared above all gods. Fdhaljods of the peoples are idols; but the
Lord made the heavens."

Jeremiah 14:22: "Are there any among the vanitiegseoheathen that can cause rain? or
can the heavens give showers? art not thou he r@dwr God?"

1 Cor. 8:4, 5, 6: "Concerning therefore the eatihthings sacrificed to idols, we know
that no idol is any thing in the world, and thagriais no god but one. For though there be
that are called gods, whether in heaven or on eastthere are gods many, and lords
many; yet to us there is one God, the Father, a@mwhre all things, and we unto him."

1. Such gods are only so-called gods and exalteddb places by the false conceptions
of men.

2. Many of them have solely imaginary existence.

3. Where there is any corresponding existence,dheyut creatures of God, dependent
upon him for existence and even permission to éesemower and influence.



4. Many of these gods are identified in the Newtd@&nt with the devils which Christ
cast out, and which were subject to him and hisipliss, and who are only the angels or
messengers of Satan, and therefore fallen creaglsa

Acts 17:18. Some of the philosophers who met Paéttens said of him, "He seemeth
to be a setter forth of strange gods,” (demons} passage shows that the word which is
constantly used in the New Testament for the deatdt out, was a word properly used
by these Greeks as applicable to their gods.

But we have places in which the word is appliedi®/sacred writers themselves to these
gods.

1 Cor. 10:20, 21. "The things which the Gentilesifiae, they sacrifice to devils, and
not to God; and | would not that ye should leavecmnion with devils. Ye cannot drink
the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils; ye capartake of the table of the Lord, and
of tile table of devils."

Rev. 9:20. "And the rest of mankind which were kibed with these plagues, repented
not of the works of their hands, that they shouwtworship devils, and the idols of gold,
and of silver, and of brass, and of stone, andaddwvhich can neither see, nor hear nor
walk."

(b) The word god is also applied to Moses and sther

Ex. 4:16. "And he (Aaron) shall be thy spokesmatil time people; and it shall come to
pass, that be shall be to thee a mouth, and thedtitsdto him as God."

Ex. 7:1. "And the Lord said, unto Moses, See, lehanade thee a god to Pharaoh."”

John 10:34, 35. "Jesus answered them, Is it n¢tenrin your law, | said, ye are gods? If
he called them gods, unto whom the word of God clame the Scripture cannot be
broken]."

The reference is to Ps. 82:6, 7, "l said ye aresg(lohim,) and all of you sons of the
Most High. Nevertheless ye shall die like men, taidike one of the princes."”

As to these passages referring to Moses, the idedafestly is that he stood before Aaron
and Pharaoh as the representative of God, clotlitbdhig authority and having the right
to demand confidence in his utterances and obeelignicis commands. But all of this,
not because of any partaking of divine nature beatiuse he was God's ambassador.

As to the passage in the Psalms, quoted by Christequally manifest that this was a
metaphorical use of the words to denote the retiognof exalted dignity and mighty
power. In the psalm, from which the words are takieis said in the Ist verse, "God
standeth in the congregation of God; he judgethrantibe gods. This language and the



threat that they "shall die like men" in the 6tmses show that it was applied to men who
are only metaphorically spoken of as gods.

The doctrine of the Trinity is not opposed to tméyiof God, but only enables us to form
just conceptions as to that unity.

It presents to us three Persons who are not tloeg, gut one God, and, as will hereafter
be seen, shows us that the unity of God is to bedan his nature or essence and not in
the personal relations in that essence, so thed thdut one divine nature or essence, one
being, one god, although there are three persdrsssung therein, who, by virtue of that
subsistence, are each God.

We are not led by this doctrine of the unity of Gtiterefore, to adopt the Arian notion
that the Father is Supreme God and the Son onljirgedbeing in a subordinate sense.
Nor is it proper to accept the Sabellian notioat ¥8od is one person, manifesting
himself sometimes as Father, sometimes as Sorsanetimes as Holy Ghost. "Neither
does it at all teach tritheistic unity by which $leeare really three gods, but considered
one because they have the same nature, just asntlere may be said to be one because
of the same human nature." See Gill, vol. 1, p@, 184 from which this is condensed.

CHAPTER V: SPIRITUALITY OF GOD

HAVING in the last chapter discussed the unity oidGwe proceed in this to the
consideration of his spirituality. This is the sedsubject preliminary to that of his
attributes. The attempt will be made to prove,ordy that God has a spiritual nature, but
that he is a pure spirit without outward form ortemgl organization.

|. The one God has undoubtedly a spiritual nature.

1. He is the creator of spirits. But spirit is thighest order of existence and its creator
must himself have the nature which belongs to dhder.

2. The creation and government of the world gividewce of wisdom, skill, knowledge
and purpose, but there are attributes of spiritl therefore must have a spiritual nature.

3. We arrive at the idea of the perfect being leyakclusion of all imperfection and the
ascription of all perfection. But spiritual natusein every respect a perfection. Therefore
we ascribe it to God.

4. The Scriptures ascribe a spiritual nature to.God

It is involved in the abundant language about fhietof God in which, however,
reference is had distinctively to the third pergothe Trinity.

It is also presupposed in all the intellectual, ahoand emotional thoughts and acts
ascribed to him.



But it is directly asserted in two places: Johm4the language of our Lord to the
woman of Sychar: "God is a spirit, and they thatskg him must worship in spirit and
truth.”

Again in Heb. 12:9, where fathers of the flesh ahthe spirit are contrasted.
"Furthermore, we have had the fathers of our ftesthasten us, and we gave them
reverence: shall we not much rather be in subjecatido the Father of spirits and live?"

Compare also Acts 17:24, 25. "The God that madevtivel and all things therein, he,
being Lord of heaven and earth, dwelleth not ingiest made with hands; neither is he
served by men's hands, as though he needed anyt&mg

Il. But when we ascribe spirituality to God, we miat intend simply to assert that he
possesses a spiritual nature, but that his naguerdlusively spiritual. By this we mean
that he has no material organization, that he bébkar body nor members of the body
such as we have, neither shape nor form, neitlesiquas nor limitations, but only a
spiritual nature.

1. This is evident from his immensity and eteribfinity in time and space).

To have an omnipresent and eternal mode of existsnmossible for a spiritual nature,
because spirit has not of necessity successiamefand specific limitation of location.
But these of necessity belong to matter. It isexfassity that it has a here, and not an
everywhere; spirit alone can combine the two, #reand the everywhere. It is also of
necessity that matter exists in time; we know thexists now, that it existed yesterday,
that it may exist to-morrow. We know that it ne@gdyg has this succession and
difference of time. But with the eternal God theam be no succession of time, and
consequently he can have no material nature but Ineugurely spiritual.

2. It also follows from his independence and imrility.

If God have body, he is capable of being influeniteth without, for all matter is thus
capable of being influenced, of being moved, digidedded to and diminished. But if
thus capable of influence from without he is naltependent. Therefore the independent
God cannot be material.

Again, if he is body, he is mutable, for all mattecapable of change. Therefore the
immutable God cannot be material.

3. This may be proved from his absolute perfection.
(a) Negatively. From the idea of absolute perfecti@ exclude all that admits of

limitation or change. But body is both limited acfthngeable. Therefore the absolute
perfection of God excludes a bodily organism.



(b) Positively. To absolute perfection we ascrite possession of intelligence, will and
moral perception. But these do not belong to bdtierefore body cannot be either in
part or whole the absolutely perfect one.

4. We realize in ourselves, the defects of a materganization, how it confines us, how
it causes pain and suffering, how it imposes ojoy$n sensual pleasures, how incapable
it is of knowledge and power in itself. Hence wéunally disbelieve that in God is to be
found an organism so necessarily imperfect. Orother hand we find our spiritual
natures to be of wondrous power and capacity, eadamith intelligence, skill and
wisdom, capable of knowing right and wrong, andttbe and the false, and possessed of
liberty of choice, and we therefore ascribe to Gmpossession of such a nature to an
infinite extent, with infinite intelligence, skidind wisdom, and a will absolutely
untrammeled from without.

In apparent opposition to this doctrine of the papeituality of God is a large number of
passages, which represent God in or with bodilgnforhis language is partly figurative,
and partly used as an accommodation to human thoagth to the incapacity of human

language to express exclusively divine things. Sanuage is called anthropomorphic,
and is generally so obviously such, as to makealse fimpression, even upon the most
ignorant.

The following is a corrected list of the passagesdlected in West's Analysis, pp. 17-
19.

Those which speak of hias having locationGen. 4:16; Ex. 19:17-20; 20:21; 33:14, 15.

As having motionGen. 17:22; 18:33; Ex. 19:20; Num. 12:5; 23:4; D&G@t2; Judg. 5:4;
1 Sam. 4:7; Ps. 47:5; 68:7, 8;Ezek. 11:23; Micah Hab. 3:3; Zech. 2:13.

As using vehicle Sam. 22:11; Ps. 18:10; 104:3; Hab. 3:8, 15; Zed.

He is said to dwell on the eartBx. 25:8; 29:43, 44; 1 Kings 6:13; 8:12, 13; 2 Ghro
6:1, 2; Ps. 132:14; Mic. 1:2, 3; Hab. 2:20.

He dwells with manEx. 29:45; Lev. 26:11, 12; 2 Chron. 6:18; Zech02Rev. 21:3.
He dwells in meni Cor. 3:16, 17; 6:19.

He has faceGen. 32:30; Ex. 33:11, 20; Deut. 5:4; 34:10; Ré&:12;eyes:2 Chron.
16:9; Prov. 22:12nostrils: 2 Sam. 22:9, 16; Ps. 18:1puth:Num. 12:8; Ps. 18:8ips
and tongueisa. 30:27preath:Isa. 30:28shouldersDeut. 33:12hand and armsEXx.
33: 22, 23; Ps. 21:8; 74:11; 89:13; 118:16; IsalG2Hab. 3:4fingers:Ps. 8:3back:
Ex. 33:23;feet:Ps. 18:9voice:Ex. 19:19; 20:22; Lev. 1:1; Num. 7:89; 12:4; 222&ut.
4:12, 36; 1 Kings 19:12, 13; Ps. 29:3-9; 68:33; 26r30, 31; Ezek. 43:6.



His voice is spoken of as dreadéck. 20:19; Deut. 4:33; 5:24-26; Joel 2:11; 3:16;d8m
1:2; Heb. 12:19, 26.

He is said to exercise laughtd?s. 2:4.
He appears to merGen. 35:9; 48:3; Ex. 3:2-6; 19:9; 1 Kings 9:2; @)%, 6; Amos 9:1.

His appearance is describeBx.24:10; Deut. 31:15; Isa. 6:1; Ezek. 8:1, 2,324 Dan.
7:9, 10; Rev. 4:5.

He is in human formGen. 18:1; Ezek. 1:26, 27; Rev. 4:2, 3.

lll. The value oftrue ideas astothe spirituality@dd may be seen from the important
consequences which follow from this characteristiGod.

1. It involves concerning the nature of God:

(1.) That he is invisible and intangible, or inchlgaof apprehension by the bodily senses.
(2.) That he is unchangeable, incorruptible anéstaictible.

(3.) That he is simple and uncompounded.

(4.) That he is a living personal being, intelliganoral, free and active.
(5.) That he is infinite and eternal.

2. Upon it depends in the relation of God to crati

(1.) His knowledge of all events, and especiallfisfspiritual creatures.
(2.) His control of all events.

(3.) His purposing all things that shall come tsga

3. Because of it, he must receive spiritual worship

(1.) Not that of the body only.

(2.) Nor of the outward form.

(3.) Nor of pretended service.

(4.) But of genuine emotion.



(5.) Because of it, he cannot be represented tnatbeship by outward forms or images.
He is to be approached, not with the bodily sernsaiswith the communings of the heart.
Hence the second commandment, "Thou shalt not mmatcethee any graven image, or
any likeness of anything that is in heaven abovéhat is in the earth beneath, or that is
in the water under the earth; thou shalt not bowrdthyself to them, nor serve them."
Ex. 20:4, 5.

IV. Spirituality has been by some classified as ohtne attributes of God. This has
possibly arisen from the twofold sense which thedaspirituality has. It is used among
men as a description of character, when it meaaiditiat character is exalted to an
extraordinary sense above the fleshly appetitegpasdions, and devoted to spiritual
affairs. In this sense spirituality would be amihttte of character, and therefore of the
person possessing that character. But when spitytimspoken of with reference to
God, itis used in the sense in which man is spakers a spiritual as well as material
being. It is declarative of God as possessing i@l nature in the sense that his nature
is that of a spirit. It is, therefore, a simple ldeation of what his nature is, and not a
statement of an attribute of that nature. It i;yssmuently, no more to be classed among
the attributes of God than is his unity. These swbjects have, therefore, been treated
separately and as preliminary questions to theideretion of his attributes.

CHAPTER VI: DIVINE ATTRIBUTES

THE Attributes of God are those peculiarities whislrk or define the mode of his
existence, or which constitute his character.

They are not separate nor separable from his essgn@ture, and yet are not that
essence, but simply have the ground or cause fekistence in it, and are at the same
time the peculiarities which constitute the modd enaracter of his being.

As they are not separable from his essence, saatigeyot to be regarded as so many
different powers and peculiarities or facultiesjatiso belong to God that he is
"composed of different elements.” Hedge, 1:369sTwuld take away the simplicity of
the divine nature and make it compound and thesgedtvisible and changeable.

But, on the other hand, they are not simply ouled#nt conceptions of God. They have
existence independently of his creatures. Thesense true foundation in God himself
for the distinctions between them, so that, wherspeak of God as wise, we do not only
say that we conceive of him differently than whemaeall him just, but we mean that
there is that in God which makes it proper thatstveuld conceive of him under the
different aspects of wisdom and justice.

CLASSIFICATIONS.
Various divisions have been made of the attribafesod.

1. One is into communicable and incommunicable.



The communicable attributes are those which, tmidd degree, he can also bestow
upon his creatures. Such are power, knowledge omistbve, holiness, &c.

The incommunicable are those which cannot thuselseolved, but which, of necessity,
exist only in God. Such are self-existence, immilitgband infinity including immensity
and eternity.

2. Another division is into relative and absolufee relative are those which may be
exercised towards objects which are without, threohlte, which exist only in connection
with God.

3. Still another division is into transient attribg, or such as pass over to his creatures,
and immanent, or such as ever remain in God alone.

4. A fourth division is into positive and negat@gributes, the positive being those which
ascribe perfections to God, and the negative tixbseh deny imperfections.

These four divisions are however identical. Thaekaites ranked under the
communicable are also placed among the relativettantransient, and the positive, and
those defined as incommunicable are classifiedaslate, and immanent, and negative.

5. A further division has been made into the natana moral attributes.

By the natural attributes are meant those whiclerdes the mode of his existence
without respect to personal character; by the mdnake which describe his character.

Dr. Charles Hedge justly objects to this divisi@mtause the "word natural is ambiguous.
Taking it in the sense of what constitutes or pestéo the nature, the holiness and justice
of God are as much natural as his power or knoveedgd on the other hand God is
infinite and eternal in his moral perfections, alilgh infinity and eternity are not
distinctively moral perfections. In the common dadhiliar sense of the word natural, the
terms natural and moral express a real distincte8ys. Theol., Vol. I., pp. 375, 376.

In the discussion of the divine attributes, thosecl belong to the incommunicable, or
absolute, or immanent, or negative class will firstconsidered. These are simplicity,
which denies composition; infinity, which, eithes eternity denies limitation as to time,
or as immensity denies it as to space; and immiitigbvhich rejects all possibility of
change in God. After that will be taken up, in trder named, the communicable,
relative, transient, or positive attributes of powaowledge, wisdom, holiness,
goodness, love, truth and justice. The remaindénisfchapter will be devoted to the
simplicity and infinity of God.

THE SIMPLICITY OF GOD.

By this we mean, that the nature of God, comprisiisgessence and his attributes, is
simple or uncompounded pure spirit.



It means more than his unity, for the latter expeeonly the fact that there is but one
being, that is, God. Were God both matter ariditsgir compounded in any other way,
his unity would not be affected.

Were there but one man in the world, we shouldildsd¢o him unity, and if there could
be but one we should ascriessential unity.

It means more than the spirituality of God, forttimeludes only that he must be spiritual,
and, also, as we have seen, that he should beymmietual.

But there is nothing contradictory in the ideat ttr@ated spirits might have a composite
spiritual nature, composed, for example, of mirdil &nd spirit, as three distinct
essences, or that a spiritual nature should hapérigual body, as well as a spiritual soul.

But in God there can be no composition, and theedfits spiritual nature must be
uncompounded. Even his attributes and his natust baiin such a manner one, that his
attributes essentially inhere in that nature aedhat capable of separation from it, which
really makes them one with that nature.

The reasons for this are:

1. Because composition (or a putting together 9lves possibility of separation. But this
would involve destructibility, and changeableness;h of which is inconsistent with
absolute perfection and necessary existence.

2. Composition involves a time of separate exigesfdhe parts compounded. If so, then
there was a time when God did not exist, becawsedits of his nature had not been
united, or, when he existed imperfectly, not hawegreceived to his essential nature the
additions subsequently made; all of which is in¢stesit with absolute perfection and
necessary existence.

3. If the parts have been compounded, it has beee dy some force from without, or
has been a growth in his nature. They have not bdded from without, because God is
independent, and therefore cannot be affected Wwahout. Besides all outward form

and all else than God had its origin in him, anctkisted as God before it. They have not
been a growth in him, for, if so, he is not uncheaige. Any such addition to God or
growth in him is also inconsistent with absolutef@etion and necessary existence.

In ascribing simplicity to God, therefore, we deeléhat his nature is so purely or simply
one as not to be compounded of separate substascemtter and spirit, or even of the
same substance, in different forms, or of a sulostanth separable attributes; and we
assert that even his attributes are one with lsisre, and that he is not only essentially
spiritual, but also essentially wise, and good, laolg, and just, and true, and almighty,
and omnipotent.

INFINITY OF GOD.



When we say that God is infinite, we deny to hitialitation in his nature or essence.
We are conscious of the finite nature of our ssulvall as of our body; it has limitations
as to place, time and capabilities. In arrivinghat idea of the perfect being by way of
negation, we deny all such limitation in him, ahdrefore ascribe to him infinity as to
time and space, as well as infinite perfectionignrhode of existence, in his power,
wisdom, goodness, justice, holiness and truth.

The infinity of God as to time is called
HIS ETERNITY.
By this we mean:
(1.) That he has no beginning nor end.
(2.) That with him there is no succession of momsent

It is difficult to attain any conception of the medf existence which is thus ascribed to
him. It is so different from our own. Yet a briedresideration of what is involved in the
nature of God must convince us that the idea wivwelexpress by these statements is just
and true.

1. As to the statement that he has no beginningndr

When we say that we shall live forever, we can wtded how a life once begun may
never be completed.

But it is difficult to conceive of a life which gedack equally forever as one may go
forward. The past is always completed, and as ceteg) must be measurable. That
which has been by succession of moments or dayshraus had some first day or
moment with which it began. We can form no othaercaption of it.

