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A SYSTEMATIC STUDY OF BIBLE DOCTRINE

I count it a distinct honor to be asked to write the introduction for a new edition of this
splendid book. From the time it was first issued some years ago, I have always considered
it the best book of my acquaintance in the field of systematic theology. During my seminary
days I was under the necessity of studying several text books on systematic theology, and
since that time I have studied and read many volumes along that line, but none of these
have been as satisfactory as this volume. There are several reasons for my making this
statement.

1. So many texts along this line CONTAIN A MIXTURE OF THEOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY.
This book deals with theology and leaves out the philophizing.

2. This volume while of satisfactory size, covers much more territory than other books far
more bulky. The reason for this is the fact that the author without superfluous words delves
immediately into his subject. He acquaints the reader with sufficient Scripture to prove each
point.

3. 1 prefer this book because THE AUTHOR IS WHOLLY UNINFLUENCED BY MODERN
THEOLOGICAL TRENDS. He believes that if God says something that settles it, hence to him
the field of theology is not to be compared to a beach that is constantly being changed by
erratic tides and shifting winds.

4. 1 find this book most satisfactory BECAUSE IT TEACHES THE DOCTRINES THAT HAVE
BECOME UNPOPULAR because of the changing times and the doctrinal looseness that
characterizes whole denominations of this day. I recall a large and attractive volume
published some years ago by a very gifted and popular theologian. The author seemed



unwilling to commit himself concerning some of the doctrines that are of a controversial
nature. He contented himself with a middle-of-the-road position, seeking to state the
various views pro and con, without revealing his own position. You will not find such
theological cowardice on the part of the author of this book. Moreover, if you reverence the
Scriptures, you will probably end up by agreeing with him, whether you started out to do so
or not.

5. One fine thing about this book is the fact that IT IS ADAPTED TO THE NEEDS OF BOTH
THE THEOLOGIAN AND THE AVERAGE READER. Many times in talking with a young
minister, I have urged that he procure a copy of this book and read it carefully. I knew that
if he did it, he would get started out on the right road. When laymen have asked if I could
recommend a book that would give them a good grasp of Bible doctrine, I have
recommended this book, and I have never had such persons to express disappointment.

6. Through the years I have found this book A VALUABLE REFERENCE WORK. Often in
writing articles I have had need to refresh my memory along some doctrinal line. I turned
to this volume because I knew that I would in brief compass find the information I sought.

7. This book is not only very suitable for classroom study in college, Bible Institutes and the
like, IT WOULD REVOLUTIONIZE THE DOCTRINAL BELIEFS OF THE AVERAGE CHURCH if it
were used by the pastor as the basis for a series of doctrinal messages, or for instructional
classes in Bible doctrine.

As I have used Brother Simmons' book through the years I have found myself more nearly
in accord with its doctrinal teachings than with any book on systematic theology that I have
known. One thing that has enhanced the value of the book to me, is the fact that I have
known and appreciated the author for nearly half a century. I am glad that he is planning to
reissue the book, and I trust that it will have a wide sale.

Roy Mason, A.B., Th.D, Aripeka, Florida

1. The Existence of God
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD
T.P. Simmons

The fact of God's existence is both the scriptural and the logical starting-point for a
systematic study of Bible doctrine. It is the scriptural starting-point because the first verse
in the Bible apprises us of it. It is the logical starting-point because the fact of God's
existence underlies all other Bible doctrines. Without the existence of God all other Bible
doctrines would be meaningless.

John Gill, in his "Body of Divinity," (p. 1) remarks very appropriately: "I shall begin with the
Being of God and proof and evidence of it; which is the foundation of all religion; for if
there is no God, religion is a vain thing; and it matters not what we believe, nor what we
do; since there is no superior Being to whom we are accountable for either faith or



practice." In commenting on the first verse of Genesis, Prof. Herbert W. Morris, in "Science
and the Bible," (p. 25) says: "Thus opens the Book of God with the announcement of a
truth which no process of reasoning could have reached, and a declaration of fact which no
philosophy could ever have unveiled. Nothing can exceed the grandeur of the thought,
nothing surpass the appropriateness of the words, as an introduction to the sacred volume.
Looking back across the wide waste of all the ages past, this sentence of divine sublimity,
like a magic ARCHWAY, stands at the closing bounds of eternity past-beyond it are the
silence and darkness of eternal night; out of it issue the periods, and scenes, and events of
time."

1. THE EXISTENCE OF GOD IS ASSUMED IN THE BIBLE.

The Bible begins by assuming and declaring the existence of God, without undertaking to
prove it. This is a noteworthy fact. Commenting on this fact, J. M. Pendleton, in "Christian
Doctrines," says: "Moses, under divine inspiration, had, no doubt, the best of reasons for
the course he adopted."

The author believes this is true, and he believes there are at least three good reasons for
the course adopted by Moses; viz.

1. ISRAEL, FOR WHOSE BENEFIT MOSES WROTE PRIMARILY, ALREADY
BELIEVED IN GOD.

Hence the purpose of Moses, which was practical rather than theological, did not require a
discussion of proofs of God's existence.

2. THE EVIDENCES OF GOD'S EXISTENCE ARE APPARENT AND FORCEFUL

Thus it was unnecessary, even for the human race as a whole, that a practical discourse
should deal with the evidences of God's existence. But our study is theological as well as
practical; hence it is in place for us to note these apparent and forceful evidences.

"Some, because the being of God is a first principle, which is not to be disputed; and
because there is one self-evident proposition not to be disproved; have thought that it
should not be admitted as a matter of debate; but since such is the malice of Satan as to
suggest the contrary to the minds of men; and such the weakness of some good men as to
be harassed and distressed with doubts about it at times; it cannot be improper to
endeavor to fortify our minds with reasons and arguments against such suggestions" (Gill
Body of Divinity, p. 1).

These evidences come to us from-
(1) Inanimate Creation.
A. Matter is not Eternal, and, therefore, must have been Created.

George McCready Price, author of "Fundamentals of Geology" and other scientific books,
says: "The facts of radioactivity very positively forbid the past eternity of matter. Hence the
conclusion is syllogistic: matter must have originated at some time in the past . . ." (Q. E.



D., p. 30). Prof. Edward Clodd says that "everything points to a finite duration of the
present creation" (Story of Creation, p. 137). "That the present form of the universe is not
eternal in the past, but has begun to be, not only personal observation but the testimony of
geology assures us" (Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 40).

B. Matter must have been Created other than by Natural Processes; hence the
Evidence of a Personal Creator.

Prof. Price says: "There is no ambiguity of evidence. So far as modern science can throw
light on the question, there must have been a real creation of the materials of which our
world is composed, a creation wholly different, both in kind and in degree, from any
process now going on" (Q. E. D., p. 25). The origin of things cannot be accounted for on a
naturalistic basis. Seeking to do this, Darwin was made to say: "I am in a hopeless
muddle." It would be just as sensible to believe that books are written by forces resident in
the alphabet and by the operation of the laws of spelling and grammar as to believe that
the universe was created by forces resident in matter and the operation of natural law.
"Thus the investigations of modem science, at whatever point of the horizon commenced,
converge and unite in the grand and fundamental truth, that 'IN THE BEGINNING GOD
CREATED THE HEAVEN AND THE EARTH™ (Herbert W. Morris, Science and the Bible, P. 30).

"Every thoughtful person believes in a series of causes and effects in nature, each effect
becoming the cause of some other effect. Now, the acceptance of this as a fact logically
compels one to admit that there must be a beginning to any series, that is, there could
never have been a first effect if there had not been a first Cause. This First Cause to me is
Deity, and because I cannot tell where the First Cause came from is not satisfactory reason
for denying that He exists, else I might as well deny the existence of the millionth effect,
which, for the sake of argument, might happen to be this world. You see, if I admit one
cause as ever having existed, I am bound eventually by induction to arrive at the first
cause" (R. A. L., in a tract, "The Reason Why," Loizeaux Brothers, Publishers).

(2) Animate Creation.
A. Living Matter cannot Spring from the Non-Living.

Writing in the London Times, Lord Kelvin said: "Forty years ago I asked Leibig, walking
somewhere in the country, if he believed that the grass and flowers which we saw around
us grew by mere chemical forces. He answered, 'No more than I could believe that a book
on botany describing them could grow by mere chemical forces." In an address before the
Royal Institute of London, Tyndall candidly stated the results of eight months of laborious
experiments as follows. "From the beginning to the end of the enquiry, there is not, as you
have seen, a shadow of evidence in favor of the doctrine of spontaneous generation . . . In
the lowest, as in the highest of organized creatures, the method of nature is, that life shall
be the issue of antecedent life." Prof. Conn says: "There is not the slightest evidence that
living matter could arise from non living matter. Spontaneous generation is universally given
up" (Evolution of Today, p. 26). And Mr. Huxley was forced to admit: "The doctrine that life
can come only from life is victorious all along the line" (The Other Side of Evolution, p. 25).



B. Since Matter is not Eternal Physical Life, which Involves Living Matter, cannot
be Eternal.

The fact that matter is not eternal forbids the supposition that physical life is the result of
an infinite series of begettings. And since, as we have seen, living matter cannot spring
from the non-living, we are forced to accept the fact of a personal, non-material Creator.
That this is a fact that even the theory of evolution cannot properly eliminate was frankly
stated by such a thorough-going evolutionist as Professor Drummond, who said: "Instead of
abolishing a Creative Hand, evolution demands it. Instead of being opposed to Creation, all
theories begin by assuming it" (The Ascent of Man).

(3) Order, Design, and Adaptation in the Universe.

We behold marvelous order in the planetary system, where we find "not the disconnected
and jarring results of chance," under which there would have been at least "a thousand
chances against conveniency and safety for one in their favor;" but instead "we find the
system as it exists free from all these dangers and inconveniences," with all "the planets
moving in orbits that ensure perfect safety to all and the highest advantages to each." This
has been brought about by "the most uniform and the most mathematically exact
adjustment of number, weight, and measure in every part, exhibiting the most convincing
evidence that the whole is the work of one Omnipotent and All-comprehending Mind"
(Morris, Science and the Bible, pp. 309, 312).

The full import of the foregoing can be appreciated only when we take into consideration
the mutual attraction of all the planets and their satellites, by which equatorial planes are
shifted, north poles are made to wander, axes rotated, orbital speeds altered, and planets
are pulled out of the smooth ellipse they would otherwise follow. Our solar system is so
arranged that these perturbations are oscillatory or cyclical. "Now all this, as Laplace and
Lagrange have demonstrated, is secured by three specific and distinct adjustments, namely,
the motions of the planets being in the same direction their orbits being of small
eccentricity, and those orbits being slightly inclined to each other" (Morris, Science and the
Bible, p. 317). To these may be added three other adjustments, namely, the vastly superior
gravitational force of the sun, the great distances between the planets, and the fact that no
two planets come into opposition (form a line with the sun on the same side of the sun) at
the same places in their orbits each time. "We thus see that the ecliptic is constantly
modifying its elliptical shape; that the orbit of the earth oscillates upward and downward;
that the north pole steadily turns its long index-finger over a dial that marks 26,000 years;
that the earth, accurately poised in space, gently nods and bows to the attraction of sun,
moon, and planets. Thus changes are taking place that would ultimately entirely reverse
the order of nature. But each of these variations has its bounds beyond which it cannot
pass" (Steele, New Descriptive Astronomy,. p. 112). "Who can contemplate this proof of the
beauty and perfection of the planetary system, and not bow in reverence and adoration
before the Omniscient Architect of the heavens, saying, 'Great and marvelous art thy works,
Lord God Almighty; thou art wonderful in counsel and excellent in working™ (Morris, ibid, p.
317).



We see wonderful design in that the earth has been placed just the right distance from the
sun to receive, under all the circumstances that prevail, the benign benefit of its life-giving
rays and yet not be scorched by its unimaginable heat.

This advantageous distance of the earth from the sun is seen to be exceedingly remarkable
when we reflect upon the fact that it is maintained because it is here that the attractive
force of gravity is exactly equalized by the antagonistic force of the earth's centrifugal
impulse. The attractive force of gravity between the earth and the sun is dependent upon
the sizes and densities (which determine the "masses") of both the earth and the sun,
together with the distance between the earth and the sun. The centrifugal force of the
earth is dependent upon the earth's mass, its velocity of movement in revolving around the
sun, and its distance from the sun. Change the mass of either the earth or the sun
materially, or change the velocity of the earth materially, and the distance of the earth from
the sun would be materially altered automatically. "The distance of a planet from the sun,
other things being equal, determines the amount of light and heat. If, therefore, the earth
with its occupants, as now constituted, were placed much nearer the sun, or much farther
from him, the change would be attended with fatal consequences. Were it transferred, for
example, to move in the orbit of Mercury, our light and heat would be increased seven-fold,
and the dazzling splendor of the sun would extinguish our vision, and the intensity of his
beams would speedily dry up all the fluids in our bodies. On the other hand, were the earth
driven away to revolve in the distant orbit of Saturn, our light and heat would be only one-
ninetieth part of what we now enjoy, and the feeble and scattered rays of the sun would
scarcely enable us to distinguish him from a star; nay, ere we could cast about to make
such an observation, the immeasurable cold would transform us into a rock of ice. We see,
then, that our globe might have moved at a hundred different distances too near the sun,
and at a thousand other distances all too far from him, to be a suitable abode for its
present inhabitants. But we find it placed in an orbit where the temperature is exactly
adapted to the bodily constitution, and the degree of light precisely suits the visual organs,
of its living tenants. To whom, then, are we to ascribe this striking coincidence, this happy
and universal adaptation? To chance? or to the foresight of the Infinite Mind?" (Morris,
Science and the Bible, p. 282).

We observe amazing adaptation in the fitness of the things that have been provided for
man. Take the air we breathe as only one of the myriad examples. The atmosphere is
composed of approximately twenty-one parts of oxygen and seventy-eight parts of
nitrogen. (The other one part is made up of carbon dioxide, hydrogen, argon, helium, neon,
krypton, and xenon, mixed with a variable quantity of water-vapor, dust, and organic
matter.) These proportions of oxygen and nitrogen are exactly those which are best suited
to man's needs. If the quantity of nitrogen were appreciably increased, all the functions of
the human body would be performed with such difficulty and pain as to be brought
eventually to a standstill. If the proportion of oxygen were considerably increased, all the
processes of life would be accelerated to such a feverish pace that the bodies of all men
and animals would soon be burned up. Certain other proportions of these gases would be
transformed by heat into deadly poisons. In fact, out of a hundred possible proportions of
oxygen and nitrogen, we have the only one perfectly adapted to the needs of both man and
beast.



It is not amiss to note further the provisions that have been made for maintaining these
proportions, under ordinary circumstances, without noticeable variation. When men and
animals breathe they take much of the oxygen out of the air and give back the nitrogen.
Furthermore the small amount of oxygen that is exhaled by men and animals is combined
with carbon to form carbon dioxide, which is unfit for breathing. Much carbon dioxide is
also poured into the air by the processes of combustion and decay. But the balance is
maintained. Nitrogen is lighter than air. Consequently, when it is exhaled, it rises; never to
return until it is once more mixed with the proper proportion of oxygen. Carbon dioxide is
heavier than air, and therefore settles so as to become available for vegetation; which takes
out the carbon to sustain its growth and returns most of the oxygen to the air. Also plant
leaves, under the influence of sunlight, give off an extra supply of oxygen. Thus, by a nicely
adjusted system of compensation, the air we breathe is kept suitable to sustain life. There
is no natural explanation of this, since nitrogen and oxygen in the atmosphere do not enter
into a compound but remain free.

All of this evidences an intelligent Creator. It is sufficient to convince all except those who
are willfully blind. One might as well believe that it is only by accident that rivers in civilized
countries always run by towns and cities as to believe that the universal order, design, and
adaptation manifest in the universe are the products of a fortuitous concourse of atoms.

(4) The Human Conscience.

For practical purposes, conscience may he defined as man's power or facility of approving
or condemning his actions on a moral basis. The Apostle Paul, one of the greatest scholars
of his day, affirmed that the heathen who had not heard of God or His law showed "the
work of the law written in their hearts, their conscience bearing witness therewith, and their
thoughts one with another accusing or else excusing them" (Rom. 2:15). Paul thus affirmed
that men who had not been taught an authoritative moral standard had a consciousness of
right and wrong. Scholars of this day tell us that the most benighted peoples of the earth
have conscience.

