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“Breathes a spirit
of devorion.”
— Cael E H. Henry

The
Knowledge

o
TheHily

AW Tozer

A. Wﬁﬂ%zer
(1 ﬁ?f 963)

“Tihe highesitiscience; e
loftiesti speculation, tihes 58
mightiesti philosephyRwhich can
ever engageriiherafiieniicniofFams
child of Gad, is the namesstihe
nature, the person, thellorh’s
fhe doings, and the existencerof
The greati God Whomihe
- calls his Father.*

Chaljies)Faddon Spurgeon
(1834-1892)
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"T‘hese words, spoken over a
i en’rur'g ago by C. H. Spurgeon

& (rjr @ fime; incredibly, only fwenty
gears 0ld) were true then, as

the( are true now. .. Disregard
’rhe study of God and you

sentence yourself to stumble and

blunder through life blindfold, as
it.were, with no sense of

digection and no understanding of

W what surrounds you. This way
"Wyou, can waste your life and

lose your soul.”
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What ]s the Coﬁﬁceml

Tlﬁc two camps in the debate

rcgardmg the attributes of
God are often labeled

Classica] Theism and
T helstic Personalism.




Tl‘!c two camps in the debate

rcgardmg the attributes of
God are often labeled

(lassical T heism and
T heistic Personalism.
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In a moment, | will comment on
how the term 'classical’ is used in
the label "Classical Theism."

| must point out that the label
"Theistic Personalism" was given
to this camp by its detractors.

Perhaps some, if not many, that
Classical Theists will label
"Theistic Personalists" will not
accept this title but also identify
as "Classical” in their
understanding of God's attributes.
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classical attributes

characteristics ot (od's nature and actions Lnownfrom
creation and. Goc/ 's Wora/ understood. a/ong the

contours of the ca tegories of Western t/nh,é/hg arsIng;

from the ancient (greeks, the (hristian (_hurch
Vi at/:ers, and the Mca/ic‘va/ 5(:/)0/351‘1’(:5

To say that they have been
the dominant view about
God's nature and actions

throughout church history
is not in itself proof that

they are true.
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To say that they are
understood along the
contours of the philosophy
of the ancient Greeks is not
in itself proof that
they are false.

What Do Youll\; :
C]assﬂcal Theologiar}s




(_lassical Theoiogians

C hristian tﬁco/og/ans who) to
greater on Jesser o/cgrecs, defend the
classical attributes of (;0dl

(lassical Theologians

Not allclassical tﬁco/og[ans disciiss

cvery classical attribute.

[urther, not all classical tﬁco/ogiéns
defend cvery classical attribute.

10/9/2024




10/9/2024

(_lassical Thcoiogians

Aa/mittca// ; for the purposes of this
Presenta tion, the line can be zé/ur/y
between who m; /7t be and whoe
111/ /7f not be Counfeo/ as a
C/assfca/ tﬁco/ogfan.

Who Arc'ti t e

A7 o R
i ‘&1-.‘«51

lassmal Thcologiégn 57 "“
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§ Thomas Aqui;[asf \ Peter Martyr Vermigli
W (1225-12 4928 ! (1499-1562)
N e

F

John Calvin Girolamo Zanchi
(1509-1564) (1516-1590)
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Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

Francis Turretin j ' Yolhn Owen
(1623-1687) (1616-1683)
i

“
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Stephen Charnock I

(1628-1680)

A |
Charles Hodge
(1820-1894) H@TIT=IET)
. . L B ﬂ'ﬁ
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(1823-1 886,)‘

,FB_enjamin Breckinridge \Warfield 3 2ligil’ Boyce

.\ (1851-1921)  F (18208188 8)
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Herman Bavinck Lewis Sperry Chafer
(1854-1921) (1871-1952)

)

\

Louis Berkhof Henry Clarepcelliiiessen
(1873-1957) W
A Y
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NormaniL. Geisler
:-2-0‘19)'(

R. C. Spno,g% 4
(1939-2017) K 4

’
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| am noet arguing'that,;because
all these luminaries are to one

N ] - ]
extent or another ' Classm.al ,

4

h » p
theologians of philosophers,
therefore C-Iasg.ical Theisma

e ¢ kN

iIs.true.

| am suggestirig"that givenithe
illustrious hlstory that Classical
Theism commands, it behooves
the contempor'ary Chrlst'gr‘\ to
takejheed and'clesely consider
the. erosmn of the classmal

e, attrl,bu‘tes qf God.

T
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WhatDo Yo 0V <

lassmal G onfessionsie

(_lassical ( onfessions

777@ same observations and.
qua/fﬁca Hons, mutatis mutand)s, will

a/o/:)/ﬂ to the varous confessions
cited tﬁrougﬁout.
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\Wihat Are omelon thc
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. estmlnster Confession,of Falth
15646, ",

FAITHRDER
Owned and prachifed in the
Congregational Churches

ENGILAND:

Agreed upon and confented unio
By their
ELDERS and MESSENGERS

IN
Their Meeting at the S4 V07,
Octob. 12. 1658.

L O N D oON
Printed for 2. Z. And are to be fold in Pawis Church-yard, Fleet-
Street, and Wefminfler-Hall, 1659.]

‘.f‘i‘-(“-' ‘-l:_ "}-' | JA J‘lj

TTIVRT]

CONFFSSUJN

© Ba
@[m

ELDER ETHREN-
1677

CONGREGATIONS

OF

Chriltians (baptized upon Profelfion ul
their Faith ) in Londen and the Coun-
try. _

—

with the Heart man belicoeth wnra Righteoufuefs, and wath :M
Mouth Confelfion is ymade smto Satvation, Rom, xe. 1as
Seatch the Seviptives, John s 39, v

London, Princed for Besfamin Harvis, and arc to be Sold ar

, his ‘i!mp ar the Stationers Aymis in Swetings Kents, it
corubill, near the Roval Exchange, 1677,
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( lassical Tlﬂeo]ogians




"God is bothlinvisiblelanal
ineffable!... Itiisitherefore}

particularly: harditoldescribe
the first and originalicause%
which is the sourcelofithe
existence of everythingielse
which is or has'been¥Eorhow;
is one to speakiaboutithat]
' 9 which is neither algentsinora
e ‘ differentia nor.a;speciesinol

c|em§er¢ {gf A|exandn an individuality!nora
3,.

505215 1 number—

)
=)

*in other words:whichlis;
neither any. kind.ofiaccidental,
property nor the'subjectiofs
any accidental property2=
Nor can one speakiofihimias
having partst

[Miscellanies 5, xii, 78-82, in'Maurice \WileslandiMarkiSanteiedsy
—  Documents in Early Christian Thought (CambridgeZ€ambridgelUniversiiy
= Ppress 1975), 4,6] '

pr 2 B

: Clemggeﬁl{‘(‘af Alexand ria ‘
! 021 5 Vel
= wﬁ iy ‘)f ) J
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actlallessencer

[Lefiter 284 n Meuries Wikss nteiedseDocumentstimEarydChristianilihotght
(CanbidgedCampidgel¥niver il1977.5) O]

PR Fiees.

Iasn the Gre
3 (§29 -8, -
W\

._h-

yathatlonelknowsithelessence i
@? lb notitofadmitithaionelhas ;
edgelofthimyiheimanys 8
tributesithatiwelhaveljust
entmeratediprovidela bas:s oniwhich §

PR Fiees.
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v Aseity

v Absolute

v Omnipresent

v Omnipotent

v Supreme Being v Eternal

Itself
v Uncreated
v Immutable

v Simple

v Timeless

v Transcendent

:;*“a Wt
Augusting s
-
(354-430)

Oadiackin  "We believe, then, in One God, one beginning;
having no beginning, uncreated, unbegotten;
imperishable and immortal, everlasting; infinite,
uncircumscribed, boundless, ofinfinite’power;
simple, uncompound, incorporeal, without flux;,
passionless, unchangeable, unalterable; unseen;
the fountain of goodness and justice; the:light of:
the mind, inaccessible; a power known by no
measure, measurable only by His own will'alone:
§ (for all things that He wills He can), creator ofall
' created things, seen or unseen, of all'the
maintainer and preserver, for all the provider;
master and lord and king over all, with'an
endless and immortal kingdom:

10/9/2024
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"having no contrary, filling all, by:nothing
encompassed, but rather Himselfthe
encompasser and maintainer and original
possessor of the universe, occupying all
essences intact and extending beyond all'things;
and being separate from all essence as'being,
super-essential and above all things:and
absolute God, absolute goodness, and absolute
fullness : determining all sovereignties and
ranks, being placed above all sovereignty;and
rank, above essence and life'and word‘and.
thought: being Himself very light and goodness
and life and essence,

“inasmuch as He does not derive His being/from
another, that is to say, of those things that'exist:
but being Himself the fountain of being'torallithat
is, of life to the living, of reason to those that
have reason; to all the cause of all. good:
perceiving all things even beforelthey:have
become: one essence, one divinity, one power,
one will, one enerqgy, one beginning, one
authority, one dominion, one sovereignty, made
known in three perfect subsistencesiand adored
with one adoration, believed'in and ministered:to
by all rational creation , united without
confusion and divided without separation)(which
indeed transcends thought).=

i [An Exposition on. the Orthodox: Faith; .chap:8; http:/www:newadventiorg/fathers/
| 33041.htm]]

10/9/2024
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Simple v True
VAREfect v2Living
VAGood v/Personal
VAInfinite v/ lLoving
Mimmutable V2 Just
VAEternn: v“Merciful
A@nel v/ Providential

VA@mniscients v @mnipresent

John Calvin
(1509-1564)

m"r’k‘,a-.

s

A

~“Thomas Aqumas

(1225:1274)

v Eternal

v Self-Existent

v Simple

v Compassionate
v Good

v Merciful

v  Just
v True
v Righteous
v Holy.

v One

v_Incorporeal

10/9/2024
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v Simplicity

v Infinity

v Eternity
v Immensity
v Impassibility

v Immutability

v Incorruptibility
v Unity

v Good

v Life

v Omniscient

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

Yyomn Owen
(1616-1683)

10/9/2024
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vA@ne
vASimple
vAlnfinite
vA@mnipresent
Z [SIEME]
vAlmmutable
vA@mniscient
Z JUS

v Simple

v Perfect
v-Good

v Infinite
v-Omnipresent
v Immutable

v Eternal

10/9/2024

v Good

v Perfect

v Loving

v Gracious

v Merciful

v Omnipotent
v Sovereign

.§\Francis Turretin ’4

(1623-1687) %
l‘ﬂ _

- B -

v One

v True

v Living
v Just

v Merciful
v Loving

y oy
sidential Stephen Charnock

(1628-1680)




v’ Spirit

v Immaterial

v Incomprehensible
v Simple

v Immutable
v Infinite

v Omnipresent
v Eternal

v Living

v Omnipotent
v Omniscient
v Wise

VASirit
vASimple
vARersonal
Valntelligent
VA Infinite
vAEternal

vAlmmutable

v Provident
v Loving
v Gracious
v Merciful
v Good

v Wrathful
v Holy

v Just

v’ Truthful
v/ Faithful
v’ Perfect
v One

v Omniscient
v Omnipotent
v Holy

v Just

v Good

v True

v Sovereign

John Gill

Charl
i
. N

N (1697-1771)

ﬁvf, 4

es Hodge
g7Eiers)
o
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WilliamiG. TXShedd
(1820-1894)

VASE|FEXiStence v Omnipresence
VASIimplicity, v Truth

A nfinity, v/ Goodness
VAEtennity v/ Holiness
Mimmutability: v Justice
MOmnpipetence v Mercy

VA®@mniscience v Wise

vAEternal v Immutable
vA@ne v Omnipotent
VASpirit v Omniscient

vAlmmense v Good

vAInfinite I Simplicity

(Lectures in Systematic
Theology, pp.- 43-44)

4
‘ ‘tl o

beit BeWisiDabney.

ozl
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vA@ne
VAInfinite
vAAbsolute
vAEternnal
vASelf-existent
VASpirit
vANecessary.
vAlmmense
viEree
VAlntelligent
VASimple

vASimplicity,
VA Infinity:
VAEternnity,

vAlmmensity:

v Omniscient
v Immutable
v Sovereign
v Omnipotent
v Righteous
v Good

v True

v’ Faithful

v Just

v Holy

v Omniscience
v Holiness
v Goodness

v Love

vA@mnipresence v Truth

vAlmmutability

vA@mnipotence

v  Justice

10/9/2024
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Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield
. (1851-1921) 7

VA Self-existence v Infinite wisdom
vAlndependence v infinite freedom
v infinite power
Z UMICUERESS v infinite truth
valUnchangeableness v righteousness
va@mnipresence v holiness

vAlnfinite knowledge v goodness

vARersonal
vA@mniscient
vA@mnipotent
VAo ly,
vaJust
v2lEoving
vAGood
vAalinue

v Free

v Simple

v One

v Infinite

v Eternal

v Immutable
v Omnipresent
v Sovereign

Lewis Sperry Chafer
(1871-1952)

39
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vASelf-Existent v Omniscient
vAlmmutable v True

VA Infinite v Good
VA@ne v Holy
VASpirit v Righteous
vAEternal v Sovereign
vA@mnipresent v Free

i
Louis Benkhof
(1873-1957)
/

vASpiritual v Eternal
vAlmmaterial v Omnipresent
vAlnconporeal v Omniscient
valnvisible v Omnipotent
vALEiving v Immutable
vARersonal v Holy
vASelf-existent v Righteous
vAlmmense v Good

40



v' Pure Actuality
v" Simplicity

v’ Aseity

v Necessity

v Immutability
v’ Eternality

v' Impassibility
v Infinity

v Immateriality
v Immensity

v Omnipotence
v Omnipresence
v Omniscience

10/9/2024

v Wisdom

v Light

v Majesty

v Beauty

v Ineffability
v Life

v Immortality
v Unity

v Holiness

v Righteousness
v’ Truthfulness
v Goodness
v Mercy

( lassical (_onfessions

41
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Fourth' Later@ani€ouncil 1215

“We firmly believe and openly confess thatithere is only
one true God, eternal and immense, omnipotent,
unchangeable; incomprehensible, and, ineffable,....
absolutely simplej..- always without’beginning andend.
...Creator.of all things invisible*and visible, spiritual
and corporeal, wholfrom the*beginning of'time and by
His omnipotent power made from nothing creatures
both spiritual and corporeal, angelic, namelyyand
mundane, and then human, as it were, common,
composed. of spiritand body.*

[Twelfth Ecumenical Council: Lateran IV, Canon 1, https://sourcebooks.fordham.edu/basis/lateran4.asp, accessed 07/05/22]

The Belgic Confession 15611

“Art. I: We all believe with the heart
and confess with the mouth that'there
is one only simple and spiritual Being,

which we call God; and that He is
eternal, incomprehensible, invisible,
immutable, infinite, almighty, perfectly
wise, just, good, and the overflowing
fountain of all good.™

42
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The Thirty-Nine

Articles
1562/63

“Art. I: There is but one
living and true God,
everlasting, without body,
parts, or passions; of
infinite power, wisdom,
and goodness; the Maker:
and Preserver of all
things, both visible and
invisible.*

!

| The Second

"Helvetic Confession
| 1566

“Chap. 3: God is one in

- essence or nature, subsisting

| by Himself, all sufficientin

Himself, invisible, without a

 body, infinite, eternal, ... the
chief'good, living, quickening,

and preserver of all things.
Almighty, and exceeding

| wise, gentle or merciful, just

and true.”
H|
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The lrish Articles 1615

“§8. There is but one living and true God,
everlasting, without body, parts, or
passions, of infinite power, wisdom; and
goodness, the Maker and Preserver of all
things, both visible and invisible.*

Mhe'Condon'Baptist

(CEMIESSIEN
G

"Il Godlis of Himself:... thatis,
neither from another, nor of
another, nor by another, nor for
another: Butis a Spirit ... who
as His being is of Himself ::-"so
He gives being, moving, and
preservation to all other'things,
being in'Himself eternal,ymost
holy, every way infinite in
greatness, wisdom, power;
justice; goodness, truth.=

44



The Westminster Confession of Faith
1646

I, 1. There is but one only living and true God, who is infinite in being and
perfection, a most pure spirit;invisible, without body, parts, or passions,
immutable, immense, eternal, incomprehensible, almighty, most wise,
most holy, most free, most absolute, working all things according to the
counsel.of his own immutable and most righteous will, for’his own glory,
mostiloving, gracious, merciful, long-suffering, abundant in goodness and
truth, forgiving iniquity, transgression, and sin; the rewarder of them that
diligently seek him; and withal most just and terrible in his judgments;
hating all sin; and who will by no means clear the guilty.