That division of eternity, therefore, which is ealleternitya parte postve can
comprehend; but the complement of it, the etemiparte antewhich is united with it to
express infinite duration, is felt at once to beattiempted conception of the mind to
express the eternity which we know must be trud,yaat which we perceive is
inadequately conceived as well as incorrectly esged.

While, therefore, we know that God has had no begm we see that his mode of
existence cannot have been one in which he hamtibad past that ever continuing
indefinite duration which corresponds to what mayolrs in the future.

2. When we say that during some period a certamglieas always existed and will
always exist, we mean that there has not only heanoment in that period when he has
not existed and will be none in which he will natst, but that during that period he has
been and will be existent in a constant successiomoments. There is at all times, after



the beginning, a past and present, and will bel tinet end, a future. One moment passes
away, and another succeeds. But with God therdearo succession of moments.

(1.) Because then he would have had a beginninghw opposed to his infinity.

(2.) Because then he would not he unchangeablé&dbrmould be true of him to-day
which was not yesterday and will not be tomorrow.

(3.) He would not be perfect because somethingdcoelladded to him from day to day.
He would become older. He would have new expererioeleed there would be either
increase or diminution of his power, wisdom, etc.

The schoolmen attempted to express the eterni@odfby saying that it is "punctum
stans" or "nunc semper stans."

This is the conception of eternity which we strigettain. Our difficulty in doing so is
that we can no more conceive of duration withogtession than we can of an eterrity
parte ante But we see that in this conception we are noviagiat a thought in itself
erroneous, as in the other case, but are simpbgrezing the fact that God's mode of
existence, as to time, is different from ours. Chas succession of moments, increase in
the length of the period, is not all of it posselsaethe same time, has had beginning and
might have an end, and has a past and future assvptesent. God has no succession,
no increase of life, is possessed of the wholaoékistence at once, and eternally
possessed, has had no beginning, can have norehlives in the present only, having

no past or future.

This accords with the statements of Scripture. (S@lways spoken of in the present.
He calls himself | AM. His name Jehovah has beg@pssed mystically to express this.

The psalmist says: "Before the mountains were bdrofayth, or ever thou hadst formed
the earth and the world, even from everlastingv&rlasting, thou art God." Ps. 90:2.

Thus our Lord, when he would declare his equalityrthe Father, uses the present tense
for each. "My Father worketh even until now, amdork.” John 5:17.

So also in like manner he declared his divinityshying, "Before Abraham was, | am."
John 8:58.

A question arises, what then is the relation oktand eternity to each other?

Time is not a part of eternity, for if it were, etgy must have succession, vibefore
time, during time, after time.



They are in reality different modes of existencachtare unlike each other, time being
suited to the measurement of creation periods egature life. True eternity belongs
only to the life of God.

While time, however, is not a part of eternitycatexists with it.

Through the divine purpose all its events have leemally present with God, and as
well known and realized by him as though actuakigtent. And, in the actual existence
of time, it has been present actually with God waitt eternity, although not constituting
a part of eternity.

The nature of these relations we cannot unders@uadideas are vague, and the
language in which we would convey them is incapalblexpressing even what we
perceive and know. But while this is true, we hageguestion as to the possibility of
better knowledge in the future on this point. Tiféalty is in reality no greater than in
the connection between the immensity and omnipeesehGod. Yet from the
knowledge of the presence of our spirits as contpasth that of our bodies, we
comprehend the fact of the omnipresence of God alittreated things, while the space
in which they exist is no more a part of his immignthan is time a part of his eternity.

Corresponding to the infinity of God in respectitoe, is his infinity in respect to space,
which is called

HIS IMMENSITY.
God is not confined to space any more than he &sared by time.

Space must have its limitations because its existencommensurate only with the
universe. Where there is no creation, there camlspace nor time. But creation cannot
be infinite, but must have its bounds, impossilsié anay be for us to imagine the
nonexistence of space. In our mode of existen@gespnd time are so necessary that we
cannot even deny their existence without using waevlbich involve that existence. Thus
if we say, "Where there is no universe, there ispace," the very words "where" and
"there" involve the notion of space.

But notwithstanding this, we know that, just asdii® the period, so is space the location,
in which creation exists.

When, therefore, we speak of God's immensity, wammaore than his filling all space,
just as when we speak of his eternity, we mean tinane his existing throughout all
time.

We can only express the idea by the fiction ofnind space, as in the other, we have
done by that of infinite time.

Immensity is the absolute attribute of God to whiolhresponds the relative one



HIS OMNIPRESENCE.
By this word we express the relation of God asemewith creation.
He is present everywhere. He is present at ong¢hensiame time everywhere.
His presence is not merely contact, but energypamer.

It is not merely through his knowledge of it, oetéxertion of his power upon it, but he
fills it with his essence.

He fills it, not as part to part, but the wholeimite deity is entirely, undividedly present,
at each point of creation, in each moment of time.

The following valuable questions and answers d&ertdrom the Outlines of Theology,
by Dr. A. A. Hodge, p. 141, of the new edition.

"What are the different modes ofthe divine presence

"God may be conceived of as present in any placejth any creature, in several
modes; first, as to his essence; second, as tmbigledge; third, as manifesting that
presence to any intelligent creature; fourth, a&s@&sging his power in or upon his
creatures. As to essence and knowledge his pregetiesame everywhere and always.
As to his self-manifestation and the exercise sfdawer, his presence differs endlessly
in different cases, in degree and mode. Thus Gpcesent to the church as he is not to
the world. Thus he is present in hell in the mastdgon and execution of righteous
wrath, while be is present in heaven in the matatesh and communication of gracious
love and glory.

"How may it be proved that he is everywhere preasrib his essence?

"That God is everywhere present as to his esssmu@vedrom Scripturel Kings

8:27; Ps. 139:7-10; Isaiah 66:1; Acts 17:27,/28&d from reason(1.) It follows

necessarily from his infinitude. (2.) From the fawt his knowledge is his essence
knowing, and his actions are his essence actindyig&knowledge and his power reach to
all things.

"State the different relations that bodies, creagpditsand God sustain to space.

"Turretine says: 'Bodies are conceived of as exgsth spaceircumscriptively because,
occupying a certain portion of space, they are dedrby space upon every side. Created
spirits do not occupy any portion of space, northey embraced by any; they are,
however, in spacdefinitelyas here and not there. God on the other handsisaice
repletively,because in a transcendent manner his essenclfglzace. He is included in
no space; he is excluded from none. Wholly preseatach point he comprehends all
Space at once."



CHAPTER VII: THE IMMUTABILITY OF GOD

By the immutability of God is meant that he is ipable of change, either in duration of
life, or in nature, character, will or happinessnbne of these, nor in any other respect is
there any possibility of change.

1. This is implied in his absolute perfection. [Betfon permits neither increase as though
he lacks, nor decrease as though he can lose. Enaungt be for the worse or for the
better, but God cannot become worse or better.

2. It arises in like manner from the pure simpjicf his nature. That which is not and
cannot be compounded cannot be changed.

3. It is expressly taught by the Scriptures inféilwing as well as in other particulars.
A few passages out of many are referred to in sumde@ach.

(a) They declare him to be unchangeablduration and life:Gen. 21:33; Deut. 32:39,
40; Ps. 9:7; 55:19; 90:2; 102:12; Hab. 1:12; Rofn2é; 1 Tim. 1:17; 6:16.

(b) They affirm the unchangeableness ofrfature: Ps. 104:31; Mal. 3:6; Rom. 1:23;
James 1:17.

(c) They also assert that higll is without change: Job 23:13; Ps. 33:11; Prov219:

(d) Hischaracteris also said to be immutable, as for examplgussce: Gen. 18:25; Job
8:3; Rom. 2:2; hisnercy:Ex. 347; Deut. 4:31; Ps. 107:1; Lam. 3:22, 23; Mal. 3:6; his
truth: Num. 23:19; 1 Sam. 15:29; Mic. 7:20; Rom. 3:3;2129; 2 Tim. 2:13; Titus 1:2;

his holiness:Job 34:10; Hab. 1:13; James 1:13; andkhisvledgeisa. 40:13, 14, 27, 28.

The immutability thus set forth in the Scripturesliamplied in the simplicity and
absolute perfection of God is not, however, todersderstood as to deny in him some
real ground for the Scripture statements of ematiéeeling in the exercise of love, pity,
longsuffering and mercy, or of anger, wrath andhgusg justice. We could as well deny
some real ground for the attributes of love, jusaad truth which are at the basis of
these emotions. We must never forget that we knaittie, if anything, of the mode of
operation of the divine mind. We are sure that aeehto think and speak of it
erroneously when our thoughts or words involve sasive emotions in God or such as
have beginning or end. And yet the only way in ahebange in him in such emotional
acts could occur would involve both beginning, and, and succession. Wherefore, we
know that whatever possibility of change in Godegg is due only to our own
imperfection of knowledge and in-capacity to fomuet conceptions.

It is also true that the unchangeableness of Gadti;mcompatible with such outward
activity and relations as exist in connection vidtiteation, Providence and Redemption.
But as this has not been so readily admitted, it beawell to consider more particularly
the objections which have been made.



l. It is objected that a change must have takecepla God in the creation of the
universe. It is claimed that he must then have &utm new purpose, and must have
passed from a state of rest to one of activity.

(a) But this objection is based upon a forgetfusnefsthe fact, that in him there is no
succession, and no change of time from one moreamdther. The creation of the
universe is no less an outward act than is the itimehich it has existence. It appears in
time and with time. But with God there is no tinreano relation of time, exclusive of
time itself. There was not before its creation. rehaill not be when there shall be no
more time in creation. We may not be able to urtdashow this is, but we know that
the fact must be so.

It is on this account that the purpose of God &ata was not a new one, formed at one
time and not at another. On the contrary, that gsgpand, indeed, his whole will is
eternal. Whatever may have given rise to that pepdoes not exclude this fact.

(b) There was nothing outside to influence him.wtes moved entirely by his own will.
Whether that will was altogether voluntary, or &@&®m some necessity in his nature,
we need not now consider. If it was either the onthe other, in either event it was
eternal, for if his nature be eternal, then anyessity of his nature is an eternal necessity,
and any purpose he forms, whether of necessityplontarily, must be eternal volition.

So much for the objection, based upon a suppossguogose.

That from a transition from rest to labour is etyubbseless. It supposes labour and toil
in God. But the Scripture account of creation, a#l as the dictates of reason, forbid this.
There was no laborious work of God. There nevahiesie never can be. His infinite
power compasses his infinite will, in the mere wigh Neither in the creation nor in the
sustentation of the universe is there in God anyatf busy, careful thought, and
protracted weary effort by which man maintains goweent or sustains the lives of those
dependent on him.

This view of God's creation accords with reasoaldhe is worthy of an all-wise, all-
powerful, independent and self-existent God.

It is established by Scripture. Heb. 11:3. "ByHaite understand that the worlds have
been framed by the word of God, so that what is $&¢h not been made out of things
which do appear."

The whole account of the creation in Genesis, Chdp.to chap. 2:3, is full of this truth.
In every case it is simply, "And God said," &c.

Psalm 33:9. "For he spake, and it was done; he @med and it stood fast.”
When it is said that he rested on the seventhrdaynore is implied than that he ceased

as to further creation; for the sustentation ofuh&/erse requires constantly the same
exercise of power and will as its creation.



. It is again objected, that the Scriptures repré change in God, when they speak of
him as "repenting" of the acts which he had done.

Gen. 6:6. "And it repented the Lord that he hadenadn on the earth, and it grieved
him at his heart."

1 Sam. 15:35. "And the Lord repented that he hadiensaul king over Israel."

Ps. 106:45. "And he remembered for them his covieaan repented according to the
multitudes of his mercies."

Amos 7:3. "The Lord repented concerning this: Hlshot be saith the Lord."
Jonah 3:10. "And God repented of the evil whiclsaiel he would do unto them."

In reply to this objection, it may be stated thade are merely anthropopathic
expressions, intended simply to impress upon megta@at anger at sin, and his warm
approval of the repentance of those who had siagathst him. The change of conduct,
in men, not in God, had changed the relation batvleem and God. Sin had made them
liable to his just displeasure. Repentance hadgioilnem within the possibilities of his
mercy. Had he not treated them differently themelveould have been change in him.
His very unchangeableness makes it necessaryadlstdil treat differently those who

are innocent and those who are guilty, those winddmthemselves against him and
those who turn toward him for mercy, with repentaedirts. So far as the first of these
passages is concerned, it is simply a protest sigthia great wickedness into which the
race of man has fallen. The Scriptures show that I&zs had a purpose with reference to
such sin, which, from the beginning, contemplatezfall of man and the different stages
of wickedness by which in various ages that fall haen accompanied. These statements
differ widely from those which declare love, pitr,anger, for there is no emotion in
God correspondent with the outward declaration.

lll. Again it has been objected that God must bengeable or he could not answer
prayer. It is said if his purposes stand forever la@ changes not his will, then there is no
place for prayer.

It is unquestionably true that God promises to amgwayer. It is also true that prayers
have been answered, and that the course of hunesutsdvas thus been different from
what it would have been had there been no prayenaranswer to it.

But the mistake arises from supposing that thesedbean change in God's purpose or
action from what he always contemplated.

The difficulty is not one that affects prayer onlyarises as well in connection with
labour, or with any other act, by which, throughnmna new force is introduced into the
universe.



It proceeds from the fact that man, being a volynégent, may act according to choice
at any moment of his life. That choice puts hisaacbutside of the mere mechanical
movements of the universe. Over these it is addttiat God has absolute control, and
that his purpose relative to them has no changeit Buthought, that if man can choose
one thing, or another, or can do, or not do, amgish act he pleases, then so much of the
future being dependent upon and resultant fronatti®r volition, God must change his
purpose to correspond with that act or volition.

To this it may be replied that, even without exjléon, we know that such cannot be the
case, for this would take away the independenc&oaf. It would make his volitions
dependent upon those of man. If it be therefore, tituat man cannot be a free agent,
without such mechanical action, on his part, aslvteave God free, we know that free
agency does not belong to him. But we are so fidlyscious of our free agency, that that
consciousness becomes to us the highest revefadimnGod that it has real existence. If
prayer then be offered, the only doubt about ia @swer and force, the effect of which
does not change, is whether God answers it. Anldisimord he has so plainly taught
this, as to leave no room for doubt.

In what aspect, then, are we to regard prayer?eatliglin this simple way; that it is a
secondary cause, which has a place, like all aheondary causes, which, like other
such, is necessary to produce the result, to wmth has given means of efficient
entrance into the working of the universe, thetexise of which has been as fully known
and purposed as any other secondary cause, apdettence of which can in no way take
God by surprise, nor render any new purpose comactn his part necessary. So far then
from changing his purpose when he answers prayst,isin reality only carrying out
that purpose. But even if we he not able to exdtaw any will or act of ours can be at
the same time as fixed and certain with God, @swére a decree about some mechanical
action of the universe, or were his own persongb@se, and at the same time he
perfectly voluntary with man, so that man can eithi#l or not will, do or not do, as he
may himself choose, we are perfectly sure thaugtrhe so, from our consciousness of
ourselves, and our certainty of what is the natfi@od.

IV. It is further objected, that there was chany&bd, in the act of the incarnation of the
second person of the Trinity.

The objection is met here, because this is the sotble place in our course to do so,
though the explanation may not be fully comprehendetil we have discussed the
Trinity, and the relations of the persons of thelfead in it.

It is based upon a misconception of the scriptaarihe of the incarnation.

1. It was not the divine nature, which became inata, but simply one of the persons
subsisting in it.

2. No change took place in the divine nature. Timadn and divine natures of the Son of
God were so related to his person and to each,dttsrwhile he was truly God and truly



man, possessing every characteristic of eachyb@&atures remained entirely distinct,
each with its own peculiarities and properties. @ilvne nature was in no degree
affected. The Son of God, therefore, was as trivyd after, as before the incarnation.

3., So distinct were these natures, that in becgmian, the Son took not simply a
human body, but also a human soul. These wereduwité the personality with which

he subsists in the divine nature, but not withdivene nature itself. Christ lacked nothing
to make him as separate from God in his human @asiany other man, except separate
human personality. He united his human naturereséif by subsisting in it in the same
personality with which he subsists in the divinéune.

4. The Son has not divine nature separate frorfratieer and the Spirit, so that we can
sayhis divine nature in the exclusive sense, in which pea& of the human nature of
Paul and Peter. Human nature is distributed amoaigidual men, so that each one has
his own, and in no wise partakes with another.tBetone divine nature is common to
the three persons.

These statements will show why God has not beenggthin the act of incarnation.

(1.) There would have been change, had the huntanenaeen so united to the divine, as
to add to it such qualities, properties and coadgias do not belong to God. These may
be possessed by a divine person in the human rfaguras assumed, for thus is there no
change in his nature as God, but they cannot bsfeared to the divine nature without
making it finite as well as infinite, material aglas spiritual, fallible as well as
infallible, mortal as well as immortal. These calictory states may exist in the one
person, but cannot in any such compounded nature.

(2.) There would have been change, had the divaigr@ become the soul of the human
nature. This would have made that nature subjdetitoan passions and appetites, to
human frailties and imperfections, and liable tonpauffering, and temptation, and to
limitation in goodness, knowledge, power and wisdom

The knowledge therefore of the true doctrine ofitfearnation shows conclusively, that
in it there has been no change in God.

V. Itis alleged that God cannot be without charmpzause he suffered during the
incarnation of Christ.

The argument is that the declarations about Chgsffering are made, not simply of the
human nature, but of both natures combined, artdhba we are taught, that it was not
merely man, but God also that suffered. This pmsiis assumed by some who maintain
that Christ had a complete human, as well as divatare, not a mere human body, but
also a rational soul. It is necessarily also th&tpm of those who claim that he had no
human soul, but that his divine nature took theglaf a rational soul.



The reply to this argument is that the Scriptuageshents do not teach that the divine
nature suffered. This is nowhere said. They tehahthe second person of the Trinity,
who became man, suffered. But they plainly refat guffering to his human nature only.
They teach us, that in the relations of his nattwdss person, he preserved unchanged
the properties and qualities which belonged to teeparately, and that this was
especially true of the divine nature. There werdeed, some communications from the
divine nature to the human, but none from the hutoahe divine. But while thus
distinct, they were united together in a singlespaglity, and by such a union, that
whatever might be said to be true of or to be dwrte be suffered by either of the
natures, might in like manner be affirmed of thespa in whom they were united. It is
because of this that Christ, the Son of God, i@ sahave suffered. He did this in his
human, though not in his divine nature. The scrgptieclarations that Christ suffered,
are no proof that God suffered, or that God camgéan this respect.