It cannot be said, therefore, that man has conscience because of the moral teachings he
has received. It cannot be doubted that moral instruction sharpens conscience and makes
its compunctions more pungent. But the presence of conscience in the untaught heathen
shows that moral education does not produce conscience.

Conscience, then, apprises us of the existence of law. The existence of law implies the
existence of a lawgiver. Hence the human conscience attests the fact of God's existence.

(5) The Bible.

The reference here is not to the testimony of the Bible concerning the existence of God. It
is illogical to give Bible authority as proof of God's existence, for Bible authority implies
God's existence. Such a course amounts to begging the question. But the reference is to-

A. The Nature of the Contents of the Bible.



It has been well said that the Bible is such a book that man could not have written it if he
would and would not have written it if he could. It reveals truths that man, left to himself,
could never have discovered. A fuller discussion of this fact will come in the next chapter.
And if man could, why should he write a book that condemns him as a sinful, failing,
rebellious creature, deserving the wrath of God? Is it like human nature thus to condemn
itself?

B. Fulfilled Prophecy.

The detailed fulfillment of scores of Old Testament prophecies is recorded in the New
Testament, which bears the internal evidence of a reliable history. The fulfillment of
prophecy evidences a supreme being that inspired the prophecy.

C. The Life of Jesus.

Accepting the testimony of the gospels as possessing the credentials of a reliable history,
we see in Jesus a unique life. Neither heredity nor environment, the only two natural forces
in the formation of character, can account for His life. Thus we have evidence of a divine
being who indwelt Jesus.

D. The Resurrection of Jesus.

The resurrection of Jesus, as a supernatural and well-attested fact, shows that He was
divine. Thus we have further evidence that there is a divine being.

Proof of the resurrection of Jesus: After hearing a conversation on a railroad train between
two men who were discussing the possibility of being deceived about the resurrection of
Jesus, W. E. Fendley, a lawyer of Mississippi, wrote an article that was published in the
Western Recorder of December 9, 1920. He approached the matter as a lawyer, and he
gave the three following reasons for denying the plausibility of the suggestion that the body
of Jesus was stolen: (1) "It was not a good time for stealing the body." The fact that three
Jewish feasts came at the time of the crucifixion makes it certain that the streets of
Jerusalem would be full of people. For that reason, Mr. Fendley says that it was not a good
time for stealing the body. (2) "There were five penalties of death attached to the stealing
of the body, and not one of those penalties was imposed or carried out." The penalties are
given as being: first, for allowing the seal to be broken; second, for breaking the seal; third,
for stealing the body; fourth, for allowing the body to be stolen; fifth, for going to sleep on
duty. (3) "I deny the allegation again on the ground of premeditated and unpremeditated
testimony." And then he shows how the soldiers came from the sepulchre and told that an
angel had driven them away from the tomb; and that, when bribed by the Pharisees, they
told that the body of Jesus was stolen while they slept.

Mr. Fendley goes on to give five things which people must believe in order to believe this
report of the soldiers. They are:

(1) "They must believe that sixty-four Roman soldiers, under the penalty of death, all slept
at once." (2) "They must accept the testimony of sleepers.” (3) "They must believe that the
disciples who were so afraid, all at once became tremendously bold." (4) "Again they must



believe the thieves took plenty of time to fold up the grave clothes, and place them neatly
to one side." (5) "They must also believe that those disciples would risk their lives for a
dead imposter, when they would not for a living Saviour."

3. THE FACT OF GOD'S EXISTENCE IS ALMOST UNIVERSALLY ACCEPTED

This is given as the third reason that justifies the course pursued by Moses in assuming and
declaring the fact of God's existence without offering any proofs. It may also be taken as
further evidence of God's existence. The few that deny God's existence are insignificant.
"The lowest tribes have conscience, fear death, believe in witches, propitiate or frighten
away evil fates. Even the fetish-worshipper, who calls a stone or a tree a god, shows that
he has already the idea of God" (Strong, Systematic Theology( p. 31). "The existence of
God and future life are everywhere recognized in Africa" (Livingstone). The great Plutarch
summed it all up in the following famous quotation from him: "If you go over the earth, you
may find cities without walls, letters, kings, houses, wealth, and money, devoid of theatres
and schools; but a city without temples and gods, and where is no use of prayers, oaths,
and oracles, nor sacrifices to obtain good or avert evil, no man ever saw." Cicero says quite
truly: "The consent of all nations in anything is to be reckoned the law of nature," and he
refers to notions about God as implanted and innate.

Men instinctively feel the existence of God. Why, then, do some deny it? Is it because of
lack of evidence? No; it is only that this feeling is not pleasing to them. It disturbs them in
their sinful course. Therefore they conjure up arguments to erase the thought of God from
their minds. Every atheist and agnostic labors mainly to convince himself. When he presents
his arguments to others it is partly through a desire to test them and partly in self defense.
It is never through a feeling that his views can be of any help to others.

An atheist is @ man who, through love of sin, has tampered with his mind and has brought
it into a state of war with his heart, wherein the mind attacks the heart and tries to wrest
the feeling of God from it. The heart counterattacks the mind and seeks to compel the mind
to retain the thought of God. In this warfare the mind, therefore, is constantly looking for
arguments to use as ammunition. As it finds these arguments, it fires them at the heart
with the loudest possible report. This is why an atheist likes to expose his thinking. He is at
war with himself and it gives him confidence when he hears his guns exploding.

There is much evidence that the mind of the atheist is never fully victorious over his heart.
"The number of real speculative atheists have been very few, if any; some have boldly
asserted their disbelief of a God; but it is a question whether their hearts and mouths have
agreed; at least they have not been able to maintain their unbelief long without some
doubts and fears" (Gill Body of Divinity, p. 3). Shelley, who was expelled from Oxford for
writing a pamphlet on the "Necessity of Atheism," delighted in thinking of a "fine intellectual
spirit pervading the universe." Voltaire is said to have prayed in an Alpine thunderstorm,
and, when dying, said, "O God-if there be a God-have mercy on me?" Therefore we
conclude with Calvin: "Those who rightly judge will always agree that there is an indelible
sense of divinity engraven upon men's minds." There is no rational explanation of this "law
of nature" except on the hypothesis that God exists.



Before passing it is deemed well to note the sources of this almost universal belief in the
existence of God. There are two sources of this belief; viz.,

(1) Tradition.

Chronologically, our belief in God comes from tradition. We receive our first ideas of God
from our parents. No doubt this has been true of each successive generation from the
beginning. But tradition is insufficient to account for the almost universal acceptance of the
fact of God's existence. The fact that only a few ever disavow this acceptance (it is doubtful
that any ever fully reject it) shows that there is an inner confirmation of the traditional
belief in God's existence. This points us to the second source of this belief, which is-

(2) Intuition.

Logically, our belief in God comes from intuition. Intuition is the immediate perception of
truth without a conscious process of reasoning. A fact or truth so perceived is called an
intuition. Intuitions are "first truths," without which all reflective thought would be
impossible. Our minds are so constituted as to evolve these "first truths" as soon as proper
occasions are presented.

A. Proof that the Almost Universal Belief in God Proceeds Logically from
Intuition and not from Reasoning.

(a) The great majority of men have never tried to reason out the fact of God's existence,
and are not capable of such reasoning as would serve to strengthen their belief in God's
existence.

(b) The strength of men's belief in God's existence does not exist in proportion to the
development of the reasoning faculty, as would be the case if that belief were primarily the
result of reasoning.

(c) Reason cannot fully demonstrate the fact of God's existence. In all our reasoning about
God's existence we must begin with intuitive assumptions that we cannot demonstrate.
Thus when men accept the fact of God's existence, they accept more than strict reason
would lead them to accept.

B. The Existence of God as a "First Truth."

(a) Definition. "A first truth is a knowledge which, though developed on occasion of
observation and reflection, is not derived from observation and reflection,- a knowledge on
the contrary which has such logical priority that it must be assumed or supposed. Such
truths are not, therefore, recognized first in order of time; some of them are assented to
somewhat late in the mind's growth; by the great majority of men they are never
consciously formulated at all. Yet they constitute the necessary assumptions upon which all
other knowledge rests, and the mind has not only the inborn capacity to evolve them so
soon as the proper occasions are presented, but the recognition of them is inevitable so
soon as the mind begins to give account to itself of its own knowledge (Strong, Systematic
Theology, p. 30).



(b) Proof. "The processes of reflective thought imply that the universe is grounded in, and is
the expression of, reason" (Harris, Philosophic Basis of Theism). "Induction rests upon the
assumption, as it demands for its ground, that a personal, thinking deity exists . . . It has
no meaning or validity unless we assume that the universe is constituted in such a way as
to presuppose an absolute and unconditional originator of its forces and laws . . . We
analyze the several processes of knowledge into their underlying assumptions, and we find
that the assumption which underlies them all is that of a self-existent intelligence" (Porter,
Human Intellect). "Reason thinks of God as existing. Reason would not be reason, if it did
not think of God as existing (Domer, Glaubenslehre). It is for this reason that God has said
in His word: "The fool hath said in his heart, There is no God" (Psa. 14:1). Only a fool will
deny God's existence. Some such fools are illiterate; some are educated. But they are fools
nevertheless, because they have not or, at least will not acknowledge, even the beginning
of wisdom, the fear of the Lord. See Prov. 1:7.

11. THE EXISTENCE OF GOD NOT DEMONSTRABLE MATHEMATICALLY, YET MORE
CERTAIN THAN ANY CONCLUSION FROM REASON.

1. GOD'S EXISTENCE NOT DEMONSTRABLE MATHEMATICALLY

In regard to all the arguments for the fact of God's existence Strong says: "These
arguments are probable, not demonstrative (Systematic Theology, p. 39). We read again:
"Nor have I claimed that the existence, even, of this Being can be demonstrated as we
demonstrate the abstract truths of science" (Diman, Theistic Argument, p. 363). Strong
quotes Andrew Fuller as questioning "whether argumentations in favor of the existence of
God has not made more skeptics than believers;" and then adds: "So far as this is true, it is
due to an overstatement of the arguments and an exaggerated notion of what is to be
expected from them" (Systematic Theology, p. 40).

2. GOD'S EXISTENCE YET MORE CERTAIN THAN ANY CONCLUSION FROM
REASON

Let the student read over again the quotations given to show that the existence of God is a
"first truth," a truth that is assumed by all in the process of reason. "He who denies God's
existence must tacitly assume that existence in his very argument, by employing logical
processes whose validity rests upon the fact of God's existence" (Strong, Systematic
Theology, p. 33). It is an axiomatic truth that that which is the foundation of all reason is
more certain than any conclusion from reason. "We cannot prove that God is, but we can
show that, in order to the existence of any knowledge, thought, reason, in man, man must
assume that God is" (Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 34).

Descartes, (1596-1650) who distinguished himself in physics and revolutionized the study of
geometry and philosophy, perhaps has never been excelled in stating the case for the
existence of God. In his Discourse on Method he wrote as follows: "Finally, if there still be
persons who are not sufficiently persuaded of the existence of God and of the soul, by the
reasons I have adduced, I am desirous that they should know that all the other
propositions, of the truth of which they deem themselves perhaps more assured, as that we
have a body, and that there exist stars and an earth, and such like, are less certain; for,
though we have a moral assurance of these things, which is so strong that there is an



appearance of extravagance in doubting of their existence, yet at the same time no one,
unless his intellect is impaired, can deny, when the question relates to a metaphysical
certitude, that there is sufficient reason to exclude entire assurance, in the observation that
when asleep we can in the same way imagine ourselves possessed of another body and
that we see other stars and another earth, when there is nothing of the kind. For how do
we know that the thoughts which occur in dreaming are false rather than those other which
we experience when awake, since the former are often not less vivid and distinct than the
latter? And though men of the higher genius study this question as long as they please, I
do not believe that they will be able to give any reason which can be sufficient to remove
this doubt, unless they presuppose the existence of God. For, in the first place, even the
principle which I have already taken as a rule, viz., that all things which we clearly and
distinctly conceive are true, is certain only because God is or exists, and because he is a
Perfect Being, and because all that we possess is derived from him; whence it follows that
our ideas or notions, which to the extent of their clearness and distinctness are real, and
proceed from God, must to that extent be true. . . .But if we did not know that all which we
possess of real and true proceeds from a perfect and infinite being, however clear and
distinct our ideas might be, we should have no ground on that account for the assurance
that they possessed the perfection of being true."

"The most unreasonable people in the world are those who depend solely upon reason, in
the narrow sense" Strong). "Belief in God is not the conclusion of a demonstration, but the
solution of a problem" (Strong); and that problem is the problem of the origin of the
universe. "The universe, as a great fact, demands a rational explanation, and . . . the most
rational explanation that can possibly be given is that furnished in the conception of such a
Being (as God). In this conclusion reason rests, and refuses to rest in any other" (Diman,
Theistic Argument). "We arrive at a scientific belief in the existence of God just as we do at
any other possible human truth. We assume it, as a hypothesis absolutely necessary to
account for the phenomena of the universe; and then evidence from every quarter begins
to converge upon it, until, in the process of time, the common sense of mankind cultivated
and enlightened by ever accumulating knowledge, pronounces upon the validity of the
hypothesis with a voice scarcely less decided and universal than it does in the case of our
highest scientific convictions" (Morell, Philosophic Fragments). Therefore, we may say; "God
is the most certain fact of objective knowledge" (Browne, Metaphysics).

111. THE EXISTENCE OF GOD, THEREFORE, MAY BE TAKEN FOR GRANTED AND
BOLDLY PROCLAIMED.

The foregoing facts should make the preacher bold in his proclamation of the fact of God's
existence, fearing not to proclaim it confidently to the worldly-wise. We are on safe ground
in proclaiming this truth. No man can successfully gainsay our message. There are times,
perhaps, when the preacher in the pulpit should discuss the evidences of God's existence;
yet, as a usual thing, he should assume it and declare it as Moses did. And when he does
deal with the evidences of God's existence, let him not overstate them so as to leave the
impression that the validity of the fact of God's existence depends upon a strict rational
demonstration.



2. The Bible, a Revelation from God
THE BIBLE, A REVELATION FROM GOD
T.P. Simmons

Having now seen that the existence of God is an established fact, a fact more certain than
any conclusion from formal reasoning-because it is the necessary foundation of all reason-
we pass on to the consideration of another matter. There is now, and has been for
centuries, in this world a peculiar book, called the Bible, which professes to be a revelation
from God. Its writers speak in boldest terms of their authority as spokesmen for God. This
authority has been admitted by millions of the inhabitants of the earth, both in the past and
in the present. We desire to ask, therefore, if this book is what it professes to be, and what
it has been and is believed to be by a multitude of people-a revelation from God. If it is not
a revelation from God, then its writers were either deceived or else they were malicious
deceiver.

I. IS THE BIBLE HISTORICALLY AUTHENTIC?

By this question we mean: Is the Bible trustworthy as a record of historical facts? About a
century ago critics held the Bible to be untrustworthy as history. They said the four kings
mentioned in Gen. 14:1 never existed, and that the victory of the kings of the West over
the kings of the East, as described in this chapter, never occurred. They denied that such a
people as the Hittites ever lived. Sargon, mentioned in Isa. 20:1 as king of Assyria, was
considered a mythical character. Moreover Daniel was supposed to be in error in mentioning
Belshazzar as a Babylonian king. Dan. 5:1. Typical New Testament examples of supposed
historical errors are to be found in Luke's representation of the island of Cyprus as being
ruled by a "proconsul” (Acts 13:7) and of Lysanias as being tetrarch of Abilene while Herod
was tetrarch of Galilee (Luke 3:1.) But how is it now? We can say today, after far-reaching
investigations concerning ancient nations have been made, that not a single statement in
the Bible stands refuted. The confident denials of early critics have been proved to he the
assumptions of ignorance. Prof. A. H. Sayce, one of the most eminent of archeologists, says
"Since the discovery of the Tel el-Amarna tablets until now great things have been brought
out by archeology, and every one of them has been in harmony with the Bible, while nearly
every one of them has been dead against the assertions of the destructive critics." Some
years ago the United Press broadcasted the testimony of A. S. Yahuda, formerly Professor
of Biblical History at the University of Berlin and later of Semitic Languages at the University
of Madrid, to the effect that "every archeological discovery of Palestine and Mesopotamia of
the Bible period bears out the historical accuracy of the Bible."

I1. IS THE BIBLE GOD'S REVELATION?