The Westminster Confession of Faith
1646

I, 2. God hath all life, glory, goodness, blessedness, in and of himself; and
is alone in and‘'unto himself:all-sufficient, not standing in need of any
creatures which he hath'made, nor'deriving any glory from them, but only
manifesting his own glory in, by, unto, and upon them; heiis the alone
foundation of all being, of whom, through'whom, and to\whom, are all
things; and hath most sovereign dominion over them, to do by them, for
them, or upon them, whatsoever himself pleaseth. In his sight all things
are open and manifest; his knowledge is infinite, infallible, and
independent upon the creature; so as nothing is to him contingent or
uncertain. He is most holy in all his counsels, in all his works, and in all
his commands. To him is due from angels and men, and every other
creature, whatsoever worship, service, or obedience he is pleased to
require of them.

10/9/2024
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1E SEe)

Declaration

1658
“Chap. Il. There is but one only living
and true God who'is infinite in being
and perfection, a most pure Spirit,
invisible, without body, parts, or
passions, immutable, immense,
eternal, incomprehensible, almighty,
most wise, most holy, most free,
most absolute, working'all things
according to the counsel of His own
immutable and most righteous will,
for His own glory, mostloving,
gracious, merciful, long-suffering,
abundant in goodness and truth ...

& SEVe)

Declaration

1658
“God hath all'life, glory, goodness,
blessedness, in, and of himself; and
istalone; in;, and untohimself; all-
sufficient, not standing'in'need of
any creature ... He is the alone
fountain of all'being. His knowledge
is infinite, infallible, and independent
upon'the creature, so as nothing'is
to him contingent or uncertain.*

10/9/2024




nitession

e God.is'butionelonlydlivinglanditrue,
subsistencelistin‘andlotlimselr
infinitelinibeingiandperfectioniwhese
comprehended.by.anyfbltgklimselt¥a
Spirityinvisibleswithout
or'passions =

The Lencem [Beeiisee

L oneern 1Cor

Classmal Theisté‘% .
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15040

ANNOTATED REFERENCE

Finis Jenpings Dake :
(1902%987) G

*God has a personal spirit body (Dan.
7:9-14; 10:5-19); shape (Jn. 5:37); form
(Phil. 2:5-7); image and likeness of a
man (Gen. 1:26; 9:6; Ezek. 1:26-28; 1 Cor.
11:7; Jas. 3:9). He has bodily parts such
as, back parts (Ex. 33:23), heart (Gen.
6:6; 8:21), hands and fingers (Ps. 8:3-6;

Heb. 1:10; Rev. 5:1-7), mouth (Num.
12:8), lips and tongue (Isa. 30:27), feet
(Ezek- 1:27; Ex. 24:10), eyes (Ps. 11:4;

18:24; 33:18), ears (Ps. 18:6), hair, head,
face, arms (Dan. 7:9-14; 10:5-19; Rev.
5:1-7; 22:4-6), and other bodily parts."

[Dake, N, p. 97]
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(Dan.
7:9-14; 10:5-19) (Jn. 5:37)
(Phil. 2:5-7)
(Gen. 1:26; 9:6; Ezek. 1:26-28; 1 Cor.
11:7; Jas. 3:9)
(Ex. 33:23) (Gen.
6:6; 8:21) (Ps. 8:3-6;
Heb. 1:10; Rev. 5:1-7) (Num.
12:8) (Isa. 30:27)
(Ezek- 1:27; Ex. 24:10) (Ps. 11:4;
18:24; 33:18) (Ps. 18:6)
(Dan. 7:9-14; 10:5-19; Rev.
Finis Jenipings Dake 5:1-7; 22:4-6)
(1902%il987)

poes God ever change His mind?

GOD

oF THE DOSSIBLE

Gregory A. Boyd
GREGORY A. BOYD

author of best-selling Letters from a sheptic

10/9/2024
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"My agnostic
father ... asked me
why God would
allow Adolf Hitler
to be born if he
foreknew that this
man would
MESSEXEAE LIRS
@ SIS coo

[Cregerny A. Beyel, € erffiie Pessiale (Crend
2000),

“The“only
response | could
offer then, and the
only response |
continue to offer
now is that this
was not foreknown
as,a,certainty at
theltime
Hitler s

[Cregeny A. Boygl, Cerl of i Pessibis (Crend
72000),

Gregory A. Boyd

Gregory A. Boyd

10/9/2024
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Class:cal Thc—:olqggiansf

God's simplicity means
that God is not in any way.
composed of parts.




David BgBurrell

David BgBurrell

10/9/2024

-\nowing
the

LnRnowable

Ibn-Sina
Maimonides O
Aquinas

DAVID B.
BURRELL.CS.C.

way'l|know tolput
mmd ourselves that

propeﬁ_l..y speaking...

weido 'not include
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David B, Burrell
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=@nitheselaccountsike
camelitorusiithoughike
waslincorporealyHe |
formedifordkimselfiatbodys
aftedounfashionk*abeingi
investediwithiarbody: yet ,,
not c:rcumscrlbm
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"God is bothlinvisiblelandy
ineffable ... For howlisionelto
speak aboutithatiwhichjis}

neither aigenusinora
differentia noria: speciesinoian
individuality:nor alnumber==in
other words whichlisineither
any kind of accidentallproperty,
nor the subjectiofianys
accidental property 2 SNorcan
one speak of himiasthaving;
parts. |

ClementfeffAlexandria® « -
E B e = Q | [Miscellanies 5, xii, 78-82; iniMaurice\WilesfandiMark§Santeriedss
E b (1 50-21 5) } e 7 Documents in Early Christian' Thought (€ambridges€ambridgel

. N

University Press, 1975), 4, 6]
i 7

"God, therefore, is not to be thought
of as being either a body or as
existing in a body, but as an
uncompounded intellectual nature,
admitting within Himself no addition
of any kind ... But God, who s the
beginning of all things, is not to be

regarded as a composite being, lest
perchance there should be found to
exist elements prior to the
beginning itself, out of which
everything is composed, whatever
that be which is called composite.*

[To the Bishops of Africa (Ad Afros Epistola: Synodica), €hap. i/ “ihe:
- =!!!!! Position that the Son is a Creature Inconsistent and Untenable?]

~ . ==
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"God, therefore, is not to be thought of
as being either a body or as existing in
a body, but as an uncompounded
intellectual nature, admitting within
Himself no addition of any kind; so that
He cannot be believed to have within
him a greater and a less, but is such
that He is in all parts uovoc [monas],
and, so to speak, evac [henas], and.is
the mind and source from which all
intellectual nature or mind takes its
beginning. But mind, for its
movements or operations, needs no
physical space, nor sensible
magnitude, nor bodily shape, nor color;
nor any other of those adjuncts which
are the properties of body or matter:

“"Wherefore that simple and wholly:
intellectual nature can admit of no
delay or hesitation in its movements  or
operations, lest the simplicity of the
divine nature should appear to be
circumscribed or in some degree
hampered by such adjuncts, and. lest
that which is the beginning of all things
should be found composite and
differing, and that which oughtto be
free from all bodily intermixture; in
virtue of being the one sole species of
Deity, so to speak, should prove,
instead of being one, to consist of:
many things."

[Origen, De Preincipiisi1.1.6, ed. Alexander, Roberts and James
Donaldson (Albany, OR: Books forthe/Ages, Ages: Software €Diver: 2:

S7



"If then any man conceives God to be compound,
as accident is in essence, or to have any external
envelopment, and to be encompassed, or as if
there is aught about Him which completes the
essence, so that when we say ‘God,’ or name
‘Father,” we do not signify the invisible and
incomprehensible essence, but something about it,
then let them complain of the Council’s stating that
the Son was from the essence of God; but let them
reflect, that in thus considering they utter two
blasphemies; for they make God corporeal, and
they falsely say that the Lord is not Son of the very
Father, but of what is about Him. But if God be
simple, as He is, it follows that in saying ‘God’ and
naming ‘Father,” we name nothing as if about Him,
but signify his essence itself.”

[Defense of the Nicene Definition (De Decretis) Chap. 5 "Defense of the Council's
Phrases," §22]

"If it is from virtue, the antecedent of willing and
not willing, and of moral progress, that you hold
the Son to be like the Father; while these things fall
under the category of quality; clearly you call God
compound of quality and essence. But who will
tolerate you when you say this? For God, who
compounded all things to give them being, is not
compound, nor of similar nature to the things made
by Him through the Word. Far be the thought. For
He is simple essence, in which quality is not, nor,
as James says, ‘any variableness or shadow of
turning.’ "

[To the Bishops of Africa (Ad Afros Epistola Synodica), Chap. 7 "The Positionithat the
Son is a Creature Inconsistent and Untenable"]

10/9/2024
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"For God, who compounded all
things to give them being, is
not compound, nor of similar
nature to the things made by
Him through the Word. Far be

the thought. For He is simple
essence, in which quality is
not, nor, as James says, ‘any.
variableness or shadow of
turning.’ "

[To the Bishops of Africa (Ad Afros Epistola Synodica), Chap. 7 "The Position that the

Son is a Creature Inconsistent and Untenable"] %
= = .

~N 1 —
'..\U\!ﬂu'

Mlarre: “God is not after. humanj;
& fashion of a compositelbeing;
so that in Him therelisia'®
difference of kind between
Possessor and Possessed;
but all that He ' is; is'lifezal
nature, that is, complete}
absolute and infinite, not:
composed of dissimilar
elements but with onellife

permeating the whole&

[On the Trinity, viii, § 43, https://www.newadvent:org/fathers/330208htm?
accessed 07/05/22]

10/9/2024
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ghiisyattributes

arepaniotusybu
his

Simpless

ettier 284 in Mevriee Wies enel MErk Senter, RocumentsyinlEary,
Chfsitem Unfiersiiy 5) %]

“There is then
one sole Good,
which is simple,
and therefore
unchangeable; & 7~ & .
and thatis God." & ' =%

[City of God, X, 10, trans. Henry Bettenson (New York: Penguin, 1984), Aug ustl ng‘*‘

440]

(354-430)
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“Hence, we see in =
almost every. theological
treatise the Godhead
religiously celebrated,
both as Monad and
unity;y on account of the
simplicity.and oneness
of lts supernatural
indivisibility: ..."

[@akiherDivinelNames Caputil; SIV; p |8
httpsi/wwwiccellorg/ceel/dionysius/works:itili.html, accessed 07/05/22] 3 3 Iy

(5t

ORAMABAN /el believe, then, in.OnelGod one

beginning, having'norbeginning;
uncreate, unbegotten, imperishable
and immortal, everlasting;infinite}
uncircumscribed, boundless; of:
infinite power, simple; uncompound,;
incorporeal, withoutflux,
passionless, unchangeable;
unalterable, unseen, the'fountainiof:
goodness and justice; s

B [An Exposition on the Orthodox: Faith; chap: 8;
B http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3304:1 htm; accessedl0i/05/22]
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"There are no)partsiinithee)}Ford;
nor art thou more thanione¥Bt
thou are so truly a unitarylbeing;

and so identical withithyselfSthat
in no respect are thou unlike
thyself; rather. thoularelunity;
itself, indivisible'bylany
conception. Thereforelifeland
wisdom and the restarelnotiparts;
of the, but all are one:fandieach,
of these is the whole, whichithou

‘ 7 NER 0 e 0
)| — OIVE 0 aNgelon
{ 21/4/ -
l\\‘,__ /g/ 5’% 0 0 J.C
7 KL
= 4 4
18k 7
= § e DI & of: D c
\
U C U
0[0) -‘é
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@lhelabsolutelsimplicity of God may
Ibelshownlinimany.ways. . . For there is
ineitherlcomposition of quantitative
li'ﬂ God, since He!is not a body;
inordcomposition of matter and form;
InorldoestHis nature differ from His
'suppolfil_m *nor His essence from
IHis¥existence; neither is there in Him
compositionlof.genus'and difference,
norlofisubjectiand accident. Therefore,
itlisiclearithat'God!is nowise
eomposté- butiis:altogether simple."

b S heological trans. Eathers of the English Dominican
hristianiClassics1981)) [, @3, art. 7]

“For the essence of
God [is] simple and
undivided, and
contained in himself
entire, in full
perfection, without
partition or
diminution.”

[Institutes of the Christian Religion, 2 vols., trans. Henry Beveridge
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1975), Bk. 1, Xlll, §2), vol. 1, p. 110]

10/9/2024

S

[

B\ Thomas Aqumas
(12251274)

John Calvin
(1509-1564)
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“Although the great and ever-
blessed God. is a being absolutely:
simple and infinitely.remote from
all shadow of composition, Helis,
nevertheless, in condescension to
our weak and contracted faculties,

represented’in Scriptureias
possessed of divers Properties; or:
Attributes, which, though

seemingly different from His

Essence, are in reality. essentialto
Him, and constitutive of Hisivery:
Nature. Girolamo Zanchi

[Observations on the Divine Attributes, Monergism Books; ebookip: 3] (1 51 6-1 590)

<... although we come to know this
truth through rational proofs, namely,
that esse belongs to the very essence
of .God'and that He is subsistent esse
Himself, and infinite, immutable,
eternal, and may other attributes,
which are of His very essence, we
nevertheless know all these vaguely
and through a certain negation or
analogy. toicreatures. We do not know
them throughia proper concept which
J expresses His quiddity just as it is.”
Dommgo (Dom|n|c) Bane 2 R e e e e eal ok e Y Aqu s JAICommentanyin
Thomistic Metaphysics, trans. Benjamin'S. LLlamzon! (Chicago: Henry Regnery,

ﬁ (1528-1604) 1966)129. reprinted (Proctorville: Wythe-North, 2021), 29].
RSN
RN

10/9/2024
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“Simplicity is a pre-eminent
mode of the Essence of
God, by which he is void of
all composition, and of
component parts whether
they belong to the senses

or to the understanding. ...

“"The essence of God,
therefore, neither consists
of material, integral and
quantitive parts, of matter
and form, of kind and
difference, of subject and
accident, nor of form and

the thing formed, ...

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

10/9/2024
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“neither hypothetically and
through nature, through
capability and actuality, nor
through essence and being.
Hence God is his own
Essence and his own
Being, and is the same in
that which is, and that by
which it is.”

[Jacobus Arminius, The Writings of James Arminius, 3 vols., trans.
James Nichols and W. R. Bagnall (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House,
1977), 1, 438]

“The attributes of God,
\which alone seem to be
distinct things in the
essence of God, are all of
them, essentially the same
with one another, and

the essence of God
itself.”

\WindiciaelEvangelicaes The Mystery of the Gospel Vindicated and
Séinianism Examined: Mr. Biddle's First Chapter Examined in The Ages
Digitalllibrany:TheiJohn Owen. Collection CD ROM (Rio, WI: AGES

Software)y94]

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

Yyomn Owen
(1616-1683)

10/9/2024
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“IsiGod most simple and free
ifrom: all composition? We affirm
lagainst Socinus and Vorstius. ...

Thelorthodox have constantly
itaughtithat the essence of God is
iperfectly: simple and free from all
icomposition. ... The divine nature

isiconceived by us not only as

free from all composition and
'division, but also as incapable of
composition and divisibility."