But there are those who do not receive the ab@teraents as an exposition of the
teachings of Scripture on this point They claimnasessary, an interpretation which
asserts suffering of the divine nature. Those,addeho hold that the divine nature is in
the place of the human soul, are forced to mairgagh an interpretation. It is in reply to
both of these that the unchangeableness of theadhature is presented as conclusive
against any such interpretation. Against their fpmsiare adduced the numerous
statements of scripture asserting that God doeshastge, and that he is immutable in
his nature, and in his various perfections. Theeeadso arguments from reason, by
which the same error may be refuted. So incontlstak these statements and
reasonings that the objectors readily admit thextetlis no power or being who can
change God contrary to his will, and that the ideanforced suffering is revolting. The
possibility of change and suffering in God, theypoeive, therefore, to result from his
own will and his own voluntary choice.

This raises the question of the possibility of vary suffering on the part of God.

If this be possible, it must arise in one of twoys/eeither the nature of God is essentially
such as to admit suffering, or the will of God #&pable of so changing his nature for a
time, as to enable it to suffer. In the first imgta the essence of God itself is supposed to
remain unchanged, but to be capable of existirdiffarent states at the dictation of his
will. In the other, the essence itself is changgthie will, and made capable of that,
which otherwise it could not have.

In the first case God could suffer, because ottirgingent conditions of his life liable to
the action of his will, just as we can inflict serfing upon ourselves.

In the last case, the nature of God would be semidgnt on his will that be could change
it at pleasure.

This last view, however, is based upon an erroneounseption of the relation of the will
of God to his nature. That relation is not caushe will does not create the nature nor
confer upon it its powers nor exercise a contrglimfluence upon it. It is the nature that



influences the will. It is because he is holy, jastd good, that he wills holiness, justice,
and goodness, and wills these in himself, becaesddme is the infinitely holy, just, and
good. His will, therefore, so far from causativepnly approbative and complacent, and
his essence can in no degree be affected bytltislivere not so, the nature of God must
be the effect of the will of God as a cause, andtrba dependent upon that will. The
foundation of all excellence, righteousness anthkes would he, not what God is, but
what he happens to will at any one time, and wouddte him differ again and again
should he so will. And such will would be capricgpdior in making the will superior to
the nature, there is taken away all reason foroghim God to good or ill, or in one
direction or another, and he is left, without mefito accidental or capricious volition
only. Moreover, if God is capable of this kind dfanmge in any respect, he is so in all
others, for the power of the will to effect one rfmation in the divine nature,
necessarily involves the power to effect any oo#ier such.

As the will, therefore, cannot change the esseh@od, but is itself controlled by that
essence, it is not possible that it can confeptheer to suffer, which otherwise God
would not have. If, therefore, this power of sufigrbe not inherent in the divine nature,
it can have no existence.

But if this be inherent in the divine nature, itshbe a quality necessarily and constantly
belonging to the nature of God, and must, theretmeadestructive of the blessedness so
fully and eminently ascribed to God in the Scripsyror it must exist there after the
manner of the contingent conditions of our life¢cégse of which we can pass from a
state of happiness into one of suffering, and hadiappiness again; and its passage from
one of these states to the other, most be thet i@fshle exercise of a divine volition.

But with God there can be no such contingent cat
1. The very nature of his necessary existencederthiis.

2. The language of scripture "I, the Lord, changg"r(Mal. 3:6), and "with whom can be
no variation, neither shadow that is cast by tugriidames 1:17, is expressly contrary to
such a supposition.

3. The contrast drawn in the Bible between Godraed in respect to change, is
distinctly based upon that contingency in man, lcW there is no similarity in God.

4. The truth and faithfulness of God are magnifrethe Scriptures by the fact of their
exercise where man would thus change, but wheredBes not, because he is fixed and
constant. The passage, "l change not" is preseami&@dontext, where the will of God
might be presumed to induce change, and the amsdntat this is his nature is made to
show why that will would not so affect him.

5. In addition to all of this, such contingent citiwhs or states are incompatible with the
nature of his eternity, which, as being withoutcassion, excludes change; as well as
with his simplicity which denies separation betwéénessence and his attributes, and



therefore gives no room for change; while theyadsolutely excluded by the perfection
of God, which cannot be always asserted of hirhafdtates or conditions of his being
can be changed, unless in all these states he bewddually perfect in all respects, which
surely cannot be affirmed of the two states of lvaggs and suffering.

CHAPTER VIII: THE POWER OF GOD

We derive our knowledge of power from the consan@ss of our will or purpose to
effect an end, and from our experience that we bhagemplished that end. Over our
own bodies our will acts directly, without the intention of any means known to us.
Thus, when we will to move the arm, the arm is nip\mit whatever necessity there may
be of nervous influence or muscular action, we kiwdwo such connection between
these and our will, save the fact that the willspilese into operation.

Over other material objects we can only act throoigthbodies and other necessary
means of contact.

Experience teaches us, however, that mind canpact mind without such contact,
though the mode in which this is done is still neyistus.

The action of our minds upon our material structurd over other minds also suggests
that mind, by some subtle connection, may act updward matter, as we see, that our
minds act upon our bodies.

In this way many of the curious phenomena whichehaeen falsely used for the proof of
the spiritualistic theories of the present day withbably be accounted for.

But, whatever may be the power of man, it is evideat it is marked by limitations, not
only as to what can be done, but also as to theinvegich it may be done.

In ascribing power to God, however, we must exclaltlsuch limitation. Not only is he
all powerful (almighty), but he needs not instrurtacontact.

But, although this is true, God accomplishes mbeth he does through secondary means
which partake of the nature of instrumental cont&ach action, however, is with him

not a matter of necessity, but simply his econorag of doing what he could as
perfectly and as easily do by direct action.

Power in God, therefore, may be defined to be tfeetve energy inherent in his nature
by which he is able to do all things. The exercokthat power is dependent upon his will
or purpose, and is limited not by what he can d by what he chooses to do.

We ascribe power to God.

1. Because we perceive that its possession isfaggien in us, and is therefore to be
attributed to the all-perfect being.



2. Because we cannot account for the existencelamtdomena of the universe without
ascribing to God the power which has produced them.

3. Because our own sense of dependence assutes tisere must be power to create,
preserve, and protect us, in him in whom we livé amove and have our being.

4. The Scriptures also teach us to ascribe pow@oth

(a) In such passages as directly ascribe powantoJer. 32:17; Ps. 115:3; Eph. 1:19;
3:20.

(b) By reference to his unlimited works: Jer. 10:1@hn 1:3; Acts 17:24.

(c) By declaring that what he does is done by méltevithout labour, by his word; as in
the whole account of creation in the beginning efiésis and in Ps. 33:9.

(d) By denying the necessity of great means anertsg that what he does can be done
with the many or the few: 1 Sam. 14:6; 2 Chron114:

CHAPTER IX: THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD

GOD is an intelligent being possessed or knowledge.

This may be proved:

1. From his spirituality; for intelligence is ansestial element of spiritual existence.

2. From his perfection; for the perfect one mustehatelligence as one of his
perfections.

3. From his causal relations to other beings aimgjth

(1.) As the cause of mental power and action iermsthhe must himself be possessed of
mind. As the Scriptures aptly inquire, " He thamikd the ear, shall he not hear? he that
formed the eye, shall he not see?" Ps. 94:9; sowmeagsk, he that made the mind, and
gave the power of thought and knowledge, shallehwithout intelligence?

(2.) The effects he has produced show that theyhareesult of, conscious action in the
fulfillment of purpose, which he has formed. Hisisation is not like that of mechanical
or chemical forces, which operate with blind pradteness or effective operation
towards ends unknown to them, and not predetermifigd is possible to secondary
causes, because they are the instruments of str@eaatuse, itself intelligent and
purposing. But intelligence and purpose are necdsgaesent in him, who is the great
first cause, the prime mover and designer of a# #hat exists. All the evidences of
design in creation, therefore, prove the intelligeenf him who bears to it the relation of
its first cause.



(3.) It is sometimes argued from his omnipresebhaepmnipresence alone would not
prove intelligence. His intelligence, however, maybeen established, his omnipresence
enables us to determine the extent of his knowledge

How does God know? or in what way does he possessl&dge?

1. Not as we gain it, by using faculties fittedatmuire it. There is in him nothing
corresponding to observation, comparison, genatsbiz, deduction, processes of
reasoning, by which we pass from one step to anabhéhe contemplation or conjecture
of suppositions or theories by which we accounfdets.

2. It is even improper to speak of his knowing tyition, as is frequently done.

3. All that we can say is that his knowledge isdssence or nature knowing. It is not
something acquired, but something belonging torlaaire itself and identical with it, in
like manner as are his love, and truth, and justide something so inherent in his nature
that it exists exclusively of any means of attagnam perceiving it, which we call action.

4. The knowledge of God, therefore, not being aegljicannot be increased. Time does
not add to it. Succession of events does not liringfore God. All the objects of his
knowledge are to him eternally present and known.

What then are the objects of his knowledge?

1. Himself his nature, or essence; the personaliogals subsisting in that essence; all that
that nature is, and all that it can appear to hsimanifestations; all that the purposes of
God include, and all that might be purposed by hitmether to be done or to be
permitted.

2. His creation in all its fullness; in its wholetent, whether marked by magnitude, or
minuteness, or variety. The whole universe, wghnnhumerable worlds, is ever before
him, while not an atom of dust, nor the most micogsc of sensitive existencies is
unperceived thoroughly.

3. Not merely inanimate matter, nor simple aninalres, but all spiritual beings; he
knowing their essences which to them remain unkn@nd having perfect perception of
the intents and thoughts of their hearts. "Whend&hwas asked if some of the actions of
men were not unknown to God, he replied, 'not dgkieir thoughts.™ [Knapp's

Theology.] An inspired writer has taught us thad&aows us even better than we know
ourselves. "Hereby shall we know that we are otthth, and shall assure our heart
before him, whereinsoever our heart condemn usgusscGod is greater than our heart,
and knoweth all things." 1 John 3:19, 20. His krenge is not limited to the
manifestations and operations of spiritual beibhgs,extends to their essences, and
includes not only what they are, but also thosddanies which indicate what they may
be.



4. He knows all the past, present, and futureldghalgs, knowing the future with the
same certainty and accuracy with which he knowgtkeeent and past; for that future is
already as present to him as though actually egstiith the creatures and time
belonging to it, and is as distinctly perceivedtahall be then.

But more specifically as to his knowledge of futexeents it may be said:

1. That he knows all events that are certain @dix he certainty that they will come to
pass is based upon his decree. He therefore krbthigs that shall come to pass.

2. He knows all events that could possibly comeass. This is based upon his infinite
knowledge of himself and of all his creatures, bych all things or events, which could
at any time or under any circumstances occur, gk to him.

In these two classes are necessarily includedaits of knowledge.

Knapp lays down a third kind of knowledge, namétg knowledge of contingent events,
or events which might take place under certairuonstances; for example, that God
foresees that if James lives until he is grownwhlecommit murder; he therefore
determines to prevent this by removing him frora.lifthe knowledge of the murder is
here claimed to be that of a contingent event. Agxace it is claimed to be another kind
of knowledge.

But to examine this. It is readily admitted that thurder does not come under the
classification of things certain or decreed, beeauwill not take place. But it does come
under the head of things possible, and betweardia#l other possible things no
distinction can be made. All possible things aneticgent until made certain by a decree.
Every possible thing is only possible in connectiath the circumstances under which it
can happen. There is therefore no distinction betwmssible things and contingent
things, and consequently no third class is to lukedd

The kind of knowledge which he thus speaks of adilcgent is stated by Knapp to be
what is called Scientia Media. It is one form ontywhich Scientia Media is presented
by those who maintain it.

Another form of Scientia Media is, however helddmyne. According to this, the future
event to which it refers is known to God as an étlest will take place, but his
knowledge of that fact is attained, not throughdasree, but through his foreknowledge
that, under certain circumstances, a man will peime course of action rather than
another.

This kind of Scientia Media teaches:

(1.) The future event as certain.

(2.) That God knows it as such.



(3.) That this knowledge does not arise from hixele.

(4.) But, from his knowledge of the nature of thanntogether with that of the
circumstances that will surround him, he knows tieatvill act in a particular way.

The only question here is as to the 3d and 4tht figrees with the usual orthodox
statement in saying, 1st, that it is certain, athdti2at God knows it as such.

But the 3d and 4th assert that this knowledgedsaisult of a foreknowledge of God as
to how a man will act under certain circumstanéies.evident, however, that this
foreknowledge is necessarily accompanied by a ohtetion to allow him so to act.

Now the question arises, is this universally thehoe of God's action? If it be so, then
God has left the world entirely to itself, withary influence from him. Everything has
come to pass, not because of his will and actiohbbcause he has left the general laws,
under which he has placed the world, to work oeirtresults without any action or
influence on his part.

But this is so manifestly untrue and unscriptutadt it never has been maintained by any
Christian men, and it is by Christian writers ottiat the idea of Scientia Media referred
to above has been presented.

It is therefore denied that this is what is meant they say that while God does operate
in and interfere with the world, and carry on higngourposes in certain matters, he does
not choose in other events to exercise any inflaghat simply refrains and leaves the
events to work out their own effects; and thatkhewledge which he has of these events
is based upon the fact that they will take pladeeitloes not thus interfere.

The theory thus presented, as will be seen, adh@tsontinued preservation of all
things, with all their powers. This can only redutim God's providential action, and
involves all that concurrence with events on the piGod through which alone they
preserve and exercise effectively the powers hgivas them.

This being admitted, then the views held by thes#igs, stated in any form in which
they could hold them, would involve no additionattf beyond the distinction, recognized
by all orthodox divines, between the absolute aemingssive decrees of God.

But in any event there is a decree, determinatidantion, purpose, or whatever else
men may call it,--in the broadest language, a willyolition,--to leave these things so to
operate. And upon this will or decree is basedkh@wvledge that these things will be; for
without the knowledge of such a purpose, how cbel#&now that he will not at some
time choose to change the circumstances or prélwemtaccomplishment of the event?

It will be seen that in neither of the forms of &ttia Media thus far referred to is there
any serious disagreement from the truth. The olojet¢d them is more the lack of
accuracy and the mistaken notion that some newigdieaolved; or rather the great



objection has been the purpose by which men hase le€l, viz., a desire to lay down the
distinction of conditional decrees in salvationcAing to these decrees:

(1.) God offers salvation to every man.

(2.) But does not decree his salvation or damnation
(3.) Yet only decrees his salvation if he believes.
(4.) Or his damnation if he does not believe.

(5.) The knowledge which God is admitted to have disthe event from the beginning
arises from foresight that, under the circumstamc&gich the man is placed, he will
exercise, or will not exercise belief.

The Scientia Media is, therefore, introduced tonshow an event can be known as
something that will actually take place, and yes@sething not fixed by a decree of
God, and consequently known upon some other grthardbecause decreed. This we
have shown to be a mistaken conception in the fanesdy examined.

But a third kind of Scientia Media is by no meaasarmless as the two already
presented, although its absurdity is readily skéas.given in Dr. J. Pye Smith's first lines
of Christian Theology, p. 145, as follows:

"That God foresees all future events, dependingndipe will of His voluntary agents, (i.
e., all possible beings and all possible actiorallgfossible beings), under a position of
antecedents endlessly varied; and that, then,aryesase certain consequents will
follow. The Deity does not certainly know which,the endless number of possible
antecedents, a voluntary creature will choose aactipe; but he knows what will be the
result under every possible variation of theseatents. When, therefore, the creature
has made his election and fulfilled his courseatioa, the Deity may say that he
foreknew the whole."

The objections to this scheme are manifest.
(1.) It makes the God, whose purposes we see ctlystaanifested to us, a God of no
purpose at all. He can have no end; he can onlwkhat at any time given in the

universe, some one end of many myriads may berteatiained.

(2.) It s contrary to the power to prophesy theialcevents which shall happen at a given
time, which God has exercised through his prophets.

(3.) It is opposed to his independence, for it nsdkien dependent upon the will of his
creatures, and not their actions dependent upon him



(4.) It is opposed to his perfection, for that petion forbids the idea of increase or
addition from without; yet, according to this vielns knowledge is constantly increasing
as to what is done by his creatures. Every montleat which heretofore has been only
one of many possibilities, becomes a certain event.

(5.) As there can be no reason for God's will reohd effective at least in some respects
in man, this Scientia Media, which rests upon tfeaithat God ought not thus to operate
on the mind, even by a purpose, must be a misctinoejglse how could God bestow
influences upon intelligent creatures which areditto affect their minds, as in the gift of
Christ, or of the Spirit. Even the conscience witbught not to exercise its powers, nor
even to exist in man. If it be said that these \@arily operate with the free consent of
the party, it may be replied that such is the eage all the influences arising in
connection with God's decrees. Is it said thatetae influences for good only? So also
is it in connection with his decrees. The effectderees of God, by which he changes in
any respect the will of his creatures, are altogretionnected with influences for good. In
all other respects men are left to act as theyspleut their action is known, and known
because of God's decree to leave them thus to act.

(6.) That God should exert no influence over hislligent creatures also involves that he
be excluded from the physical universe.

The very circumstances under which men are supgdosact in Scientia Media are
circumstances arising from things around as weli#tsin. Neither can he who can
control these circumstances be shut out from tikraloof those physical events which
he knows will affect the will of a voluntary agetttit be necessary to responsible
freedom of the will that man shall not be influed@ all, God must be excluded from
the universe; yea, every other being and thinggxoan. Every man also must be
completely isolated from all others, even so fat the shall suppose that he owes no
obligations of obedience, and that none shall khmaaction. These absurd conclusions
might even be further extended.

The passages in Scripture supposed to supporttiacMadia do not sustain it. These are
Genesis 3:22; Ex. 4:8; | Sam. 23:5-14; Jeremiah380; Matt. 11:21, 23; Acts, 27:22,
31.

THE WISDOM OF GOD.

Wisdom is that power which enables one to put &xfcal use the knowledge and skill
which he possesses, to choose wise ends of aatidrtp attain these ends by wise
means. It is that guidance of the understandinguwthich the will determines wisely its
pleasure, and puts forth power to accomplish it.

Wisdom in God is infinite mid unerring, choosingvals the best end and the best means
of attaining it. It is seen in creation, and inyadence, but is most signally manifested in
redemption.



CHAPTER X: HOLINESS, GOODNESS, LOVE AND TRUTH

After the consideration of the wisdom and knowled§&od, which correspond to the
characteristics of our mental organism, we takéhap of those attributes sometimes
called moral, because they correspond to thosehwbien our moral character. These
are holiness, goodness, truth and justice.

HOLINESS.

Holiness is, however, not a distinctive attribidet rather the combination of all these
attributes. We may suppose a being in whom thesebwadove without justice, or truth,

or any one of these to the exclusion of the otwer but no being can be holy, who does
not combine in himself all of these, and all otiveral perfections. Nor, when we have
such a combination, is there anything to be addewnstitute holy character. It is
evident, therefore, that holiness is the sum oéxatiellence and the combination of all the
attributes which constitute perfection of character

In the study of these constituents, we first cossid
GOODNESS.