We enter now upon the consideration of a further question. An historically correct book
might be of human origin. Is this true of the Bible?

1. AN ANTECEDENT PROBABILITY



Careful thought, apart from the question of whether the Bible is God's revelation, will
convince any fair-minded believer in God's existence that it is highly probable that God has
given to man an explicit and enduring written revelation of the divine will. Man's conscience
apprises him of the existence of law as has been well said: "Conscience does not lay down
a law; it warns of the existence of a law" (Diman, Theistic Argument). When man has the
consciousness that he has done wrong, he has indication that he has broken some law.
Who else, other than Jehovah, whose existence we have found to be an established fact,
could be the author of this law? And since man intuitively thinks of God as being good, he
must think of the purpose of His law as being good. Therefore we cannot think of this law
as being for the mere purpose of condemnation. It must be that this law is for man's
discipline in righteousness. We must also conclude that God, being shown to be wise by His
wonderful works, would use the most effective means for the accomplishment of His
purpose through the law. This argues for a written revelation; for any large degree of
obedience to a righteous law is impossible to man without knowledge of that law. Nature
and reason are too uncertain, indistinct, incomplete, and insufficient for the purpose. James
B. Walker sums up the matter as follows: "The whole experience of the world has
confirmed the fact beyond the possibility of skepticism that man can not discover and
establish a perfect rule of human duty" (Philosophy of the Plan of Salvation, p. 73).

If this be true of the law of human conduct, then how much more is it true of the way of
salvation? "The light of nature leaves men entirely without the knowledge of the way of
saving sinful men. . .angels . . . themselves would not be able to know the way of saving
sinful men, or how sinful men can be justified before God; wherefore, in order to know this,
they 'desire to look into it,' 1 Pet. 1:12" (Gill, Body of Divinity, p. 25).

Furthermore, E. Y. Mullins says: "The very idea of religion contains at its heart the idea of
revelation. No definition of religion which omits the idea can stand in the light of facts. If
the worshipper speaks to God, and God is forever silent to the worshipper, we have only
one side of religion. Religion then becomes a meaningless make-believe" (The Christian
Religion in its Doctrinal Expression).

2. A REASONABLE ASSUMPTION

"If the Bible is not what the Christian people of the world think it to be, then we have on
our hands the tremendous problem of accounting for its increased and increasing popularity
among the great majority of the most enlightened people of the earth and in the face of
almost every conceivable opposition" (Jonathan Rigdon, Science and Religion).

"Greater efforts have been made to destroy the Bible than were ever put forth for the
destruction of any other book. Its foes have persistently attempted to arrest its influence.
Criticism has assailed it and ridicule has derided it. Science and philosophy have been
invoked to discredit it. Astronomy, in its disclosure of heavenly wonders, has been asked for
some facts to disparage it; and geology, in its researches in the earth, has been importuned
to throw suspicion upon it" (J. M. Pendleton, Christian Doctrines). Yet

"Steadfast, serene, immovable, the same
Year after year . . ..
Burns on for evermore that quenchless flame;



Shines on that inextinguishable light.”
-Whitaker

The Bible "rises up today like a phoenix from the fire, with an air of mingled pity and
disdain for its foes, as much unharmed by their puny attacks as were Shadrach, Meshach,
and Abednego by Nebuchadnezzar's furnace" (Collett, All About The Bible).

It is not likely that any merely human production could have triumphed over such
opposition as has been brought against the Bible.

3. PROOFS THAT THE BIBLE IS GOD'S REVELATION

(1) The Great Differences between the Bible and the Writings of Men Evidence
that it is not a mere Human Production.

"These differences are:-
A. As to its Depth and Reaches of Meaning.

"There are infinite depths and inexhaustible reaches of meaning in the Scripture, which
difference it from all other books, and which compel us to believe that its author must be
divine" (Strong). We may pick up the productions of men and get about all they have to say
at one reading. But not so with the Bible. We can read it over and over and find new and
deeper meanings. Our minds are staggered at its depth of meaning.

B. As to its Power, Charm, Attraction, and Perennial Freshness.

The Biblical writers are incomparable in "their dramatic power, that divine and indefinable
charm, that mysterious and ever-recurring attraction, which we find in them throughout our
lives, as in the scenes of nature, an ever fresh charm. After being delighted and moved by
these incomparable narratives in our early childhood, they revive and affect our tender
emotions even in hoary age. Certainly, there must be something super- human in the very
humanity of these forms, so familiar and simple" (L. Gaussen, Theopneustia). And this
same author suggests a comparison between the story of Joseph in the Bible and the same
story in the Koran. Another author (Mornay) suggests a comparison between the history of
Israel in the Bible and the same history in Flavius Josephus. He says that in reading Bible
history, men "will feel their whole bodies thrill, their hearts move, and a tenderness of
affection come over them in a moment, more than had all the orators of Greece and Rome
preached to them the same matters for a whole day." He says of the accounts of Josephus
that one "will leave them colder and less moved than he found them." He then adds:
"What, then, if this Scripture has in its humility more elevation, in its simplicity more depth,
in its absence of all effort more charms, in its grossness more vigor and point than we are
able to find elsewhere?"

C. As to its Incomparable Conciseness.

In the book of Genesis we have a history that tells of the creation of the earth and of its
being made a fit place for man's abode. It tells of the making of man, animals, and plants,



and the placing of them on the earth. It tells of man's apostasy from God, of the first
worship, of the first murder, of the deluge, of the re-peopling of the earth, of the dispersion
of men, of the origin of the present diversity of tongues, of the founding of the Jewish
nation, and of the development and experiences of that nation for some five hundred years.
Yet it is all contained in fifty remarkably brief chapters. Now compare with this the history
written by Josephus. Both Moses and Josephus were Jews. Both wrote about the Jews. But
Josephus takes up more space with the history of his own life than Moses consumes for the
record of history from the creation to the death of Joseph. Take also the gospels. "Who
among us could have been, for three years and a half, the constant witness, the
passionately attached friend, of a man like Jesus Christ, and could have been able to write
in sixteen or seventeen short chapters. . . . the whole history of that life--of His birth, of His
ministry, of His miracles, of His preachings, of His sufferings, of His death, of His
resurrection, and of His ascension into Heaven? Who among us would have found it
possible to avoid saying a word about the first thirty years of such a life? Who among us
could have related so many acts of kindness without an exclamation; so many miracles
without reflection on them; so many sublime thoughts without an emphasis; so many
sinless infirmities in their Master, and so many sinful infirmities in His disciples, without any
suppression; so many instances of resistance, so much ignorance, so much hardness of
heart, without the slightest excuse or comment? Is it thus that men write history? Who
among us, further, could have known how to distinguish what required to be said cursorily
from what required to he told in detail?" (Gaussen).

(2) The Revelation of Things that Man, left alone, could never have Discovered
gives Evidence of the Superhuman Origin of the Bible.

A. The Account of Creation.

Where could Moses have gotten this if God did not reveal it to him? "The very suggestion
that Moses obtained his historical information from those Chaldean and Gilgamesh legends .
. . is simply absurd; for, interesting as they are, they are so full of legendary nonsense that
it would have been practically impossible for Moses or any other man to evolve, from such
mythical legends, the sober, reverent, and scientific records which are found in the book of
Genesis" (Collett).

Moreover Moses did not get his information about creation from the science and philosophy
of Egypt. "Moses as the Crown Prince of Egypt attended the best of their schools and 'was
instructed in all the wisdom of the Egyptians!--most of which is considered pure nonsense
today--but he did not write it in his books. The weird and fantastic theories held by the
Egyptians concerning the origin of the world and of man were passed over completely; and
in the first chapter of Genesis in majestic language which has never been surpassed to this
day he gives an account of God's creation of the world and of man, no statement of which
is disproved by modern science" (Boettner, Studies in Theology, p. 34).

B. The Doctrine of Angels.

"Was anything similar to angels ever conceived of by the imaginations of the people, by
their poets, or by their sages? No; they never even show the slightest approach to it. One
will perceive, then, how impossible it was, without a constant operation on the part of God,



that the Biblical narratives, in treating of such a subject, should not have constantly borne
the all too human impression of our narrow conceptions; or that the sacred writers should
not have let slip from their pen imprudent touches, in vesting the angels by turns with
attributes too divine, or affections too human" (Gaussen).

C. The Omnipresence of God.
Do the following passages represent the conclusion of human philosophy?

"Am I a God at hand, saith Jehovah, and not a God afar off? Can any hide himself in secret
places so that I shall not see him? saith Jehovah. Do not I fill heaven and earth? saith
Jehovah (Jer. 23:23,24).

"Whither shall I go from thy Spirit? Or whither shall I flee from thy presence? If I ascend up
into heaven, thou art there; if I make my bed in SheoL behold, thou art there. If I take the
wings of the morning, and dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea; even there shall thy
hand lead me, and thy right hand shall hold me" (Psa. 139:7-10).

These passages and others in the Bible teach, not pantheism, nor that God is at different
places successively; but that He is everywhere at once and yet separate in being from His
creation. Did the unaided intellect of man originate this conception, seeing that even when
it has been set down the mind of man can comprehend it only partially?

D. The Problem of Human Redemption.

If there had been submitted to man the problem of how God could be just and the justifier
of the ungodly, would man have proposed, as a solution, that God become flesh and suffer
in man's stead? "That the guilty creature should be saved at the expense of the incarnation
of the Creator; that life should come to the sons of men through the death of the Son of
God; that Heaven should become accessible to earth's distant population by the blood of a
shameful cross-was utterly remote from all finite conceptions. Even when the wonder was
made known by the gospel, it excited the contempt of the Jews and Greeks. To the former
it was a stumbling-block and offense; to the latter it was foolishness. The Greeks were a
highly cultivated people, acute in intellect, profound in philosophy, and subtle in reasoning,
but they ridiculed the idea of salvation through one who was crucified. They may well be
regarded as representing the possibilities of the human intellect-what it can do; and, so far
from claiming the Christian doctrine of redemption as an invention of philosophers, they
laughed at it as unworthy of philosophy. The facts of the gospel they rejected as incredible,
because they seemed to be in positive conflict with their conceptions of reason" (J. M.
Pendleton, Christian Doctrines).

"How could these books have been written by such men, in such surroundings without
divine aid? When we consider the subjects discussed, the ideas presented-so hostile not
only to their native prejudices, but to the general sentiment then prevalent with the wisest
of mankind,-the whole system of principles interwoven everywhere with history and poetry
and promise, as well as minute wonders and single excellences of the word- our minds are
constrained to acknowledge this as God's Book, in a high and peculiar sense" (Basil Manly,
The Bible Doctrine of Inspiration).



(3) The Marvelous Unity of the Bible Confirms it as a Divine Revelation.

"Here is a volume made up of sixty-six different books, written in separate sections, by
scores of different persons, during a period of fifteen hundred years,-a volume antedating
in its earlier records all other books in the world, touching human life and knowledge at
hundreds of different points. Yet it avoids any absolute, assignable error in dealing with
these innumerable themes. Of what other ancient book can this be said? Of what book
even one hundred years old can this be said?" (Manly, The Bible Doctrine of Inspiration).

The Bible contains almost every known form of literature -history, biography, stories,
dramas, arguments, poetry, prow, prophecy, parables, pleas, philosophy, law, letters,
satires, and songs. It was written in three languages by about forty different authors, who
lived on three continents. It was in the process of composition some fifteen or sixteen
hundred years. "Among these authors were kings, farmers, mechanics, scientific men,
lawyers, generals, fishermen, ministers, and priests, a tax collector, a doctor, some rich,
some poor, some city-bred, some country-born-thus touching all the experiences of men"
(Peloubet's Bible Dictionary).

Yet the Bible is in agreement in all of its parts. Critics have imagined contradictions, but the
contradictions disappear as mist before the morning sun when they are subjected to the
light of intelligent, careful, candid, fair, and sympathetic investigation. The following marks
of unity characterize the Bible:

A. It is a Unit in its Design.

The one grand design that runs all through the Bible is the revelation of how man,
estranged from God, may find restoration to the favor and fellowship of God.

B. It is a Unit in its Teaching Concerning God.

Every statement in the Bible concerning God is compatible with every other statement. No
writer has contradicted any other writer in writing on the stupendous theme of the
ineffable, infinite God!

This is true in spite of the efforts of modernists to represent the God of the Old Testament
as a God of vengeance and war and the God of the New Testament as a God of love and
non-resistance. Modernists willfully ignore the fact that in the Old Testament God dealt with
a nation, while in the New Testament God is dealing with individuals. There is not a word in
the New Testament that teaches that nations should not resist aggression. Modernists
grossly pervert the New Testament when they insist on applying to nations the teachings of
Jesus with respect to individual believers.

C. It is a Unit in its Teaching Concerning Man.

Everywhere in the Bible man is shown to be by nature a corrupt, sinful, rebellious, failing
creature under the wrath of God and needing redemption.

D. It is a Unit in its Teaching Concerning Salvation.



The way of salvation was not made so clear in the Old Testament as it was in the New
Testament. But it can be seen readily that what is clearly revealed in the New Testament
was fore- shadowed in the Old Testament. Peter affirmed that Old Testament saints were
saved in exactly the same way that New Testament saints are saved. Acts 15:10,11. Read in
this connection the fifty-third and fifty-fifth chapters of Isaiah. Also note that Paul makes
Abraham a typical example of justification through the faith (Rom. 4) and says that the
gospel was preached to Abraham (Gal. 3:8). Note moreover that Paul told Timothy that the
"holy Scriptures" (the Old Testament) which he had known from a child were able to make
one wise "unto salvation through faith which is in Christ Jesus (2 Tim. 3:15). The supposed
conflict between James and Paul on justification will be treated in the chapter on
justification.

E. It is a Unit as to the law of God.

A perfect ideal of righteousness is portrayed throughout the Bible in spite of the fact that
God, in harmony with the laws of man's development, suited His government to the needs
of Israel that they might be lifted from their rude state. This adjustment of God's discipline
was like a ladder let down into a pit to provide a way of escape for one trapped there. The
letting down of the ladder is not meant as an encouragement to the one at the bottom to
remain there, but is intended as a means of rescue. So the condescension of God's
discipline in the case of Israel was not meant as an encouragement of evil but as a
regulation of evil for the purpose of lifting the people to a higher plane. To deny the unity of
God's law because of adaptations to the need of particular peoples is as foolish as to deny
the unity of the architect's plans because he uses temporary scaffolding in the
accomplishment of them.

F. It is a Unit in the Progressive Unfolding of Doctrine.

All truth was not given at once in the Bible. Yet there is unity. The unity in progressive
unfolding is the unity of growth. We see "first the blade, then the ear, then the full grain in
the ear" (Mark 4:28).

The force of this marvelous unity in its application to the question of inspiration of the Bible
is emphasized by David James Burrell as follows: "If forty odd persons of different tongues
and degrees of musical education were to pass through the organ-loft of a church at long
intervals and, without any possibility of collusion, strike sixty-six notes each, which, when
combined, should yield the theme of an oratorio, it is respectfully submitted that the man
who regarded that as a 'fortuitous circumstance' would by universal consent be regarded-to
put it mildly,-sadly deficient in common sense" (Why I Believe The Bible).

(4) The Accuracy of the Bible in Scientific Matters Proves that it is Not of Human
Origin.

A. Bible not given to Teach Natural Science.

It is rightfully said that the Bible was not given to teach natural science. It was not given to
teach the way the heavens go, but the way to go to Heaven.



B. Yet it makes Reference to Scientific Matters.

"On the other hand, however, seeing that the whole universe is so entirely and inseparably
bound up with scientific laws and principles, it is inconceivable that this book of God- which
confessedly deals with everything in the universe which affects the highest interests of
man-should make no reference whatever to any scientific matter; hence it is that we do find
incidental references to various branches of science ... (Sidney Collett, All About The Bible).

C. And when it does Make Reference to Scientific Matters, it is Most Accurate.

The Bible does not contain the scientific errors of its day. It anticipated the vaunted
discoveries of men by hundreds of years. None of its Statements have been proved
erroneous. And it is only in modern times that men have come to understand some of
them.'

Note the following accurate Biblical references to scientific matters:

(a) "The rotundity of the earth. Centuries before men knew that the earth is round the
Bible spoke of "the circle of the earth" (Isa. 40:22).