NRrancisuilretin, /nstitutesiof Elenctic Theology, 3 vols. trans. George
usgrave Giger (Phillipsburg: P&R, 1992), I, 191]

“This is signified by the
name God gives
himself (Ex. iii. 14): 'l
am that | am:” as
simple, pure,
uncompounded being,
without any created
mixture ..."

[Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of God, 2 vols. (Grand
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), I, 182-183]

2 Francis Turretin

N

(1623-1687) 4%
. D 4

e

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

10/9/2024
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“He is an absolutely
simple Spirit, not
having the least
particle of composition

[Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of God, 2 vols. (Grand
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), 1:319-320]

“God is the most simple
being; for that which is first
in nature, having nothing
beyond. it, cannot by any
means be thought to be
compounded; for
whatsoever is so, depends
upon the parts whereof it is
compounded, and is not
the first being."

[Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of God, 2 vols. (Grand
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), 1:333]

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)
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Discourses UroN
THE EXISTENCE
AND ATTRIBUTES

oF Gop ’

-,

by
Stephen Charnock

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

He was engaged, at the time, in delivering to his people, at Crosby Hall [in
London], that series of Discourses on the Existence and Attributes of God,
on which his fame as a writer chiefly rests. The intense interest which he
was observed to take in the subjects of which he treated, was regarded as an
indication that he was nearly approaching that state in which he was to be
"fill with all the fulness of God." Not unfrequently was he heard to give
utterance to a longing desire for that region for which he gave evidence of
his being so well prepared. These circumstances were, naturally enough,
looked upon as proofs that his mighty mind, though yet on earth, had begun
to "put off its mortality," and was fast ripening for the paradise of God.

WM. SYMINGTON, D.D., "LIFE AND CHARACTER OF THE CHARNOCK" in Stephen Charnock, Discourses
upon the Existence and Attributes of God, 2 vols. (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979 (1853)), I: 9-10

10/9/2024
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"Whatsoever simplicity the ever-
blessed God hath, by any express
revelation, claimed to himself, or
can by evident and irrefragable
reason be demonstrated to
belong to him, as a perfection, we
ought humbly and with all
possible reverence and adoration,
to ascribe to him.

John Howe
(1630-1705)

"But such simplicity as he hath
not claimed, as is arbitrarily
ascribed to him by overbold and
adventurous intruders into the
deep and most profound arcana
of the divine nature ... we ought
not to impose it upon ourselves,
or be so far imposed upon, as to
ascribe to him such simplicity.”

["A Calm and Sober Inquiry Concerning the Possibility of a Trinity in the
Godhead," in The Works of John Howe: 1630-1705 in Three Volumes
(Ligonier: Soli De Gloria, 1990), vol. Il, p. 530. This edition is reprinted from
J Oh n Howe The Works of John Howe in 3 Volumes (London: William Tegg and Co. 1848)
which is based on The Works of the Rev. John Howe, M.A. (n.c., Calamy,

(1630-1705) 1724)]
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tHowever ..

John Howe
(1630-1705)

"... such as can never be proved to
belong to perfection and a blemish,
would render the divine nature less
intelligible, more impossible to be so
far conceived as is requisite, as would
discompose and disturb our minds,
confound our conceptions, make our
apprehensions of his other known
perfections less distinct, or
inconsistent, render him less adorable,
or less an object of religion; or such as
is manifestly unreconcilable with his
plan affirmations concerning himself;
John Howe
(1630-1705) [Howe, "Trinity," p. 530]
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"It would be an over-officious and
too meanly servile religiousness, to
be awed by the sophistry of

- presumptuous scholastic wits, into
a subscription to their confident
) determinations concerning the
being of God, that such and such
things are necessary or impossible
thereto, beyond what the plain

undisguised reason of things, or his
own express word do evince;

John Howe
(1630-1705)

to imagine a sacredness in their
rash conclusion so as to be afraid of
searching into them, or of
examining whether they have any
firm and solid ground or bottom; to
allow the schools the making of our
Bible, or the forming of our creed
(who license and even sport
petulant and irreverent a liberty as
they would upon a worm, or and the
meanest insect, while yet they can
pronounce little with certainty even

John Howe concerning that,)

(1630-1705)
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"hath nothing in it either of the
Christian or the man. It will become
as well as concern us, to
: disencumber our minds, and release
then from the entanglement of their
} unproved dictates; whatsoever
authority they may have acquired,
only by having been long, and
commonly, taken for granted. The
more reverence we have of God the
less we are to have for such men as
Telm e have themselves expressed little.”
(1 630-1 705) [Howe, "Trinity," pp. 530-531]

"God being a Spirit, we learn
that he is a simple and
uncomposed Being, and does
not consist of parts, as a body
does; his spirituality involves
his simplicity. ... every attribute
of God is God himself, is his
nature, and are only so many
displays of it. It is certain God
is not composed of parts, in _
any sense; John Gil
) (1697-1771)

73



10/9/2024

"not in a physical sense, of
essential parts, as matter and
form, of which bodies consist:

nor of integral parts, as soul
and body, of which men
consist: nor in a metaphysical

sense, as of essence and
existence, of act or power: nor
in a logical sense, as of kind
and difference, substance and

: John Gill
accident.” A\
N (1697-1771)
[A Body of Divinity, (Grand Rapids: Sovereign Grace Publishers, 1971), .
33-34] "

SYSTEMATIC
THEOLOGY

VOLUME ONE
INTRODUCTION

Part I
THEOLOGY

_ | |
CHARLES HODGE | Charles Hi ’dge
5 j|'797 1t 78
”»,“ " LN J
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#iff God is a spirit, ... it
follows that God is a
simple Being, not only
as not composed of
different elements, but
alsoras not admitting of
ithe distinction between
substance and
accidents.”

[[Sy;stematiciiheology, 3\vols. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdman's, 1975),
IAVASApHS79]

The Pride of Princeton

W. ANDREW HOFFECKER

ForEwoOR y Mark A. NorLL

10/9/2024

Charles Hedge
.A(=;1,{_797a1>§(78)
M n N i ﬁl

Charles Hedge
CEg)
s o Ry
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WilliamiG. T Shedd
(1820-11894)

gliherSimplicity of God
denotes that his being
isfuncompounded,
incomplex, and
indivisible. Simplicity
does not belong to
angels and men."

[WiliamGShedd¥Rogmatic Theology, 3\vols. (Nashville: Thomas
1980)voll 1+ p: 338]

gin‘order to avoid both extremes
theologians have been
faccustomed to say that the divine
attributes differ from the divine
essence and from one another,
dst’not realiter or as one thing
differs from another, or in any
such way as to imply
composition in God. Nor 2d,
merely.nominaliter, as though
therelwere nothing in God really
corresponding to our
conceptions of his perfections.

'(.1 823-1886)
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=Buti3d, they are said to differ
virtualiter, so that there is in him
faiffoundation or adequate reason

iforiall'the representations which
arelmade in Scripture with regard
toithe diving perfections and for
thelconsequent conceptions
which we have of them."”

[:;;\ AR Eodge) @utlines of Theology: For Students and Laymen (Grand
IRapidsaZondenvan, 1972), 136-137]

“By/this we mean, that the nature of
God, comprising his essence and
his attributes, is simple or
luncomposed pure spirit. ... In God
there can be no composition, and
itherefore his spiritual nature must
be uncompounded. Even his
lattributes and his nature must be in
such a manner one, that his
‘attributes essentially inhere in that
nature and are not capable of
separation from it, which really
imakes them one with that nature.”

['g:ames RetigrulBoyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology (Philadelphia:
Aherican BaptistRublication Society, 1887), 67]
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A Southern Baptist Statesman

J.P.BOYCE THOMAS J. NETTLES

“Whenitheologyispeaks @t’? as
‘essence;litldidinot thisic

‘ lbgyilb@

alllbeing, theXpurest
actuality*Acc ly;ithe) thatlis
ascribed'toGodlinktheologylistatithe
same time'the t,

concrete, abso Beingss

i [BavinckiEerman¥Reform aticsAGedlandiereationsiianSRon
Herman BaVI an ViiendsehnlBeltedN( : Beler Aveekmite, 20004), 1213

(1 854-1 921 ) (ExportedifromiliogosiBib|
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gmhistsimplicitylisfofig
importanceynevertheless! R_él?
understandingloRGoaNitisinot
onlystaughtiinkScripture
GodlislcalledklightsklifeXdand
loveyibutialsoe autéf‘at'ically
followsifromithelidealofi
andlisinecessarilylimplied, ﬂi]
thelotherlattributesySimpli
herelisithelantc
icompoundeds

Herman Bavinck
(1854-1921)

tIfiGodlisicompoesediofiparts?
likelaibodyXor composed @?
RS ((ESS) EXie! dlfferentlae
(EXATOIES C1F dlffermg
belongingjtolthelsame
substancelandlaccident Liir,-]f@?
andlformypotentialityland)
actuality¥essenceland
existencejthenthisiperfection;
onenessYindependence!
immutabilityleannot

Herman Bavinck maintainedr s

(1854-1921)
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¢Inithelcaseloficreaturesiall,
thislisiveryidifferentyInktheir
caseltherelislaldifferencel
betweenlexistingyb
knowing; w:llmg, &l S©
onYAllithatlis] ompounded IS
createdyNol creature canibe)
completelytsimpleRftordeveny]
creaturelistinite'ss

[Bavinck’¥logosidigitali¥2004:176]

Herman Bavinck
(1854-1921)

“By. this term it is
indicated that the divine
Being is uncompounded,
incomplex, and

indivisible. ... He being
the perfect One, is to be
worshiped as the finality
andiinfinity of simplicity."

[SyStematiciiheology, 8ivols. (Dallas: Dallas Theological Seminary

Bressi9a7) 11 213] Lewis Sperry Chafer
(1871-1952)
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sErom the simplicity of

God. it follows that God
and His attributes are
one: The attributes cannot
belconsidered as to many
parts that enter into the
composition of God, for
God is not, like men,
composed of different ,

parts.” Lo &BBHhof

ﬂc}:u_is Berkhof, Systematic Theology, 4th ed. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. o
Eerdmans, 119441} 44-45] (1 873-1 957)
f’

=That the divine nature
istundivided and
indivisible is intimated
in'Deut. 6:4 .... That is,
God does not consist
of parts nor can He be
divided into parts. His
being'is simple ...."

[H;a:p_ry €larenceinhiessen, Introductory Lectures in Systematic Theology
(GrandiRapids:\Wm' B. Eerdmans, 1949), 134]
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cautions: By simple or
simplicity;we mean without
‘There'is' no variance in

Robert!Duncan Culver
(1916-2015)

"The divine attribute of
simplicity is foundational
to the orthodox view of
the nature of God. ... God
is ontologically one
Being, without
dimensions, poles, or
divisions."

we S [Norman Geisler, H. Wayne House, Max Herrera, The Battle for God:
| ‘I Responding to the Challenge of Neotheism (Grand Rapids: Kregel,
| 2001), 142]
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NormaniL.. Geisler
(1932-2019)

H. Wayne House

)

MaxiHerrera
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Alvin Plantinga

DR. CRAIG
&

RYAN MULLINS
DISCUSS

DIVINE SIMPLICITY
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sButthat God is more
simple than finite
spirits in this, that in

Him substance and
attribute are one and
the same, as they are

notin them, | know

nothing."

[RebertltewisiDabney; Lecturesiin Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan 19i72), 43']

THE
CONCEPT

GOD

An Exploration of Contermporary
Difficulties with the
Attributes of God

RONALD H. NASH
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"It would appear: that Christian
theologiansihave no good
reason to affirm the doctrine of
divine simplicity. It seems
doubtful that the doctrine adds
anything significant to our
understanding of God. No
satisfactory analysis of
simplicity has'yet been given.
Lulatdifficultjtolseelhow]
thelpropertylofisimplicityjis!
uniqueltolGod:

[Ronald HENash, The Concept ofiGod:=An Exposition of:Contemporary
Difficultiesiwith the'Attributes of God!(Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House;1983);95-96]

"It would appear:that Christian
theologians'have no good
reason to affirm the doctrine of
divine simplicity. It seems
doubtful that'the doctrinelfadds
anything significant tolour.
understanding of God:'No
satisfactory analysis of
simplicity has yet been given.
And it is difficultitolseelhow
the property of simplicity. is
unique to God.

[Ronald HENash, The Concept ofi God:=An Exposition of:Contemporary
Difficultiesiwith the'Attributes of God(Grandi Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House;1983);95-96]
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Given the metaphysics
according to which the
doctrine of simplicity is to
be understood in its most
robust formulation, the
stakes are indeed quite
high for what it preserves
regarding our
understanding of several of
God's attributes.

N\vliajgsgiri. INAOl |

(19€6-2006)

\

& God as Transcendent <

Since the doctrine of simplicity alone
means that God essence is existence,
which is to say God is substantial
existence itself (deus ipsum esse
subsistens est), then only the doctrine
of simplicity safeguards a
thoroughgoing doctrine of God
as transcendent.

No creature is existence itself, but has
existence as something distinct
from its nature.

Thus, the existence that God IS, is
different than the existence that
creation HAS.
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"It would appear: that Christian
theologiansihave no good
reason to affirm the doctrinel of
divine simplicity ltiseems
doubtful that the doctrine adds
anything significant to our
understanding of God. No
satisfactory analysis of
simplicity has yet been given.
And it is difficultitolseelhow
the property of simplicity. is
unique to God.

[Ronald HENash, The Concept ofiGod:=An Exposition of:Contemporary
Difficultiesiwith the'Attributes of God!(Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House;1983);95-96]

"It would appear:that Christian
theologiansihave no good
reason to affirm the doctrinel of
divine simplicity’ltiseems
doubtful that the doctrine adds
anything significant to our
understanding of God. No
satisfactory analysis of
simplicity has yet been given.
And it is difficultitolseelhow
the property of simplicity. is
unique to God.

[Ronald HENash, The Concept ofi God:=An Exposition of:Contemporary
Difficultiesiwith the'Attributes of God(Grandi Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House;1983);95-96]
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& God's Ultimacy
"[Simplicity] is a
consequence of God's
ultimacy. For anything
composed of parts is
ontologically posterior to
those parts, and can exist
only if something causes
the parts to be combined."*

*[Edward Feser, "Simply Irresistible"
https://theopolisinstitute.com/conversations/simply-irresistible/
accessed 07/08/23]

BN _

& God as Creator

Since the doctrine of simplicity alone
means that God essence is
existence, which is to say God is
substantial existence itself (deus
ipsum esse subsistens est), then
only the doctrine of simplicity
safeguards a thoroughgoing
doctrine of creation.

All things in creation have existence
and can only have existence
because they are being continually
caused to have existence by God
who /s existence itself.
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"It would appear: that Christian
theologiansihave no good
reason to affirm the doctrinel of
divine simplicity ltiseems
doubtful that the doctrine adds
anything significant to our
understanding of God. No
satisfactory analysis of
simplicity has yet been given.
And it is difficultitolseelhow
the property of simplicity. is
unique to God.

[Ronald HENash, The Concept ofiGod:=An Exposition of:Contemporary
Difficultiesiwith the'Attributes of God!(Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House;1983);95-96]

"It would appear:that Christian
theologiansihave no good
reason to affirm the doctrinel of
divine simplicity’ltiseems
doubtful that the doctrine adds
anything significant to our
understanding of God. No
satisfactory analysis of
simplicity has yet been given.
And it is difficultitolseelhow
the property of simplicity. is
unique to God.

[Ronald HENash, The Concept ofi God:=An Exposition of:Contemporary
Difficultiesiwith the'Attributes of God(Grandi Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House;1983);95-96]
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: : ~
In his book, Nash displays a deep / Th : rexistential i
misunderstanding of @dsiEniizl Thomism. _eexPr_ess'on e.XIS e_n igin
‘existential Thomism' is not to
be confused with the philosophy
of Existentialism (e.g., Jean-Paul
Sartre or Soren Kierkegaard).