In one aspect of this word, it is merely equivalentoliness. If we look at it as marking
the excellence of God's nature, as we often usghtreference to man, we mean by it
simply holiness. Thus, when we say of any onesleegood man, we mean to assert the
combination of traits of character, such as haseheen pointed out as constituting
holiness. This is the goodness which terminat&sad himself.

On the other hand, the goodness of God may be spuflas kindness, benevolence, or
beneficence towards others, in which it is seetetminate outside of himself. Thus we
speak of him, as being very good to us. Thus tlanist says: "Surely goodness and
mercy shall follow me all the days of my life." 23: 6.

It is on account of this ambiguity in this wordatfit is best to consider it, in its first
aspect, as merely holiness, and, therefore, asghsipof in what we have said of that,
and to refer it in this second respect to one efdivisions into which the love of God
naturally falls.

We therefore take up next
LOVE.
Of this there are five kinds, which vary accordinghe object upon which love is

exercised. The attribute in God is the same; hstiit its exit, or in its termination, that it
assumes these different forms.



1. There is the love of complacency or approbafidrs is exercised towards a worthy
object in which excellencies are perceived. Itfithe nature of tile love of the beautiful,
or the good, or the useful in us. It complacenthapprovingly regards, because there is
in the object something worthy of' such regard.

This is exercised by God, in its highest degre¢hénlove of himself, of his own nature
and character, because the infinitely excellenttrhago God the highest object of
complacent love.

Were God but one person, in this way only coulchdoge be exercised. But in the
Trinity of the Godhead, there is found, in the l@f¢he separate persons towards each
other, another mode in which this love of complagemay in this highest sense be
exercised.

Such love is also felt by God for his purposeshAgerceives them to be just, wise and
gracious, he approves and regards them with complaove.

But this love extends itself also to the creatiamsich result from this purpose.

This is true of inanimate creation. It is perfexg,far as conformed to his will, and fitted
to accomplish his end, and as such God can regardlipronounce it good. Thus we
find that he did in the creation, Genesis, Chap0,112.

The same record is made, in verse 25, as to tieshoreation, before that of man; and
after the creation, and investiture of man withdbeninion over the earth, with its plants
and animals, we are told, verse 31, "And God saavghing that he had made, and,
behold, it was very good.”

The complacent love of God, therefore, extendsonbt to himself and his will, but to all
his innocent creation and even to inanimate nature.

This love of complacency, however, as it is exeis its highest degree towards
himself, so also is it exhibited, in the nearegirapch to that, towards those beings who
are most like himself, having been made in his readund likeness. An innocent angel, or
an innocent man is therefore by nature a joy to,@eds the child to the father who sees
in it a peculiar likeness to himself.

But the guilty cannot thus be loved. Sinful manraatrreceive such love, so long as
sinful. Even the penitent believer in Jesus, uh#ltime of his perfect sanctification in
the life to come, and doubtless even then, hassadoeGod only through Christ, and, of
himself, can in no respect secure the approbafiGod.

2. The second kind of love, is the love of benewoée which corresponds to the idea of
God's goodness towards his creatures.



This is the product of his wishes for their happmdt is not dependent on their
character, as is the love of complacency, buté&a@sed towards both innocent and

guilty.

It is general in its nature, not special, and exigtvards all, even towards devils, and
wicked men, because God's nature is benevolentilaefore, he must wish for the
happiness of his creatures

That that happiness is not attained, nor attainablue, not to him, but to their own sin.

When the benevolence of God is exercised activetite bestowment of good things
upon his creatures, it is called his beneficengethi® former, he wishes them happiness,
by the latter, he confers blessings to make them so

This is done to the wicked also, as well as taridpiegteous. It is to this that Christ refers,
Matt. 5:45, "He maketh his sun to rise on the ami the good, and sendeth rain on the
just and the unjust.”

3. The third form of love is the love of compassion

This corresponds to our idea of pity. It is benewbldisposition to those who are
suffering or in distress.

This also may be exercised towards the guilty eriimocent, if it be possible to suppose
that guilt and suffering are separable.

It has been very commonly held that they are insdgpe. Pain, suffering and distress
have been believed to be the result of sin, andemurently inseparable from guilt.

But this is a mistaken notion. Man in a state obicence was made capable of physical
suffering. That capacity was necessary to the ptiote of his physical organism.

The lower animals also suffer.

Whatever addition to the capacity of suffering hhsrefore, been made by the fall, and
is the consequence of sin, we are not, on thatustctorced to the conclusion that there
can be no suffering where there has been no sin.

The capacity to suffer may so belong to a highganism, that we would naturally
choose that organism, with that capacity, rathen t# lower one without it. If so God can
justly so create us.

If misery, then, may be the lot of the innocentd@dove of compassion can be exercised
toward such.



It can be and is also exercised toward the guiltg.see this in the forbearance with
which he delays their punishment, in his constéfier® of mercy, in his yearnings after
their salvation, and most signally, in the gifthaé only begotten Son, "that whosoever
believeth on him should not perish, but have etdifiea’ John 3:16.

4. A fourth form of the love of God correspondswuioat we call mercy.
This can be exercised only toward sinners.
Its very nature contemplates guilt in its objects.

It consists, not only in the desire not to inflise punishment due to sin, and the neglect
and refusal to do so, but in the actual pardomefaffender.

It cannot be exercised towards a righteous beiagalse in him is no sin or guilt to be
pardoned.

It is, however, no new attribute in God, which hasen because of the existence of sin,
and which is, therefore, an addition to his attidéisu

It is a virtue inherent in his nature, and is esglconly one form in which his love
exhibits itself, the same love as that benevolevitdeh innocent creatures call forth, and
the same love which in another form of complacdmry been eternally exercised in the
Godhead.

When we say that this mercy must be exercisedaardance with the truth and justice

of God, we say no more than is true of every aitalof God. No one can be exercised in
such a way as to destroy another. Every one must lb@mony with the others. Or,
remembering what we have before stated, that #isleutes are not separate faculties,
all that is meant in this case, as in all othexshat God must act in harmony with his
nature.

The objects of the exercise of this attribute drthase to whom God pardons offenses of
any kind.

They are not to be confined to redeemed sinndfg@ah this is the most signal
exhibition.

Under the ancient economy, God ruled as theoanaltec over Israel. Sins of the nation
and sins of individuals in their capacity of citiseof the nation, were pardoned.

Under that dispensation God occupied to that peiblgosition of an earthly ruler, and
consequently could pardon sins against his govemhatewill, upon repentance, and
upon merely governmental principle--that is, sushvauld secure obedience to the law,
and peace and order, and the welfare of the naftoese were offences against the mere
person of the king or the laws of his state, aridagainst the fundamental principles of



holiness and righteousness; hence sovereigntygetieency could decide in each case
what might be done, and mercy was exercised atidgudispensed accordingly.

But this is very different from the case of God tighteous judge, the dispenser, not of
arbitrary law, but of a law based upon his own r@and that of man, essential
obedience to which is necessary, not for maintgigiovernment, but for preserving and
maintaining the right and preventing the violatwith impunity of eternal law.

In both cases God must act in harmony with his @imaiture.

But in that of Israel no obstacle was presentethainature to the pardon of individual
and national sins against the theocratic king.

Hence mercy was extended, apparently at leastputitompensation to justice.

Yet amid it all, there was, in the sacrificial affegs with which the people were required
to approach God, seeking pardon for both individural national political sins, such a
typical relation to the atonement made by Christhamnvs that in some way in that
atonement, may, after all, be found the reason @bg, even in those cases, could be
just and yet justify the offenders.

5. The fifth form of love is that of affection.

This differs from that of complacency inasmuchtafoies not always demand a worthy
object. This is exhibited in the parable of thedtigal Son."

It differs from that of benevolence, inasmuch ashject is not viewed in general with
all others, but is one of special interest.

It differs from that of compassion and that of nyeifmecause the object may neither be in
distress, nor sinful.

It arises from,
(1.) Mutual relationship; as of the Father to tloe,Sand of all the persons in the Trinity
toward each other; of God to Israel, of Christigdpostles, his disciples and his church,

and of the adopted sons to God the Father.

(2.) From dependence; as of creatures on the creato of the redeemed upon the
redeemer.

(3.) From ownership; as of God over man of God dsexel, and of Christ over the
redeemed. This is illustrated in the lost coin uké 15:8, 9.

This kind of love originates in each of these wisysian, and, as the Scriptures show, is
also found in God.



It is from this aspect of God's love that procegidge, which is to be distinguished from
love, and pity, and mercy.

Love, as we have seen, is the general charaateeshibiting itself in these five
different forms.

Mercy is one of these, but is given to the guiltyyo
Pity is given to guilty or innocent, who may bedistress, pain or suffering.

Grace is also given to guilty, or innocent, andsdoet necessarily suppose distress in the
object, but involves an affectionate interest jraitsing either from peculiar relation to it,
or ownership of it, or compassion for its depenéenc

Grace is undeserved favour to innocent or guilisirag from affection.
Mercy is undeserved compassion to the guilty only.
THE TRUTH OF GOD.

The expression, "truth of God," is ambiguous, angtibe considered under the specific
terms which set forth its various meanings.

| His Verity. He is True Gody this is meant, the exact correspondence oh#tere of
God with the ideal of absolute perfection. The fdation of that ideal may be
indeterminable. But, whether it is in the naturé&aid himself, or in his will proceeding
from his nature, or in eternal principles of thteaind the necessary and the right, which
exactly coincide with that nature, God and thaaldeust be perfect counterparts. That
ideal can only be partially comprehended by anjisicreatures, because of their
imperfections; but it is known by God in all itspgame excellence, and his nature must
fully correspond to it as thus known. Otherwisenmaild not be God.

It is in this aspect of God's truth, that the Sicrips call him the true God. See 2 Chron.
15:3; Jer. 10:10; John 17:3; 1 Thess. 1:9; 1 Job®; :Rev. 3:7.

Il. His Veracity.By this is meant, God's truthfulness or incapatdtgeceive. It is an
attribute of his nature, which, like his power,sgj and makes him what he is, even
though there be no outward relation to it. By \artf it, he is the source of all truth, not
moral only, but even mathematical.

In its relation to God's creatures, it is the foatah of their confidence in the knowledge
obtained through the use of their own facultiesethbr by intuition, observation or
reason. Whatever imperfection there is in such kedge, is perceived to be due to the
creature, and not to God the creator. Upon itde Ahsed belief in the revelations God
makes to man of facts beyond the attainment of inérenan power.



The Scriptures affirm the veracity of God in theosgest terms. In addition to its
assertion in numerous passages, we are told, Bgl,1Bat his "truth reacheth unto the
skies." In Titus 1:2, he is called "God, who canimat

lll. His faithfulness.This consists in the truth of God viewed in it&ten to his
purposes whether secret, or revealed. When revahlese become either promises, or
threats. But as promises, the ground upon whicketipeirposes must be fulfilled is, not
any obligation to the creature, for God can com#geumone, but simply because of his
own faithfulness to his purposes. Hence his faltigss demands equally the
performance of his threatenings, as of his promises

This faithfulness is based upon the veracity ofatire considered above. It is by virtue
of that veracity, that God must be faithful; yet faithfulness is a new aspect, in which
God's truthfulness appears.

This faithfulness is the ground both of hope anteaf. In the Scriptures it is more
frequently presented as a reason for hope and Busit is also the foundation of belief
in future judgement and punishment. The faithfutl®as been true to his threatenings,
as well as his promises. His faithfulness assusebkat he will so continue.

CHAPTER XI: JUSTICE OF GOD

By justice is meant that rectitude of characterolvHeads to the treatment of others in
strict accordance with their deserts.

The justice of God differs in no respect from thiibute as seen among his rational
creatures; except that his justice must be pewbde theirs is imperfect, and his must be
impartial, while theirs is partial. These differes¢however, exist in the exercise of
justice, and not in the thing itself. They arisenfrthe limited knowledge, reason, and
perception of right and wrong among men, and froenextent to which they naturally
yield to their prejudices and passions. In thgatfect being, however, justice has none
of these deficiencies, and must be exercised airaptd its strictest nature, and in every
conceivable from of perfection. To all, therefdne,must deal out the most absolute
justice, whatever they deserve, only what they mesand the full measure of their
deserts.

Inasmuch as the justice of God may be considerédeassts in himself, or as it is
manifested towards his creatures, a distinctiorbleas made in it as viewed in these
aspects, into the absolute and relative justic@ax.

By absolute justice is meant that rectitude ofdivine nature, in consequence of which
God is infinitely righteous in himself. This rectite is essential to him, and existed
before there was a creation in which to exhibit it.

By the relative justice of God is meant that justias exhibited towards, and exercised
upon, his creatures in the dispensation of thearse: It is seen in the nature of the laws



he gives, in his impartiality in dealing with thosebjected to them, and in his
maintenance of right and virtue, by the threats@odnises he attaches to them, and his
punishment of those who violate them. To this fafijustice is often applied the name
of rectoral justice, inasmuch as it is justice eiad by a ruler, in the form of
government, and by means of laws.

There is a form of justice, known among men as catative justice, which consists in
giving to each one his due in the barter and exgpdah commerce, or in any other of the
mutual relations of life. As it is based upon tmeund of mutual obligation, and,
therefore, is not suited to a being entirely indef@nt of others, it cannot properly be
ascribed to God. The blessings given in consequeinigis promises to man, are not
matters of obligation, but of grace. The only asp@cwhich this could be connected
with God, would be as between the Father and tine iBa@onferring upon his people
those blessings which the Son had purchased thioiggtufferings. It is in this sense that
the Scripture says, that God is "faithful and reghts to forgive us our sins, and to
cleanse us from all unrighteousness.” 1 John 1:9.

In the administration of the affairs of his creasyrGod exercises distributive justice. By
this is meant, the rewarding and punishing hisexttbj according to the sanctions of his
law. His justice is here evinced in the maintenasfgeunishment, if the law be broken,
but not in the bestowment of rewards, since thesgjiaen graciously as further
inducements to duty. While, therefore, God givésha rewards promised, they are
given because promised, and not because due. phesdhments further show forth the
justice of God as they are impartially inflicted.

The ground upon which the offenders against Gaglsare punished, is not simply the
fact that a law of God has been broken, but, thahe breaking of that law, essential
right has been violated and wrong committed. It Mdae sufficient to authorize
punishment, that the law of the ruler is brokeiil &might appear that the will of the
ruler might remit a punishment due to a mere viotaof his will. But the law of God is
based upon the immutable distinctions between aghtwrong, and sin and holiness, as
they exist in the nature of God. Its violation,rifere, is sin. It is a destruction of the
right. Hence, that which impels God to punish,as mis rectoral character, but his holy
nature. It is when justice is regarded in this eespthat it is called punitive or
vindicatory.

But punitive justice is not admitted by all, noatltGod punishes sin in any other respect,
than as a violation of his will; nay, it is eversplited whether he even punishes the
violations of his will.

Three questions, therefore, arise here.

1. Does God punish the violations of his will?

2. Does he punish them, because they are merdioidaor because they are sin?



3. Is this done because of anything essentialamature, or because it is expedient for
governmental or other purposes?

Upon these questions there have been several apiekpressed.

1. The Universalists and some of the Socinians desityGod punishes even the
violations of his law. They regard the preceptsofality and duty set forth in his word
as merely intended to guide us in this life. Whan life is ended, there may be no
dealing with man for such violation. They are ofdya temporary purpose, and having
accomplished that purpose, will have no furthee&tfGod looks now only to the good
of his creatures, and if the same method of de&dlengxtended beyond this life, it will be
only for a time, and only for the good of those vdudfer. According to this, these are
not punishments, but chastisements, and God is dioygoodness and not by justice.

2. A second theory is, that the laws given by Gadnaerely exponents of his will; that
the ground upon which he commands is simply hiesagnty; that, looking at the
universe as a world to be created and to be oadugyidis moral creatures, he selected
such a system of laws as seemed to him best toestmiwelfare of those creatures, and
that these laws while seeking the happiness, nibteoindividuals, but of the mass, are
such as are really best fitted to that end; antdthejustice of God is seen in so
administering these laws, by rewarding those wheypbnd punishing those who
disobey, as to maintain his government, and thasredhe welfare of the whole. God
punishes sin, therefore, under this system, byuméshes it, not because of its heinous
nature, but because it is best that men shouldinpand thus the best interest of all is
secured by preventing by punishment the commissiaim. The end he has in view,
therefore, is rather to furnish a spectacle whidilgestrain sin, than to perform an act
demanded by the inherent nature of sin. It is éisaral justice, therefore, rather than his
vindicatory justice, that is thus shown.

This theory embraces four points.

(1) God punishes offences or sins.

(2) The object is thus the better to secure théaneebf his moral creatures.
(3) The laws of his government are based entirpbnthis mere will.

(4) Consequently he punishes sin, not becauss ofherent desert, but because the
general happiness of his creatures, and not hishmlness demands it.

3. The third theory is different in all respectscept the first of these points.
(1) It agrees, that God punishes sin.

(2) But it makes his object the maintenance ofridylet.



(3) His laws and actions are based upon the imnfeifainciples of right.
(4) He punishes sin, because, from its naturesmtahds punishment from him.

The great difficulty in attaining a correct resultthis matter, is that whatever might have
been the origin of these laws, they would have lhkeersame. Hence, no conclusion can
be drawn from the nature of the laws themselvas.rtanifest, that God, in the
establishment of the government of the world for parpose, will not give to it laws
contrary to his nature.

It does not follow, however, that because the saffeet may be produced by either of
these causes, it is, therefore, unimportant to kvbfchem it is assigned. There may be,
and in the present case it is believed that theréngportant reasons, why only one cause
should be assigned, and that it should be ascedamexist in the nature of God. Matters
of great moment, in connection with the atonemspeeially, but also with other parts of
the plan of salvation, demand the true answer.

But this fact is not to be allowed to warp our jadgent or lead us away from the truth. It
is only mentioned to show the importance of thgesttnow under consideration.

As to the first of these theories, it need onlysh#l, that the objections to it are partly
involved in those to the second and that thosel@eda it, are too plain to need
presentation here. They will more properly be cd&sd in connection with the subject
of future punishment.

As to the second, it may be objected:

() "That it makes happiness, and not holinessvatuk, the great end of God. The
dictates of nature teach us all plainly, that hapgs does not occupy this place.” Dr.
Charles Hodge: manuscript lecture.

(2) "It destroys the essential difference betweghtrand wrong, which conscience
teaches us." Dr. Charles Hodge: manuscript lecture.

(3) It supposes, that God might have made a worldhich precisely opposite moral
laws might have prevailed by his command; andttha it would by his duty, in this
world to reward, in that world to punish, his creat for the same action.

(4) 1t is opposed to the relation of the true willGod to his nature. It ascribes the laws of
God to that will. It recognizes those laws as flogvfrom it alone. They are as God
pleased. Now, it is not denied that they come fthenfree will of God, and are such as
please him. But they have a higher basis eventilsawill. That will is influenced by his
nature, and is its exponent. Now, whether thatreatuitself the basis of good and right,
or whether good and right considered as distirenfit in the nature of things simply
accord perfectly with that nature, the result s slame; the will is influenced by the



nature to establish the moral laws for the govemtroéhis creatures according to the
immutable principles of right and wrong.