(b) The gravitational support of the earth. Men used to

*The conflicts supposed by many to exist between the Bible and science with respect to
the creation of the earth and of living beings are dealt with in later chapters on God's
Relation to the Universe and The Creation of Man. Moreover scientific evidence of the flood
will be given in chapter dealing with Creation of Man. Furthermore this latter chapter will
deal also with the supposed great antiquity of man.

discuss the question of what it is that supports the earth, various theories being advanced.
Finally scientists discovered that the earth is held in place by the gravitation of the sun. But
long before men knew this, and while they were contending for this or that material
foundation for the earth, the Bible declared that God "hangeth the earth upon nothing" (Job
26:7).

(c) The nature of the heavens. The Bible speaks of the heavens as "expanse," and this
was so far in advance of science that the Hebrew word (ragia) was translated "firmament"
(Gen. 1:7,8; Psa. 19:6), which means a solid support.

(d) The northern empty expanse. It has been only within the last century that the
Washington Observatory discovered that within the northern heavens there is a great empty
expanse in which there is not a single visible star. But more than three thousand years ago
the Bible informed men that God "stretcheth out the north over the empty place" (Job
26:7).



(e) The weight of air. Galileo is credited with the discovery that air has weight-a thing
that men formerly had never dreamed of. But two thousand years before Galileo's
discovery, the Bible said that God made "a weight for the wind" (Job 28:25).

(f) The rotation of the earth. In speaking of His second coming, Christ gave indication
that it would be night in one part of the earth and day in another, (Luke 17:34-36), thus
implying the rotation of the earth upon its axis.

(g) The number of stars. In the second century before Christ, Hipparchus numbered the
stars at 1,022. Over three hundred years later, Ptolemy added four more. But the Bible
anticipated the revelations of the modern telescope by comparing the stars with grains of
sand by the seashore (Gen. 22:17; Jer. 38:22), with only God being able to number them
(Psa. 147:4).

(h) The law of evaporation. Long before men knew that it is evaporation that keeps the
sea from overflowing and keeps rivers running by making rain possible, the whole amazing
process was strikingly represented with scientific accuracy as follows: "All the rivers run into
the sea; yet the sea is not full; unto the place from whence the rivers come, thither they
return again (Eccl. 1:7).

(i) The existence of trade-winds. Today we know that the rising of hot air in the tropics
causes the cold air from the north to move in, causing what we call "trade-winds." We also
know that "in some places they blow in one direction for half the year, but in the opposite
direction for the other half (New Students Reference Work, p. 1931). The Bible anticipated
this modem knowledge in a very remarkable statement as follows: "The wind goeth toward
the south, and turneth about unto the north, it whirleth about continually, and the wind
returneth again according to his circuits" (Eccl. 1:6).

(j) The importance of the blood. Only for about three and a half centuries have we
known that the blood circulates, carrying oxygen and food to every cell in the body,
removing carbon dioxide and other wastes from the body through the lungs and excretory
organs, and promoting healing and fighting diseases. But a long time ago the Bible declared
that "the life of the flesh is in the blood." See Gen. 9:4; Lev. 17:11,14.

(k) The unity of the human race. Ancient tradition represented men originally as
springing individually from the soil without lineal relationship. But modern knowledge has
revealed many physical, physiological, geographic, and linguistic evidences of the unity of
the race.* The strongest evidence, however, lies

*An extended discussion of The Unity of Man is found in The New Biblical Guide (Urquhart,
beginning on page 381 of Vol. 1), where reference is made to a discussion of variations in
the human family by Pritchard in The Vestiges of Creation, and Pritchard is quoted as
saying: "We have but obscure notions of the laws which regulate this variability within
specific limits, but we see them continually operating, and they are obviously favorable to
the supposition that all the great families of men may have been of one stock."
Furthermore Pritchard is quoted as saying: "The tendency of modern study of languages is



to the same point." Then Urquhart says of the eminent and learned Quatre- fages: "He has
expressed the belief that the only possible conclusion of science is that the human race
sprang from a single pair?"

in the fact that whereas medical science can distinguish between human blood and animal
blood and can distinguish between the blood of different species of animals, yet it cannot
distinguish between the blood of the different races of mankind. But Moses did not have to
wait for this modern knowledge. Without hesitance or equivocation he declared that the
race has spread by the descendents of the sons of Noah (Gen. 9:19; 10:32). Nor did Paul
hesitate to affirm that God "hath made of one blood every nation of men" (Acts 17.26).

(5) Fulfilled Prophecy Witnesses to the Fact that the Bible Came from God.
A. The Prophetic Reference to Cyrus.

Fifty years before the birth of King Cyrus, who decreed that the children of Israel might
return to their land, Isaiah spoke of God as the one "that saith of Cyrus, He is my shepherd
and shall perform all my pleasure, even saying of Jerusalem, She shall be built; and of the
temple, Thy foundation shall be laid" (Isa. 44:28).

B. The Prophecy of the Babylonian Captivity. See Jer. 25:11.

C. Prophesies Concerning Christ.

(a) The parting of His garments. Psa. 22:18. For fulfillment see Matt. 27:35.

(b) The fact of His bones not being broken. Psa. 34:20. For fulfillment see John 19:36.
(e) His betrayal. Psa. 41:9. For fulfillment see John 13:18

(d) His death with the thieves and burial in Joseph's tomb. See Isa. 53:9, 12. For
fulfillment see Matt. 27:38, 57-60.

(e) His birth in Bethlehem. Micah 5:2. For fulfillment see Matt. 2: 1; John 7:42.

(f) His triumphal entry into Jerusalem. Zech. 9:9. For fulfillment see Matt. 21:1-10;
Mark 11:1-8; Luke 19:29-38.

(g) His piercing. Zech. 12:10. For fulfillment see John 19:34, 37.
(h) The scattering of His disciples. Zech. 13:7. For fulfillment see Matt. 26:31.

There is but one plausible explanation of the wonder of fulfilled prophecy. And that
explanation is that he "who worketh all things after the counsel of his own will" (Eph. 1:11)
moved the hand of the writer of prophecy.

(6) The Testimony of Christ Proves the Genuineness of the Bible as a Revelation
from God.



Jesus regarded the Old Testament as the Word of God. He frequently referred to it as such,
and said: "The Scripture cannot be broken" (John 10:35). He also promised further
revelation through the apostles (John 16:12,13). Thus we have His pre-authentication of
the New Testament.

The testimony of Jesus is of unique value, because His life proved Him to be what He
professed to be-a revelation of God. Jesus was not deceived; "for this would argue (a) a
weakness and folly amounting to positive insanity. But His whole character and life exhibit a
calmness, dignity, equipoise, insight, and self-mastery, utterly inconsistent with such a
theory. Or it would argue (b) a self-ignorance and self-exaggeration which could spring only
from the deepest moral perversion. But the absolute purity of His conscience, the humility
of His spirit, the self-denying beneficence of His life, show this hypothesis to be incredible."
Neither was Jesus a deceiver; for "(a) the perfectly consistent holiness of His life; (b) the
unwavering confidence with which He challenged investigation of His claims and staked all
upon the result; (c) the vast improbability of a lifelong lie in the avowed interests of truth;
and (d) the impossibility that deception should have wrought such blessing to the world,-all
show that Jesus was not a conscious imposter" (A. H. Strong).

III. WHAT CONSTITUTES THE BIBLE?

From what has been said already, it is manifest that the author believes that the Bible,
God's revelation, consists of the sixty-six books of what is known as the Protestant Canon.

No lengthy and labored argument is necessary here, and none shall be attempted. The
whole matter, so far as those who believe in the deity of Christ are concerned, can be
settled by His testimony.

Let us note:

1. Christ accepted the thirty-nine books of our Old Testament as constituting the written
revelation that God had given up to that time.

These books composed the "Scripture" (a term occurring twenty-three times in the New
Testament) accepted by the Jews. It is believed they were collected and arranged by Ezra.
They were translated from Hebrew into Greek some time before the advent of Christ. There
can be no doubt that Christ accepted these books and no others as constituting the writings
that God had inspired up to that time. He quoted from these books with the formula, "It is
written." He referred to them as "Scripture." And He said, ". . . the Scripture cannot be
broken (John 10:35).

On the other hand, neither Christ nor the apostles accepted the fourteen books and parts of
books (known as the Apocrypha), most of which have been added to the Protestant Canon
to make up the Old Testament in the Roman Catholic Bible (Douay Version). "And although
there are in the New Testament about 263 direct quotations from and about 370 allusions
to passages in the Old Testament, yet amongst all these there is not a single reference,
either by Christ or His apostles, to the apocryphal writings" (Collett, All About the Bible, p.
50). Neither were these bocks received by the nation of Israel.*



Josephus, in writing Against Apion (Book 1, See. 8), says: "We have not an innumerable
multitude of books

*This is admitted by Roman Catholic authorities. In A Catechism of the Bible, written by
"Rev. John J. O'Brien, M. A.," and published with the usual authorization by the
International Catholic Truth Society, of Brooklyn, on page 10, this question was asked
concerning these books: "Were the added books accepted by the Hebrews?" And the
answer given is: "No, the Hebrews refused to accept these added books."

among us, disagreeing from and contradicting one another, but only twenty-two books (this
number was arrived at by certain combinations of our thirty-nine books) . . . for during so
many ages as have already passed, no one has been so bold as either to add anything to
them, to take anything from them, or to make any change in them." Nor were these books
a part of the original Septuagint, as is often supposed. Cyril of Jerusalem (born A. D. 315)
spoke of the Septuagint as follows: "Read the divine Scriptures- namely, the twenty-two
books of the Old Testament which the seventy-two interpreters translated." They were
probably added to the Septuagint about the middle of the fourth century since the earliest
copy of the Septuagint we possess (Vatican version) contains them, and this is supposed to
date from the fourth century. Perhaps it was the addition of these books that prompted the
Greek church at the Council of Laodicea (A. D. 363) to deny their inspiration. Even as late
as 1546, the Council of Trent found it necessary to declare these books to be canonical

2. Christ also promised a further revelation going even beyond all that He had taught.

In John 16:12, 13 we find Christ speaking to the apostles as follows: "I have yet many
things to say unto you, but ye cannot bear them now. Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth,
is come, he will guide you into all truth; for he shall not speak of himself, but whatsoever
he shall hear, that shall he speak; and he will show you things to come."

Furthermore Christ constituted the apostles a body of infallible teachers when in Matt.
18:18 He said: "Verily I say unto you, Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in
heaven; and whatsoever he shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven." To "bind"
means to forbid, that is, to teach that a thing is wrong. To "loose" is to allow, to sanction,
to teach that a thing is right. Thus Christ promised to sanction in Heaven whatever the
apostles taught on earth. John 20:22, 23 is of the same import.

In the New Testament we have this further revelation that Christ gave through His infallible
body of teachers. The few books not written by apostles evidently received their place in
the canon because of apostolic approval. At any rate, their teaching is the same as that of
the other books of the canon.

The New Testament came into existence in the same way that the Old Testament did, that
is, the canon was determined by the consensus of opinion on the part of God's own people.
The fact that God gave and preserved an infallible revelation of the old dispensation argues



that He has done the same with reference to the new.

The Roman Catholic contention that we accept our Bible on their authority is splendidly null
and eloquently vain. The canon of the whole Bible was settled before there was such a
thing as the Roman Catholic Church. (See chapter on The Doctrine of the Church for a
discussion of its origin.) If we accepted our Bible on the authority of the Roman Catholic
Church, then we should accept the apocryphal books which they have added, together with
their garbled translation of them. Furthermore, in that case, we should accept their vain
traditions. The decisions of church councils are considered of value to us only as they are
accepted as bearing historical evidence to the consensus of opinion among God's true
saints and as voicing the truth that is confirmed by other evidences.

IV. IS THE BIBLE SUFFICIENT AND FINAL AS GOD'S REVELATION?

The sufficiency and finality of the Bible are rejected today by Roman Catholics in favor of
"tradition," and by the devotees of neo-orthodoxy in favor of a continuous revelation. Back
of the Roman Catholic contention for the authority of tradition is the idea that the Roman
Catholic clergy are successors to the apostles. This is a figment of a perverted imagination.
Neither Jesus nor the apostles gave the slightest hint about an apostolic successor, except
for Judas; and it was necessary that he be one that had companied with them from the
baptism of John. See Acts 1:21,22. Roman Catholic traditions not only supplement the
Bible; they also contradict it. They have arisen in the same manner that Jewish traditions
did, and today they stand in the same relationship to the true Word of God. Thus the
condemnation of Jesus is just as applicable to them as to Jewish traditions- "This people
draweth nigh unto me with their mouth, and honoreth me with their lips, but their heart is
far from me. But in vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of
men" (Matt. 15:8,9).

Paul plainly indicated that God's plan was to give man such a complete written revelation
that thereby "the man of God may he perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works" (2
Tim. 3:16).

The modern idea of the "authority of the Spirit," which is really the authority of human
reason, as giving a continuous revelation, is equally vain. We must go back to Christ as our
only reliable authority, and Christ gave no promise of authoritative teachings extending
beyond the apostles. This idea will be adopted by none except modernists or those greatly
affected by modernism. Those who accept this idea will be found either openly or virtually
denying the inspiration of the Bible. We care not for their misty notions. They are so flimsy
they collapse under their own weight. The New Testament is manifestly complete, sufficient
and final.

3. The Inspiration of the Bible
THE INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE

T.P. Simmons



We have noted evidence that the Bible is a revelation from God. And we are told in the
Bible that God gave the revelation by inspiration. If the Bible is God's revelation, it is right
to let it speak for itself concerning its own nature. It is our purpose, then, in this chapter to
inquire into the meaning and nature of inspiration, according to the Bible's own testimony.

In the course that we are here pursuing we are following reason in its highest sense. It has
been shown that reason demands a belief in God's existence. And it has been pointed out,
moreover, that it is reasonable to expect a written revelation from God. It is the province of
reason, then, in relation to revelation, first of all, to examine the credentials of
communications that profess to be a revelation from God. If these credentials are
satisfactory, then reason must accept the communications as coming from God; and hence
must accept the things presented as being true. "Revelation is the viceroy who first
presents his credentials to the provincial assembly, and then presides" (Liebnitz). In the
foregoing manner, "reason itself prepares the way for a revelation above reason, and
warrants an implicit trust in such revelation when once given" (Strong).

Above reason is not against reason. It is only bald rationalism that rejects all it cannot
fathom or rationally demonstrate. "The most unreasonable people in the world are those
who depend solely upon reason, in the narrow sense" (Strong). Mere reasoning or the
exercise of the logical faculty is not all of reason. Reason, in its broad sense, comprehends
the whole of the mind's power to recognize truth. Reason can rightly reject only that which
contradicts known facts. And then, to be safe, reason must be "conditioned in its activity by
a holy affection and enlightened by the Spirit of God" (Strong). To such reason, the
Scriptures present nothing contradictory, although they do make known much beyond the
unaided power of man to discover or to comprehend fully.

1. THE MEANING OF INSPIRATION

When Paul said: "All Scripture is given by inspiration of God" (2 Tim. 3:16), he used the
Greek word "theopneustos" for the idea of inspiration. This Greek word is composed of
"theos," meaning God, and "pneo," meaning to breathe. The compound word is an
adjective meaning literally "breathed of God." Since it is the breath that produces speech,
this word provided a very apt and impressive way of saying that the Scripture is the word of
God.