Here the expression refers to
Aquinas's doctrine of the
primacy of esse (lit., “to be;" the
infinitive of sum, "I am;"
translated often as “existence").

Aquinas's doctrine of existence
is the fundamental key to his
entire philosophy:.

In his book, Nash displays a deep )TIIOI]]IStiC EXlsitCI]tlal'S'?]
misunderstanding of @dsi@nii&l Thomism. & Cosmologica Rcasomng

JOHN E. X. KNASAS

g Al@lg}ét{a;{?h panlat
dntraeriit o coguitionent verdiati
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In his book, Nash displays a deep
misunderstanding of existential Thomism.

This is evident when he uses the Process
theologian David Ray: Griffin as the voice
of evaluating Aquinas's philosophical
theology.

Because of this, Nash never seems to
realize that the actus purus (pure
actuality) in the philosophy of Aquinas
differs markedly from the actus purus
(pure actuality) in the philosophy: of
Aristotle who never himself had any
metaphysics of existence in distinction
from essence.

But it is precisely this metaphysical
doctrine that makes simplicity what it is'in
Aquinas's philosophy:.

Given that Nash fails to grasp
exactly what the doctrine of
simplicity is in Aquinas's philosophy,
it is no surprise that he cannot see
any of the profound entailments the
doctrine of simplicity has for
philosophical theology.

Otherwise, he would have seen that
the doctrine of simplicity shows not
only how God is unique in His being,
but also that there cannot be more
that one being whose essence is
existence itself.

\! UU\'J‘LU\'}\'}

"It would appear: that Christian
theologians'have ' no.good
reason to affirm the doctrinel of
divine simplicity ltiseems
doubtful that'the doctrineladds
anything significant tolour:
understanding of God: No
satisfactory analysis of
simplicity has yet been given.
And it is difficultitolseelhow
the propernty ofisimplicity is
unique to God.

[Ronald HENash, The Concept ofiGod:=An Exposition of:Contemporary
Difficultiesiwith the'Attributes of God!(Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House;1983);95-96]

"It would appear:that Christian
theologians'have ' no.good
reason to affirm the doctrinel of
divine simplicity’ltiseems
doubtful that'the doctrineladds
anything significant tolour:
understanding of God:"No
satisfactory analysis of
simplicity’ has yet been given.
And it is chiificull® Sce [ew
thelpropertyloffSimplicitylis
UniqueltolGods

[Ronald HENash, The Concept ofi God:=An Exposition of:Contemporary
Difficultiesiwith the'Attributes of God(Grandi Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House;1983);95-96]
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“Perhaps, like' Emil
Brunner, we should
conclude that'the doctrine
has no practical value; it is
pure speculation ‘which
has nothing-at all to do
with the God' of'the
Christian faith:**

[RonaldiE= Nash, The!ConceptiofiGodiAntExposition: of
Contemporary Difficulties\withithelAttributesofiGod  (Grand
RapidsiZondenvan Rublishing|House;1983):195-96 Nash cites
Brunnerfrom' The' ChristianiDoctrinelofiGod (Rhiladelphia:
Westminster, 1950), 294]

"Plantinga’s recent book
makes plain that the
doctrine of simplicity.is
also used in an attempt to
avoid'a dilemma that
threatens the'coherence of
theism:

91



10/9/2024

"if God'is sovereign, then
He cannot have a nature; if
God has a nature; then He
cannot be sovereign.
Attempts to escapeithis
dilemma by'following
either nominalismjox
Descartes lead to several
grievous) errors

Aquinas’s attempt to
escape the dilemmal by
equating God with His

nature.is unsatisfactory
also'because’it entails
conclusions'that conflict
with other'important tenets
of Christian theism.*

[Ronald H2Nash) ‘Thel ConceptlofiGodsAnl ExpositiontofiContemporary
DifficultiesiwithithelAttributesiof God (Grand Rapidsi#ZendenvaniPublishing
House, 1983); 95" The \workiby:RlantingalisiDoes God KHavelallNature ?
(Milwaukee: Marquette University Press;1980]
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“The acceptance of
Aquinas’s suggestionithat
God is identical with His
properties carries a high
price tag. It leads to the odd
suggestion that'the biblical
teaching that God'is
characterized by a variety of
distinct properties is wrong.
It also appears to deny.the
personhood of God-*

[Ronald H: Nash, The Concept'of: GodiAn!Exposition of Contemporary
Difficulties with the Attributes of God'(Grand!Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing/House; 1983), 94-95]

rk the permalink.
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Discussing AQuinas « weieuis

I recently had a thoughtful young man ask me a question about God’s simplicity (the

= About

doctrine that says that God is not composed of any parts—metaphysical or otherwise),

particularly in regard to God being able to freely create or freely not create. This Categories
entry, mutatis mutandis, is the heart of my admittedly too brief and undeveloped response e
= Archives

to him. = Uncategorized

I recently participated in a panel discussion on Aquinas’s doctrine of divine simplicity at
the Evangelical Philosophieal Society’s joint session with the American Academy of

Religion in Denver, CO with Brian Huffling, Stephen Davis and William Lane Craig. You

can watch the video on my You Tube channel here. My paper is available here. (My

Blogroll

= Antwoord (in Afrikaans)
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Aquinas’s doctrine of simplicity arises
out of an explicit metaphysics. As such, many discussions about the truth or falsity of
simplicity (and other issues) really collapse into a discussion of the truth or falsity of the

metaphysics that underlie it.

-

N

They expect these issues to be entirely

explicable along the lines of their own contemporary analytic assumptions, and when they

don't, they react as if that somehow exposes the issue as being problematic if not outright

false. This is why, it seems to me, some people find it “hard ... to make sense” (as my friend

put it) of some of these doctrines.

CLARK PINNOCK
RICHARD RICE
JOHN SANDERS

WILLIAM HASKER

DAVID BASINGER

A Biblical Challenge to the
Traditional Understanding of God

10/9/2024
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“The philosophy of neo-
Platonism, as seen in
[Aelilnvs and later on in
[Psauel-HDienySivs, was a
powerful molding force in

ancient and medieval
theology.

off Creelk for
nine)Neiganizedibyanistdisciple;

i greups eff Mine
jeUnCEr off Nee-
Rlatonism

n.,of[ﬁ)@now @ [ {he
Hof ho Pl]lb@ﬂ@ tiradition

ﬁ@ﬁhﬁ@ﬂﬂ@f%@@ﬂ@
dEemanation

[Stanfo:d EncyclopedialofRhiloSopiyA
h'ﬁp://plate stanfordu/entnes/pl@tlnus o) 10/H8/21]
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author of Divine Names, Mystical
Theology, Celestial Hierarchy,
Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, and more

orniginally‘identified as Dionysius the
Areopagite, the disciple of Paul in
Acts 17:34

embodyed the ideas of the Neo-
Rlatonist philosopher Proclus (410-
485)

major influence on Aquinas both by
example and counter-example

10/9/2024
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author of Divine Names, Mystical
Theology, Celestial Hierarchy,
Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, and more

orniginally‘identified as Dionysius the
Areopagite, the disciple of Paul in
Acts 17:34

embodyed the ideas of the Neo-
Platonist philosopher Plecius (410-
4895)

major influence on Aquinas both by
example and counter-example

wrote commentaries onfRlate:s
Timaeus, Republic, Parmenidess
Cratylus, and more

possessed "a wide knowledge
concerning the philosephiesiofiRlate
and Aristotle and of hisINeozRlatonic
predecessors™*

had the reputation*ofibeingithe
greatest Scholastic off Antiguitys=

*[Frederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy/Bki1 REAVEXEVIR(Gardeni @ity
Image Books), 478]

10/9/2024
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“Today, however, neo-
Platonism really does not =
exist as a living
philosophy, though it
continues to have
considerable indirect
influence through the
theological tradition.

simplicity, so crucial to _
the classical

understanding of God,

has been abandoned by a
strong majority of

Christian philosophers,

though it still has a small
band of defenders."

[WilliamiHasker, “A Philosophical Perspective® in The Openness of God:
ABiblical.Challenge to the Traditional Understanding of God (Downers
Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1994), 127]
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“Today, however, neo-
Platonism really does not
exist as a living
philosophy ..."

“The doctrine of divine
simplicity ... has been
abandoned by a strong
majority of Christian
philosophers ..."

PHILOSOPHICAL
FOUNDATIONS
fora CHRISTIAN

WORLDVIEW

J+P. MORELAND axp
IAM LANE CRAIG

J. P. Moreland
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“The doctrine [of
divine simplicity] is
open ... to powerful

objections. ... We

have no good reason ,
=

to adopt and many ‘%
reasons to reject a
full-blo;wn doctrine of
divine simplicity.

[U8REVorelandlandhWilliam Lane Craig, Philosophical

William Lane Craig (iRl =0~ JAR. Moreland

It is my contention that certain of
"The doctrine [of » these "powerful objections”

[
-

divine simplicity] is o involve straw man fallacies,

open ... to powerful ; . )
objections. ... We incl Udlng z
have no good reason 7
to adoptand many .7 { % illicitly applying the method of

- Pisaeage [0 reject a Perfect Being Theology
fuII-bIo'wn doctrine of -

divine simplicity: . 2 -
« mistakenly treating being as a

genus

J: P. Moreland

« erroneously employing a
univocal understanding of
being

10/9/2024
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) BY

MICHAEL MARTIN

WILLIAM LANE CRAIG

4 Theistic Critiques of Atheism

INTRODUCTION

The last half-century has witnessed a veritable revolution in Anglo-
American philosophy. In a recent retrospective, the eminent Princeton
philosopher Paul Benacerraf recalls what it was like doing philosophy
at Princeton during the 1950s and ‘60s. The overwhelmingly dominant
mode of thinking was scientific naturalism. Mctaphysics had been van-
quished, cxpelled from philosophy like an unclean leper. Any problem
that could not be addressed by science was simply dismissed as a pseudo-
problem. Verificationism reigned triumphantly over the emerging sci
ence of philosophy. “This new enlightenment would put the old meta-
physical viewsand attitudes to rest and replace them with the new mode
of doing philosophy. "

The collapse of verificationism was undoubtedly the most important
philosophical event of the twenticth century. s demise meant a resur-
gence of metaphysics, along with other traditional problems of philoso-

phy that had been d. Accomp this resurgence has come
something new and altogether unanticipated: a renaissance in Christian
philosophy.

The face of Anglo-American philosophy has been transformed as a
result. Theism is on the rise; atheism is on the decline.? Atheism, though
perhaps still the dominant viewpoint at the American university, is a
philosophy in retreat. In a recent article in the secularist journal Philo
Quentin Smith laments what he calls “the desecularization of academia
that evolved in philosophy departments since the late 1960s.” He
complains,

Naturalists passively watched as realist versions of theism .. began to sweep
through the philosophical community, until today perhaps one-quarter or
onc-third of philosophy professors are theists, with most being orthodox
Christians....[Ijn philosophy, it became, almost overnight, “academically ses-
pectable” 10 argue for theism, making philosophy a favored field of entry for the
most intelligent and talented theists entering academia today.3

Cambridge Collsctions Online & Cambridge University Prass, 2007

William Lane Craig

William Lane Craig

10/9/2024
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"For thinkers in the Judeo-Christian
tradition, the Anselmian conception of

oyl
)

"Perfect Being Theology"

[ @ has guided
philosophical speculation on the raw
data of scripture, so that God's biblical
attributes are to be conceived in ways

that would serve to exalt God's '
greatness. Since the concept of God is
underdetermined by the biblical data
and since what constitutes a ‘great-
making' property is to some degree
debatable, philosophers working within
the Judeo-Christian tradition enjoy
considerable latitude in formulating a
philosophically coherent and biblically
faithful doctrine of God."

ANALYTIC PHILOSOPHY APPROACH  CLASSICAL PHILOSOPHY APPROACH

By the use of the tools, methods, and By the use of the tools, methods and
categories of analytic philosophy: categories of classical philosophy:

1. Carefully define the term ‘perfect'. 1. Carefully discover what the'nature of

2. On the basis of this definition, identify Clod must b9 lise:
what "perfect making properties" must . Onithe basis of this discovery: identify
constitute a "perfect being." what attributes must be true of God.

Since God by definition is'a “perfect . ldentify/those attributes as the
being," then conclude that God must definition of what it means to be
possess these "perfect making ultimately’ and infinitely: perfect.
properties."

. Any property that dees not “clearly"
appear in the Bible and/or is clearly.
not "perfect making" must be denied
of God.
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"For thinkers in the Judeo-Christian Understandably, Craig is using
tradition, the Anselmian conception of his prior notions of "greatest
God as the greatest conceivable being conceivable being" and "most

or most perfect being has guided perfect being" to set boundaries
philosophical speculation on the raw on what the text of Scripture

data ofscrlpture so that Coadl* /) can mean.

UEANESS Smce the concept of God is '
underdetermined by the biblical data « .  Further, Craig (correctly, in my
and since what constitutes a ‘great- view) acknowledges that the text
making' property is to some degree of Scripture "underdetermines”
debatable, philosophers working within (i.e., says less than) what
the Judeo-Christian tradition enjoy God is like.
considerable latitude in formulating a
philosophically coherent and biblically
faithful doctrine of God."

"For thinkers in the Ju - hrlstlan To [50 SUIRE, isfcentainiyAfieetto
tradition, the Anselimlian incorperatelthelphilosophical
[ ideasifiomiany,

or most perfect being has guide philosephed

philosophical speculation on the ra heldesires!
data of scripture, so that God's biblica Infmanyiiespectsallhavelno)issues
attributes are to be conceived in ways With INnselmiasta

that would serve to exalt God's ofitheRilidecs
greatness. Since the concept of God is @hiistianktraditions

underdetermined by the biblical data

and ._slm,:e what co_nstltutes a great- It should be noted, however, (and

making' property is to some degre as we have seen), the same
debatable, philosophers working, Anselm who g ave i (e

the Juekee-Clhrfstien tradidon . -
method of "perfect bein

considerable latitude in formulating a theology" also f\im self af;ir?n od

philosophically coherent and biblically T o] Ofivt -
faithful doctrine of God." eidectine ol Divine Simpliciky:
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“There are no partsiinithee
nor art thou more thanlone!
thou are so truly a unitaryibeing:
and so identical withithyselfSthat
in no respect are thoulunlike
thyself; rather thou arelunity,
itself, indivisiblelbyiany,
conception. Therefore;life
wisdom and the restiarelnotipartsi
of the, but all are one:andfeach
of these is the whole, which
art, and which all the'restiare

[Proslogium, 18, trans. S. N. Deane! (LaiSalle2©pentColrt’kl962)%25]

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of
God can actually be quite helpful in
formulating a more adequate
conception. For example, most

Note Craig's juxtaposition.
Christian philosophers today deny

that God is simple or impassible or

immutable in any unrestricted
sense, even though medieval
theologians affirmed such divine
attributes, since these attributes are
not ascribed to God in the Bible and
are not clearly great making."

[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge
Companion, 72]

Simplicity, impassibility, and
immutability are denied
today though they were

affirmed in the middle ages.

10/9/2024
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"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain concepftions of
God can actually be quite helpful in
formulating a more adequate
conception. For example, most
Christian philosophers toaay aeny
that God is simple or impassible or
immutable in any unrestricted
sense, even though mediev>!
theologians affiiineu sucn divine
attributes, since these attributes are
not ascribed to God in the Bible and
are not clearly great making."

[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge
Companion, 72]

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of
God can actually be quite helpful in

formulating a more adequate
conception. For example, most
Christian philosophers today deny
that God is simple or impassible or
immutable in any unrestricted
sense, even though medieval
theologians affirmed such divine
attributes, since these attributes are
not ascribed to God in the Bible and
are not clearly great making."

[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge
Companion, 72]

10/9/2024

P

Note Craig's juxtaposition.