(5) This theory is also opposed to the independenGod, who is thus forced to punish
sin, not by any law of his own nature, which wositill maintain that independence, but
from a regard to the government of his creaturéschvcould not be otherwise
maintained. (Altered from Dr. A. A. Hodge's Outlne

(6) The instinctive sense of justice in man tessifio the ill desert of sin. This is the
universal testimony of conscience. But consciepeaks for God, and, therefore,
testifies to the fact that, independent of the &v8ociety, the wrong-doer deserves
punishment proportioned to his offence.

(7) Dr. A. A. Hodge, in his Outlines, thus argules from the love of holiness and hatred
of sin in God: "If the reason for God's punishingsfounded only in God's arbitrary

will, then he could not be said to hate sin, buy ¢o love his own will, or, if his reason
for punishing sin rested upon governmental conaiiters, then, he could not be strictly
said to hate sin, but only its consequences." Btl bonscience and Scripture teach that
God does hate sin, and love holiness.

Leaving these considerations as to the secondytheih the statement of these
objections, we proceed to establish the third thégrthe teachings of Scripture. It will
be seen that the Scriptures represent God as @qastthus ascribing that character to
him; that they do it in such a way as shows thaijustice is not simply in his will, but is
a part of his nature; that they challenge deniaghefposition that the acts of God are in
accordance with right and justice, and that ndtisfsovereignty, but because of the
absolute justice of his nature; that they presentds actually claiming vindicatory or
avenging justice, speaking of his justice as habfexin, and not as a desire to maintain
government; nay, that they are constantly showsmstance after instance in which
God has exercised that avenging justice, commerweitigthe ejection of Adam from
Paradise, and culminating in its highest and migsia example in the sacrificial work of
Christ.

It is remarkable that all of this can be establisftem the Scriptures in favour of
vindicatory justice, and not a passage can be givenoof that God is only active for the
maintenance of his government, or the mere happioiesis creatures. Indeed, in the
Scriptures everywhere, it is God's glory and disinphis holiness and sin, his love and
his justice, that are placed in fearful contrast.

1. Passages in which God is spoken of as havingt&haracter, and in which this is held
forth as an excellence in him. How can these bewted for, if justice and will are the
same, or even if justice is no more than the adstration of human affairs according to
his plan? While this is done there are no passag&kich he asserts his power, or
choice, or justice in changing the essential |laaic down for our rule. Deut. 32:4; Job
8:3; 34:10-12; 36:2, 3; Ps. 9:4; 11:7; 33:4, 518189:14, 92:15; 97:2; 99:4; 119:137,
138; Zeph. 3:5; Rom. 2:2.



2. Passages in which God's claim to this charazténdicated by asserting his justice
and his impartiality toward all men. Gen. 18:16-B&ut. 10:17; Job 37:24; Eccl. 3:17;
12:14; Ezek. 18:29; Acts 10:34, 35; 17:31; Rom-&:31; 14:12; Gal. 2:6; Eph. 6:8;
Col. 3:25; 1 Pet. 1:17; Jude 15.

3. In those passages in which God's justice isepok, it is never based upon his will,
nor his economy, but,

(a) Judgement is always based upon his righteosisRes9:8; 50:4, 6; 96:10, 13; 98:9.

(b) His economy among the Jews is commended, ratuse of its setting forth his will,
but because of its justice or righteousness. 2e8f.Ps. 19:7-9; Ps. 119:138.

4. Passages in which God speaks of his justiceiag la hatred of sin. Ps. 5:4, 5; Hab.
1:13.

5. Passages in which God is spoken of as a je@odsexercising avenging justice. Ex.
20:5; Deut. 32:34, 35, 39, 41-43; Ps. 94:1, 234s8; 66:6; Heb. 10:26-31.

6. Passages in which the dealings of God with isrees are spoken of, in connection
with such words as anger, wrath, fury, &c. Num91Peut. 32:22; Judges 10:7; 2 Sam.
22:8; Job 19:11; Ps. 2:5; 7:11; 21:9; 90:11; 1s22830:30; Jer. 30:24; Lam. 2:3; 3:43;
Ezek. 5:13; 38:18; Hos. 12:14; Nahum 1:6.

7. Passages in which angels are spoken of as ersist such vengeance. These are not
introduced as proof of the justice of God, but dings parts of transactions, by which
that justice is manifested. Num. 22:22-31; 2 Sadnl@, 1 Chron. 21:14-16, 27; Ps. 35:5,
6; Rev. 7:1-3; 9:15; 15:1; 16:17.

8. The instances given of the actual exercise af ©wrath are associated, not merely
with the idea of producing effect in his moral goweent, nor with the exercise of his
mere will, but as results produced by his emotagainst sin, or, in other words, his
avenging justice.

Some of these are (1.) The fallen angels, (2.fimtrparents, (3.) Sodom and Gomorrah,
(4.) the flood, (5.) the plagues of Egypt, (6.) fumishments of the children of Israel in
the wilderness, (7.) the captivity of the Jews) (Bod's punishment of heathen nations,
because of their wicked instrumentality in the el of his wrath against the delinquent
Israelites, and (9.) the threatened eternal purestimof the wicked.

9. Passages which point out something in the wbhoist as essential before God
could pardon sin. Matt. 26:39; Rom. 3:26; 2 Co215:

CHAPTER XllI: THE WILL OF GOD



By the will of God is meant that power inherentia nature, by which he purposes and
chooses any end or object, or determines its existe

|. That God must have this power is evident.

1. Because it is an attribute of personality. Asmous personal being cannot be without
will. Every proof that we have, therefore, that G personal existence, is evidence
that he must have will.

2. Will is also a perfection, and must be foundhi@ being of all perfection.

3. The absolutely independent God, who is contildie, and dependent upon no person
nor thing, must have will, which determines his caats.

4. It cannot be separated from the possessioregidiver and wisdom seen in the
creation of the universe and in all God's outwantd,&or, without it, the things which
wisdom devises and power executes could neithdebised nor executed.

5. It is essential to the sovereignty by which lles the universe, for will is the element
in which sovereignty consists.

6. Without it there could be no existence whatemet,even of God himself.
Il. The objects of that will are all beings thaistxand all events that take place.

1. God must will his own existence and nature. €hae objects of supreme desire. The
infinite excellence of that nature, which furnisl@esompletely worthy object of his
complacent love, cannot be contemplated withoutreespondingly infinite desire that it
should exist, and should be what it is. The willdlexercised, however, is not causal, as
it is towards all other objects. It does not gixestence to God, nor make his nature what
it is, but on the contrary, it is because God exastd has such a nature, that he must so
will.

2. The will of God is also exercised in establigh#imd maintaining the personal relations
revealed to us as existing in the Godhead. It ihbywill of the Father that he begets the
Son, and by the will of the Father and the SonttiatSpirit proceeds. The action of the
will here is causal, although these relations &enal, and are characteristic of the
Godhead. They are the results of the divine agtiaihd, as effects, must find their
ultimate cause in the will which moves to actioheTact that because this is divine will
and action, there can be no priority of time inwik to the act, does not forbid the
causal relation which, because of the eternity @l ,Gnust make cause and effect in him
co-eternal.

3. Another exhibition of will in the divine being connected with the mutual love of the
divine persons toward each other. This love prosdemn these persons as one form of
eternal activity, and is willed by each to the feitent of its infinite exercise.



4. The will of God is more plainly made known, haweg to his creatures, in his outward
activity in creation. This was called into existery the word of his power. He willed,
and it was done. But for that will, it had not be¥rewed as a whole, or in its minutest
part, the universe presents everywhere the immfass maker's will. To that will is due
not only all material, but also all spiritual ex@ste.

5. The will of God is also manifested in his pramdial care and government of the
universe. In creating it, he has established l&et) mechanical and spiritual, by which
it is regulated. Yet he has not withdrawn his owespnce and power in its continued
guidance and preservation; but is constantly dgwedp through it and in it, his eternal
purpose.

6. In human affairs, however, the will of God isshdistinctively exhibited in the work

of redemption. Let this be admitted as a true widréod, and, at once, appear the proofs
of a far-reaching end, accomplished by frequerd atinterposition and guidance, in
which concentres and culminates the entire scog&odfs outward activity. The will of
God is seen to be the propelling force of his dagisvisdom and executing power in the
accomplishment of one great purpose to which isgddubly linked all his other acts and
volitions.

lll. A question arises as to this will of God, whet, in its exercise, he acts necessarily or
freely.

It has been answered, that his will is exercisati becessarily and freely, according to
the object of that will.

1. He is said to will necessarily, himself, hisynokture, and character, and the personal
relations in the Godhead. This language may betéetinif it be borne in mind, that the
necessity here declared, is not one of fate, noutfard compulsion. Whatever is meant
by it must be fully consistent with God's free agjerit is a necessity that arises from his
nature, because of which, such must be the wiBad, that he wills himself, his
existence, and the relations of the persons oGitighead. Such being the nature of the
necessity, it would be better to express it in sarag which would indicate its source
and prevent misapprehension. The word "naturallgtile suffice, were it not for its
ambiguity in common use; consequently "essentiadlysuggested as expressive of all the
necessity, and at the same time of all the freedbioh must accompany an act of the
will proceeding from the very essence or natur&od.

2. As to all else than himself, God wills freelyh@ther his will has regard to their
existence, or mode of existence, or their actionghe events which influence or control
them. He does his own will, not that of another.dHeoses what, and whom he will
create, and the times, places and circumstancgiiah he will place those he creates.
He marks out to all his intelligent creatures théhg of their lives. He uses them for his
purposes. Though he gives to them also, like freedbwill, yet is their will subordinate
to his, and, with their actions, is controlled hyMet is this so wisely done, and so truly
in accordance with their own natures, as fully tesgrve in them consciousness and



conviction of the power of contrary choice, andulf responsibility for what they
choose and do.

When it is said, however, that God will freelyistnot meant that no influence is exerted
upon his will. It is only intended to deny that kgl is influenced from without. In all

his outward acts, as well as in those within, hgoerned by his own nature. That
nature, and that will, must always be in unisonhAss infinitely wise, so must his will
and action be directed towards wise ends in thelsgése means. His infinite justice
forbids that he should will or do anything contramthe strictest justice. The God of
truth must also purpose in accordance with truthfaithfulness. His love, too, which is
SO gracious a characteristic of God, forbids tleastmall will otherwise than benevolently
towards all; securing the happiness of the inng@mtesiring that even of the guilty,
when it can be made consistent with his justice Adliness of his nature makes it
essential that, as all perfection, in perfect harynas involved in that holiness, so also
must it be found in every purpose which he forngsyall as in every action by which his
purposes are accomplished. When, therefore, Gsaidsto will freely in all matters
which are without, it is not meant to deny thaisigoverned by his nature in all respects,
in which that nature ought to affect his will.

But, even in the volition thus formed, God doeswititfreely, in the sense of willing
arbitrarily. He is not indifferent as to what hdlwiio. There is choice, and not arbitrary
choice. There are reasons perceived by him, wiidbde him to choose one end, rather
than another, and one set of means to that emaefarence to others. There is in each
case a prevailing motive, not necessarily dependgeon its own force or power, but
upon the simple fact, that, in the midst of the rumns ends and means known to him
through his infinite knowledge, this motive makess tend, and these means best pleasing
to him. The very nature of choice in any beingmélligence and free agency makes this
the method by which the will forms its decision.ef& is nothing in the nature of the
omniscient and all-purposing God, which forbid< tiés also should be the method of
his volitions. Our conception of God in this redpegnnot be incorrect, although, as in all
instances in which we attempt to arrive at thequidns of God through those
recognized as such in man, this conception mayebginadequate.

IV. The discussion of the preceding question shioaws truly man, so far as his will is

concerned, had been made in the image of Godgdfesis the propriety, therefore, of

setting forth more particularly the points of siamity and dissimilarity between the will
of man and that of God.

1. Some points of similarity may be mentioned.

(2.) In man, will is the element in which sovereaigaxists; so also in God.

(2.) In man, will depends upon the understandinagt is, it is exercised, all other things
being equal, in accordance with its dictates; so al God.

(3.) In man, the will is essentially influenced lig nature; so also in God.



(4.) In man, the will is controlled by the prevadi motive, which is made the strongest,
because it is that most pleasing to him; so al€sdd.

2. But there are also points of dissimilarity betwehese wills.
(1.) God never wills what he cannot do; man ofteesd
(2.) In God, the will is never influenced from wailn; in man this is frequently done.

By the outward control in man is not here meant filiysical compulsion by which a
man is sometimes said to act against his will;tbase legitimate outward influences
from persons, circumstances, and events, whichrfeadfreely to choose, in accordance
with the laws of the mind.

(3.) In God, the prevailing motive is not only tm@st pleasing, but, presumably, the
best; in man, it is only the most pleasing, notrtiest reasonable and right, nor the most
conducive to happiness; but often the very contohthese.

(4.) In God there is but one will, or purpose, whaomprehends all his ends and means;
he does not will, by successive acts, nor in sireesnoments, but simultaneously, and
eternally; man wills successively, one will follo@sother, and the volition of one man
often succeeds the acts, as well as the volitioinsthers.

(5.) The will of God is always accomplished; thatr@an is often defeated.

(6.) God never changes his will, nor perceivesraagon for such change; man changes
his frequently, from caprice, or because of newrimfation, or because he sees the
importance of a better life, or is carried off lgsgion to one that is worse.

V. Various distinctions as to the will of God hdween pointed out, some of which are
correct, or at least admissible, and others inctresd objectionable.

The following list is given by Turretine in theti@enth and sixteenth questions of his
third book. The statements made are in the maentédlom his discussion.

1. The correct distinctions.
(1.) The first distinction is between the decretwal preceptive will of God.

By the decretive will is meant that will of God thich he purposes or decrees,
whatever shall come to pass, whether he will t@adish it himself effectively, or
causatively, or to permit it to occur through theastrained agency or will of his
creatures. In either case, however, he has detednpurposed, or decreed, either to
bring it to pass, or to cause, or to permit it éodbought to pass.



By the preceptive will is meant that which he hesspribed to be done by others. Such
are the laws under which he places his creaturgbeauties which he enjoins upon
them. It is the rule of duty.

The decretive will must always be fulfilled; theepeptive may be disobeyed, and
therefore remain unfulfilled.

(2.) Nearly corresponding to this first distinctisnanother into the will of eudokia, and
that of euarestia. As the former was taken from batin, so this is from two Greek
words, and these Greek words are scriptural. Tiredodivision was made in connection
with purpose to do; this in connection with ple&sur doing, or desire to do, or to see
done. But the two correspond in the fact that tileoiveudokia, like that of decree,
comprises what shall certainly be accomplished,thatlof euarestia like that of precept
embraces simply what it pleases God that his areathall do.

It must not be supposed, however, that, becaugeoheaning eudokia, (well pleasing,)
the decretive will, expressed by this word, is aued to those volitions of God, in which
the happiness and blessing of man are involvedastwith reference both to evil to
some, and blessing to others, that Christ usetiéivihe said, "Yea Father for so it was
well pleasing in thy sight." Matt. 11:26. The ddore will of God, whatever its effect
upon his creatures, is "well pleasing" to God.

(3.) A third distinction is between the will of tisggnum and that of the beneplacitum.

By the beneplacitum is intended, a will of God whis confined to himself, until he
makes it known by some revelation, or by the eitsetf. Any will thus made known
becomes the signum. Manifestly these may diffeseiveral respects.

If the will of the beneplacitum be confined, ashbuld be, to the decretive will of God, it
will be broader, and narrower, than that of thengig; broader, because at no time has
the whole decretive will of God been revealed; aadower, because the will of the
signum must extend, also, to the preceptive wilbofl, which God prescribes as duty,
and yet does not determine shall be performedoimescases, God even gives
commands, which are, for the time, a rule of daty, therefore, a part of his preceptive
will, and thus also of this will of signum, obedanto which he actually intends to
prevent. Thus he ordered Abraham by the will ohsig to sacrifice Isaac, which was
thus made to his servant a rule of duty, yet, lewtill of the beneplacitum, he not only
did not purpose the sacrifice, but intended torpudse to prevent it.

(4.) A fourth distinction is between the secret #melrevealed will of God. Turretine

says, "The former of these is commonly referrethéwill of decree, which for the most
part is hidden in God; the latter to the will oétprecept, which is revealed, and disclosed
in the Law and the Gospel. Its basis is soughtentD29:29: 'The secret things belong
unto the Lord our God: but the things that are aéa@ belong unto us and to our children
forever, that we may do all the words of this lalié former is called a great deep and
an unsearchable abyss. Ps. 36:6; Rom. 11:33, &lafter is accessible to all, nor is it



far from us. Deut. 30:14; Rom. 10:8. That has f®iobject all those things which God
will either to effect, or permit, and which, espalyi, he wishes to do concerning each
man, and which are, therefore, absolute and fixidaowt exception. The latter refers to
those things which belong to our duty, and whigh@nditionally set forth. The former
is always done, the latter is often violated."

2. The incorrect distinctions:
(1.) That of antecedent and consequent volitions.

By this is not meant one will, or decree, whichgaes another in its logical order in the
divine mind, or in its execution by God, as thatha# creation of man, before that of his
redemption; nor one will of the precept, which detssin the prescribed duty, followed
by another which sets forth the consequent renamdspounishments. Were this so, the
distinction would be objectionable only becausé@sinaccuracy in transferring to God
such methods of our action, or logical conceptambelong to that succession in our acts
and will which cannot exist in God. It would be pihe same kind of misstatement, of
which orthodox theologians are guilty, when undher form of sublapsarianism, or
supralapsarianism, they attempt to set forth tkeroof God's decrees. In one form, in
which this distinction is incorrectly made, it igiened that a consequent will in God
arises after he sees the results of one whicheMqurs, or antecedent; another that he
forms a particular volition, especially affecting imdividual man, following upon a
general volition, or disposition, to seek the happs of his creatures, or to prescribe a
course by which that happiness may be secured.

To the distinction of antecedent, and consequeélitiorts, in these forms, there are many
objections.

(a.) It admits succession in the decrees of Godl nagkes them many, when they are but
one.

(b.) It makes them temporal, when they are eternal.

(c.) Turretine ably argues, that thus contrarysmbuld exist in God, who would thus be
at one and the same time willing, and not willititgg same event.

(d.) He also justly states, that the antecedenthnis spoken of, could be only a mere
wishing (velleitas), and not a will (voluntas.)

(e.) He suggests that thus the independence ofv@attl be taken away, since he must
wait upon man to will, and act, before he could.wil

(2.) A second incorrect distinction is betweenéfeacious and inefficacious will of
God.