11. THE HUMAN ELEMENT IN INSPIRATION

However it was only in special cases that the words to be written down were orally dictated
to the Scripture writers. In most cases the minds of the writers became the laboratory in
which God converted His breath, as it were, into human language. This was not done by a
mechanical process. The personality and temperament of the writers were not suspended.
These are manifest in the writings. Hence we read from Gaussen: "In maintaining that all
Scripture is from God, we are far from thinking that man goes for nothing init. .. In
Scripture all the words are man's, as there, too, all the words are God's. In a certain sense,
the Epistle to the Romans is altogether a letter of Paul's and, in a still higher sense, the
Epistle to the Romans is altogether a letter of God's" (Theopneustia, a book indorsed highly
by C. H. Spurgeon). And so we read also from Manly: "The divine origin and authority of
the Word of God is not to be affirmed so as to exclude or impair the reality of the human



authorship, and the peculiarities resulting there from. The Bible is God's Word to man,
throughout; yet at the same time it is really and thoroughly a man's composition. No
attempt should be made-and we shall certainly make none-to set aside or ignore the
"human element" of the Scriptures, which is unmistakably apparent on their very face; no
one should wish to so magnify the divine as to crowd this out, or almost out. This is one of
the mistakes which good men have committed.* Let both

*The following quotation is very much to the point here: "Sometimes, it may be frankly
conceded, zeal for the divine authority and inerrancy of the Scriptures may have led to
untenable theories and modes of expression, that have rather obscured the truth. To say, e.
g., that the writers were mere passive instruments in the hand of the Spirit, or at best
amanuenses writing to dictation-to adopt, in other words, the mechanical theory, is
unwarranted and mischievous. It is no part of the doctrine, and has never been generally
held" (New Biblical Guide, Urquhart, Vol. 8, Page 175).

be admitted, recognized, accepted thankfully and rejoicingly, each contributing to make the
Bible more completely adapted to human needs as the instrument of divine grace, and the
guide for weak and wandering human souls. The word is not of man, as to its source; nor
depending on man, as to its authority. It is by and through man as its medium; yet not only
simply as the channel along which it runs, like water through a lifeless pipe, but through
and by man as the agent voluntarily active "and intelligent in its communication. Both sides
of the truth are expressed in the Scriptural language: 'Holy men of God spake as they were
moved (borne along) by the Holy Spirit.' (2 Pet. 1:21). The men spoke; the impulse and
direction were from God" (The Bible Doctrine of Inspiration). "The Scriptures contain a
human as well as a divine element, so that while they constitute a body of infallible truth,
this truth is shaped in human moulds and adapted to ordinary human intelligence" (Strong).

111. INSPIRATION ACCOMPLISHED MIRACULOUSLY

The human element in the Bible does not affect its infallibility, just as the human nature of
Christ did not affect His infallibility. Inspiration was accomplished miraculously just as the
virgin birth of Christ was accomplished miraculously, and just as men are brought to
repentance and faith miraculously. Repentance and faith are voluntary acts of the man, yet
they are wrought in him by the Holy Spirit. God accomplished the miracle of inspiration by
providentially preparing the writers for their work and by so revealing His truth to them and
so enabling, guiding, and superintending them in the recording of it as to give to us
through them an exact and complete transmission of all that He was pleased to reveal.

"Although the Holy Spirit did not select the words for the writers, it is evident that He did
select them through the writers" (Bancroft, Elemental Theology).

IV. METHODS IN INSPIRATION



The miraculous element in inspiration, of course, cannot be explained. And we have no
desire that man should be able to explain it. But to some extent, at least, we can discern
from the Scripture the methods God used in inspiration. A study of the methods used
should heighten our appreciation of inspiration.

1) Inspiration Through objective Revelation.

Sometimes there was given a direct and oral revelation to be written down, such as was the
case in the giving of the Mosaic law (Ex. 20:1), and such as was the case, in some
instances, with other writers (Dan. 9:21-23; Rev. 17:7).

2) Inspiration Through supernatural Vision.

In other cases a supernatural vision was given with or without an interpretation of it, as
was the case with John on the Isle of Patmos.

3) Inspiration Through Passivity.

At other times, when we are given no evidence of an external revelation of any kind, the
writers were so consciously and passively moved by the Holy Spirit as to be knowingly
ignorant of the full import of what they wrote, as was the case with the prophets when they
wrote of Christ (1 Pet. 1:10).

4) Inspiration Through Divine Illumination.

Sometimes there was given to the writers such divine illumination as to enable them to
understand and apply truth contained in former revelations, but not made fully clear by
them; as was the case with New Testament writers in interpreting and applying Old
Testament Scripture (Acts 1:16,17,20; 2:16-21; Rom. 4:1-3; 10:5-11).

5) Inspiration Through God's Direction.

In some cases the writers were merely so guided and guarded as to be enabled to record
infallibly such historical facts as God was pleased to have them record, whether those facts
were personally known to them, obtained from others, or supernaturally revealed. All
historical books are examples in point here.

6) Inspiration Through Subjective Revelation.

At other times truth was revealed through the writers by such divine quickening and
deepening of their own thinking as to enable them to perceive and infallibly record new
truth, as seems to have been the case with Paul in much of his epistles.

Summing it all up, we may say that the process of inspiration consisted of such means and
influences as it pleased God to employ, according to the circumstances, in order to give us a
divine, complete, and infallible revelation of all religious truth we need during this life. Or
with A. H. Strong we may say: "By the inspiration of the Scriptures, we mean that special
divine influence upon the minds of the Scripture writers in virtue of which their productions,
apart from errors of transcription, and when rightly interpreted, together constitute an



infallible and sufficient rule of faith and practice."
V. THE EXTENT OF INSPIRATION

It will be seen that verbal inspiration is implied in what we have said already. But, as also
already said, this does not destroy the human element in the Scripture. The Scripture is all
the Word of God; yet most of it is also the word of man. The writers differ in temperament,
language, and style; and these differences are clearly manifest in their writings; yet their
productions are as truly and fully the Word of God as any utterance of Jesus.

VI. PROOFS OF VERBAL INSPIRATION

In proof of the fact that the Bible is inspired in word, and not merely in thought, we call
attention to the following evidences:

1) Inspired Scripture necessarily involves Verbal Inspiration.

We are told that the Scripture is inspired. Scripture consists of written words. Thus we
necessarily have verbal inspiration.

2) Paul Affirmed that he used Words taught him by the Holy Spirit.

In 1 Cor. 2:13, in referring to the things he knew through the Holy Spirit, he said: "Which
things we speak, not in the words which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Spirit
teacheth." This is a positive affirmation on the part of Paul that he was not left to himself in
the selection of words.*

3) Peter Affirmed the Verbal Inspiration of His Own and Other Apostle's Writings.

In 2 Pet. 3:1,2,15,16, Peter puts his own and other apostles writings on a level with the Old
Testament Scriptures. And, since Peter believed the Old Testament Scriptures to be verbally
inspired (Acts 1:16), it follows, therefore, that he considered

*It is charged by some that in Acts 23:5 and 1 Cor. 7:10,12, Paul admits non-inspiration. In
Acts 23:5 Paul says concerning the High Priest, "I wist not, brethren, that he was the High
Priest." This "may be explained either as the language of indignant irony: 'T would not
recognize such a man as High Priest'; or, more naturally, as an actual confession of personal
ignorance and fallibility, which does not affect the inspiration of any of Paul's final teachings
or writings" (Strong). Inspiration does not mean that Bible writers were always infallible in
judgment or impeccable in life, but that in their capacity of official teachers and spokesmen
for God they were preserved from error.

In the passages from the first Corinthian epistle, Paul says in the case of one command: "I
command, yet not I, but the Lord;" while in the case of other commands he says: "The rest
speak I, not the Lord." But notice that at the end of the latter series of exhortations he
says: "I think ... I have the Spirit of God" (1 Cor. 7:40). "Paul distinguishes, therefore,

here ... not between his own and inspired commands, but between those which proceeded



from his own (God-inspired) subjectivity, and those which Christ Himself supplied by his
objective word" (Meyer, in Loco).

the writings of himself and those of other apostles as being verbally inspired.**

4) Quotations in the New Testament from the Old Testament prove the Verbal Inspiration of
New Testament Writers.

The Jews had a superstitious regard for the very letter of Scripture. Certainly, then, devout
Jews, if left to themselves, would be exceedingly careful to quote Scripture as it is written.
But we find in the New Testament about two hundred and sixty-three direct quotations from
the Old Testament, and of these, according to Horne, eighty-eight are verbal quotations
from the Septuagint; sixty-four are borrowed from it; thirty-seven have the same meaning,
but different words; sixteen agree more nearly with the Hebrew; and twenty differ from
both the Hebrew and the Septuagint. All the New Testament writers, except Luke, were
Jews, yet they did not write as Jews. What can account for this if they were not conscious
of divine sanction of every word they wrote? Some good examples of quotations from the
Old Testament by New Testament writers where new meaning is put into the quotations are
found in Rom. 4:6,7, which is a quotation from Psa. 32:1, and Rom. 10:6-8, which is a
quotation from Deut. 30:11-14.

5) Matthew Affirmed that the Lord spake through the Prophets of the Old
Testament.

See Revised Version of Matt. 1:22 and 2:15.

6) Luke Affirmed that the Lord spake by the Mouth of the Holy Prophets (Luke
1:70).

** A question may be raised as to Peter's dissimulation at Antioch, where we have a
"practical disavowal of his convictions by separating and withdrawing himself from the
Gentile Christians (Gal. 2:11-13)" (Strong). "Here was no public teaching, but the influence
of private example. But neither in this case, nor in that mentioned above (Acts 23:5), did
God suffer the error to be a final one. Through the agency of Paul the Holy Spirit set the
matter right" (Strong).

7) The Writer to the Hebrews affirms the Same Thing. (Heb. 1:1).
8) Peter Affirmed that the Holy Spirit spake by the Mouth of David (Acts 1:16).

9) Paul's Argument in Gal. 3:16 implies Verbal Inspiration.



In this place Paul bases an argument on the singular number of the word "seed" in God's
promise to Abraham.

10) Old Testament Writers constantly implied and taught the Divine Authority of
their Very Words.

Passages in proof of this are too nhumerous to need mentioning.
11) Fulfilled Prophecy is Proof of Verbal Inspiration.

A study of fulfilled prophecy will convince any open-minded person that the prophets were
necessarily inspired in the very words they uttered. Otherwise they could not have foretold
something of which they knew very little.

12) Jesus Affirmed the Verbal Inspiration of the Scriptures.

Jesus said: "The Scripture cannot be broken" (John 10:35), by which He meant that its
meaning cannot be loosed nor its truthfulness destroyed. Meaning and truth are dependent
upon words for expression. Infallible meaning is impossible without infallible words.

4. Objections to Verbal Inspiration
OBJECTIONS TO VERBAL INSPIRATION
T.P. Simmons

The objections that are brought against verbal inspiration are many and varied. We shall
not attempt to note all of them, but shall take only some of the most common ones;
trusting that our discussion may indicate how reasonably and easily all other objections
may be disposed of.

These objections concern:
I. FALLIBLE COPIES AND TRANSLATIONS
1. OBJECTION STATED.

The first objection we shall consider may be stated thus: "Of what value is the verbal
inspiration of the original manuscripts of Scripture, since we do not have these original
manuscripts, and since the great majority of people must depend upon translations of the
original languages, which translations cannot be held to be infallible."

2. OBJECTION ANSWERED.

(1) This objection is correct in stating that translations of the original languages of Scripture
cannot be held to be infallible.



Nowhere does God indicate that the translators were to be preserved from error. Verbal
inspiration means the verbal inspiration of the original manuscripts of Scripture.*

*Let no one be disturbed by the fact that translations are not infallible. Our two great
English translations (the King James or "Authorized Version" and the American Standard
Version of 1901) are good basic translations. Such errors as they contain do not leave any
doctrine of the Bible in doubt. Speaking of translations, the author wishes to make it clear
that he does not recommend the most recent revision of the Bible under the sponsorship of
the International Council of Religious Education known as the Revised Standard Version.
This is manifestly the work of modernists who have done everything they dared to do (and
modernists are very daring) to obliterate the deity of Jesus Christ. This translation is neither
sound nor scholarly, but is rather a piece of modernistic propaganda.

(2) This objection is also correct in stating that we do not now have a single one of the
original manuscripts of any part of the Scripture.

(3) But this objection does not bear against the fact of verbal inspiration; it only questions
the value of it.

(4) And the objection is wrong in supposing that an admittedly imperfect copy of an
infallible original is not better than the same kind of copy of a fallible original.

It is even better to have an imperfect copy of an infallible original than to have a perfect
copy of a fallible original.

(5) The objection is wrong again in implying that we do not have a substantially accurate
copy of the original.

By means of comparison of the many ancient copies of the originals of the Scripture, textual
criticism has progressed to such a point that no doubt exists as to any important doctrine of
the Bible. While God did not preserve the original manuscripts for us (and He must have
had good reasons for not doing so), He has given us such an abundance of ancient copies
that we can, with remarkable exactness, arrive at the reading, of the originals.

(6) And the study of Hebrew and Greek has progressed to such a point and this knowledge
has been made available to even the common people in such a way that all can be assured
as to the meaning of the original language in nearly all cases.

II. IMPRECATORY PSALMS
Another objection is brought against what is known as the "imprecatory psalms."

1. OBJECTION STATED.



It is said that the psalmist "indignantly cries out against his oppressors," and that we find
him using language "which would be unfit for the lips of our Lord," in which we are told can
be detected "traces of human prejudice and passion." Such are the objections raised by J.
Patterson Smith, in "How God Inspired The Bible."

The objector is wrong here in assuming that the imprecatory psalms express David's
personal feeling against his enemies merely because of what they had done to him. David
was the sweet singer of Israel, and was not given to manifestations of personal bitterness
and vindictiveness. Notice his princely attitude toward King Saul, even when Saul sought his
life for no good reason.

2. SPECIFIC INSTANCES CITED BY THE OBJECTOR.

(1) "Break their teeth, 0 God, in their mouth" (Psa. 58:6). A study of this psalm reveals that
the above words do not refer to David's personal enemies, but to the unrighteous in
general. David was here only voicing the indignation of Him who "hatest all workers of
iniquity" (Psa. 5:5). And notice that nothing is said here by David about this judgment being
inflicted immediately. We have here only David's inspired sanction of God's final judgment
on the wicked. This is evident through a comparison of Psa. 58:9-11 with Rev. 19:1-6. In
these Scriptures we have prophecy and its fulfillment.

(2) "Let his children be continually vagabonds, and beg; let them seek their bread out of
desolate places" (Psa. 109: 10).

Acts 1:16 shows that this was not spoken of David's personal enemies, but was a prophetic
utterance concerning Judas. And Peter says that the Holy Spirit spoke this by the mouth of
David. This imprecation on the children of Judas is according to God's own revelation of
Himself as he who visits "the iniquity of the fathers upon the children of the third and fourth
generation of them that hate Him" (Ex. 20:5).

(3) "O daughter of Babylon, who art to be destroyed, happy shall he be that rewardeth thee
as thou hast served us, happy shall he be that taketh and dasheth thy little ones against
the stones." (Psa. 137:8,9).

But note that the words are not a prayer, nor an imprecation, but only and wholly a
prophecy. Then note that this doom was to be meted out to Babylon because of the way
she had treated Israel. And then recall the words of God spoken through Balaam: "Blessed
is he that blesseth thee, and cursed is he that curseth thee" (Num. 24:9), in which we have
an echo of God's assurance to Abraham (Gen. 12:3).

David's words, like those of Isaiah (Isa. 13) concerning Babylon, have a double meaning.
They refer immediately to the destruction of Babylon by the Medes (Isa. 13:7), but
ultimately to God's punishment of the wicked at the coming of Christ to the earth (Isa.
13:9-11; 34:1-17; Zech. 14:1-7; Rev. 19:11-21).

As the agent of God, David revealed God's indignation against the wicked, but, so far as his
own personal feeling was concerned, he had only mercy and benevolence toward his
personal enemies. He refused to molest King Saul when he had opportunity and human



justification, and after Saul was dead, he inquired: "Is there any left of the house of Saul,
that I may show him kindness?" (2 Sam. 9:1,2,11).

These instances are sufficient to show how empty are the objections of the critics in regard
to the imprecatory psalms.

III. NOAH'S IMPRECATION AND DEBORAH'S PRAISE

Similar objections are likely to be brought against the Bible because of Noah's imprecation
upon Canaan (Gen. 9:25), and because of Deborah's praise of Jael for murdering Sisera by
treachery (Judges 5:24-31).

The reply here is simple and brief. The Bible does not justify either Noah or Deborah for the
utterances mentioned; it merely records the fact that the utterances were made. It is true
that Noah uttered a truthful forecast of the nations descended from his sons, but whether
God moved him to utter this curse upon Canaan, or merely permitted him to utter the truth
in an outburst of anger, is not stated.

The Bible, by no means, sanctions every word and act recorded in it. It records the words
and actions of evil men, such as King Saul and Ahab; and oftentimes passes no verdict
thereupon. God has revealed His law by which all actions are to be tried. Therefore, it was
unnecessary that He should have cumbered the Bible with appraisal of every word or action
recorded. Verbal inspiration means simply that those chosen to write the Bible were
preserved from error in what they wrote. If their writings represent a bonafide conviction of
their own, it is true; but if a statement of some other person, it may be true or false,
according as to whether it harmonizes with the Bible as a whole.