It is philosophers who deny
simplicity, impassibility, and
immutability while it is
theologians who affirmed
them were.

Consider Craig's comment that most
Christian philosophers today deny
simplicity, impassibility, and immutability.

| wonder how many Catholic Christians
philosophers there are today in
comparison to the number of non-
Catholic Christian philosophers.

Catholics are required by Canon 1 of
the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) to
hold to simplicity.
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"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of
God can actually be quite helpful in
formulating a more adequate
conception. For example, most
Christian philosophers today deny
that God is simple or impassible or
immutable in any unrestricted
sense, even though medieval
theologians affirmed such divine
attributes, since these attributes are
not ascribed to God in the Bible and
are not clearly great making."

[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge
Companion, 72]

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of

God can actually be quite helpful in confess'that there IS onlyone

formulating a more adequate true God, eternall. %d
conception. For example, most lmmense omnlpotawt
Christian philosophers today deny
that God is simple or impassible or
immutable in any unrestricted

/l —-""'—' A

"We firmly’believie and openly

i unchangeab’le"
incomprehensible; and

meffable‘fa%er\ Son,;and
sense, even though medieval

Holy Ghost; three Pefs ‘ns 4
theologians affirmed such divine 3 3

indeed but,one essence, K
attributes, since these attributes are \ substance’ or.nature
not ascribed to God in the Bible and ' absolutely'simple;.- %
are not clearly great making."

N B | ey . , Canon 1
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge
Companion, 72]
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"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of
God can actually be quite helpful in

formulating a more adequate
conception. For example, most
Christian philosophers today deny
that God is simple or impassible or
immutable in any unrestricted
sense, even though medieval
theologians affirmed such divine
attributes, since these attributes are
not ascribed to God in the Bible and
are not clearly great making."

[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge
Companion, 72]

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of
God can actually be quite helpful in

formulating a more adequate
conception. For example, most
Christian philosophers today deny
that God is simple or impassible or
immutable in any unrestricted
sense, even though medieval
theologians affirmed such divine
attributes, since these attributes are
not ascribed to God in the Bible and
are not clearly great making."

[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge
Companion, 72]

10/9/2024

Consider Craig's comment that most
Christian philosophers today deny
simplicity, impassibility, and immutability.
| wonder how many Catholic Christians
philosophers there are today in
comparison to the number of non-
Catholic Christian philosophers.

Catholics are required by Canon 1 of
the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) to
hold to simplicity.

Is it true, therefore that "most Christian
philosophers today deny that God is
simple"?

Granting, for the sake of
argument, that most Christian
philosophers today deny God is
simple, is this an argument that
the doctrine of simplicity is false?

Or could it be that having so many
contemporary Christian
philosophers denying simplicity is
a commentary on the regrettable
state of contemporary Christian
philosophy?
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"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of
God can actually be quite helpful in

formulating a more adequate
conception. For example, most

Christian philosophers today deny
that God is simple or impassible or

immutable in any unrestricted
sense, even though medieval
theologians affirmed such divine
attributes, since these attnbutes are

net aserilbed o Godl in @ drru

are not clearly great making."——— 2.

[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge
Companion, 72]

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of
God can actually be quite helpful in

formulating a more adequate
conception. For example, most

Christian philosophers today deny
that God is simple or impassible or

immutable in any unrestricted
sense, even though medieval
theologians affirmed such divine

attnbutes smce these attributes are
) g €] dﬁ;/

are not clearly great making.”"——— 2.

[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge
Companion, 72]
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Last, note the two
"arguments" Craig offers as
to why today's Christian
philosophers today deny
simplicity, impassibility, and
immutability.

1. These attributes are not ascribed to

God in the Bible.
These attributes are not clearly
great making.

Regarding the first argument, did not Craig
earlier acknowledge that "the concept of God
is underdetermined by the biblical data"?

Why, then, should we necessarily conclude
anything about simplicity if indeed the Bible
does not ascribe simplicity to God?

Could it not be (granting for the sake of
argument) that this is one of those instances
where the biblical data "underdetermine” the

concept of God?

1. These attributes are not ascribed to

God in the Bible.
These attributes are not clearly
great making.
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" . n o o0 Regarding the second argument, the truth of
Theists thus find that antitheistic simplicity does not rise or fall on the basis of

critiques of certain conceptions of philosophically discovering what "great
God can actually be quite helpful in making properties are" on the basis of a prior
formulating a more adequate determination of what "perfect" means.
conception. For example, most Rather, one should discover what God must
o . be like as the First Cause, and then ascribe
Christian _p h'_l 090 her.s tOday_ deny the characterization of 'perfect' to that.
that God is simple or impassible or : , ,
. table i tricted God determines what ‘perfect' means rather
ImmutaoiCUIENEUINICS r{c € than the meaning of 'perfect' disclosing
sense, even though medieval what God must be like.
theologians affirmed such divine
attributes, since these attributes are__ 1. These attributes are not ascribed to
nof loed f God in the Bible.
are not clearly great making.” =" 2. These attributes are not clearly

[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge great maklng'

Companion, 72]

Hilton City Center
Mattie Silks
Monday, 11/19/2018
7:00 PM - P19-500 -
9:30PM  Divine Simplicity

.com/watch?v=-nKLHMee\V!I
= ,u’ " % 7
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From this and other things that need to be said but will go without being said here, one
can come to see in Aquinas how it is that the classical attributes of God—perfection, goodness
infinity, immutability, eternity, unity, omniscience, life, will, love, justice, mercy, providence
omnipotence—cascade inexorably from simplicity. To be sure, some contemporary philosophers
of religion have contended for certain of these attributes by means quite different from the
classical and medieval metaphysics of Thomas Aquinas. But as is evidenced in the contemporary

discussion, even among evangelicals, not all of these classical attributes have survived these

contemporary means. Whether that is a good or bad thing for Christian theism, I will, for the

time being, leave it to you to decide.

ot

edthe D !;“ ine of
/“‘, the ﬁmm’rg ‘<
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Class:calTl‘neolm ians_’%___

on God‘ mmscrc—:;

2ol
i |

In classical theism, God knows
all things because He knows
Himself exhaustively as the
cause of all creation.
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“It is not that God's
knowledge varies in any
way, that the future, the

present, and the past affect
that knowledge in three
different ways. It is not with
God as it is with us. He
does not look ahead to the
future, look directly at the
present, look back to the
past.

"He sees in some other
manner, utterly remote
from anything we
experience or could
imagine. He does not see
things by turning his
attention from one thing
to another, He sees all
without any kind of
change..”

[City of God XI, §21, trans. John O'Meara (London: Penguin Books,
1972), 452]

10/9/2024

Augusting e
(354-430)

AUguSting s
-
(354-430)
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"For He foreknows' everyifuture

event. But what God:foreknows;
will necessarily.occurinithe
same manner as He foreknowslit
to occur. ... For.althoughlHe
foreknows all futurelevents
nevertheless He doesinot
foreknow every: futureieventiasi
occurring by necessity:1He
Y3 foreknows that someithingsiarel
’*\ e== going to occur throughitheifiee

will of rational creaturess;

Ansel m ; ; L [Anselm, Trinity, Incarnation, and.Redemption; 157158 K161
2 / = Geisler, H. Wayne House, Max Herrera;, The BattlelfodG ding

3 1’033%%1 09) to the Challenge of Neotheism. (Grand|Rapids: Kregel¥2

Himselfiand. any given thing. ...
iherefore) God knows whatever is._ &

. P, ¢ ¥ —Js‘.
found.in reality. '} - a
; B L

| @otﬁaﬁ@éentiles IN505 52" trans- Anton €. Pegis| (Notre Dame: University of Notre & > !
PAnEIRIESS K1975),182) ~Thomas

Aguinas
(1225=1274)
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“The understanding of
God is a faculty of his life
... by which He distinctly

understands all things

and every thing which
now have, will have, have
had, can have, or might

hypothetically have, any

kind of being; Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

“by which He likewise
distinctly understands the
order which all and each
of them hold among
themselves, the
connections and the
various relations which
they have or can have;

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)
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“not excluding even that
entity which belongs to
reason, and which exists,
or can exist, only in the
mind, imagination, and
enunciation.”

[Jacobus Arminius, The Writings of James Arminius, 3 vols., trans.
James Nichols and W. R. Bagnall (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House,
1977), |, 444]

“All the things which God
knows, He knows neither by
intelligible images, nor by
similitude ... but He knows
them by his own essence, and
by this alone, with the
exception of evil things which
he knows indirectly by the
opposite good things; as,
through means of the habitude,
privation is discovered.”

[Jacobus Arminius, The Writings of James Arminius, 3 vols., trans.
James Nichols and W. R. Bagnall (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House,
1977), |, 44]

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)
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“All things are present to his
understanding because he hath
at once a view of all successions
of times; and his knowledge of
future things is as perfect as of
present things, or what is past; it
is not a certain knowledge of
present things, and an uncertain
knowledge of future, but his
knowledge of one is as certain
and unerring as his knowledge of
the other.”

[Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of
God (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), 1:437]

“God knows himself perfectly,
comprehensively. Nothing in his
own nature is concealed from him.
... God knows all other things,
whether they be possible, past,
present, future; whether they be
things that he can do, but will never
do, or whether they be things that
he hath done, but are not now;
things that are now in being, or
things that are not now existing,
that lie in the womb of their proper
and immediate causes."

[StepheniCharnock, Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of
God (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), 1:416, 417]

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)
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“God knows all future
contingencies, that is, God
knows all things that shall
accidentally happen, or, as
we say, by chance; and he

knows all the free motions of
men’s wills that shall be to
the end of the world."

[Stephen €harnock; Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of
God (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), 1:439]

John Howe
(1630-1705)
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5
-,

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

"As it cannot but seem to us a
higher perfection to know all
things at once, than gradually to
arrive to the knowledge of one
thing after another ... and that
nothing is more certain, than that
all possible perfection must
agree to God; so we find his own
word asserting to him that most
perfect knowledge which seems
to exclude the possibility of
increase; or that any thing should
succeed into his knowledge.
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"For how plainly is it affirmed of
him that he knows all things. And
even concerning such future
things as about which our
present inquiry is conversant, the

} affirmation is express and
positive: 'l am God, and there is
none like me, declaring the end
from the beginning, and from
ancient times the things that are
not yet done.' Isa. xlvi.9, 10."

[John Howe, "The Reconcilableness of God's Prescience," in The Works
JOh N Howe of John Howe, 3 vols. (Ligonier: Soli Deo Gloria Publications, 1990), v. 2,

p. 481]
(1630-1705)

"Now if there is knowledge in any of
the creatures of God, then much
more in God himself. Besides, all
that knowledge that is in angels or
men, comes from God; he is a God
of knowledge, or knowledges, of all
knowledge ... the source and
fountain of it, and therefore it must
be in him in its perfection:
knowledge of all things, natural,
civil, and spiritual, is from him, is
taught and given by him." John Gill
N (1697-1771)

[John Gill, A Body of Divinity (Grand Rapids: Sovereign Grace, 1971),
58-59]
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“Among the objects of the
divine knowledge are the free
actsiof men. The Scriptures
abundantly teach that such
acts are foreknown. ... If God
belignorant of how free agents
willlact, his knowledge must be
limited, and it must be
constantly increasing, which is
altogether inconsistent with
theltrue idea of his nature.”

[€harlesikledge; Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmansiil975); 1:400]

2=God has a perfect
and universal
foreknowledge of all
the volitions of free-
agents. The
Scriptures expressly
assert it."

Zondervans{1972), 156]

[RebertillewisiDabney, Lectures in Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids:

Charles H 'dge
A grEse &78)
“ ”

o T
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=God's knowledge ... does
infno:way depend upon his
creatures or their actions,
but solely upon his own
infinite intuition of all
things possible in the light
ofihis .own reason, and of
allithings actual and future
initheilight of his own
eternal purpose. ...

vAlllpossible objects, as
such;, whether they are or
ever have been, or ever will
belor not, [are] seen in the
light of his own infinite
reason.

Archibald Alexander Hodge

'(.1 823-1886)

Archibald Alexander Hodge

'(.1 823-1886)
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FAll'things actual, which
have been, are, or will be,
helcomprehends in one
eternal, simultaneous act of
knowledge, as ever present
actualities to him, and as
known to be such in the
light'of his own sovereign
and eternal purpose. ...

gllhe'contingency of events
[by] the volition of a free
agent... are foreknown by
him:as contingent in their
cause, but as none the less
certain in their event.”

[AYASEodge; @utlines!of Theology: for Students and Laymen (Grand
Rapids#Zondenvan, 1972), 144, 145, 146]

Archibald Alexander Hodge

'(.1 823-1886)
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“What then are the objects of his
knowledge? Himself, his nature, or
essence ... His creation in all its
fullness ... He knows all the past,
present, and future of all things,
knowing the future with the same
icertainty and accuracy with which

he'knows the present and past; for
ithe future is already as present to
thimias though actually existing with
ithe creatures and tie belonging to it
as'is as distinctly perceived as it
shall be then.”

[YamesiRetigrulBoyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology (Philadelphia:
A"merican BaptistiPublication Society, 1887), 87, 88]

=The omniscience of God

comprehends all things—
things past, things present,

andithings future, and the

possible as well as the

actual. ... Omniscience
brings everything—past,
present, and future—with

equal reality before the

mind of God." ,
[gewis SperryiChafer, Systematic Theology (Dallas: Dallas Seminary LeWIS S perry C h afer

Bleeet 047) 11192] (1871-1952)
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that Scripture teaches
the divine foreknow-
ledge of contingent
events. ... Moreover, it
does not leave us in
doubt as to the
freedom of man."”

Byithe omniscience of God
we mean that He knows
‘himself .and all other things
whether they be actual or

merely. possible, whether
they be past, present, or
future, and that He knows
ithem! perfectly and from all
Neternity. He knows things
immediately, simultaneously,
exhaustively, and truly."

[Hh_ry Clarencenheissen, Lectures in Systematic Theology (Grand
Rgi_ds: \Wm:BY Eerdmans; 1949), 124]

e
L__ou'iéBerikhof

/ (1873-1957)
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"Christians and Jews,
from their earliest
recorded histories, have
united in their affirmation
that God knows all things
exhaustively (past,
present, and future, actual
and contingent) ... God's
knowledge of Himself and
His creation is infinite."

[Norman Geisler, H. Wayne House, Max Herrera, The Battle for God:
Responding to the Challenge of Neotheism (Grand Rapids: Kregel,
2001), 20, 21]
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Most Moved Mover
A Theology of God's Dpenness

Clark H. Pinnock
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] opentheismorg

Because God is Free the Future Must be Open

Ultimately, open theism is not based an man's freedom but on God's freedom. Open theism is the Christian doctrine that
the future is not settled but open because God is alive, eternally free, and inexhaustibly creative. Although this undeniable
truth is virtual heresy to many Calvinist and Arminean theologians, regardless, open theists affirm the obvious, that God is
able to think new thoughts. And He can write new songs. And if He wants to He could design new butterflies too.

Select Open Theism and Related Events \\
\ \PREDISTINATION

" Free Wil
o

wed (during the

Broadcast Series: Research fellow at Scotland's University of St. Andrews, Dr. Ryan Mullins, is intervi
coronavirus shutdown) on America's most-powerful Christian radio station about his Oxford Studies titleThe End of the

Timeless God.

d about his book God, Time,

Broadcast Series: Liberty University's associate professor Dr. Richard Holland is interviev
and the Incarnation.