This distinction would also be admissible, if by @fficacious will were meant that of

the decree, and by the inefficacious, that of tleegpt. But, as introduced, both terms are
applied to the will of the decree. Turretine obgetct the application, in the first place,
"because the scripture testifies, that the purpbs&od is immutable, and his will cannot
be resisted. Isa. 46:10; Rom. 9:19; but. if it cgrbve resisted, he will surely perfect that
which he intends; secondly, inefficacious will cahbe attributed to God, unless he is
accused either of ignorance, because he knew aothth event would not occur, or of
impotence, because he could not accomplish thédt lespurposed; finally, the same
reasons which prove that antecedent and consegileate not allowable, are also

proofs against efficacious and inefficacious."

(3.) The third of the incorrect distinctions is tlod absolute and conditional.

If, by the conditional will, were meant the condits appended to the preceptive will of
God, in the promises and threats given as inductenermluty, it would not be objected
to. But the object of those who present it, isgplg it to the decretive will, and to
suppose that God, in his purposes, determinesgmaic conditions, that he will do a
certain act, which he will not do if those conditsofail. Whether these conditions shall
fail, or not, is supposed to be unknown to Godjfdmown, yet at least so far
undetermined, that he has formed no purpose whetheat to permit, or to accomplish
them. The purposes of God, thus formed, are netetbre, absolute decrees, as are all
those concerning what shall actually and absolugg place, but are only conditional
ones, based upon some antecedent condition, whishfirst occur.

This distinction is introduced, chiefly, to showh&od can make an absolute decree
about the salvation of mankind in general, and, iyet about that of any one man in
particular. Absolutely he decrees the salvatioganeral of all who believe. But the
salvation of each one is decreed, only upon thdition that he believes. Whether that
faith will be exercised by any one, is not detemxiitoy God. Nor so far as involved in
any purpose made by him is it even known to God.

Such is the theory and purpose of this distinctidre objections presented against the
other two of these incorrect distinctions are @lstly made against it.

CHAPTER Xlll: THE DECREES OF GOD

The decrees of God may be defined as that jusg,&isd holy purpose or plan by which
eternally, and within himself, he determines alh¢js whatsoever that come to pass.

|. This purpose or plan is just, wise, and holyc8iit is formed by God it must have this
character. His nature forbids that anything othsevghall proceed from him. Though
what he permits may be unrighteous, or foolistsioful, these characteristics belong to
it because of others; while his will, purpose, @npcontinues just, wise, and holy.

It is needful that this fact be always remembered.



1. Since, on account of the ignorance of man, therst be much in connection with this
subject, which cannot be comprehended; becausméh’s finite knowledge cannot
compass the nature, and mode, and reasons of lthavd action of the infinite God, (2.)
because of the difficulty of reconciling the fregeeacy and responsibility of man, with

the pre-existent knowledge and purposes of God(&hdecause of the perplexities
which arise from the existence of sin in a worldrpied, created and governed by a holy,
all-wise, and almighty God.

2. The same fact should also not be forgotten,usecaf the natural corruption of the
human heart, which makes it (1.) revolt againstsibvereignty of God, (2.) seek refuge
from the condemnation justly due to sin, and (Bdeavor to find excuses for
continuance therein.

It is our duty, therefore, (1.) to seek to learrilzd facts made known by reason and
revelation, (2.) to accept them, (3.) to recogmieam as the testimony of God, (4.) to
admit that our knowledge is still imperfect, (%)delieve that further information will

still further remove the difficulties, (6.) to refe on account of the difficulties to reject
what God has actually taught, and (7.) amid albegbeve that whatever that teaching is,
it must accord with justice, wisdom and holy petifat, because it is God of whom these
things are affirmed.

Il. These decrees are properly defined to be Gmdisose or plan.

The term "decree" is liable to some misapprehenai@hobjection, because it conveys
the idea of an edict, or of some compulsory deteation. "Purpose” has been suggested
as a better word. "Plan” will sometimes be stillrmsuitable. The mere use of these
words will remove from many some difficulties an@jodices which make them
unwilling to accept this doctrine. They perceivatthn the creation, preservation, and
government of the world, God must have had a @ad,that that plan must have been
just, wise and holy, tending both to his own gland the happiness of his creatures.
They recognize that a man who has no purpose,imyreapecially in important matters,
and who cannot, or does not, devise the means hwd carry out his purpose, is
without wisdom and capacity, and unworthy of hituna Consequently, they readily
believe and admit that the more comprehensive, artie same time, the more definite
is the plan of God, the more worthy is it of infamwisdom. Indeed they are compelled to
the conclusion that God cannot be what he is, witfarming such a purpose or plan.

lll. Any such plan or purpose of God must have bieemed eternally, and within
himself.

1. It must have been eternally purposed, becausgés ®aoly mode of existence, as has
been heretofore proved, is eternal, and therefisrehbughts, and purpose, and plan must
be eternal. The fact also that his knowledge isiitgf, and cannot be increased, forbids
the forming of plans in time, which, as they becdmewn to him, would add to that
knowledge. It is also to be remembered that the plast precede its execution, but as



time began with that execution, the plan must @vehbeen formed in time, and must be
eternal.

2. In like manner, also, was it formed within hitfisele needed not to go without
himself, either for the impulse which led to it,tbe knowledge in which it was
conceived. He had all knowledge, both of the acinal the possible, all wisdom as to the
best end and means, all power to execute what\hsedkin the use, or without the use of
appropriate secondary means, and free will to sedéall possible plans and means,
whatever he himself should please, and the impuilgeh moved him existed alone in
that knowledge and will.

IV. By this plan or purpose God determined all gsmwhich it included.
This is manifestly true, even if all things whatgeewere not thus embraced.

To say the least, all the parts of it, as wellreswhole, were known to him. But this
knowledge, apart from any decree, determines, narksand fixes the nature, limits,
time, sequence and relation to each other of tt@eyland of all the parts. Things which
are known by God as future, must certainly be fitédr determination, or decree to bring
them to pass, and even their actual existence, mmiavake them more certain.

But whence is God's knowledge of the futurity of @wents, except from the knowledge
of his purpose, to cause or permit them to congags? The knowledge of the futurity of
any event, over which any one has absolute congrtte result of his purpose, not its
cause. And, as God has such absolute control duwéiregs, his knowledge that they will
be, must proceed from his purpose that they skalltltannot be from mere perception
of their nature, for he gives that nature, andatednining to give it, determines what it
shall be, and thus determines the effects whichrthture will cause. Nor is it from mere
knowledge of the mutual relations which will be taursed by outward events or beings,
for it is he that establishes these relationstieraccomplishment of his own purposes. To
say that this nature and these relations are frooh @nd are not from his purpose, is in
the highest degree fatalistic, for it would involiat they originate in some necessity of
the nature of God, because of which he must gigmtaxistence without so willing, and
even against his will. In this way alone could Gedsaid to know, and yet not to purpose
them. His knowledge would arise from knowledge isfriature, and of what that nature
compels him to do, and not from knowledge of higgpse and of his will involved in

that purpose. This, and this alone, would make lggoertain and known what will come
to pass, without basing that knowledge upon hipg@se; but it would not only be
destructive of his free agency and will, but, frtma nature of necessity, would make the
outward events eternal and prevent the existentemef and the relation to it of all

things whatsoever.

V. This plan, or purpose, includes all things wbatser that come to pass; not some
things, but all things; not all things in genetalf each thing in particular.



So interwoven are all these things, that the ldgkugpose, as to any one, would involve
that same lack as to multitudes of others, indesetd @very other connected in the
slightest degree with the one not purposed.

This is evidently true as to all subsequent evdnisit is equally so as to those that are
antecedent, for these thus connected antecedamséwee been established with
efficient causative power, relative to all theifeets. God knows the existence of this
power; he has in fact ordained and bestowed ikrtsvs also what will be its effects.
With this knowledge, God must, therefore, eithéovalthem to act, because he purposes
that the result shall follow, or he must hinderrestrain, or accelerate their action
because he would change the effect. In each cagerpeses, in the one to effect, in the
other to permit, and his purpose thus extendd thiags. Any limitation of his purpose
involves limitation of his knowledge, and this cahbe true of the omniscient God.

To such an extent is the force of this realizedt this admitted by all, that, in the
mechanical universe, and even in the control ofdler animals, this is true. But the
free agency of man, and of other rational and magahts, is supposed to prevent God's
purposing, or willing, all things with referencetteem. It is said that such purposing
would take away that free agency, and consequspbnsibility.

The Scriptures recognize both the sovereignty af,@ad the free agency, and
accountability of man. Consciousness assures tedétter. The nature of God, as has
just been shown, proves the former. The Bible makesttempt to reconcile the two.
Paul even declines to discuss the subject, sayiNay, but, oh man, who art thou that
repliest against God?" Rom. 9:20. The two factgpamly revealed. They cannot be
contradictory, they must be reconcilable. That wenot point out the harmony between
them is a proof, only of our ignorance, and limitagbacity, and not that both are not
true. It is certain, however, that, whatever mayhegeinfluences which God exercises, or
permits, to secure the fulfilment of his purpodesalways acts in accordance with the
nature, and especially with the laws of mind heliestowed upon man. It is equally true,
that his action is in full accord with that justi@nd benevolence, which are such
essential attributes of God himself.

Acting, however, upon the belief that the purpos@ad, accomplishing his will in his
rational creatures, is inconsistent with their fagency, several classes of theologians
have presented theories in opposition to the soaptloctrine of decrees above set forth.

1. The most objectionable theory is that of theilans, who deny that God can know
what a free agent will choose, or do, before hs,astwills. They maintain that the will
is, at the moment of its choice, in such perfecildaium, that there are no tendencies in
any direction which prevent an absolute freedorchaiice. No knowledge, therefore, of
the will itself, nor of the circumstances whichrawnd its action, will enable any one to
say, before it is exercised, what will be its cleoilts act, therefore, is entirely
undetermined and indeterminable, until the freentgdls. It cannot even be known
beforehand by God himself.



The objections to this theory are obvious.

(1.) It is based upon a wrong conception of theirgabf free agency; for it supposes each
act of the will to be an arbitrary choice. But sachitrary choice is not found even in
God. As regards man, we know, from consciousned®aperience, that his will is
influenced by motives. Indeed, so truly is it gowet by the nature of the man, and the
attendant influences, that even we can predioiviisind action in many cases, and only
fail to do so perfectly in all because of our liedtknowledge. The omniscient God
cannot fail to know everything that affects theidien, and, therefore, what the decision
will be.

(2.) This theory is also opposed to the indepenel@h&od. It supposes him to have
made beings of such a nature, that his own acdaodswill must depend upon theirs, and
that he must await their decision, wherever it Walve any influential bearings on
anything future, before he can know or purpose weatimself will do.

(3.) It is also manifest, from what has been saidien the first objection, that this theory
is opposed to the omniscience of God. It exprgsstyg a limitation, upon that
omniscience, by declaring that he is limited inknewledge, at least, so far as not to
know beforehand the decision of the will of hisattees. But ignorance of this would
also involve ignorance of all things in the futungth which it may be connected. This
would, in a world inhabited by free agents, congtino small part of all that will occur.

(4.) It is opposed to the instances mentioned np&re of the prediction beforehand by
God, even of the bad actions of certain men. Sée Bbaraoh, Ex. 7:3, 4; Hazael, 2
Kings 8:13; Judas, Matt. 26:21; Peter, Matt. 26&¢, &c.

(5.) It is opposed to the power of forming habitkjch is a matter of universal
experience. Such habits, when known, constituteuace of information, upon which, to
some degree, reliance can be placed in foretelimat any man will do. A perfect
knowledge of his habits, as well as of all else thfuences, would secure infallible
prediction of the choice. God has this perfect kieolge, and if he cannot foreknow the
decision, it must be because it is not true thatte@an be formed which according to the
law of habit will influence and control.

2. Another theory has been advanced by some Arnsniaho maintain that God does
not know the free actions of men, not because hratknow them, but because he
chooses not to do so.

(1.) The first objection to this theory is, thagn it true, it would not give greater
freedom to the will, than does the orthodox statgme

Though this theory honours God more than the formes inferior to it with respect to

the object for which it is introduced. If it coube true as the first theory claims, that so
indeterminate is the future will of a free agehgtteven God cannot know it, then that
future will would certainly be entirely under thentrol of the free agent, and he would to



the utmost extreme be free. His will would be isa@hte equilibrium in the act of
choosing. Neither would any motive exist to inflaerthat choice. It would be
thoroughly arbitrary.

But the second theory has not this advantaget tlids not suppose this condition of
equilibrium. In claiming, that God does not choas&now, what he might know if he
should so choose, it admits that there are the sameunding circumstances and
conditions, and the same prevailing motive, throfaghsight of which God could know
if he should so will. But, if this be true, therancbe no state of equilibrium. The certainty
of what will occur is as much fixed as though knawrGod. It is not his knowledge of
these things, and of their certain result in theohthe will, that makes it certain what it
will be. It is the fact, that these things are sastihey are, which makes it possible for
him to know them. If he barely determines to pemvtiat his knowledge perceives will
surely take place, the event is not made any mentaia by that knowledge, than it was
before. Unquestionably, therefore, so far as thm@sive decrees of God are involved,
this theory has no advantage over that of the &rap.

The same fact is true as to God's effective decfeethe fact that God does not choose
to know the result, does not prevent his introdurctf active influences towards that
result. Because a man does not know the decisiachvehjudge will make in a case in
court, and does not choose, because of the imetgmi so doing, to ascertain from the
judge what will be his decision, he does not, tfeeee refrain from using all proper
arguments to influence the judge. There can beasan why God, in ignorance of what
will be the decision, could not exert every inflaerwhich would be possible if that
decision were known to him. He could only exerttsunfluences as, under the
circumstances, would be just and right. He couldhi®only in accordance with the
nature of his creatures, in strict conformity te taws of the human mind. Therefore, it
may be affirmed as true, that, even under hisiefftadecrees, when he knows the result,
his creatures are left as f'ree as they could beg that result unknown to him.

(2.) The chief objection, to this theory is, thasibased upon a wrong conception of the
relation of the will of God to his nature. That Mdbes not confer the attributes of his
nature, nor does it control them, but is itselfueficed by them. God knows all things,
not because he wills to know them, but, because) fiis nature, he has infinite
knowledge, knowledge of all things possible, andvdedge of all things certain. If, by
his will, he could refrain from knowing, he wouldange his nature. As well speak of a
man not choosing to see, with his eyes open, tjeectspresented to his sight, as of God
not choosing to know anything, whether that be moignething which is possible, or
something which in any way has been made certain.

3. There is, beside the theories already refeoethé ordinary Arminian theory. This is,
that God knows all things that will come to pass, does not decree all, but only some of
them. The decisions of free agents are among thasgs which he is supposed not to
decree.



(1.) The manifest objection to this theory is, tih@oes not accord with the statements of
the Bible. This will be subsequently shown, by plassages of Scripture which will be
advanced, in proof of the various points involvedhe ordinary Calvinistic theory.

(2.) But a second objection will be found in thetfthat this theory does not thus secure
that freedom from certainty in the decisions oéfegents, which is the great reason of
the objections to the decrees of God concerningithe

If by decreeing such decisions, is meant effecfiealusing them, it is true that God does
not decree all things; for, while he effectuallyusas some, he only permissively decrees
others. Hence the objection to the word "decremg'the previous suggestion of the
words "purpose” or "plan.”

But, if God knows that any event will occur, anch gaevent it, and does not, it is evident
that he purposes that it shall exist, and makagpdrt of his plan.

His knowledge of the futurity of any event makeasgtcertain as any purpose he could
form effectively to cause it. That knowledge isfpet and infallible. What he knows will
come to pass, must necessarily take place. Otheriveswould know a thing as future
which will not be future. His knowledge of it woulk false. He would be himself
deceived. To suppose, then, that he knows it agioewhen it is not certain, is to deny
his infinite knowledge, and to reduce this thearytte plane of one or the other of those
previously mentioned.

(3.) Neither does this theory accomplish anothgealdor which it is introduced,
namely, to secure such a relation of God to ang && of man as shall take away the
influence upon it exerted by his decree

His decree to permit it, is as hidden from his tuess as his knowledge that they will so
act, and can have no other influence upon themttietrknowledge.

The only apparent advantage is that God is suppbsisdhot to interfere with their free
agency, so as to destroy their accountability. \Beihave seen that, so far as the
permissive decree is concerned, the knowledgeeoétlent is as effective in making it
certain, and in influencing the free agent, as @dd any decree, purpose or plan of
God. It is only when the decree is effective, artdoduces the means for its
accomplishment, that the free agency is affectethis case, God does not destroy the
free agency, although he exerts an influence tosvédrel result. But that God is thus
active, sometimes, as in his gracious influencemupen, is held as firmly by Arminians
as Calvinists. In all such gracious acts, bothipaxtlaim that he is both merciful and

just. Calvinists extend these no further than dmiArans, for they deny as strenuously as
others, that God acts effectively to lead men tcked decisions and deeds. So far as the
nature of God's actions upon free agents is cordeboth parties agree. But the
Arminian theory, in asserting foreknowledge withputpose, and in alleging that the
foreknowledge is all that there is in God, is cantrto the relations of God's will to his
knowledge, as well as to the statements of Scepbout the decrees of God; and while



it leaves the event equally certain, supposes adlynuch influence over the will of the
creature, and has equal difficulty in reconcilihg free agency, and consequent
responsibility, with the inevitable certainty oktlevent.

The chief difficulty connected with the doctrineddcrees arises from the existence of'
sin. According to that doctrine, sin has not aacidly occurred, nor was it simply
foreknown, but it was a part of the plan and puepaisGod, that it should exist. The
difficulty is freely admitted. In this respect thespensation of God is surrounded with
“clouds and darkness."

The following statements, however, may be made:

(1.) That its being a part of the purpose or plaGad, renders its presence no more
difficult of explanation than that he should hagesknown its appearance, and not
exerted his unquestioned power to prevent it.

(2.) That, amid all the darkness, we can yet saeGlod is so overruling sin as to cause it
greatly to redound to his glory and the happiné¢ssocreatures.

(3.) That even without any explanation of it, wa cast in our knowledge of the justice,
wisdom, and goodness of God.

(4.) That we cannot see how its possible entramcetihe world could have been
prevented, consistently with the creation and pgttipon probation of beings with moral
natures, endowed with free will, and necessariljbfa because mere creatures; while
the right thus to put on probation, without sucluience as would make his creatures
certainly persevere in holiness, is one which naméd justly deny to God. But that
which God could possibly (under any contingencyppe cannot, if it has actual
existence, militate against his pure and holy attara

The Scriptural authority for the doctrine of dea&ell appear from the following
statements and references, gathered with slightfivaitons from Hodge's Outlines, pp,
205-213:

1. God's decrees are eternal. Acts 15:18; Eph3114; 1 Pet. 1:20; 2 Thess. 2:13; 2 Tim.
1:9; 1 Cor. 2:7.

2. They are immutable. Ps. 33:11; Isa. 46:9.
3. They comprehend all events.

(1.) The Scriptures assert this of the whole systegeneral embraced in the divine
decrees. Dan. 4:34, 35; Acts 17:26; Eph 1:11.