IV. SO-CALLED "OBSCENE CHAPTERS"

Then we are told that certain chapters of the Bible "reek with obscenity from beginning to
end."

In reply to this objection, R. A. Torrey says: "That there are chapters in the Bible that
cannot be wisely dealt with in a mixed audience, we have no desire to deny; but these
chapters are not obscene. To speak in plainest terms of sin, even of the vilest sin, in order
to expose its loathsomeness and in order to picture man as he really is, is not obscenity. It
is purity in one of its highest forms. Whether a story is obscene or not depends entirely
upon how it is told and for what purpose it is told. If a story is told in order to make a jest
of sin, or in order to paliate or excuse sin (or in order to gratify lust), it is obscene. If a
story is told in order to make men hate sin, to show men the hideousness of sin, to induce
men to give sin as wide a berth as possible, and to show man his need of redemption, it is
not obscene; it is morally wholesome" (Difficulties and Alleged Contradictions and Errors in
the Bible).

If these chapters were obscene, they would make favorite reading in the dens of vice. But
did any one ever hear of wicked people reading the Bible for lustful gratification? These get
no pleasure out of reading the Bible, but they revel in hearing the obscene remarks of the
critics. It is the critic that is obscene and not the Bible. Col. Ingersoll objected to the Bible



for relating vile deeds "without a touch of humor," as though it would have made it all right
if the Bible had made a jest of sin and immorality.

V. NUMERICAL VARIATIONS
An objection is brought against verbal inspiration because of numerical variations.

In regard to the number of Jews, we find that the sum given in 1 Chron. 21:5 for Israel is
1,100,000, and for Judah, 470,000, making a total of 1,570,000; while the number given in
2 Sam. 24:9 for Israel is 800,000 and for Judah it is 500,000, making a total of 1,300,000.
This discrepancy is easily explained by noting that the number given by Chronicles for Israel
was of men "that drew the sword," by which is meant that there was this number of men
subject to military service. While Samuel tells us that in Israel there were so many "valiant
men that drew the sword," by which is meant that there was that number of men that had
distinguished themselves for bravery in actual combat. The difference in regard to Judah
was occasioned by the fact that Samuel gave the total number of men in Judah, while
Chronicles gives the number of men subject to military service.

In other places, such as 1 Kings 7:26; 2 Chron. 4:5; 2 Sam. 8:4; and 1 Chron. 18:4, the
numerical differences are probably due to errors in transcription. Numbers are indicated in
Hebrew by letters, and a small alteration of a letter greatly changes its numerical value.

It should not seem strange to us that present copies of the Bible contain some minor
errors. It should not surprise us any more than the finding of some printer's errors in our
Bibles. We have no more reason for believing in infallible copyists than we have for
believing in infallible printers. Realizing the laborious task of copying the Scriptures by
hand, it is marvelous that there are not more minor errors.

In another place a numerical difference (Num. 25:9; 1 Cor. 10:8) is to be explained as the
perfectly legitimate use of round numbers of exact ones.

VI. MATTHEWS ALLEGED MISTAKE

It is alleged that Matthew attributes to Jeremiah a prophecy that should have been credited
to Zechariah.

This supposed mistake of Matthew is found in Matt. 27:9,10. Matthew here seems to quote
Zech. 11:13, but that this is not absolutely certain appears from a comparison of the two
passages. Matthew does not make a verbal quotation from Zechariah, therefore it cannot
be maintained with certainty that he meant to be quoting from Zechariah. And, while we do
not have in the extant writings of Jeremiah any passage that really resembles Matthew's
quotation, we are far from the necessity of admitting that Matthew made a mistake. We do
not know that we have all the prophetic utterances of Jeremiah. In Jude 14 we have a
prophecy of Enoch mentioned that we do not find elsewhere in the Bible. We have heard of
no objection being brought against this passage. But suppose some other writer in the
Scripture had said something similar to the words attributed to Enoch. Then the critic would
have said that Jude made a mistake.



Moreover, it may be that chapters nine to eleven of the book attributed to Zechariah were
written by Jeremiah. Many critics believe that only the first nine chapters of Zechariah
compose the actual writings of this prophet. Matthew was in far better position than any of
his critics to know from whom he was quoting. To suppose that he carelessly wrote
Jeremiah when he meant Zechariah, and left it without subsequent correction, is to suppose
an absurdity. And there is no indication that a copyist made the error.

VII. STEPHEN'S SUPPOSED MISTAKE

Our next objection to consider is an alleged contradiction between Gen. 23:17,18 and the
words of Stephen in Acts 7:16.

To this we reply:

1. Even if a contradiction could be made out here, it would prove nothing against
inspiration, for Stephen was not one of the inspired writers.

Luke merely records what Stephen said.
2. But no contradiction appears here.

The two Scriptures do not refer to the same thing. The sepulchre mentioned in Genesis was
in Hebron. The one mentioned by Stephen was in Sychem. This makes it clear that
Abraham purchased two sepulchres. In the case of the one at Hebron, he purchased the
field surrounding the sepulchre; but, in the case of the one at Sychem, no mention is made
of the purchase of the surrounding field.

This latter fact explains another alleged contradiction. It is charged that Gen. 33:19 states
that Jacob bought the sepulchre at Sychem. But no such thing is stated in Gen. 33:19. Gen.
33:19 says simply that Jacob bought the field in the vicinity of Sychem; and, since the
bones of Joseph were buried in this field, in all probability it was in this field that Abraham's
second sepulchre stood. This also appears from the fact that Abraham's second sepulchre
and the field purchased by Jacob formerly belonged to the same owners. So in this last
case we simply have Abraham buying a sepulchre, while later Jacob buys the field in which
the sepulchre stood.

VIII. THE GENEALOGIES OF CHRIST

The two genealogies of Christ are held to be contradictory. For these genealogies see Matt.
1 and Luke 3. The explanation here is:

1. Matthew gives the genealogy of Jesus through Joseph, because he was presenting Jesus
as king of the Jews.

Therefore, he desired to show his legal right to the throne, which required that he be
descended from David through his paternal (supposed to be) parent.

2. Luke gives the descent of Jesus through Mary, because he was interested in presenting
Christ only as the Son of Man.



Hence it is natural that he should have given Christ's actual human descent, rather than His
supposed and legal descent. But, instead of inserting the name of Mary, Luke inserted the
name of Joseph, because it was not customary for the names of women to stand in
genealogical tables. Joseph is said to be the son of Heli, but, in a loose sense, this may
mean no more than that he was the son-in-law of Heli. The Targums tell us that Heli was
the father of Mary.

3. A further difficulty as to the father of Shealtiel, Matthew giving Jechoniah and Luke
giving Neri, is to be explained by the fact that Luke gave the full ancestry, while Matthew
gave only the royal line back as far as David.

Jeconiah is the same as Jehoiachin, one of the last Kings of Judah.
IX. THE INSCRIPTION OVER THE CROSS

The four accounts of the inscription over the cross have been subjected to criticism. But let
us note:

1. We have no indication that each of the writers meant to be giving all that was in the
inscription.

2. No one of the writers actually contradicts another.

We can best see this fact by arranging the accounts of the inscription as follows:
Matt. 27:37- "This is Jesus,... the King of the Jews."

Mark 15:26- "... the King of the Jews."

Luke 23:38- "This is... the King of the Jews."

John 19:19- "... Jesus of Nazareth, ... the King of the Jews."

Total... "This is Jesus of Nazareth, -the King of the Jews.

3. Just as it requires the four gospels to give us a full picture of Jesus, so it requires the
four gospels to give us a full account of the inscription on the cross.

The different aspects of Jesus and His ministry, as they are set forth in the gospels, are
indicated in the following verse:

"Matthew, Messiah, Israel's King sets forth, by Israel slain; But God decreed that Israel's
loss should be the Gentiles' gain. Mark tells how in patient love this earth has once been
trod by One, who in a servant's form, was yet the Son of God. Luke, the physician, tells of a
more skilled physician still, Who gave His life as son of Man, to heal us from all ill. John, the
beloved of Jesus, sees in Him the Father's Son; The everlasting Word made flesh, yet with
the Father one."

It may be that the inscription differed in the three languages, and that this accounts, in
part, for the differences in the accounts.



X. ACCOUNTS OF RESURRECTION

Obijections are brought because of supposed contradictions in the different accounts of the
resurrection.

1. Matthew mentions only the appearance of an angel to the women at the sepulchre (Matt.
28:2-8), while Mark says that it was a young man (Mark 16:5-7), and Luke says that there
were two men (Luke 24:4-8).

There is no contradiction here. The young man mentioned by Mark is evidently the angel
mentioned by Matthew. Angel means "messenger." God's messenger to the women was a
supernatural appearance in the form of a young man. An angel is a spirit and has no
material body of its own, but may assume a body temporarily.

2. Mark says that the message of the angel was delivered to the women after they entered
the tomb. Matthew makes no mention of the entering into the tomb.

But there is here no contradiction, because Matthew does not say that the women did not
enter into the tomb before the angel gave the message.

3. Luke mentions the two men as standing while Mark mentions the one as sitting.

This is easily explained by supposing that the one who did the talking (and, doubtless, the
other also) was sitting when first seen, and that he arose, as would be natural, before
addressing the women. Luke does not say that the two men were not sitting when the
women entered the tomb, and Mark does not say the one he mentions did not arise before
speaking.

4. Luke says, in reporting the message to the women: "They said unto them," while Mark
says: "He saith unto them."

One of these men likely did the talking; they would not have been likely to recite the
message in unison as school children might do. But the other concurred in the message.
Therefore the statement of each writer is valid. When one person speaks and another
concurs in what is said, it is perfectly proper to say that they both said whatever is said.

5. The message of the angels is not reported in the same words by all the gospel writers.

But this presents no real difficulty, for none of them indicate that they are giving the
message verbally.

(John 20:11-13 is not considered here in connection with the foregoing because it records a
later occurrence.)

XI. SLAUGHTER OF HEATHEN NATIONS

The command concerning the slaughter of the heathen nations in the land of Canaan has
given rise to an objection. See Deut. 20:16,17.



1. God asserts that He will punish the wicked in hell throughout eternity.

If He has a right to do this (and who will deny it?) does He not have a right to command
the taking of their physical life when it pleases Him to do so? Why, then, should it be
doubted that God inspired this command?

2. It was a stroke of mercy to cut these people short in their iniquity, for additional days
would only have gotten them greater punishment in hell.

None of the adults that were slain in their wickedness were of the elect; for all the elect
that reach accountability, come to Christ before death; hence it is true that continued life
could only involve these peoples in greater punishment.

3. As for the infants among these nations: If God was pleased to take them on to Heaven in
their infancy, who should object?

God knows best and does all things well. The salvation of infants who die is treated in the
chapter on Human Responsibility.

XII. JOSHUA'S LONG DAY

Obijection has been brought against verbal inspiration because the Bible records that the
sun stood still at the command of Joshua, thus prolonging a certain day. Josh. 10:12-14.

1. Objection has been made to the language.

It is said that the language of Joshua's command and that of the Bible record of the
occurrence implies that the sun moves in its relation to the earth. But this is no more true
of this language than it is of our language when we speak of the sun as rising and setting.
In both cases we have the language of appearance, which is common both in the Bible and
in our everyday language.

2. Objection is made to the authenticity of the occurrence. It is said that such a thing as the
prolonging of the day could not occur without dire results. But, absurd as it may seem to
our would-be-wise critics, records of this long day have been found in Egypt, China, and
Mexico. Moreover the fact that an extra day has been added to astronomical chronology is
witnessed by three eminent scientists, viz., W. Maunders, formerly of the Royal Observatory
of Greenwich, and Professors Totten and Pickering, formerly of Harvard Observatory.

The author freely admits that a slowing down of the rotation of the earth would be
attended with dire results, unless the laws of nature had been suspended or some natural
causes which we cannot imagine were brought into play. But since we believe in a miracle-
working God, we have no difficulty in believing that God could circumvent the calculated
natural consequences in either one of the ways suggested.

XIII. JONAH AND "THE WHALE"

It is said that a whale could not have swallowed Jonah. We will note first that, when
correctly translated, the Bible does not say that it was a whale that swallowed Jonah. The



Greek word for whale in Matt. 12:40 means simply a "sea-monster." On the other hand we
will note that the idea that a whale cannot swallow a man is another ignorant assumption.
In the "Cruise of the Cachalot," Frank Bullen characterizes the idea that a whale's gullet is
incapable of admitting any large object as "a piece of crass ignorance." He relates how "a
shark fifteen feet in length has been found in the stomach of a sperm whale," and he
describes this monster as "swimming about with the lower jaw hanging down in its normal
position, and its huge gullet gaping like some submarine cavern." Into this Jonah could
have slipped so easily that the whale would have been scarcely conscious of his entrance.
Another remarkable testimony from Mr. Bullen is "that when dying the sperm whale always
ejected the contents of its stomach," and he says that when caught and killed, one full-
grown whale ejected from its stomach food "in masses of enormous size . . . some of them
being estimated to be of the size of our hatch-house-viz., eight feet by six feet by six feet!"
And yet the critics say the Bible is wrong! And despite the confident assertion of would-be-
wise critics that a man could not survive the action of the gastric juices in a fish's stomach,
there are cases on record of men being swallowed by sharks and coming out alive.
However, a natural explanation is unnecessary in that the Giver of Life could have preserved
Jonah alive miraculously.

XIV. ANIMAL SACRIFICES

On the basis of Isa. 1:11-13; Jer. 7:22; Amos 5:21-24; Micah 6:6-8 it has been asserted
that the prophets denounced all animal sacrifices and did not recognize them as being of
divine institution. Such a notion, of course, represents the prophets as being in conflict with
the Pentateuch. To see that the Pentateuch represents God as commanding animal
sacrifices we have only to examine such chapters as Ex. 12; Lev. 4; 8; 12; and 16.

In reply to the affirmation that the prophets denounced all animal sacrifices and did not
recognize them as being of divine origin let us note.

1. Jeremiah speaks elsewhere of sacrifices as being among "the crowning blessings of a
happier day."

See. Jer. 33: 18. This is to be fulfilled in a day when God says Israel shall be to Him "for a
name of joy, for a praise and for a glory, before all the nations of the earth" (Jer. 33:9).
Israel shall then be no longer a rebellious nation, walking in stiffnecked disobedience. They
shall then do the things that please the Lord, and one of the things they shall do, according
to Jer. 33:18, is to offer, through their priests, burnt offerings and sacrifices continually.
Jeremiah speaks of this with utmost approval.

2. Amos condemned the sacrifices of Israel only because that along with their sacrifices to
God they had borne the tabernacle of Moloch.

See Amos 5:25,26. Along with this idol worship they had neglected judgment and
righteousness. For these reasons God hated their feast days. See Ezek. 20:39. They were
hypocritical pretensions of respect for Jehovah. For the same reasons God was displeased
with their songs. Shall we then conclude that God rejected all singing?



3. The meaning of Jer. 7:22 is that God did not speak to Israel primarily about sacrifices in
the day when He led them from Egypt, and that He did not commend sacrifices as an end
within themselves.

"The difficulty is removed when the precise point of the text is recognized. The word
‘concerning' should he rendered 'with a view to the matter of sacrifices.' That is, they are
not the end contemplated. They were but means for securing a higher end; and therefore
those were altogether mistaken and wrong who limited their view to the formal sacrifice"
(Robert Tuck, in A Handbook of Biblical Difficulties).

4. The language of the other prophets is no stronger than language used elsewhere in
Scripture, which manifestly cannot be taken in the absolute.

In Exodus 16:8 Moses declared to Israel: "Your murmurings are not against us, but against
the Lord," while in verse two of the same chapter it is said that the children of Israel
"murmured against Moses and Aaron." And in Psa. 51:4, David said, in his prayer to God:
"Against thee, thee only, have I sinned, and done this evil in thy sight," when it is certain
that he had sinned against Uriah. Hence we read: "It is a way of speaking usual in
Scripture, to express the preference that is due one thing above another, in terms which
express the rejection of that which is less worthy" (Lowth). Again: "Henderson remarks
suggestively that it is not infrequent in the Scripture for a thing to be stated absolutely,
which is true only relatively. Absolutely God did command sacrifices, but not such as they
offered, nor of final obligation" (Tuck, ibid). Further: "The negative in Hebrew often supplies
the want of the comparative; not excluding the thing denied, but only implying the prior
claim of the thing set in opposition to it" (Commentary by Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown).