The Will Duffy / Matt Slick Open Theism Debate: focused on God’s free will, the changes the Incarnation brought about within God, and the list of 33
categories of Bible verses affirming that the future is open...
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1 miglif'u wWern a
different shirt
today..
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Richard Rice

“As an aspectiofhis
experience, God's knowledge
of the world isialsoldynamic
rather than static: Insteadiof;
perceiving the entirecourselof;
human existencelinione

timeless moment, Godicomes
to know. events asitheyitake
place. He learns:something
from what transpires:

10/9/2024
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“We call this position'theskopen
view. of God*becauselit
regards God as receptiveito
new experiencesiandias
flexible in thelway:helworks
toward his objectiveslinithe)
world. Since it seesiGodias
dependent on!theiworldiin
certain respects; the open
view of God differsifromimuch

conventional theology#
R|Chard R<|Ce [Richard Rice, "Biblical'Supportifor alNew/RPerspectiveiinkiie,

Openness of God: A Biblical.ChallengeltoltheXradtionallUnderstanding,
of God (Downers Grove: InterVarsity,Press; 16]
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"Scripture also frequently
depicts God as
experiencing regret ...
disappointment,
frustration, and
unexpected outcomes ...
suggesting that the future
is to this extent
composed of possibilities
rather than certainties.

[ /) = ‘/
Scripture also frequently Undoubted Boyd. has in

depicts Godas = = o chverses as
experiencing regret ... Gen. 6:6.

disappointment,
frustration, and
unexpected outcomes ...
suggesting that the future
is to this extent
composed of possibilities L
rather than certainties. '

“And the LORD was sorry.
that He had made man on
the earth, and He was
grieved. in His heart.*
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“It'is, | submit, more
difficult to conceive of
God experiencing such

things if the future is

exhaustively:settled in his
mind. than.if it is in part
composed of
possibilities=#

[Gregory A. Boyd, "Neo-Molinism andithe!InfinitellntelligencelofiGod,"
Philosophia Christi 5, No.1, (2003):192]

% 0

Gregory‘Aiﬁ)yd

Gregory A. Boyd
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GOD

oF THE DOSSIBLE

GREGORY A. BOYD

author of best-selling Letters from a sheptic

"My agnostic father ...
asked me why God
would allow Adolf

Hitler to be born if he
foreknew that this

man would massacre

10/9/2024
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"The only response |
could offer then, and
the only response |
continue to offer now
is that this was not
foreknown as a

G@d ltler. K

[GregorylAMBoydNGoaloiiielRossiblel(Grand) [Baker#2000), 98]

DavidiBasinger

10/9/2024

Gregory A. Boyd

THE CASE FOR

FREEWILL
THEIM

A PHILOSOPHICAL
ASSESSMENT

DAVID BASINGER
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“Since freewill theists believe
... thatt God cannoft unilaterally
ensure that humans exercising

free choice will make the
decision he would have them
make (and thus act as he
wolldihave'them act); freewill
theistsiconclude that God does
notiexerciseunilateral.control
overmanydir ortantiaspects
linfouriearthly
realm.

"iMhat this is so, it must be
explicitly reemphasized, is
viewed as a self-limitation.

Freewill theists acknowledge

t'h'a’t God does not control

5

muchiof what occurs. However,
..Jtheylare'adamantiinitheir

beliefithat this is the resultiof a
mo.n:rl'choice,_not an.external

[David Basinger T;h:e. as
Assessmentl(DownersiGr

10/9/2024
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_ 4l
In Fairness,to l/

Gregory Boyc®es. S
> He claims to hold to the doctrinelofGod:s
omniscience. - —

» But he would maintain,ardifferent.definition of
‘'omniscienceathan the Classical Theist.

>dielclaimsithagprepositions about the future -

areltinknowable® |
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RE‘KN E W ReThink everything you thought you Knew

How People Misunderstand Open Theism

Open theism holds that, because agents are free, the future includes possibilities (what

agents may and may not choose to do). Since God's knowledge is perfect, open theists hold that
God knows the future partly as a realm of possibilities. This view contrasts with classical
theism that has usually held that God knows the future exclusively as a domain of settled facts.

There are no “maybes” for God.

The debate is not about the scope and perfection of Gods’ knowledge, for both open theists
and classical theists affirm God’s omniscience. God always knows everything. The debate,
rather, is about the content of the reality God perfectly knows. It comes down to the question
of whether or not possibilities are real.

lttpse/leknewiorg 2aflolepinonsseenie eppen-ieisrm/

How People Misunderstand Open Theism

Open theism holds that, because agents are [ree, the [uture includes possibilities (what

agents may and may not choose to do). Since God's knowledge is perfect, open theists hold that
God knows the future partly as a realm of possibilities. This view contrasts with classical
theism that has usually held that God knows the future exclusively as a domain of settled facts.
There are no “maybes” for God.

The debate is not about the scope and perfection of Gods’ knowledge, for both open theists
and classical theists affirm God’s omniscience. God always knows everything. The debate,
rather, is about the content of the reality God perfectly knows. It comes down to the question
of whether or not possibilities are real.
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“How Gregory Boyd Misunderstands

Classical Theism's Supposed
Misunderstanding of Open Theism”

"How Gregory Boyd Misunderstands
Classical Theism's Supposed
Misunderstanding of Open Theism

Because He Does Not Understand
What Classical Theism's Objection
to Open Theism Is in the First Place"

10/9/2024
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Classmal ThCOl.ig'aﬂSj
o God lmut o lltg

God's immutability means
that God is not in any way,
subject to change.

10/9/2024




"For God is
existence in a
supreme degree —
he supremely is —
and he is therefore
immutable. "

[City of God XII, 2, trans. Henry Bettenson (London: Penguin Books,
1984), 473]

vAstrelations applied
tolGod.temporally are
onlylin.God in our

Augusting e
(354-430)

: - ;,;,' g

o \-.#
Thomas Aqumas
(1225+ 1274)
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EIn/this' state of infinite, eternal
beingland goodness, antecedent
untolany act of wisdom or power
without himself all that he will be,

allithat'he can be, unto eternity.

Foriwhere there is infinite being

andiinfinite goodness, there is

" infinite blessedness and
thappiness, whereunto nothing

same."”

Nohni@wens Hlihe Glory of Christ in the Recapitulation of all things in
himgintVeditation and. Discourses on the Glory of Christ contained in
T:Works ofidohn Owen, 16 vols. (n.c., Johnstone & Hunter, 1850-53)
reprintedl(Carlisle: he Banner: of Truth Trust, 1965), vol. 1:368]

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

Yyomnn Owen
(1616-1683)

"The church should.

continue in it stability;
because it stands not
upon the changeableness
of creatures, but is built
upon the immutable rock
of the truth of God, which
is as little subjectto

change, as his essence*

[Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon the Existenceland Attributes; o_"fi;
God (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), 1:310=3il{] )
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"He who hath not being from
another, cannot but be always what
he is: God is the first Being, an
independent Being; he was not
produced of himself, or of any. other;
but by nature always hath been,
and, therefore, cannot by himself, or
by any other, be changed from what
he is in his own nature. ... Again,
because he is a Spirit, he'istnot
subject to those mutations which
are found in corporeal and bodily,
natures.”

Steph en Charnock [Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon the ExistencelandiAtiributeston

(1 628-1 680) God (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), 1:319]

By thelimmutability of God is
meantthat he is incapable of
change; either in duration of life,
oriininature, character, will or
happiness. In none of these, nor
infany:other respect is there any
possibility.of change. ... We know
ithat whatever possibility of
change in God appears is due
only:tolour own imperfections of
knowledge and incapacity to
form/true conceptions.”

[Jamr§ RetignulBoyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology (Philadelphia:
AmericaniBaptist Publication' Society, 1887), 73, 74]
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#lhe Immutability of
God ... is that
‘perfection of God by

which He is devoid of
all.change, not only in
HisiBeing, but also in
His'perfections, and in

His purposes and *

RICIIISES: Lou&'Baikhof

lLoms Berkhof) Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, y
ezl &) g (1873-1957)

'(192652020)> "

8 /i
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fundamental dlfference
between thelCreator and
His creatures is that they
a‘re mutable and their
nature adn'17 tsfof change,
whereastGod is
immutable and can never
ce‘ase to be what He is."

[J. L Pack!er, Knowing God (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1973),
69]

(192682020) " % G

‘ 4
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Systematic

Theology

(Christian
Religion

s

J. Oliver Buswell
(11895-1977)
'

"The implications of the
doctrine that God is ‘pure
act,’ 'fully realized,’ that in

Him there'is ‘no'potentiality’
are devastating.
Omnipotence, creation with a
before and after, predictive
prophecy of future acts of
God, incarnation in time, the
atoning act once for all, the
interval'in the grave, the
resurrection, the future
resurrection of the dead,
future judgment, all these
chronological acts of God are
reduced to illusions or
paradoxes."

s

J. Oliver Buswell
[J. Oliver Buswell, A Systematic Theology of the

(1 895_1 977) ‘4 Christian Religion, 2 vols. (Grand Rapids:
' 1 Zondervan Publishing House, 1962), |, 53]
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OVER 400,000 COPIES IN PRINT

SYSTEMATIC
THEOLOGY

WAYNE GRUDEM

Way\'r\‘\\\i\\i\\\i %, 7]

“We can define the
unchangeableness of God
as follows: God is
unchanging in his being,
perfections, purposes, and
promises, yet God does act
and feel emotlons and he
acts and feels differently in
responsewto ldifferent
situations. Thisattribute of
God is'also called
immutability.

=
Wayne \Grudemmi
y\\ TR 1 [Wayne Grudem, Systematic Theology: An Introduction to
\ A\ I Biblical Doctrine (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 163,
\ \ W emphasis in original]
\ Al
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"Some have claimed that
God is wholly actual and not
at all potential and thus
cannot change in any way. ...
This is a mistake from a
biblical standpoint. ... God is
immutable in essence and in
his trustworthiness over
time, but in other respects
God changes."” _
[Clark Pinnock, "Systematic Theology," in The Openness of God: A Clark PI rn‘n 0 Ck

Biblical Challenge to the Traditional Understanding of God (Downers

Grove: InterVarsity Press, 117]] (1 937_"24'@"1'@‘«’)“

"Some have claimed that a8

God is wholly actual and not ‘This is Aquinas's view, though
he used the expression "pure

at all potential and thus e
. actuality.
cannot change in any way. ... e
This is a mistake from a : = ol
misunderstanding to say that

biblical standpoint. ... God Is " Goq's pure actuality entails that
immutable in essence and in He is "not at all potential.”

_his trUSt‘fvorthi"ess over This misunderstanding stems
time, but in other respects from failing to realize that

God changes."” Aquinas distinguishes passive
potency and active potency.

[Clark Pinnock, "Systematic Theology," in The Openness of God: A
Biblical Challenge to the Traditional Understanding of God (Downers

Grove: InterVarsity Press, 117]] ’
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J+P. MORELAND axp
MEEIAM LANE CRAIG

William Lane Craig ZOZg NN = | | |

“We have argued that
in virtue of his real,
causal relation to the
temporal world, God
must minimally
undergo extrinsic
change and therefore
be temporal—at least
Sjnceithe moment of

¥
William Lane Craig |88

—

J: P. Moreland

J: P. Moreland
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“Moreover, God's
knowledge oftensed
facts, implied by his

omaniscience, requires
that since the moment
of creation he

undergoes intrinsic
changejas well ... Thus

Wl”lam Lane Cralg | (1 (2 Merelend emel Wil Lane Craig, Philosophical

“foqdatl@ns fora C[]ris.__t/fan Worldview, 279 ed. (Downers

THE GOD
WHO RISKS

JOHN SANDERS -

J: P. Moreland

’John Sanders

10/9/2024
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“Some object that this
model'of God'is too costly;
itireduces or ‘shrinks' God

from, the full. majesty.of:

what is properly divine. ...
The.charge that relational
theism is a reduction of.
God stems from the model
of the immutable God who
exhaustively controls
everything. Since | do not
believe such a deity exists,
this model of God cannot

reduce him.*
[JehntSandersilinelGodiWholRiskSTARIheologydofi

Providencel(DownersiGrove:InterVarsity Rresss
1998):#206% 207]

¢

C]assma] T heolosi
o, Goc!’s TImC]CSW Jes
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In classical metaphysics,
time Iis the measure of
change. Since God does
not change, He is not'in
any way temporal.

‘ is, transient present
' which we!livess

== [Norman Geisler, H. Wayne House, Max klerreraiiihelBattle f‘,’ng'
= Responding to zhe Challenge of Neothei Sm (Gran apidsfkiege
= B 2001), 79.]
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"He was before the world; yet
he neither began nor.ends:
he is not a temporary, butian
eternal God: it takes in'both
parts of eternity, whattwas
before the creation ofithe

world, and what is: after;}
though the eternity of.Godlbe
one permanent state;, without
succession.*
Ste p hen Charnock [Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon the Existence andiAttibutesiof

God (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), 1:278]
(1628-1680)

2God has no succession [of
moments], no increase of

beginning, can have no

end, and lives in the
present only, having no
* pastor future.”

[UamesiRetigru|Boyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology (Philadelphia:
Amerian BaptistiRublication Society, 1887), 70]

10/9/2024
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=The infinity of God in
relation to time is called His
eternity.... Eternity it the strict
sense of the word is
abscribed [sic] to that which
transcends all temporal
limitations. ... Our life is
divided into a past, present

land future, but there is no

'such division in the life of 7
God! He'lis the eternal 'l am. LouiBarkhof
L /’ (1873-1957)

(] /) /

“Classical theism
affirms that God is
above and beyond

time. Again, God has
no past, present, or

future; He simply has
an enduring eternal
present.”

[Norman Geisler, Systematic Theology, Vol. Two: God, Creation
(Minneapolis: Bethany House, 2003, 93]
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| God S Time]essncss

Systematic
Theology

(Christian
Religion
J. Oliver Bus;:/éll

(1895-1977) *
g
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"Eternity is not
timelessness. ... Nothing
could be farther from the
Scriptural teaching than

the notion that God's
eternity means that He is
totally disconnected
from finite events in
time, yet this notion has
persisted from ancient
days and is prevalent in
current philosophical
theology."

[J. Oliver Buswell, A Systematic Theology of the
» | Christian Religion, 2 vols. (Grand Rapids:
(1895-1977) % Zondervan Publishing House, 1962), I, 42, 43]

CLARK PINNOCK

JOHN SANDERS
WILLIAM HASKER

A Biblical Challenge to the
Traditional Understanding of God

Williamikasker
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“The bias againstichange has
been powerfully.influential in
classical theology, leading to the
insistence on an excessively
strong doctrine of divine
immutability—which, in turn,
provides key support for divine
timelessness, since timelessness
is the most effective way (and
perhaps the only way) to rule out,
once and for all, the possibility of
any change in God.*

[Wiilliam Hasker, “AlRhilosophicaliRerspectivesinilhe:@penness of God:

A Biblical Challenge'toltherTraditionalllnderstanding of God (Downers
Grove: InterVarsityiRress, 1994),129]

—

about divine timelessness is
that it is very hard to make
clear logical sense of the

doctrine. If God. is truly

timeless, so that temporal
determinations of ‘before’
and ‘after’ do not apply to

him, then how can God act in
time, as the Scriptures say ¢

thatihe does?
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“How can he‘respond when
his children turn to him in
prayer and obedience? And
above all, if God is timeless
and incapable of change,
how can God be born, grow
up, live with and among
people, suffer and die, as we g
believe he did as incarnated
in Jesus?"

[William Hasker, *AlRhilosophical'RerspectivesintThel@penness of God:
A Biblical ChallengeltoltheslraditionallUnderstandingiofGod (Downers
Grove: InterVarsity:Rress; 1994); 128-129]

-
-~

-
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“There do seem to be
good reasons, too, for
affirming divine
temporality. If God is
really related to the
world, then it is
extraorc!inarily difficult
to seethow God could
remain untouched by the

- :
~worldls temporality.
William Lane Craig | J. P. Moreland

—_—
L

“For. simply.in virtue of
his being related to
changing things (even if
he himself somehow
managed to remain
intrinsically changeless),
there would exist a
before and. after in God's

[J: £ MorelandfandiWilliamiLane Craig, Philosophical
Fotndationsyfogal@hiistian Worldview: (Downers Grove:

William Lane Craig ;nteVarress,zw:assmorgma J: P. Moreland
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“It seems to me, therefore,
that it is not only coherent
but also plausible that God
existing changelessly alone
without creation is timeless
and that he enters time at the
moment of creation in virtue
of his real relation to the
temporal universe.