(2.) They affirm the same of fortuitous events.\WP116:33; Matt. 10:29, 30.



(3.) Also of the free actions of men. Eph. 2:10, RAil. 2:13.

(4.) Even the wicked actions of men. Acts 2:237428; 13:29; 1 Pet. 2:8; Jude 4; Rev.
17:17. As to the history of Joseph, compare Ger2&8¥vith Gen. 45:7, 8, and Gen.
50:20. See also Ps. 17:13, 14; Isa. 10:5, 15.

4. The decrees of God are not conditional. Ps.13fov. 19:21; Isa. 14:24, 27 ; 46:10;
Rom. 9:11.

5. They are sovereign. Isa. 40:13, 14; Dan. 4:3&ttM.1:25, 26; Rom. 9:11, 15-18; Eph.
1:5, 11.

6. They include the means. Eph. 1:4; 2 Thess. 22 Ft. 1:2.
7. They determine the free actions of men. Act3 423 ; Eph. 2:10.

8. God himself works in his people that faith ab@dience which are called the
conditions of salvation. Eph. 2:8 ; Phil. 2:13;ilnT 2:25.

9. The decree renders the event certain. Matt1]16xke 18:31-33; 24:46; Acts 2:23;
13:29; 1 Cor. 11:19.

10. While God has decreed the free acts of memadtars have been none the less
responsible. Gen. 50:20; Acts 2:23; 3:18; 4:27, 28.

CHAPTER XIV: THE TRINITY

THE Scripture doctrine of the Trinity is set foiththe abstract of principles of the
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary in these wd&dt. 111.): " God is revealed to us
as Father, Son and Holy Spirit, each with distpersonal attributes, but without division
of nature, essence or being."

The peculiarity of this definition is that it isnaere statement of the Scriptural facts
revealed, while, at the same time, it includes ypeint involved in the doctrine of the
Trinity as held by orthodox Christians of all agékere is no addition to the Scripture
facts, but the complete exhibition which these warthke of the doctrine, shows that it
has been correctly formulated from what God hashlfrevealed. As he alone can
know and reveal what he is, so we must acceptéisrments, however mysterious and
incomprehensible may be his revelation.

This definition suggests to us a method of treatrbgrwhich, in the utmost simplicity
and Scripturalness, the whole truth on this impursabject may be attained.

I. THE RELATION OF FATHER AND SON.



God is revealed to us as the Father; not merdlyargeneral way in which he is called
the Father of all created beings, and they his;sworsin that in which he is the Father of
those who are his sons, in virtue of the adoptidnch is in Christ Jesus; but the Father
as indicative of a special relation between him anadther person whom the Scriptures
call his only begotten Son. There are several etasf Scripture passages which reveal
this.

1. That class in which, in recognition of this t&la, Christ addresses God as "Father."
Matt. 11:25, 26; Mark 14:36; Luke 10:21; 22:42 ;328 46; John 12:26, 27, 28 ; 17:1, 5,
11, 24, 25.

2. That class in which Christ speaks of him as |wdy his Father. The ex-pression "our
Father" is never used by him, except in the Lgodéyer when he is teaching the
disciples how to pray. Matt. 10:32, 33 ; 15:13;116:18:10, 19; 20:23 ; 24:36; 25:34;
26:29, 39, 42, 53; Luke 2:49; 22:29; 24:49; JoHiv543; 6:32; 8:19, 38, 49, 54; 10:18,
25, 29, 30, 32, 37; 12:26; 14:7, 20, 21, 23; 18,110, 15, 23; 20:17; Rev. 2:27; 3:5.

3. That class in which the Father is spoken okaslis§ig and as giving the Son.

This does not include many passages in which Cisrgid to be sent, but only those in
which he is referred to as sent by the Father. 3ob®, 17; 5:37; 6:37-40, 57; 8:16-19;
10:36 ; John 12:45, 49 ; 14:24 ; 17:18; 20:21.

4. A fourth class represents the Father as knoamtgloving the Son. Matt. 11:27; Luke
10:22; John 3:35; 5:20.

5. There is, also, a class in which Christ andRdher are said to be co-workers, or in
which the works of Christ are claimed to be théhEBd$ witness to him. John 5:17; 10:25,
32, 36, 37, 38.

6. That class in which the Father is said to pet& honour on the Son. John 3:35; 5:23,
25, 26, 27.

7. There is yet another class in which peculiasftyelation is shown by such terms, as

(1.) " My beloved Son;" the language is very strang emphatic, "'my Son, the
beloved." Matt. 3:17; 17:5; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22P8&t. 1: 17.

(2.) " Only begotten Son." John 1:14, 18; 3: 16,1.8ohn 4:9.
(3.) " His own Son." Rom.8:32. In connection wikinst it should be remembered that, in
John 5: 18, the charge made against Christ byeiwe Was that he "called God his own

Father making himself equal with God."

8. The statements that the Son alone has seekpandh, and revealed the Father, also
show peculiarity of this relationship. John 1:18;6t11; 17:25, 26.



9. The same peculiarity is shown by the mannerhitivChrist speaks of the works he
does by virtue of it. See his Sabbath day discaoaiftee curing the man at the pool of
Bethesda. John 5:19-31, 36, 37; also, John 14110, 1

II. THIS FATHER IS GOD

The relation pointed out above, is one borne bysCtw the supreme God. It is he, whom
the Scriptures call God in the true sense of ttmtiwto whom Christ is said by them to
be Son to the Father.

1. There are the passages which expressly caClion of God." All are here omitted
where the name is given by devils, or by the Céoruior in any other way in which the
authority of inspired teaching may not be claimedits use.

Mark 1:1 ; Luke 1:35; John 5:25; 10:36; 11:27; Aei80; Gal. 4:4; 1 John 4:15; 5:5, 20,
21.

2. There are other passages in which the epithed™ ascribed to the Father in this
relationship.

John 1:18; 3:16, 17; 6:18 ; Rom. 1:1-4; 8:31, 3Pe? 1:17; 1 John 4:9, 10; 2 John 3.
Il. THIS SON IS GOD

1. He is expressly called God. It is not denied this epithet, like that of Lord, is applied
in an inferior sense to others. The mere use ckthides would not prove that the one to
whom they are attributed has the divine nature.tBeitmanner in which they are applied
to Christ, and the frequency of that applicatioegdime, along with the other evidences
presented, an incontestable proof, that he, asasdhe Father, is true God. If they were
not ascribed to Christ in the Scriptures, theiremioe would be conspicuous and well-
fitted to cast doubt on the other evidence. Ma3;1John 1:1; 20:28; Rom. 9:5; Titus
1:3; Heb. 1:8.

In the above are omitted, as, on various grounaishifiul. Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 3:16; and 1
John 5:20. An exegetical study of these passagdesheiw, even with the text of the
recent critics, that they strongly corroboratedbetrine that Christ is God.

2. Christ is also called Lord. This title is usadbth the Old and New Testaments still
more generally than is that of God. An examinatibthe texts here quoted, will show
that, in a peculiar sense, only suited to Chrisgad, is it applied to him. Matt. 12:8;
22:41-45; Mark 2:28; Luke 6:46; 20:41-44; John B3:14; Acts 10:36 ; Rom. 14:9; 1
Cor. 2:8; Gal. 1:3; 6:18; Phil. 2:11; 2 Thess. 2:1ide 4; Rev. 17:14; 19:13, 16.

3. He is a peculiar object of worship. The worgbad to him is not merely that
reverential respect offered to kings and otheisuitority, but such worship as was
refused by the apostles with horror, because therg were men (Acts 14:13-15), and



against which, when offered to him by John, evenntiighty angel (Revelation 19:10;
22:9) earnestly protested. All doubtful cases ofshigp are here omitted, even that of the
wise men (Matt. 2:2, 11) in which perhaps divinestip was paid. Matt. 14:33; Luke
24:52; Acts 7:59, 60; 2 Cor. 12:8, 9; Phil. 2:1&H1:6; Rev. 5:8-14; 7:9-12.

4. He is to be honoured equally with the FathennJar 23.

5. His relations to the Father are those of idgmiitd unity. John 1:18; 5:17-19; 8:16, 19;
10:30; 12:44, 45; 14:7-11; 15:24; Heb. 1:3; Col51:19; 2:9; 1 John 2:23, 24.

6. They are equally known to each other, and unknimall others. Matt. 11:27; Luke
10:22; John 1:18; 6:46; 10:15.

7. He is the creator of all things. John 1:3, 1@at. 8:6; Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:10.
8. He upholds and preserves all things. Col. 1Heh. 1:3.

9. He is the manifestation of the Divine Beinghistworld. John 1:10, 14, 18; 14:8-11;
16:28-30; Col. 1:15; 1 Tim. 3:16; 1 John 1:2.

10. He is greater than all others; greater thandgloand David, and Solomon, and Jonah,
and the Baptist; and not greater than man onlytHart all the spiritual intelligences of

the universe. Matt. 3:11; 12:41,42; Mark 12:37; €udK.:31,32; John 1:17; Eph. 1:21;
Phil. 2:9; Heb. 1:4,5; 3:3; 1 Pet. 3:22.

11, He is the source of all spiritual blessing.

(a) He gives the Holy Spirit. Luke 24:49; John 1&0@:22; Acts 2:33.

(b) He forgives sins. Mark 2:5-10; Luke 5:20-247-49; Acts 5:31.

(c) He gives peculiar peace. John 14:27; 16:38otde the one who is called "God of
Peace?" Rom. 15:33; 16:20; 2 Cor. 13:11; Phil. #:8hess. 5:23; Heb. 13:20.

(d) He gives light. John 1:4, 7, 8, 9; 8:12; 9:8;3b, 46; 1 John 1:5-7; Rev. 21:23.
(e) He gives faith. Luke 17:5; Heb. 12:2.

() He gives eternal life. John 17: 2.

(g) He confers all the spiritual gifts bestowed s churches. Eph. 4:8-13.

12. All the incommunicable attributes of God arerdged to him.

(a) Self-existence. He has power over his own Jiédn 2:19; 10:17, 18. He has life in
himself, as has the Father. John 5:26.



(b) Eternity of existence. John 1:1, 2; 17:5, 2épH1:8, 10-12; 1 John 1:2.

(c) Omniscience. Matt. 9:4; 12:25; Mark 2:8; Luk8;8:47; 10:22; John 1:48; 2:24,25;
10:15; 16:30; 21:17; Col. 2:3; Rev. 2:23.

(d) Omnipresence. Matt. 18:20; 28:20; John 3:137.Hp23.

(e) Omnipotence. Matt. 28:18; Luke 21:15; John 1@18; 1 Cor. |:24; Eph. |:22;
Phil1.3:21; Col. 2:10; Rev. 1:18.

() Immutability. Heb. 1:11, 12; 13:8.

13. The judgement of the world is entrusted to Watt. 16:27; 24:30; 25:31; John 5:22,
27; Acts 10:42; 17:31; Rom. 2:16; 14:10; 2 Cor054 Tim.4:1.

14. Absolute equality with the Father is ascrib@éiim. This shows that the unity and
identity, before referred to, is not of will, butmature; and that the names, and worship,
and attributes of God are not bestowed on any affttemd than that he is true God.

(a) Equality in works. John 5:17-23.
(b) Equality in knowledge. Luke 10:22; John 10:15.
(c) Equality in nature. John 5:18; 10:33; Phil.;Z®I. 2:9; Heb. 1:3.

It will be seen by the foregoing statements thatSkriptures distinctly teach the
existence of God in the personal relations of Fadinel Son, and that each of them is
God. No reference has been made to the Old Testamgmoof of the divinity of Christ.
The New Testament is the most natural source df mstruction, because it reveals to us
the fulfilment of God's purpose in sending his 8o the world, and teaches us clearly
his nature and relation to the Father. What thareatf this relation of Son and Father is,
will be hereafter examined in the discussion ofdternal Sonship of Christ. What the
Old Testament says of Christ will also be presehtr@after.

There remains, however, to be shown that
IV. THE FATHER AND SON HAVE DISTINCT PERSONAL ATTHBUTES.

This fact is so manifest, from the manner in whioh Scripture speaks of each, as to
need but brief discussion.

The mere use of the names Father and Son pointsreldtion between two persons.
That to each of them is ascribed the attributeshafacter, such as love, hate, goodness,
mercy, truth, and justice, which can only existand be exercised by persons, shows
separate personality. Neither, except throughraispersonal relation, can mutual love
be said to be exercised, as by Christ to the Falbén 14:31; and by the Father to



Christ, John 3:35; 5:20; 10:17; 17:24. Manifesdligo, there must be two persons, when
one is said to send, and another to be sent; ogie¢pand another to be given; one to
teach, and another to be taught; one to show, aoither to perceive what is shown; one
to receive power, and another to bestow it; andtore declared, with respect to
another, to be "the effulgence of his glory andwéey image of his substance," Heb. 1:2;
and, because in the form of that other, to haveritad it not a prize to be on an equality
with God." Phil. 2:6.

We have here, therefore, not the one God, manifgsiimself sometimes as Father, and
sometimes as Son; but a distinction of personsarodhead, in which we are taught
that in that Godhead there exists a personal oelati Father to Son, and Son to Father,
with a distinct individuality and personality ofaa

V. THE HOLY SPIRIT A PERSON.

The Scriptures designate, by several very simglans, the third personality revealed in
the Godhead. He is called "the Spirit," " the SmfiGod," " the Holy Spirit,” " my
Spirit," " the Spirit of the Lord," "the Spirit &hrist,” " thy good Spirit," " the Spirit of
glory, "the Spirit of grace,” " the Spirit of kno@dge and understanding, the Spirit of
counsel and might, the Spirit of knowledge ancheffear of the Lord," "the Holy Spirit
of promise,” "the Spirit of truth," and "the Spiat wisdom." Christ also called him "the
Comforter," and "another Comforter."

The divine Spirit, thus denominated, must eithestm@e power or influence exerted by
God, or a distinct person in the Godhead. It cabeatimply the spiritual part of God, as
is the spirit in man, for God is not compoundedfit and body. This is manifest from
his immateriality. Neither can it be in any wayatpf his spiritual nature, as sometimes
a distinction is made in man, between his mind spidt, or his soul and spirit. The
perfect simplicity of God, which forbids all compiisn, makes this impossible. It is,
therefore, either God himself exercising some pawenfluence, or a person in the
Godhead. An examination of the Scripture showsithathe latter.

1. The evidences of personal action show that et & not merely a power or
influence from God, but is either God himself atigne person.

(1.) The Scriptures speak of the Spirit as in gesthactivity. Gen. 1:2; Matt. 3:16; Acts
8:39. The language in these passages may be aothoophic, but the state of activity
taught is undoubtedly real.

(2.) They declare that the Spirit teaches and giv&suction. Luke 12:12; John 14:26;
16:8, 13, 14; Acts 10:19; 1 Cor. 12:3.

(3.) The Spirit is also spoken of by them, as aest of Christ to his people. John 15:26.

(4.) They also assert that he witnesses to bebabait they are the children of God, and
becomes the earnest of their inheritance. Rom,; & Gor. 1:22; 5:5; Eph. 1:13, 14; 4:30.



(5.) He is spoken of as leading the sons of Godn.RH14.

(6.) He is also said to dwell within them in sucWay that his presence is that of God.
John 14:16, 17; Rom. 8:9, 11; 1 Cor. 3:16, 17; 6:19

(7.) We are taught that he is grieved. Eph. 4: 30.

(8.) Ananias is charged with having lied to himi#\6: 3.

(9.) Blasphemy against him is the unpardonableMatt. 12:31, 32.

(10.) He is spoken of as resisted by men. Acts.7:51

(11.) Also as vexed by them. Isa. 63:10.

(12.) As striving with them. Gen. 6:3.

(13.) As inspiring men. Acts 2:4; 8:29; 13:2; 15:28et. 1:21.

(14.) As interceding for them. Rom. 8:26, 27.

(15.) As bestowing diversities of gifts. 1 Cor.4-21.

In all these cases there is personal activity, ghguand feeling. What is thus declared,
cannot be true of a mere power, or influence. Tilg question can be, whether this
person is God, distinct from any plurality of parabrelations, or whether he is another
personality in the divine nature.

2. The Scriptures show that he is a separate p&m@onthe Father and the Son.

(1.) It is stated that he proceeds from the Fatlarn 15:26. A personal being,
proceeding from a person, cannot be that persosdiinThe proofs above given,

therefore, of his personal action and emotion, sti@wthis Spirit is another person.

(2.) He is given, or sent by the Father. John 1266 Acts 5:32, and by the Son, John
15:26; 16:7; Acts 2:33. He that is sent cannodeatical with him that sends.

(3.) He is called the Spirit of the Father. Epli63:and also the Spirit of Christ, and of
the Son. Rom. 8:9; Gal. 4:6, perhaps also 2 Tt2e8s.

(4.) The Son is said to send the Spirit from théh&a John 15:26; and God is said to
send the Spirit of the Son. Gal. 4:6.

(5.) The Spirit is distinguished from the Fatherd @ahe Son, in passages which directly
connect them with each other. Matt. 3:16, 17; 283b&n 14:26; 15:26; 16:13; Acts 2:33;
Eph. 2:18; 1 Cor. 12:4-6; 2 Cor. 13:14; 1 Pet. 1:2.



(6.) The personality of the Spirit is also ablywd from "the use of the personal
pronouns in relation to him," by Dr.Charles Hodg§gs. Theol., Vol. I, p. 524. Not only
are personal pronouns used by the Spirit, andeoSttirit., but there is a departure from
grammatical rule, in the use of a masculine proriawonnection with a neuter noun,
unless the masculine is warranted by the fact,aprson is referred to who may be
called "he."

VI. THE HOLY SPIRIT IS GOD.

So completely do the Scriptures identify the Spuith the Supreme God, that the fact of
his personality having been established, his esdelivinity will at once be admitted. In
the discussion of the Trinity, therefore, the pahhecessary proof as to the Spirit is his
personality, while that as to the Son is his diyinT he abundant proof of the divinity of
the Spirit is found :

1. In the passages which call him "the Spirit otiGand "the Spirit of the Lord," as well
as those in which God calls him "my Spirit." These conclusive, in like manner, as is
the divinity of Christ from those which call himetlson of God. The titles "Spirit of
God," and "Spirit of the Lord," are each used aliaenty-five times in the Bible. "My
Spirit" is used in reference to God's Spirit in G@13; Prov. 1:23; Isa. 44:3; 59:21 ; Ezek.
36:27; 39:29; Joel 2:28; Haggai 2:5; Zech. 4:6.1tME2:18; Acts 2:17, 18.

2. The writers of the New Testament declare thaagethings, which in the Old
Testament are ascribed to Jehovah, were said Iiypiné. Compare Acts 28:25-27, and
Hebrews 3:7-9, with Isaiah 6:9, and also Heb. @i8) Ex. 25:1, and 30:10.