Corresponding to the above we find in Hosea 6:6 both a negative and a comparative clause
so placed together as to indicate that they both express the same truth. And the latter
clause, "and knowledge more than burnt offerings," provides the key for interpreting all
prophetic denunciations of the sacrifices of Israel.

XV. THE LYING SPIRIT IN THE MOUTH OF AHAB'S PROPHETS

In 2 Chron. 18:22 Micaiah is represented as declaring to Ahab: "The lord hath put a lying
spirit in the mouth of these thy prophets." This record causes us to ask if God caused this
lying spirit to be in the mouth of Ahab's prophets. The answer is that He did not. The
record here, together with a number of other passages, gives a strong expression of what
took place according to God's permissive providence or purpose. See discussion of God's
permissive will in Chapter on "The Will of God." See also Isa. 45:7, where God is said to
create evil. This is to be explained in the same way as the foregoing passage.

This explanation is enforced by a comparison of 2 Sam. 24:1 with 1 Chron 21:1. In the
former passage it is said that God moved David to command the numbering of Israel, and
in the latter it is said that Satan "provoked David to number Israel." God moved David
permissively. All of these passages taken together are mutually explanatory.

XVI. NEW TESTAMENT QUOTATIONS FROM THE OLD



An objection has been brought because of verbal differences between some passages of
the Old Testament and the quotation of them in the New Testament.

But as we have already noticed, instead of this being against verbal inspiration, it is
argument in favor of it. If God put more meaning into Old Testament passages than the
language could convey to men, was it not altogether His privilege to bring out this meaning
in the New Testament? God has a right to interpret His own words. Indeed these quotations
show the depth and breadth of Scripture, and thus witness to its inspiration.

5. The Nature and Attributes of God

THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF GOD

T.P. Simmons

We are ready now to find out from the Scriptures the mode of God's being.
I. THE NATURE OF GOD

Two expressions will suffice to indicate the nature of God.

1. GOD IS A SPIRIT.

We have these exact words from the mouth of Jesus in John 4:24. This statement means
that God is purely, wholly, and only a spirit. A spirit may inhabit a body, but a pure spirit
does not have or regularly inhabit a body; for Jesus said again after His resurrection: "A
spirit hath not flesh and bones as ye see me have" (Luke 24:39). Consequently, man is
never spoken of as being a spirit while he inhabits the body. He is said to possess a spirit,
but, when his composite nature is described, he is said to be a "living soul" (Gen. 2:7; 1
Cor. 15:45) rather than a spirit.

We also know that God is a pure spirit, not possessing or inhabiting a body, because of His
invisibility (Col. 1:15; 1 Tim. 1:17; Heb. 11:27) and because of His omnipresence.

This brings us to consider those passages of Scripture that ascribe to God such bodily parts
as eyes and ears, and hands and feet. In view of what has been said already, it is plain that
these passages are to be taken in a figurative and symbolic sense. Such representations are
known theologically as anthropomorphisms.

Robert Young, author of "Analytical Concordance to the Bible," says: "Human feelings,
actions, and parts are ascribed to God, not that they are really in Him, but because such
effects proceed from Him as are like those that flow from such things in men."

On the other hand, there are other passages that are explained by A. H. Strong as follows:
"When God is spoken of as appearing to the patriarchs and walking with them, the
passages are to be explained as referring to God's temporary manifestations of Himself in
human form-manifestations which prefigured the final tabernacling of the Son of God in



human flesh" (Systematic Theology, p. 120).

The personality of God is involved in His spirituality, and hence is not treated as a separate
characteristic.

2. GOD IS ONE.

By the statement that God is one, we mean to affirm His unity in the full sense of that term.
We mean that there is but one God, and we also mean that His essence is homogeneous,
undivided, and indivisible.

That there is but one God is taught by Deut. 6:4; Isa. 44:6; John 17:3; 1 Cor. 8:4; 1 Tim.
1:17. And it is irrational, moreover, to assume the existence of a plurality of gods, when one
will explain all the facts. Also the passages which represent God as infinite and perfect (cf.
Psa. 145:3; Job 11:7-9; Matt. 5:48) are indirect proofs of His unity; for infinity and absolute
perfection are possible to only one. Two such beings could not exist for each would limit the
other.

That the essence of God is homogeneous, undivided, and indivisible is a necessary
inference from the fact that He is a pure spirit. All that we know about spirit compels us to
believe its essence to be simple and uncompounded.

J. P. Boyce gives the following three reasons for affirming the unity of God in the sense that
we are now discussing it:

"1. Because composition (or a putting together) involves possibility of separation. But this
would involve destructibility, and changeableness, each of which is inconsistent with
absolute perfection and necessary existence.

"2. Composition involves a time of separate existence of the parts compounded." And this
would necessitate a time when the parts existed separately, and, therefore, a time when
God did not exist, or, "when He existed imperfectly, having not yet received to his essential
nature the additions subsequently made; all of which is inconsistent with absolute
perfection and necessary existence.

"3. If the parts have been compounded, it has been done by some force from without, or
has been a growth in His nature." And both of these ideas are "inconsistent with absolute
perfection and necessary existence."

However the unity of God does not preclude His trinity, and His trinity is in no way
inconsistent with His unity. The trinity, as we shall see more clearly later, consists of three
eternal distinctions in the same being and in the same pure essence, which distinctions are
presented to us under the figure of persons.

I1. THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD

"The term 'attribute," says J. M. Pendleton, "in its application to persons or things, means
something belonging to persons or things. The attributes of a thing are so essential to it
that without them it could not be what it is; and that is equally true of the attributes of a



person. If a man were divested of the attributes belonging to him, he would cease to be a
man, for these attributes are inherent in that which constitutes him a human being. If we
transfer these ideas to God, we shall find that His attributes belong inalienably to Him, and,
therefore, what He is He must ever be. His attributes are His perfections, inseparable from
His nature and constituting His character" (Christian Doctrines, p. 42).

J. P. Boyce says: "The attributes of God are those peculiarities which mark or define the
mode of His existence, or which constitute His character. They are not separate or
separable from His essence or nature, and yet are not that essence, but simply have ground
or cause of their existence in it, and are at the same time the peculiarities which constitute
the mode and character of His being" (Abstract of Systematic Theology, p. 65).

"The attributes of God," as defined by A@ H. Strong, "are those distinguishing
characteristics of the divine nature which are inseparable from the idea of God and which
constitute the basis and ground for His various manifestations to His creatures. We call
them attributes, because we are compelled to attribute them to God as fundamental
qualities or powers of His being, in order to give rational account of certain constant facts in
God's self-revelations" (Systematic Theology, p. 115).

It is common to divide the attributes of God into two classes. This aids both memory and
understanding. To these divisions various pairs of names have been given, such as
communicable and incommunicable; immanent and transient; positive and negative; natural
and moral; absolute and relative. The two latter classifications have been adopted for these
studies.

1. ABSOLUTE ATTRIBUTES.

The absolute attributes of God are those that have respect to His being independent of His
relationship to anything else.

(1) Self-existence.

God's being is underived. His is a self-caused existence. His existence is independent of
everything else. The self-existence of God is implied in the name "Jehovah," which means
"the existing one," and also in the expression "I am that I am" (Ex. 3:14), which signifies
that it is God's nature to be.

The eternity of God, which falls in the second class of attributes, also implies His self-
existence. If God has existed forever, then His existence is a necessary, underived, self-
caused existence. Self-existence is a mystery that is incomprehensible to man; yet a denial
of it would involve us in a greater mystery. If there is not in the universe some self-existent
person or thing, then the present order of things came into existence out of nothing
without cause or Creator. They could not have been the product of mere energy, for energy
is the property either of matter or of life. And since science has proved that matter is not
eternal, we are left to assume an eternal, and therefore, a self-existent person as an
explanation of the present order of things.

(2) Immutability.



Note the following statements:

"By immutability we define God as unchangeable in His nature and purposes” (E. Y. Mullins,
The Christian Religion in its Doctrinal Expression, pp. 223, 224).

"By the immutability of God is meant that He is incapable of change, either in duration of
life, or in nature, character, will, or happiness. In none of these, nor in any other respect, is
there any possibility of change" (J. P. Boyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology p. 73).

Immutability is implied in infinity and perfection. Any change, either for the better or for the
worse, implies either prior or subsequent imperfection and finiteness.

The principal passages teaching the general immutability of God are: Psa. 102:27; Mal. 3:6;
Jas. 1:17.

The following passages teach specifically the immutability of God's will: Num. 23:19; 1 Sam.
15:29; Job 23:18; Psa. 33:11; Prov. 19:21; Isa. 46:10; Heb. 6:17.

The foregoing passages give us positive and absolute declarations. All passages that
represent God as repenting, such as Gen. 6:6,7; Ex. 32:14; 1 Sam. 15:11; Psa. 106:45;
Amos 7:3; Jonah 8:10; and those that seem in any way to imply or suggest any change in
the purposes of God, must be explained in the light of them. These latter passages contain
anthropomorphisms.

Commenting on Ex. 32:14, A. W. Pink says: "These words do not mean that God changed
His mind or altered His purpose, for He is 'without variableness or shadow of turning' (Jas.
1:17). There never has been and never will be the smallest occasion for the Almighty to
effect the slightest deviation from His eternal purpose, for everything was foreknown to Him
from the beginning, and all His counsels were ordained by infinite wisdom. When the
Scripture speaks of God's repenting, it employs a figure of speech, in which the Most High
condescends to speak in our language. What is intended by the above expression is that
Jehovah answered the prayer of a typical mediator."

And in regard to such passages, J. P. Boyce says: "It may be stated that these are merely
anthropopathic expressions, intended simply to impress upon men His great anger at sin,
and His warm approbation of the repentance of those who had sinned against Him. The
change of conduct, in men, not in God, had changed the relation between them and God.
Sin had made them liable to His just displeasure. Repentance had brought them within the
possibilities of His mercy. Had He not treated them differently, then there would have been
a change in Him. His very unchangeableness makes it necessary that He shall treat
differently those who are innocent and those who are guilty, those who harden themselves
against Him and those who turn toward Him for mercy, with repentant hearts" (Abstract of
Systematic Theology, p. 76).

We must in like manner understand all allusions which seem to indicate a succession of
emotions in God. All emotions in God exist alongside each other at the same moment, and
have done so from all eternity. He has been always pleased with righteousness and
displeased with sin. And He has from all eternity known of all righteousness and sin. Sin



exposes man to God's displeasure. Righteous subjects him to God's pleasure. Passing from
God's displeasure to His pleasure is brought about by a change in man and not in God. The
sun melts wax. But if the wax could be changed to clay, the sun would harden it. Would
that represent any change whatsoever in the sun?

Prayer does not change God. It changes us and the things and circumstances with which
we have to do; but it does not change God. We shall never have the right attitude toward
God so long as we think of prayer as a means of getting God to do things that He did not
intend to do. So far from prayer changing the will of God, we must pray according to His
will if we expect to get an answer. John tells us: "This is the confidence that we have in
him, that if we ask anything according to his will, he heareth us" (1 John 5:14). It is the
Holy Spirit that causes us to pray (Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6), and it is to the Holy Spirit that we
should look for leadership in the things we pray for (Rom. 8:26). Prayer, then, is the work of
God in our hearts getting us ready for the most profitable use and grateful enjoyment of His
blessings. It is His own key, with which He unlocks the flood-gates of the river of His
blessings. In God's wise counsels before the foundation of the earth He ordained prayer as
one of the means for the accomplishment of His will. Prayer no more changes God than the
faith of the repentant sinner changes God. Both are simply means in the working out of
God's eternal and immutable purpose.

(3) Holiness.

The holiness of God is His perfect moral and spiritual excellence. God is perfectly pure,
sinless, and righteous in Himself. Holiness is the ground of all other moral attributes in God.
The holiness of God was typified by the immaculate dress of the High Priest when he
entered the Holy of Holies.

R. A. Torrey says: "The entire Mosiac system of washings; divisions of the tabernacle;
divisions of the people into ordinary Israelites, Levites, Priests, and High Priests, who were
permitted different degrees of approach to God, under strictly defined conditions; the
insisting upon sacrifices as a necessary medium of approach to God; God's directions to
Moses in Ex. 3:5, to Joshua in Josh. 5:15, the punishment of Uzziah in 2 Chron. 26:16-21,
the strict orders to Israel in regard to approaching Sinai when Moses was talking with God-
these were intended to teach, emphasize, and burn into the minds and hearts of the
Israelites the fundamental truth that God is holy, unapproachably holy. The truth that God is
holy is the fundamental truth of the Bible, of the Old Testament and the New Testament, of
the Jewish religion and the Christian religion" (What The Bible Teaches, p. 37).

The following passages of Scripture are the principal ones that declare the holiness of God:
Josh. 24:19; Psa. 22:3; 99:9; Isa. 5:16; 6:3; John 17:11; 1 Pet. 1:15,16.

The holiness of God causes Him to abhor sin, and, therefore, gives rise to His justice, which
we shall consider under relative attributes.

2. RELATIVE ATTRIBUTES.

The relative attributes of God are those that are seen because of God's connection with
time and creation.



(1) This means that God had no beginning and that He can have no end. It also means that
He is in no way limited or conditioned by time. A. H. Strong says: "God is not in time. It is
more correct to say that time is in God. Although there is logical succession in God's
thoughts, there is no chronological succession" (Systematic Theology, p. 130).

God sees events as taking place in time, but from all eternity those events have been the
same to Him as after they have taken place. Eternity has been described as follows:
"Eternity is not, as men believe, before and after us, an endless line. No, 'tis a circle,
infinitely great--all the circumference with creation thronged; God at the center dwells,
beholding all. And as we move in this eternal round, the finite portion which alone we see,
behind us is the past; what lies before we call the future. But to Him who dwells far at the
center, equally remote from every point of the circumference, both are alike, the future and
the past" (Murphy, Scientific Basis, p. 90).

(2) Omnipresence.

By the omnipresence of God is meant that God is present at the same moment throughout
His creation.

The omnipresence of God is beautifully and strikingly declared in Psa. 139:7-10 and in Jer.
23:23,24.

Those passages that speak of God as being present in special places are to be understood
as referring to God's special and transcending manifestations. Thus He is spoken of as
dwelling in Heaven, because it is there that He makes the greatest manifestation of His
presence.

(3) Omniscience.

From all eternity God has possessed all knowledge and wisdom. John declares that God
"knoweth all things" (1 John 3:20). God's omniscience may be argued from His infinity.
Everywhere in the Bible He is pictured as an infinite being. Thus His knowledge must he
infinite. Omniscience may also be argued from immutability. If God changes not, as the
Scripture declares, then He must have possessed all knowledge from the beginning; for
otherwise He would be learning all the while, and that would of itself constitute a change in
Him and would necessarily lead to even more manifest changes.

Moreover, the necessity of omniscience on the part of God may be seen from Eph. 1:11,
which says that God "worketh all things after the counsel of his own will." Only an
omniscient being could work all things after the counsel of his own will.

It will be seen from the foregoing discussion that God's omniscience includes perfect
foreknowledge. From eternity God has known all things that have come to pass and all
things that shall yet come to pass. Moreover He foreknew from eternity all things that
would have come to pass if He had not prevented them. He has ever known exactly what
things would have come to pass if His immutable purpose had been different from what it is
at any point.



The basis of God's foreknowledge of all things that come to pass is His own purpose. God
could not have known that a thing would come to pass unless it had been certain to come
to pass. God's eternal, immutable purpose is the only scriptural basis for the certainty of
future events.

As to the manner in which God knows all things, perhaps we cannot do better than to take
a brief quotation from J. J. Rousseau, as found in a "A Savoyard Vicar" (Harvard Classics,
Vol. 34, p. 267): "God is intelligent; but in what manner? Man is intelligent by the act of
reasoning, but the supreme intelligence lies under no necessity to reason. He requires
neither premise nor consequences; nor even the simple form of a proposition. His
knowledge is purely intuitive. He beholds equally what is and what will be. All truths are to
Him as one idea, as all places are but one point, and all times one moment."

(4) Omnipotence.

God possesses all power. In Gen. 17:1 God declares: "I am God Almighty." The title
"Almighty" is applied to Him over and over in the Scripture. This title signifies that He
possesses all might or power. Again we read in Matt. 19:26: "With God all things are
possible." Many other passages declare God's omnipotence.