[William Lane Craig, "Timelessness and Omnitemporality," in Gregory E.

Ganssle, ed. God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove: InterVarsity
Press, 2001), 160]

L
N/

A

—1

William Lane Craig

10/9/2024
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God's impassibility means

that God is not in any way:
subject to passions.

affec—tans
@@@’7 SIS WlE
operateramongimen:

[Ageiist Heresies 2.98.8]

10/9/2024

159



10/9/2024

“God is altogether
impassible, and is to
be regarded as
wholly free from all
affections of that
kind."

[De Principiis 2.4.4]

glihelpassionsiin question are
lin¥sinners inlone'way; in the
justibothithe perfect and the
imperfectyinianother way; in
Christlasiman in another; and
the¥firsttman and the blessed
inkstilllanother. They are not in
thelangelsiorin God. at all, ,
becauselin'them there is no Q
senselappetite; of' which such .
passionsiareimovements.” ,‘X -

eIt ) v
TR &

arf

= ’

oo 0L ' \~Thomas Aguinas
(1225=1274)
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"Wherefore, as when we
hear that God is angry
with the wicked, we ought
not to imagine that there
is any emotion in him, but
ought rather to consider
the mode of speech
accommodated to our
sense."”

[John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, 2 vols., trans. Henry
Beveridge (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1975), 1.17.13, vol. 1, pp.

195-196]

John Calvin
(1509-1564)

10/9/2024
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“"The idea the God has
no passions or
emotions at all clearly
conflicts with much of
the rest of Scripture,
and E)r tﬁat reason |
have not affirmed God's
lmpass@"ln;y in this
[oJoYo], ¢
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“Instead, quite the
opposite is true, for
God, who is the origin
of our emotions and
who created our
emotion'é, certainly
docYredllemotions:

-

“God rejoices (Isa.
62.5). He is grieved (Ps.
78:40; Eph. 4:30). His
wrath burns hot against
his enemies (Ex. 32:10).
He pitiesthisichildren
(Ps. 153:13).!He loves
withteverlasting love
(Isa. 54:8;, Ps. 103:17)."

[Wayne Grudem, Systematic Theology: An Introduction to
Biblical Doctrine (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 166]
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God's immateriality means
that God in no way.
possesses a body.
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glttisitherefore impossible
thatiin'God there should
anyspotentiality. But
every.body.is in
potentiality; because the
continuous, as such, is
divisible'tolinfinity; it is
thereforelimpossible that
should be a body."

57 1, @8 et 1] Thomas Aqumas

(1225 1274)

"God is a Spirit; that
Is, he hath nothing
corporeal, no mixture
of matter, not'a
visible substance;a
bodily form.*

[Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon: the Existence:and. Attributesf‘-'o
God (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), 1:178]

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)
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“Itiisiimpossible, therefore,
to overestimate the
importance of the truth
contained in the simple

proposition, God is a Spirit.
It'is involved in that
proposition that God is
immaterial. None of the

predicated of Him."

[@Ebarles Hodge, Systematic Theology, 3 vols. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmansii 979,115V, §4]

Charles Hodge
REL )
L B ﬂ ﬂ

“By.this we mean that he
has no material
organization, that he has
neither body nor
members of the body
isuch'as we have, neither
shape nor form, neither
passions nor limitations,
but only a spiritual
nature.”

[ié;r_hes RetignulBoyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology (Philadelphia:
AmericaniBaptistiRublicationi Society, 1887), 62]
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Most Moved Mover p—

- . Clark Pir(gnock
Clark H. Pinnock (1937!-‘%*4“)%
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“If [God] is with us in
the world, if we are to
take biblical
metaphors seriously,
is'God in some way.
embodied?

“Critics will be quick
to say that, although
there are expressions
of this idea in the
Bible, they are not to
be taken literally. But |
do not believe that the
idea is as foreign to
the Bible's view of
God as we have
assumed.

10/9/2024

Clark F?irgnock
(1937220110)

Clark Pinnock

1937 1@;“
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"In tradition, God is
thought to function
primarily as a
disembodied spirit but
this is scarcely a
biblical idea. For
example, ... human
beings are said to be
embodied creatures
created in the image of
God.

“Is there perhaps
something in God that
corresponds with
embodiment? Having
a body is certainly not
a negative thing
because it makes it
possible for us to be
agents.

10/9/2024

Clark F?irgnock
(1937220110)

Clark Pinnock

1937 1@;“
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“Perhaps God's
agency would be
easier to envisage if
he were in some way.
corporeal.

“Most people, |
suspect, think that
God chooses to be

associated with a
body, while being
himself formless.

10/9/2024

Clark Plnnock

(1 937E2,_,,1,@))N

Clark Plnnock

(1 937E2,_,,1,L@)\




“That may be so, but it
is also possible that
God has a body in
some way we cannot
imagine and,
therefore, that it is
natural for God to
seek out forms of
embodiment.

“I do not feel obligated
to assume that God is
a purely spiritual
being when his self-
revelation does not
suggestit. It is true
that from a Platonic
standpoint, the idea is
absurd, but this is not
a biblical standpoint.

10/9/2024

Clark F?irgnock
(1937220110)

Clark Pinnock

1937 1@;“
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“The only persons we
encounter are
embodied persons
and, if God is not
embodied, it may
prove difficult to
understand how God
is a person. What kind
of actions could a
disembodied God
perform?

“Embodiment may be
the way in which the
transcendent God is
able to be immanent
and why God is
presented in such
terms.

10/9/2024

Clark F?irgnock
(1937220110)

Clark Pinnock

1937 1@;“
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“I would say that God
transcends the world,
while being able to
indwell it. Perhaps
God uses the created
order as a kind of
body and exercises
top-down causation
upon it.

Clark Rinnock
(1937/2010/88

Lo

panentheisﬁ?

process theology
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"As human
subjectivity expresses
itself in, with, and
through bodies, so the
transcendent
subjectivity of God is
somehow immanent in
the patterns,
processes, and events
of the world.

“The evangelical
narrative. is
unintelligible apart
from the assumption
of God's presence in
nature and history and
especially in Jesus
Christ."

[Clark Pinnock, Most Moved Mover: A Theology of
God's Openness (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House,
2001), 33-35]

10/9/2024

Clark F?irgnock
(1937220110)

Clark Pinnock

1937 1@;“
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Process
and Reality

CORRECTED EDITION

Alfred. North Whltehead ' ,
1861°1947 Alfl'ed NorthWhltehead

9 Edited by David Ray Griffin
and Donald W. Sherburne

Process
and Realltg

Alfred. Nerth Whltehead g i ]
186141947 Alfred North Whltehead
Edited by David Ray Griffin
and Donald W. Sherburne
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*God has a personal spirit body (Dan.
7:9-14; 10:5-19); shape (Jn. 5:37); form
(Phil- 2:5-7); image and likeness of a
man (Gen. 1:26; 9:6; Ezek. 1:26-28; 1 Cor.
11:7; Jas. 3:9). He has bodily parts such
as, back parts (Ex. 33:23), heart (Gen.
6:6; 8:21), hands and fingers (Ps. 8:3-6;
Heb. 1:10; Rev. 5:1-7), mouth (Num.
12:8), lips and tongue (Isa. 30:27), feet
(Ezek- 1:27; Ex. 24:10), eyes (Ps. 11:4;
18:24; 33:18), ears (Ps. 18:6), hair, head,
face, arms (Dan. 7:9-14; 10:5-19; Rev.

Finis Jenigings Dake 5:1-7; 22:4-6), and other bodily parts."
(1902 987) [Dake, N, p: 97]

(Dan.
7:9-14; 10:5-19) (Jn. 5:37)
(Phil. 2:5-7)
(Gen. 1:26; 9:6; Ezek. 1:26-28; 1 Cor.
11:7; Jas. 3:9)
(Ex. 33:23) (Gen.
6:6; 8:21) (Ps. 8:3-6;
Heb. 1:10; Rev. 5:1-7) (Num.
12:8) (Isa. 30:27)
(Ezek. 1:27; Ex. 24:10) (Ps. 11:4;
18:24; 33:18) (Ps. 18:6)
(Dan. 7:9-14; 10:5-19; Rev.
5:1-7; 22:4-6)

10/9/2024
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“The idea that God has
no passions or
emotions at all clearly
conflicts with much of
the rest of Scripture,
and E)r tﬁat reason |
have not affirmed God's
lmpass@"ln;y in this
[oJoYo], ¢
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“Instead, quite the
opposite is true, for
God, who is the origin
of our emotions and
who created our
emotion'é, certainly
docYredllemotions:

-

“God rejoices (Isa.
62.5). He is grieved (Ps.
78:40; Eph. 4:30). His
wrath burns hot against
his enemies (Ex. 32:10).
He pitiesthisichildren
(Ps. 153:13).!He loves
withteverlasting love
(Isa. 54:8;, Ps. 103:17)."

[Wayne Grudem, Systematic Theology: An Introduction to
Biblical Doctrine (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 166]

10/9/2024
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"And they heard the stound of
the LORD:God walking in the
gardenlinithelcool of the day,

“God is Spirit, and those
o - who worship Him must
A aaiand his wife hid worship in spirit and truth.”
themselves'from the presence of

the LORD God among the trees John 4:24
of the garden.” Gen. 3:8

oo Galatians 6:1 <.
Brethren, if a man is ovelgakenlBy
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b Psalim 971:4

rle snall cover ol witn rlis featners,
Al Liplelar pl s WiReks VoLl szl tzige
rexfticery s CrLkinl Sl e et

/

sollefel zlplel pltle Slef,

“The idea the God has no
passions or emotions at all
clearly conflicts with much of
the rest of Scripture, and for
that reason | have not affirmed =
God's impassibility in this book. | Yoo

"The idea that God has no
physical body at all

10/9/2024
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“Instead, quite the opposite is
true, for God, who is the origin
of our emotions and who
created our emotions, certainly
does feel emotions:

WAYNE GRUDEM

Wayne.Grudem

Instead, quite the opposite’is
true, for God, who is the origin
of our bodies and who
created our bodies, certainly.
does have a body:

"God rejoices (Isa. 62.5). He is grieved LT
(Ps. 78:40; Eph. 4:30). His wrath burns = 5175 o0y
hot against his enemies (Ex. 32:10). He Bl .
pities his children (Ps.103:13). He loves
with everlasting love (Isa. 54:8; Ps.
103:17)."

[Wayne Grudem, Systematic Theology: An Introduction to Biblical Doctrine WAYNE GRUDEM
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 166]

Wayne Grudem

He has a heart (Gen. 6:6). He has
fingers (Ps. 8:3-6). He has hands (Heb:
1:10). He has a mouth (Num. 12:8), lips:
and a tongue (Isa. 30:27). He has eyes

(Ps. 11:4; 18:24; 33:18) and ears (Ps:
18:6).
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“The mistake [of Isolating
a text from its immediate
context or from what the
rest of Scripture says
about God] would be
made, fogexample, by
peop@ wlgp argue that
God has alhuman body,
because Scripture talks
about his eyes, ears;
mouth, etc.
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“The mistake is to fail to
recognize that these are
all metaphors that tell us
about God's character,
but that God himself is
spmt (John 4:24) and
has no matenal body."

[Wayne deSytmt ciTheology: An Introduction to
Biblical Doctrinel(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 159]

-

- ?‘- - =
) f',._ .

'an*i"ln thé tréés of the fleld

sh'a‘,_,\ll_, cla \their hands.”
. Isa 55:12
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Greg Bahnsen’
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This is a troublesome
conception of Christian
philosophy. ... The
philosopher is placed in
the privileged position of
laying down for the
exegete how the Bible
may and may not be used,
how its teaching must be
broadly conceived, and
what the Bible can and
cannot say. ... Philosophy
is thereby rendered
rationally autonomous ...."

[Van Til's Apologetic: Readings and Analysis

E uQ«;Al;QQn

Greg Bahnsen’

(1948-1995) = (Phillipsburg: P&R, 1998), 50]

“For since the creation
of the world His
invisible attributes are
clearly seen, being
understood by the
things that are made,
even His eternal power

and Godhead ..."
Rom. 1:20a
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& since the creatic
i the world Hi
invis) > attribu’es, are
clearly 52er4 seing
understc< by the

;
even Fi: eterna, pawer
744 Godhead ...

F Riem S h gmed = : . 1%
_— — ~ . S 1— ” -
Rom. 2 '2ba ——

The heavens declare

the glory of God and

the flrmament shows
HIS handlwork

Psalm 19 1 ,
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The heavens declare

His nghteousness

and aII the peoples
see HIS glory

Psalm 97 6

BQ obscr\/mg the wonders of Goci‘

creation, Peoplc have been and still
are able to come to a basic and
rclatively sound undcrstandmg of
(God's existence and attributes.
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ENowjiwhatiwe have said
Isetslaside the error of
centaintJews who attributed
anger, sadness,
repentance, and all such
ssions in their proper
senseltolGod, failing to
distinguishiwhat in Sacred
Scripturelis said properly
whatimetaphorically.” \‘ ';'I.'ﬁg"’n‘:gs A
[SCCANISIE) (1225=1274)

.3,:;"
i

M failing to distinguish
whatlin'Sacred Scripture
istsaid properly and
whatimetaphorically."

8., |, &1, §id)

.3,:;"
3

\‘ Wty%#‘ —
Thomas A ,_qumas
(1225-1274)
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gEvenithough revelation
elevates us to know

something of which we
Sshould otherwise be
ignoerant, it does not
elevatelus to know in
anylotherway than

throughisensible things. F

 \ WEReTET «
[Commentanys ellinitatelofiBoethius, @V, art. 3, trans. Armand { \‘ ey & g =

F = |4 0
IMalrermihel nsiandiMethodslofithel Sciences, 41 rev. ed. (Toronto: R\ Th omas :Aq uinas
Rontificalllnstit g_)f_"MediaevaI Studies; 1986), 84] § .
(1225=1274)

- 4
1

/

Put toxic Phi]osophical VoIces began

to Fog the conversation, Particularlg
within [ rotestantism and Particularly
since the seventeenth centuny;
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Pecause of this, there is the need at

times to reason from clec!:)cr IsSsues in

sound Phi]osghg and thcologg to

demonstrate (;0d's attributes givcn
that theg are understood ”Bg the
things that are made’ (Kom. 1:20).