3. The sacred writers of the Old Testament werertegsengers of God, and spake for
him, yet the influence by which they became sudalked in the New Testament the
Holy Ghost. Compare Luke 1:70 with 2 Peter 1:2Tjr. 3:16, and Heb. 1:1 with 1
Peter 1:11; also Jer. 31:31, 33, 34, with Heb.3-Q71.

4. The creation of the world is ascribed to theigben. 1: 2; Job 26:13; Ps. 104:30.
5. He is said to search, and know even the deagdhuf God. 1Cor. 2:10.

6. He is spoken of as omnipresent. Ps. 139:7-kDpamiscient. Ps. 139:11; 1 Cor. 2:10.
7. The divinity of the Spirit is peculiarly provéy his influences over Christ. It having
been shown that Christ the Son is God, the cormedti the Spirit of God with Christ,
though it were only in his human nature, is a coawig proof that the Spirit, which is
not a mere power of God, but a person, as we heere @&ove, must be also God.

(1.) In his birth. Matt. 1:18, 20; Luke 1:31-35.

(2.) Mental and spiritual influences from the Spivere predicted. Isa. 11:2, and Isaiah
61:1.



(a) And these were fulfilled at his baptism. M&ttL6; John 1:33.

(b) At the time of the temptation in the wildernegkatt. 4:1; Mark 1:12.
(c) In his preaching. Luke 4:14, 18-21.

(d) In his casting out devils. Matt. 12:28.

(3.) This spiritual influence was without measulehn 3:34.

8. The indwelling of the Spirit in the people of @is said to make them the temple of
God. Compare 1 Cor. 3:16, and 6:19 with 2 Cor. Gab@l Eph. 2:22.

9. The Spirit is expressly called God in connectioth the falsehood of Ananias and
Sapphira. Acts 5:3, 4, 9.

VII. THE THREE REVEALED DISTINCTLY.

The scriptural proofs of the personality and diyirof the Father, Son and Holy Spirit
having now been considered, it is proper to naiéew passages of Scripture in which
the Three are revealed distinctly, by being memiibror manifested together. [See others
under V. 2, (5), p. 132]]

1. At the baptism of Christ are seen the Son, wdwjlist been baptized, and the "Spirit
of God descending as a dove," while, from Heavevab[and therefore from the Father
and not from the Spirit, who is thus manifestedinesly from the Father,] is heard "a
voice," "saying, this is my beloved Son, in whoamt well pleased.” Matt. 3: 17.

2. An equally plain distinction is set forth in tleaguage of Christ, Matt. 28:19, in which
he commanded baptism to be performed "into the rartiee Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Ghost." This act of baptism is suchi@mvolve the divinity as well as the
personality of the Three, for it is an act of wapssuch as can be paid to God only; itis a
profession of faith in God and his righteousnedscivcan be due to God only; and it is
a pledge of fealty, such as God has plainly tabghwill share with no other.

3. In our Lord's last discourse he promises to sdrelComforter,” "even the Holy
Spirit," "from the Father, even the Spirit of trutithich proceedeth from the Father."
Here the Son sends, the Spirit is sent, and thet $pyceeds from the Father. He is also
referred to as one "whom the Father will send inmagne." See John 14:26, and 15:26.

4. The apostle Paul evidently refers to this samed, when he writes the Corinthians of
"the same Spirit,” "the same Lord," and "the samd.G1 Cor. 12: 4-6.

5. The benediction, with which Paul closes his sdagpistle to the Corinthians, also
presents unitedly, yet separately, the same Thertgin blessings are invoked, but with



no apparent distinction of rank among those of whioay are asked. If there be any
prominence, it is given the rather to the Son tioatime Father.

VIIl. THESE THREE ARE ONE GOD.

Our definition states that these Three are revesdadithout division of nature, essence,
or being. It is not intended to indicate, by the o§these three words, any wide
distinction between them. They are nearly aliket 36ame distinction exists. By nature is
meant that peculiar character of being which makeskind of being to differ from
another. Thus we speak of the divine nature, oatfgelic nature, or the human nature,
or the brute nature; meaning that peculiarity f&f, land character, and personal condition,
which makes a God, or an angel, or a man, or &bByt essence is meant, that
peculiarity, in the nature itself, which constitsitghat is necessary to its existence, so
that we cannot say, in the absence of that esstratesuch a nature exists. Take away
from human nature that which is its essential quadind it must cease to be human
nature. Being is the essence of any nature becoatnglly existent in that nature. In
God nature and essence must be identical, becaesgheng in the nature of God is
necessary to his existence, and consequently theenzan neither be greater nor less
than the essence; indeed they must be the sambeNean being be separated from the
nature and essence of God, though it is not idgnwch them. The necessity of his
actual existence is something inherent in his eaflinere could be no such nature
without necessarily involving the existence of sqmeson or persons in it.

When it is affirmed, therefore, that there is noviglon of nature, essence, or being," all
that is meant is simply that there is but one Gloalt such is the divine nature that it
cannot be multiplied, or divided, or distributedyanore than God can be thus divided in
his omnipresence with all things. The divine naigreo possessed, by each of the
persons in the Trinity, that neither has his owpesate divine nature, but each subsists in
one divine nature, common to the three. Otherwisdtiree persons would be three
Gods. So also, in that divine nature, its esseqtiality is not divided in its relation
through the nature to the persons. Were this soetivould be three separate parts of the
divine nature. But that this cannot be, is manifesn the identity in God of nature and
essence. That it is not so, is declared by thefas, when they teach that there is but
one God. In God there is also but one divine bdiegause there is but one divine
essence and nature. There is but one that cardcavality of existence. The being of
person, not being identical with that of naturéaa which is true of all natures, created
or uncreated, the unity of the nature, and of g8se=ece does not forbid plurality of
persons. The threeness of the persons, therefogs,ribt destroy the unity of the nature
or essence, and consequently, not that of the loéiGgd.

The Scriptures teach everywhere the unity of Gadieiy and emphatically. There can
be no doubt that they reveal a God that is excllgione. But their other statements,
which we have been examining, should assure ughbgtalso teach that there are three
divine persons. It is this peculiar twofold teaahiwhich is expressed by the word
"trinity.” The revelation to us, is not that ofttreism or three Gods; nor of triplicity,
which is threefoldness, and would involve compositiand be contrary to the simplicity



of God; nor of mere manifestation of one persotiree forms, which is opposed to the
revealed individuality of the persons; but it islvexpressed by the word trinity, which is
declarative, not simply of threeness, but of thvaeness. That this word is not found in
Scripture is no objection to it, when the doctriegpressed by it, is so clearly set forth.

CHAPTER XV: PERSONAL RELATIONS IN TRINITY

The Scripture doctrine of the Trinity, as we hagers presents three persons occupying
mutual relations to each other. There consequanitg certain questions as to these
relations. What is their nature? What has origihatem? When did they begin ? In what
respects do the persons differ from each otheitiele perfect equality between them? If
there is any kind of subordination, in what doesoitsist ?

These questions will be best answered, first byesgemeral statements applicable to all
the relations; next by special consideration of3beship of Christ, and of the Procession
of the Spirit; followed by an examination of theuafity, and subordination of the Son
and Spirit.

I. GENERAL STATEMENTS.

1. The nature of these relations can be indicatenbiother forms than those set forth in
Scripture. They are matters of pure revelation. fEige of their existence is beyond the
attainment of reason. Nor, after the revelatiothefdoctrine, has that fact been
strengthened by any philosophical speculationgsdlifficulties removed by any
arguments, or illustrations from analogy. [Seeestants of some of these in Hodge's
Systematic Theology, Vol. 1, pp. 478-482.] We ayestrained to fall back upon the
simple Scripture statements. The only explanatadrikese, which are justifiable, are
such as arise from recognizing that, as the pers@rsactions, and relations are divine,
there must be separated from them all that belamgsman conditions, and
imperfections. But this must not lead us so fatoageny the reality of these things, or the
existence, in the highest degree, of relationsi®inature indicated, of which our best
conception is gained from the terms which are u$hds no physical generation, nor any
that could begin, or end, or be measured by suiccesszan be ascribed to the divine
Father. No dependent existence, nor previous kuk subsequent attainment of being,
can be true of a Son who is himself God. No comeation, nor reception, of a portion
of the divine essence, or nature, is possible Etviwo divine persons. If the term
"begotten” is intended to teach a communicatiotmefdivine essence to the Son by the
Father, it must be one of the whole essence, otkerttvere would no longer be only one
God, one divine nature, or essence. So also, wieeSirit proceeds from the Father,
there can be no breathing out of a part of thendiviature, nor can that breathing begin,
or end, or exist in successive moments of times&heternal acts in God necessarily
conform to that eternity, and unity, of the nataf&od, which exist even in his purposes
towards things which are without. All human impetiens must be removed. But, this
being done, the Scripture teachings must be aateyth unquestioning belief that
relations, corresponding to these titles, exissad, and that they, and the causes
assigned for them, are duly expressed by the layggakhis word.



2. These relations exist in the nature of God. Tdmeynot revelations to us of what God
is not; but of what he is. It is because God isiortaree persons, and because the three
persons are one God, that he thus makes himseMrktmus. Though it is true that the
Father wills to beget the Son, and the Father amdv8ll to send forth the Spirit; yet the
will thus exercised, is not at mere good pleadoméjt results necessarily from the nature
of God, that the Father should thus will the beggitand the Father and the Son the
sending forth. The will, thus exercised, is notltkat of his purposes, in which God acts
of free pleasure, choosing between various purpebéh he might form; but, like that
by which he necessarily wills his own existenceneédivise, these relations might, or
might not, have existed. But, if this were possitie Son, and the Spirit, would only
have been creatures of God, however exalted meye been their nature, or
extraordinary their faculties. Theirs would onlywkaeen contingent existence, until
made certain by the will of God. None of the inconmigable attributes of God could
have been ascribed to them. In no sense couldhidnes had self-existence, or eternity of
existence, or independent existence, or immutglofinature. When, therefore, we find
the Scriptures assigning such attributes to angrqibrsons than the Father, we have
conclusive evidence that the divine nature of thpeseons is perfectly equal to that of the
Father; and when it is also asserted, that Godtiste, and yet that each of the three is
God, we are plainly taught, that all have the sandivided divine essence, or nature.
That of the Son, or of the Spirit, is identical lwihat of the Father. It is not simply a
similar nature, but even numerically the same. Westherwise, there would be three
Gods. If, however, this be true, the relations bglto the nature of God, and are not
something superadded to that nature. The simplditgod is a proof of this. It could

only be in a God compounded of nature, and relatithvat the relations would not be in,
and of, that nature itself.

3. These relations must also be eternal. 'The a&iing eternal, so also must be the
relations which are in, and of that nature. Morepifenot eternal, they must have had a
beginning, and there must have been a time whendidenot exist. But this argues
changeableness in God, in virtue of which he, whgeovas one person only, has now
become three. It is no reply to this, that the egpions "begotten,” and "proceedeth
from," involve the idea of the antecedent existesideim who begets, and from whom
there is procession. For these are terms of huarayubge, applied to divine actions, and
must be understood suitably to God. There is natgrdifficulty here than in other cases
in which this principle is readily recognized. Wanoot speak of the eternity of the life of
God, without using language which implies beginnexgd succession. Neither can we
think of his eternal purpose, except as numerotesinations formed and thought out
in successive moments, and following upon Godisitefknowledge; which, by placing
before him all things possible, has presented uarabjects and plans from which he has
chosen. Nor yet can we talk of his presence didest¢he ideas and language that
belong to space, nor conceive of his immensity euittthe fiction of infinite space. This
has not been done even by the inspired authotedbtriptures. Dealing, therefore, with
the terms expressive of the divine relations, itatural, and right, that we treat them
after the same fashion, and divest them of thosasi@f time, and succession, which are
known to have no place in God. When this is don#ing forbids the belief that, as
these relations are in and of the nature of Gagl; tre eternal.



4. So far as true divinity is involved, the persamsst be absolutely equal, As each
possesses the undivided divine essence, so neéheas God, be superior, or inferior to
the others. No difference in the mode, or ordesulifsistence in that essence, can make
an inequality in the divinity of either of themaismuch as that subsistence makes each of
them partakers of the same essence, and undividédlyof it. Even if there be

inequality relative to each other as persons, tmatithe respective relations, this would
Nno more require one to be an inferior God to thes, than the three separate persons
make necessary such a threefold distinction irdii@e nature, as to constitute them

three Gods.

These general statements will shorten and simiiigyseparate discussions as to the
Sonship of Christ, and the Procession of the S@otfar as these have elements in
common, a statement and explanation of these pioiach case is rendered
unnecessary. They are also more plainly exhibéedp both the relations, than they
could be separately. Moreover, we have in them arst most of the questions
suggested at the beginning. The nature of thewakts perceived to be properly
indicated by the Scripture language which expressa and to be such as belongs to
the essence and nature of God. They have origimatdat essence, acting through the
person of the Father, and the persons of the SthithanFather. The perfect equality in
that divine nature has been seen. It remains sitoglyquire in what respects they differ
from each other, and whether with the equalitygtre¢ to the divine essence, there co-
exists any inequality of person, or any kind of@aination. These points will be
appropriately presented in the separate discussiothe Sonship of Christ, and of the
Procession of the Spirit, which discussions wiBpathrow still further light upon the
guestions already answered.

[I. THE ETERNAL SONSHIP OF CHRIST.

In the previous lecture it was shown that Chrisas of God in a sense peculiar to
himself. The Father called him, at his baptism, "dMyoved Son;" and he is spoken of by
the sacred writers as God's "only begotten Sord™dmns own Son."

The Scripture proofs were also presented, that3bisis not only called "God;" but
possesses all the incommunicable attributes of @o@ther with such unity and identity
with the Father, as make him truly God; that hegsal with the Father in his works, and
knowledge, and nature; and, that not only to hienadrthe acts of creation, providence,
and judgement to be ascribed, but that he is twobeured, and worshipped equally with
the Father, he being indeed the manifestationamitbrld, of the divine Father, "the
image of the invisible God" (Col. 1:15), in whomwelleth all the fulness of the
Godhead bodily,” (Col. 2 : 9) "being the effulgemdénis glory, and the very image of
his substance.” Heb. 1 :3.

These proofs of this eternal Sonship may be sthemgid by further reference to the
Scripture teaching both as to the nature and ¢yevhihe relation.

1. That the relation is one of nature, is additigrehown.



(a) By passages, which declare that the Son ideor' God," and " in God," as to have
perfect knowledge of him. John 1:18; 7:29; 16:2713025. He is here spoken of as
proceeding from God, not merely being sent as aemgger. The claim asserted, is one of
intimate fellowship in and participation of the oig nature. It is made of him in the
capacity of God's Son. Consequently it betokerenalsp of nature, not one of mere
office, or name.

(b) By such passages as contrast the divine an@muatures, ascribing the divine
nature to the Son. Rom. 1:3,4; Phil. 2:5-11.

(c) The divine nature of the Sonship is plainlygiatiby John in the 1st chapter of his
gospel. "The only begotten Son," which "is in tlesdm of the Father,” who alone has
"seen God" and "declared him," v. 18, is "the Wdfdit "became flesh, and dwelt
among men," v. 14, and yet, which was not onlythie beginning," but "was with God,"
and "was God." If the Word and the Son are idehttba divine nature ascribed to the
Word is truly the divine nature of the Son.

2. Of the eternity of this relation, we may alsadfifurther proof.
(1.) Christ's existence before birth in this waddaught

(a) In such passages as show that Christ, of hisvaill; assumed this life. John 6:38;
Phil. 2:7; Heb. 2:14,16; 10:5,9.

(b) Such as show peculiar coming into the worldhn]8:13; 6:33, 38, 62.

(c) Where it is said, that he had seen and knoer#ther; which implies a previous
state of existence. John 6:46.

(d) Such passages as declare, that he, the Sosewamto the world by the Father. See
p. 126, 3.

(2.) His existence when creation occurred, is anned in John 1:3,10; Col. 1:16; Heb.
1:10.

(3.) The Scriptures also declare that he was ifb&ggnning, before all things, when time
began, which was, therefore, eternal existencen Idh 17:5,24; Col. 1:17; Heb. 1:10.

(4.) They expressly state that it was eternal.HhJo1-3.

In the general statements above, it has been atgaethe relations, borne by these two
persons, are to be learned only from the Scriptewrelations, and that these are to be
modified in no respect, except by removing froomthghatever is necessary to make
them conform to divine transactions. It was alsgedrthat all the divine relations being
in and of God, who, with all his plurality of persds but one God, these relations are in



the same undivided divine essence, and, consegubatbng to the nature of God, and
must be eternal.

In applying these statements and the scripturefptodhe relation of Father and Son in
God, we arrive at the doctrine commonly calledEternal Sonship of Christ.

By this is meant, that paternity, and filiationGod are, not mere names for something
which does not exist, nor for some relation, défarfrom that of father and son, to which
these titles were first applied in connection wittrist's creation, or birth, or
resurrection, or exaltation; but are realities whexist eternally in his nature, and are as
properly described by the names which express #@rerhis attributes by the various
terms of wisdom, power, truth, justice and love.

No attempt is made by those who accept this dectarstate the nature of this
generation. Some are even content to supposedtiahg more may be meant than to
express by sonship what would be the result of sudtation. As human sonship is
accompanied by earnest love between father ancasdnmplies likeness of character,
and similarity of nature; so they have been willingest at this point, and accept the
divine sonship, as meaning no more than the existehperfect likeness, and infinite
mutual love. But, manifestly, if nothing more thifans be meant, the Father might equally
be called Son, and the Son Father. The Scriptarethe contrary, indicate that the
likeness is the result of the relation, and not tha terms of the relation are given
because of the likeness. It is not the resemblah@rist to the Father, which is set forth
as the reason he is called the Son, but it is Iseche is the Son that this resemblance
exists.

But, even if these titles could be ascribed becabsige likeness, we still have to account
for the use of the peculiar word "begotten.” Tkigvidently intended to tell us
something of a great mystery. It proclaims somel kihactivity in the divine Father, and
passivity in the Son. We cannot tell what it ist ibat least resembles, in some way, that
impartation of nature which occurs in the act oflam begetting, and conveys to us the
idea of the communication of the essence of Gothéyrather, through this act, to the
Son. The continued unity of God shows that it cdamunication of the whole essence,
in which, however, the Father still continues tbsist, while imparting to the Son
subsistence also in the same. Such impartation pautke of the nature of the "Eternal
Now " in God. It never began and will never endhas no succession, no past, and no
future. It is the ever present, having no referese to a past, or to a future. It is such a
generation as constitutes eternal Sonship, ancéfraibd.

Many have rejected this doctrine because of misginans as to the nature of an Eternal
Divine Sonship.

1. They have objected to the idea of Sonship itself

(1.) They have urged that Sonship implies infetyorand, therefore, that the Son cannot
be truly God equal with the Father.



But how can we know what is and what is not possiblthis matter with God? If the
Scriptures assert the Divine generation, and thilég of the Son and the Father, why
should any deny their consistency with ea