10/9/2024
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( lassical Fhilosophg
and |ts ( ritics

"Taking their start from
Aristotle’s confused theory; q
categories, theologians:havel
analyzed God intolan
unknowable substratum;
called his substance’or
essence, on the surface.of:
which lay the knowable
attributes, much like'a visible}
coat of paint on a table-top!
that could never be seenion
touched.
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"Luther and Calvin' madela}
great advance when. they:
buried this scholastic rubbish}
though it has been dug up)
more than once since:*

. ‘:' [Gordon H. Clark, "Attributes, The Divine," in Baker'si Dictionanyiofe
. Theology, ed. Everett F. Harrison (Grand Rapids: BakerBook{House¥
1960), 78]

CLARK PINNOCK
RICHARD RICE
JOHN SANDERS

WILLIAM HASKER

DAVID BASINGER

)
A Biblical Challenge to the ' 3 John Sanders

Traditional Understanding of God p—
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“The classicaliview'is so
taken for. granted that it
functions as a
preunderstanding that
rules out certain
interpretations of:
Scripture that do not fit*

with the conception of.
what'is ‘appropriate’ for
God to be like, as
derived from Greek:
metaphysics.* !
[John Sanders, The Openness of GodIA Biblical John Sanders

Challengetto!theNlraditionaliUnderstandinglef God.
(Downers|Grove: linterVarsity. Press, 1994)1160] —

David Basinger
Donald G. Bloesch
W, Norris Clarke
William Lane Craig
Bruce Demarest
Royce Gruenler
Carl £ H. Henry
Arthur E Holmes
James Mannoia, Jr.
Thomas V. Morris
Michael L. Peterson
Clark H. Pinnock

on -
Process m
TheOIOgY Clark :I5.inﬁ"éc-k 2

edited by (1937-2010) '

Ronald H. Nash

196



10/9/2024

"When | first thought
about what my criticisms
of process theism might
be, it was not hard to
think of several
objections to it. But as |
continued to ponder the
assignment, | came to
realize that | could hardly
criticize process theism
without at the same time 4
objecting to certain L iVa
features of classical oy .‘
belief in God. ... Clark’Rinnocks =
(1937-2010)

“Evangelicals are caught
in a bind in the matter of
their doctrine of God. ...
Process theism is
correct, in my view, to
call attention to the
tension and even
contradiction which
exists between
evangelical biblical
theology and evangelical g
Systematicatiieclogyas e ‘

*
[Clark Pinnock, "Between Classical Theism and

e v
—0 L
Process Theism," in Ronald H. Nash, ed., Process Clark P| n nOCk =

Theology: (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, ‘

1987), 313, 314] (1937-2010)
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David Basinger
Donald G. Bloesch
W, Norris Clarke
William Lane Craig
Bruce Demarest
Royce Gruenler
Carl E H. Henry
Arthur E Holmes
James Mannoia, Jr.
Thomas V. Morris
Michael L. Peterson
Clark H. Pinnock

Process
Theology

edited by
Ronald H. Nash

“Especially ironic'is the
oft-recurring panentheist
claim that Thomistic
theism is dominated!to
an.inordinate degreeby;
thelinfluence of pagan
Greek philosophy:
Perhaps this is true. But
itis justas true that
‘process theology:is
equally indebted to
ancient Greek thought; it

L simply elevates a
different Greek tradition
tolprominence:
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“The conflict between
Thomistic theism and
process theology:is
basically: a revival of the
struggle between
icompeting schools' of
Greek philosophy, one

emphasizing being; the
other stressing'the
dominance. of:
becoming.™
ANash ¥ Rrocess Theology and Classicaf
mi#in RonaldiEANash¥ed ¥Rrocess;

Theologyi(Grand Rapids: Baker Book House)
, emphasis inferiginal]

THe e
CONCEPT

GOD

An Exploration of Contermporary
Difficulties with the
Attributes of God

RONALD H. NASH
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“[The preceding]
then, is one account
of'the influential
classical.conceptiof
God that has played
such an_important
role in the history.of
Christian theism:.

1936-20@

\

“Thomists have
usually believed that
acceptance of'any.
one attribute
logically commits
one to accepting the
entire package:

200



1986

\

-20

06),

10/9/2024

“But if this has been
one strength of the
Thomistic'concept
of God, ittmay also

prove in the present

situation to be its
Achilles’ heal.

“A growing number.
of: philosophers:and
theologians: are
persuadedthat the
Thomistic.concept
of God.is fraught
with serious
problems:
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\

“Moreover, these
critics insist;
because'of:the
logical relationships
among the
attributes, no
tinkering with_the
package. is possible.

[RenaldiHSNash; Thel ConceptiofiGodiAnlExposition
of Contemporary: Difficultiesiwith the'Attributes of God
(Grand Rapids: ZondervaniRublishing'House; 1983);
22]

sThomiststhavelusually.
believedithat
acceptancelofianyione
attributellogically.
commits onelto
acceptingjthe entire
packagey:..~

“Moreover, these critics
insist, because of the
logical relationships
among the attributes,
no' tinkering with the
package is possible:*

10/9/2024
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THE &
CONCEPT

GOD

An Exploration of Contemporary
Difficulties with the
Attributes of God

(19;‘6-'25@ RONALD H NASH

“Therefore [certain
critics argue], ifithe
Thomistic concept of:
God really:is
inadequate; it must

be abandoned in
favor.ofia

contemporary.
alternative such'as
Process theology: .
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“But it'should be
noted here that onelis
not forced to.choose
either Thomistic
theism or: Process
theology; the
disjunction between
their respective
theories of God'is not
exclusive:

“It is possible to
develop mediating
concepts of God that
can_avoid the'major:
difficultiesiof the
static. God of
Thomistic,theism_and.
the finite god of
Process theology:*

[Ronald HENash, The: €onceptiofiGodsAnl Exposition:
of Contemporary: Difficultiesiwithithe Attributes  of God
(Grand |Rapids:ZoendervaniRublishing House; 1983),
22]
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poes God ever change His mind?
oF THE DOSSIBLE

GREGORY A. BOYD

author of best-selling Letters from a sheptic

"There are
certainly passages
in the Bible that
are figurative and
portray God in
human terms.

Gregory A. Boyd

Gregory A. Boyd

10/9/2024
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"You can
recognize them
because what is

said about God is
either ridiculous if
taken literally ...

because the genre

Gregory A. Boyd

ey L
What if the Cﬂa@slcal/‘
Theist said:thatyitiis ==
"ridiculous* tthaft*-"
God.changesiHis*mind or™®

ieqguetsgcertain decisions?
“

10/9/2024
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Christian Apologetics Journal. Volume 6, No. 1. Spring 2007

@ by Southern Evangelical Seminary 2007

DOES GENRE DETERMINE MEANING?
©€2007 Thomas A. Howe, Ph.D.

FROM THE BEGINNINGS of the develops of the critical methodol

ogy. as it was being applied to the study of the Bible, understanding
the Bible as literature has become more mmportant and more central to
hermeneutics. As Jeffrey Weima remarks. ““The past few decades have
witnessed a paradigm shift taking place in biblical smdies. The old
perspective that viewed Scripture as primanily a historical or theologi-
cal document has been replaced by a new conviction that the Bible is
literature and as such ought to be interpreted from a literary perspec-
tive. ! It is notoriously difficult to identify what constitutes literature.
After a lengthy consideration of several attempts at developing a defi-
nition of “literature,” one theorist concluded,

A piece of writing may start off life as history or philosophy
and then come to be ranked as literature; or it may start off as
literature and then come to be valued for its archaeological

A
significance. Some texts are born literary, some achieve I h O ma Sf H OW e
1 )

Thomas A. Howe is Professor of Bible and Bidlical Languages ar
Southern Evangelical Seminary in Charlotte, NC.

Southern Ev%gelical Seminary

1

poes god ever change His mind?
“Pherevs*nothing
ridiculous or poetic
about the way the Bible
repeatedly speaks about
God changmg his mmd
regretting dec:s:ons or
thinking and speaking
about the future in terms
OﬁPOSSIbI)ItleS These
passage9 usuallycoccur

mamiﬁ\v@ @@@ﬁommgﬁ
SClipture i
iy Gregory A. Boyd
@m@m& (Codloithel2oss bl cal
M@mmm@qﬂ((@mm
D)lers wﬂu_sbq_n:
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“Theretis*nothing
ridiculous or poetic
about the way the Bible
repeatedly speaks about
God changing his mind,
regretting decisions, or
thinking and speaking
about the future in terms
of possibilities. These
passages usually occur

nalkra ”ﬁw/@ @@P’ﬁ@@s
SEpR. ”

[Cregeny A @exl of fiie Pessible: A Billfiee]
Intredictiontiokiie] View eff
2000), 19€]]

wiiheylonly¥strikefsome
as ridiculous because
these readers @
theltexdaj
efAwhat
miusybe)ikeX ol I«
one is free from this
preconception, these
passages contribute to
the exalted portralt of

n |
ﬂmﬁ’b@

(Cregeny A, Boyd), Cedlof e (Fessibile: A sl
Intretueiiern o G ©pen View of Cod (Crend
Replds: Beler Bouls, 2000), 18-11€, cnphesis in

A - A

Why should one think that the
passages occurring "within
the historical narrative
sections of Scripture™ have
anything to do whether there
is anything "ridiculous or
poetic” about how the Bible is
speaking about God?

After all, the Genesis 3 and
the 2 Samuel 7 passages are
both within historical
narrative sections of
Scripture.

-«

A LD

[ plead
GUIETY AS

CHARGED! |

10/9/2024
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sliheylonlydstrike¥some « ” / - L -~
as ridiculous because £
these readers © BUt; from where
theltexya '
T m{’ght one get_such a
God must be [He. Once preconception of
one is free from this

preconception, these Wh at GOd mUSt be
passages contribute to I/ke : that he Cou/d

the erged P°"’a”_°’ bring to the text?
©od i (e B,

[Cregony /A Boyd, Gedl of e Possibie: A Ebifcel
Intirosiueiter: o e Cppen View of @od (Crand
Repliiss Bl Bk, 2000), 611, cmplesis I

eriginall

The heavens declare

the glory of God; and

the firmament shows
His handiwork.

The heavens declare
His righteousness,
and all the peoples

see His glory.

Psalm 976,

e 1 g
fm .u'lf'? <1¢u"'!n m qf die

ra I iea ve@rf frﬁffu i
seasons, fil illing our heartSwwith faadﬂﬁ i andwine b -ﬁf

and-gladness.”
R

es glad lhe ieant o, r

oil tomake his face shine, and bread. which
srrengthens man’'s heart.

W Psalm 104:14-15
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wiiheylonlyfstrikefsome
as ridiculous because
these readers bring to
the text a
preconception of what
God must be like.
is}free] this]
IRreconceptionm i L
passages contribute to
the exalted portralt of

) n |
ﬂmﬁb@

[Cregony /A Boyd, Gedl of e Possibie: A Ebifcel
Intirosiueiter: o e Cppen View of @od (Crand
Repliiss Bl Bk, 2000), 611, cmplesis I

@riginall

“My*fundamental
thesis is that the
classical theological
tradition became
misquided when,
under the influence
of Hellenistic
philosophy, it
defined God's
o Steits,
timelesSiternnmsi
[Crsgery 2. Boyel, Cod of fis Possibles: 4 Bz

Ihtiedictionktolthel@penlViewloGoal(Giand
[Replek: Beler Boets, 2000, 17]

10/9/2024

" 4 /’ / ” "
Given that this
‘preconception of what
God must be like”* comes
from our encounter with
God's creation before we
read Scripture, how.is it
possible for oneltorget
‘free! from this
preconception?

Gregory A. Boyd
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"“Doesn’t every page
of the Bible paint a
portrait of God who
experiences things,
thinks things, and
responds to things
sequentially? Every
verb applled (o] God

[Cireigreny A, Boysl, Clet of i (Possililie: A Eilslfcel
{io e Open Vicw of Cerl (Crend
[Repleks: Beler Boels, 2000), 181-182)

)
What, thenﬁan/
Boyd say tg'aﬁ'
Jennings Dake?

21



Finis Jenpings Dake
(1902%987)

10/9/2024

“He"says here"[Jer 1878,
10] (and many other
places), 'l change my

mind.' How could he say
it any clearer? If this

passage doesn't teach us
that God can truly
change his intentions,
what would a passage
that did teach this look
likei2

parts-such asit
and fingers;... feet....
head, face arms’?’

[Hypothﬂehcally attributeditolDakedqliotationsiarel
dlrectly fromDake, Nil, p- 97]

Gregory A. Boyd
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*I"'suggest'that'if'this*tex
isn't enough to convince
us that God's mind is not
eternally settled, then our
philosophical
presuppositions are
controlling our exegesis
to a degree that no text
could ever teach us this.
People who afflrm the

Scliiptline @]@ notiwanito;
[o@ ey @ (s chare®.”

[eregeny A Boyd, God afile Pesshle: Does God
[Ever Glirnge s Mind? (Cend Repids: Beles
2000), 73]

Gregory A. Boyd

*God has a personal spirit body (Dan.
7:9-14; 10:5-19); shape (Jn. 5:37); form
(Phil. 2:5-7); image and likeness of a
man (Gen. 1:26; 9:6; Ezek. 1:26-28; 1
Cor. 11:7; Jas. 3:9). He has bodily parts
such as, back parts (Ex. 33:23), heart
(Gen. 6:6; 8:21), hands and fingers (Ps.
8:3-6; Heb. 1:10; Rev. 5:1-7), mouth
(Num. 12:8), lips and tongue (Isa. 30:27)
feet (Ezek. 1:27; Ex. 24:10), eyes (Ps.
11:4; 18:24; 33:18), ears (Ps. 18:6), hair,
head, face, arms (Dan. 7:9-14; 10:5-19;
Rev. 5:1-7; 22:4-6), and other bodily
parts.”
[Dake, NT, p. 97. ]
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- |sa 30:27 <=

Behold, the name of the LORD comes
from afar, Burning with His anger, And

His burden is heavy; His lips are full of
indignation, And His tongue like a
devouring fire.

*I*'suiggest'thatiif'thisttext
isn't enough to convince
us that God's mind is not
eternally settled, then our

philosophical
presuppositions are

controlling our exegesis
to a degree that no text
couldiever teach us this.

People who affirm the

divine,authority.c

Sepium clo nek want i©
belquiltyXofithisichangels
[Srageny A Boyd, Gad af i Plossble: Dazs God Gregory A. Boyd

Evar Gliemee [¥s Mind? (Crend Reptis: Beler,
2500}, 7]
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Finis Jenpings Dake
(1902%987)

poes god ever change His mind?

GOD

oF THEPOSSIBLE

GBREGORY A. BOYD

author of best-selling Letters from a skeptic

"l suggest that if this text
isn't enough to convince
us that/God has lips and
a tongue, then our
philesophical
presuppositions are
controlling our exegesis
to a degree that no text
could ever teach us this.
People who affirm the
divine authority of
Scripture do not wantto
be guilty of this charge."

[Hypothetically attributed to' Dake]

10/9/2024
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"A fundamental aspect of
classical thinking, again
revealing the influence of
Plato, was that God
experiences no 'before’
or ‘after.” He experiences
all of time in a single,
changeless, eternal
moment.

"We have to ask,
however, Where is this
notion taught in the
Bible? Doesn't every
page of the Bible paint a
portrait of God who
experiences things,
thinks things, and
responds to things
sequentlally? Every verb

Bib/a S 0 TS,

gy . G o fine Possiale: A Bilolice]
intiedictiontiolinel@pentViewiodGoal(Gland
89-182]

Gregory A. Boyd

Gregory A. Boyd

10/9/2024

216



10/9/2024

m
<
0
0
Y
),
()
(=
—

s

9
.

e

0 3
-
52
o+

5 O

O [
|

o

=

217



10/9/2024

218



10/9/2024

219



10/9/2024

220



10/9/2024

F 'n',és é““ , ﬂ "“ ‘h r.":*,. o =
| “U I I | ||m,
o N !:ﬂ, |,” '

\ |l| I
| ,él

221



10/9/2024

222



10/9/2024

- “ll .

2 S O =0
/'@

o

=t

o\

==0==

223



10/9/2024

Responding to the Challenge
of Neotheism

“UNDER [IRe

Norman L. Geisler » H, Wayne House
with Max Herrer:
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Handmaid
to Theology
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Scholastic Metaphysics

A Contemporary Introduction
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God without Parts

Divine Simplicity and the Metaphysics of God's Absoluteness

JAMES E. DOLEZAL

10/9/2024

JAMES E. DOLEZAL

e e

'ALL THAT |
[S IN GOD

- Evangelical Theology and the
Challenge of Classical Christian Theism

JESUS
and the GOD

of Classical Theism

Biblical Christology in Light of the Doctrine of God

STEVEN J. DUBY

Anowing

the
nknowable

Ibn-Sina

Maimonides O
Aquinas

DAVID B.
BURRELL.CS.C.
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David S. Oderberg
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Thank you. 3

Rlea'selvisit these sites:
http://ses.edu

http://www.richardghowe'com!

ok email

info@gpichardghowe’com
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