The omnipotence of God does not mean, of course, that He can do things that are logically
absurd or things that are against His will. He cannot lie, because the holiness of His
character prevents Him from willing to lie. And He cannot create a rock larger than He can
lift; nor both an irresistible power and an immovable object; nor can He draw a line
between two points shorter than a straight one; nor put two mountains adjacent to one
another without creating a valley between them. He cannot do any of these things because
they are not objects of power. They are self-contradictory and logically absurd. They would
violate the laws that God has ordained, and thus cause God to cross Himself.

(5) Veracity.

By the veracity of God is meant His truthfulness and faithfulness in His revelation to and
dealings with His creatures in general and His redeemed people in particular.

Some of the passages setting forth the veracity of God are: John 9:33; Rom. 1:25; 3:4; 1
Cor. 1:9; 2 Cor. 1:20; 1 Thess. 5:24; Titus 1:2; Heb. 6:18; 1 Pet. 4:19.

(6) Love.

Love is used in different senses in the Bible when attributed to God in His dealings with His
creatures. Sometimes it refers to mere goodness in bestowing natural benefits upon all men
(Psa. 145:9; Matt. 18:33; Luke 6:35; Matt. 5:44,45). God's redeeming love, on the other
hand, is sovereign, discriminating, and particular. He says: "Jacob have I loved, but Esau
have a hated" (Rom. 9:13). And of God it is emphatically declared: "Thou hatest all workers
of iniquity" (Psa. 5:5).

(7) Justice.

The justice of God is taught in Gen. 18:25; Deut. 32:4; Psa. 7:9-12; 18:24; Rom. 2:6.



It was the justice of God that made it necessary for Christ to die in order that men might be
saved. The justice of God makes it impossible for God to let sin go unpunished. The death
of Christ made it possible for Him to be just and yet the justifier of believing sinners. (Rom.
3:26).

In the sacrifice of Jesus the Scripture was fulfilled which says: "Mercy and truth are met
together; righteousness and peace have kissed each other (Psa. 85:10).

The salvation of believers is an act of grace toward them; yet it is an act of justice to Jesus
Christ who died in the stead of all who will ever believe.

6. The Will of God
THE WILL OF GOD
T.P. Simmons

The will of God is used here to embrace the following: (1) God's faculty of self-
determination and choice. (2) The inherent preference of God. (3) The purpose and plan of
God.

I. QUALITIES OF GOD'S WILL
1. FREEDOM.

Freedom of will, whether it be in God, angels, or men, means that the will is not
constrained by anything outside the nature of the being who possesses it. But it does not
mean that the will can act independent of or contrary to the character of that being. In the
operation of the will we have simply a moral being preferring, choosing, and determining
courses of action in view of motives. Motives influence, but do not constrain the will. The
relative strength of motives is determined by character. The will is never subject to caprice
or arbitrariness.

2. POWER.

We speak of some men as lacking will-power. And by this we mean that they lack the power
to will that which they should will. This results from the perversity of man's character or
nature through sin. But there is no lack of power with God to will that which He should will.
His character is perfectly holy. Consequently God always wills that which is perfectly holy,
just, and good.

3. IMMUTABILITY.

The immutability of God's will has been touched upon in the preceding chapter. It is
mentioned here for the sake of emphasis. God's will is but the expression of His immutable
nature and character, and thus it is necessarily immutable. God's will is incapable of the
slightest wavering, vacillation, or variation. It must ever retain the perfection and the



holiness that it possessed in eternity. Whatever God willed in eternity to do or to bring to
pass, He must now and evermore will to do and to bring to pass. Thus there has not and
there will not be any change in His purpose or plan.

II. PHASES OF GOD'S WILL
1. GOD'S WILL OF PURPOSE.

God has purposed or decreed all things that have come to pass and all things that shall
ever come to pass. See Psa. 135:6; Isa. 46:10; Dan. 4:35; Acts 2:23; 4:27- 28; 13:48;
Rom. 8:29,30; 9:15-18; Eph. 1:11. These passages show God to be an absolute sovereign
in directing all the affairs of this world and in the distribution of saving grace. His will of
purpose includes evil as well as good, sin as well as righteousness; and it is always
accomplished perfectly. But the following subdivisions of God's will of purpose are
necessary.

(1) Gods Positive Purpose.

God is the active, positive cause of all good. Everything good is the result of the efficient

working of Gods power, either directly or through His creatures. It is to this subdivision of
God's will of purpose that Phil. 2:13 applies, which tells us: "It is God that worketh in you
both to will and to work for his good pleasure."

(2) God's Permissive Purpose.

God is not the cause of evil; but for just, holy, and wise reasons, known fully to Himself
only, He has decreed to permit such evil as comes to pass and to overrule it for His own
glory. It is to God's permissive will that the Scripture refers when it says: "Surely the wrath
of man shall praise thee; the remainder of wrath shalt thou restrain" (Psa. 76:10). This
Scripture points out that God restrains men from doing more sin that He is pleased to
overrule for His glory. Therefore He permits them to commit such sins as they do commit.
He could keep men from all sin as easily as He stops them at the appointed place. We can
give no reason why God permits sin that will satisfy the carnal mind; but the fact that He
does so is abundantly clear. And, since God always does right, we know that it is right for
Him to permit such sin as comes to pass.

In Acts 2:23 and 4:27,28 we have a clear statement that the crucifixion of Christ was a part
of the purposive or decretive will of God. But we know that God did not efficiently cause the
crucifiers to do what they did. Such would make God responsible for the killing of Christ.
God merely withheld His restraining power and permitted the crucifiers to proceed
according to their own evil desires. This is all God has to do to bring about the commission
of any sin He is pleased to overrule for His glory. Man will commit any sin that God will
permit him to commit.

The hardening of the heart of Pharaoh, as detailed in Exodus, and his making of vessels
unto dishonor (Rom. 9:21) are to be understood also as coming under God's permissive
purpose.



The careful student will note that it is implied in the foregoing discussion that God's
permission of sin is not a bare or necessary permission, such as Arminians are willing to
admit and such as is exemplified in @ man's permission of that which he cannot prevent;
but is a sovereign, providential, willing, and purposeful permission of that which God has
full power to prevent had He so willed. With regard to Adam's sin, John Gill aptly remarks:
"There was a concourse of divine providence attending this action, and influencing it as an
action, without which it could never have been performed; as divine providence supports
every wicked man in his being throughout the whole course of his vicious life, [determining
the circumstances and occasions of all his acts], and so while he is sinning; the same
providence upheld [and surrounded] Adam in his being, whilst he was eating of the
forbidden fruit; otherwise as Eve could not have stretched out her hand and taken the fruit
of the tree and eaten it, so neither could Adam have put forth his hand and taken it of her.
The influences of divine providence concur with every action, be it what it may, as an
action, since all live, and move, and have their being in God; every action, as an action, is
from God; BUT THE OBLIQUITY, IRREGULARITY, AND SINFULNESS OF THE ACTION, IS
FROM THE CREATURE: WHEREFORE GOD IS NOT THE AUTHOR OF ANY SIN; AS HE IS
NOT THE AUTHOR OF SIN IN ANY MAN, NOTWITHSTANDING THE CONCOURSE OF HIS
PROVIDENCE WITH EVERY ACTION OF HIS, AS AN ACTION..." (Body of Divinity, p. 319).

Because Calvinists have recognized the full truth as unmistakably set forth in those
Scriptures that ascribe evil to God (see Ex. 7:3,4; 1 Sam. 18:10; 2 Sam. 24:1, compared
with 1 Chron. 21:1; John 12:40; Acts 4:27, 28; Rom. 9:18), and, therefore, have been
unwilling to divorce God's permission of sin from His decrees; Arminians have accused them
of making God the author of sin. But every representative Calvinist that has ever lived has
repudiated this charge and, like John Gill, has given logical ground for that repudiation. This
includes Calvin himself. A careful perusal of his works will show indisputably that he taught
nothing more with regard to God's relation to sin than is taught herein.

2. GOD'S WILL OF APPROBATION.

This phase of God's will has to do with God's attitude toward things considered separately
and apart from their relation to His eternal purpose. When thus considered, sin is never
pleasing to God. God never approves sin as a thing within itself; nevertheless He has
decreed by the most wise and holy design to allow men to use the powers He gives them to
commit sin. God always approves righteousness, but in His perfect plan He has not found it
suitable to bring all men to righteousness. Herein lies both the distinction and the harmony
between God's will of purpose and His will of approbation.* God's will of purpose embraces
both evil and good, while His will of approbation includes only that which is good within
itself. Another difference between these two phases of God's will lies in the fact that His will
of purpose is always accomplished in its fullness, while His

*Theologians have used various names for this second phase of God's will, such as revealed
will, preceptive will, directive will, will of command, will of desire, and will of pleasure. The
author has adopted the designation herein employed as the one that seems to him most
fitting and comprehensive.



will of approbation is, at best, accomplished only very imperfectly on earth.

Let no one suppose that it is here meant that God would have some things come to pass
that He cannot bring to pass; or that He would prevent the coming to pass of some things
that He cannot prevent. God always accomplishes what He wants to accomplish, but, in
doing this, He uses that which within itself is not a thing that is pleasing to Him. Just as a
parent, taking pleasure in the proper training of a child, often chastens the child,
notwithstanding the fact that the chastening of itself affords the parent no pleasure.

God's pleasure in things as a whole is always carried out. "Our God is in the heavens: he
hath done whatsoever he pleased" (Psa. 115:3), "Whatsoever Jehovah pleased, that hath
he done, in heaven and in earth, in the seas and in all deeps" (Psa. 135:6). "Declaring the
end from the beginning, and from ancient times things are not yet done; saying, My
counsel shall stand, and I will do all my pleasure" (Isa. 46:10).

It is on the basis of the phase of God's will now under consideration that Ezek. 33:11 is to
be explained and understood.*

However, the death here mentioned is not spiritual death, but physical death in the
Babylonian siege. But the relation of the declaration to the will of God is the same. In itself
considered, the perishing of the Israelites in the Babylonian siege vas not a pleasing thing
to God; but, considered in connection with things as a whole, God had decreed to permit
the death of many of them.

Much might be said as to why God permits that which He does not approve, but this fact
can never be explained to the satisfaction of the finite mind. It was in the face of this fact
that Paul arose to great heights in exclaiming: "O the depth of the riches both of the
wisdom and knowledge of God! how unsearchable are his judgments, and his ways past
finding out! For who hath known the mind of the Lord? or who hath been his counselor? Or
who hath first given to him, and it shall be

*But it is not on the basis of this phase of God's will that we are to understand 2 Pet. 3:9
and 1 Tim 2:4. See treatment of these two passages in chapter on atonement.

recompensed to him again? For of him, and through him, and to him, are all things: to
whom be glory for ever. Amen (Rom. 11:33-36). Therefore we do not attempt to explain
this mystery lest we seem to try to be wise above that which is written or to darken counsel
by words to no profit.

God's will of approbation is revealed in two ways, viz., through His Word, the Bible, and
through the Holy Spirit. It is revealed through His Word as to broad principles and basic
truths. It is revealed through the Holy Spirit as to the application of these principles and
truths to the circumstances and details of every-day life, and as to the calling, capacity, and



plan in which God would have each individual serve him.

It is God's will of approbation, as revealed in His Word, that fixes man's responsibility. This
is very forcefully shown in Deut. 29:29, which reads: "The secret things belong unto
Jehovah our God; but the things that are revealed belong unto us and to our children for
ever, that we may do all the words of this law." "The secret things" are those things
embraced in God's will of purpose or decree. "The things that are revealed" are those
things that are embraced in God's will of approbation as revealed in His Word.

7. The Doctrine of the Trinity

THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY
T.P. Simmons

I. THE TRINITY DEFINED

Perhaps the meaning of the Trinity of God has never been better stated than it is stated by
A. H. Strong- "in the nature of the one God there are three eternal distinctions which are
represented to us under the figure of persons, and these three are equal" (Systematic
Theology, p. 144).

The principles of the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary set forth the doctrine of the
Trinity as follows: "God is revealed to us as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, each with distinct
personal attributes, but without division of nature, essence, or being."

In consideration of these definitions, note:
1. THE TRINITY CONSISTS OF THREE DISTINCTIONS.

The doctrine of the Trinity does not mean that God merely manifests Himself in three
different ways. There are three actual distinctions in the Godhead. The truth of this will
appear more clearly later.

2. THESE THREE DISTINCTIONS ARE ETERNAL.

This is proved, on one hand, by the immutability of God. If there was ever a time when
these distinctions did not exist, then when they came to exist God changed. It is proved
again by the Scriptures which assert or imply the eternity of the Son and the Holy Spirit.
See John 1:1,2; Rev. 22:13,14; Heb. 9:14.

"It is no reply to this, that the expressions 'begotten,' and 'proceedeth from,' involve the
idea of the antecedent existence of him who begets, and from whom there is procession.
For these are terms of human language, applied to divine actions, and must be understood
suitably to God. There is no greater difficulty here than in other cases in which this principle
is readily recognized" (Boyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology, pp. 138, 139). Just as there
can be logical order without chronological sequence, and just as a cause and its effect can



be simultaneous, so we have the eternal Father, the eternal Son, and the eternal Spirit. "If
there had been an eternal sun, it is evident that there must have been an eternal sunlight
also. Yet an eternal sunlight must have evermore proceeded from the sun. When Cyril was
asked whether the Son existed before generation, he answered: "The generation of the Son
did not precede His existence, but He always existed, and that by generation"™ (Strong,
Systematic Theology, p. 165).

3. THESE THREE DISTINCTIONS ARE REPRESENTED TO US UNDER THE FIGURE
OF PERSONS, BUT THERE IS NO DIVISION OF NATURE, ESSENCE, OR BEING.

The doctrine of the Trinity does not mean tritheism. When we speak of the distinctions of
the Godhead as persons, we must understand that we use the term figuratively. There are
not three persons in the Godhead in the same sense that three human beings are persons.
In the case of three human beings there is division of nature, essence, and being; but it is
not so with God. Such a conception of God is forbidden by the teaching of the Scripture as
to the unity of God.

4. THE THREE MEMBERS OF THE TRINITY ARE EQUAL.

Many of the same attributes are ascribed to each member of the Trinity, and the attributes
thus ascribed are such as could not be possessed without all other divine attributes. The
equality of the members of the Trinity is further shown by the fact that each one is
recognized as God, as we shall see later.

II. SCRIPTURAL PROOFS OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY
1. THE FATHER, SON, AND HOLY SPIRIT ARE ALL RECOGNIZED AS GOD.
(1) The Father Recognized as God.

This occurs in such a great number of passages that it is both unnecessary and
impracticable to quote all of them. The two following ones will suffice:

"Work not for the food which perisheth, but for the food which abideth unto eternal life,
which the Son of Man shall give unto you: for him the Father, even God, hath sealed" (John
6:27).

"Elect . . . according to the foreknowledge of God the Father" (1 Pet. 1:1,2).

(2) The Son Recognized as God.

A. He is Called God.

John 1:1; Rom. 9:5; 1 John 5:20.

B. Old Testament Passages Referring to God are Applied in the New Testament to the Son.
Matt. 3:3- alluding to Isa. 40:3; John 12:41-alluding to Isa. 6:1.

C. The Son Possesses the Attributes of God.



Eternity: John 1:1; Omnipresence: Matt. 28:20 and Eph. 1:23; Omniscience: Matt. 9:4 and
John 2:24,25 and John 16:30 and 1 Cor. 4:5 and Col. 2:3; Omnipotence: Matt. 28:18 and
Rev. 1:8; Self-existence: John 5:26; Immutability. Heb. 13:8; Truth: John 14:6; Love: 1
John 8:16; Holiness: Luke 1:35 and John 6:39 and Heb. 7:26.

D. The Works of God are Ascribed to the Son.

Creation: John 1:3; 1 Cor. 8:6; Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:10. Preservation: Col. 1:7; Heb. 1:3.
Raising the dead and judging: John 5:27,28; Matt. 25:31,32.

E. He Receives Honor and Worship Due to God Alone.

John 5:23; Heb. 1:6; 1 Cor. 11:24,25; 2 Pet. 3:18; 2 Tim. 4:18.
(3) The Holy Spirit is Recognized as God.

A. The Attributes of God are Ascribed to Him.

Eternity: Heb. 9:14; Omniscience: 1 Cor. 2:10; Omnipresence: Psa. 139:7; Holiness: all
passages that apply the term "holy" to the Spirit; Truth: John 16:13; Love: Rom. 15:30.

B. He is Represented as Doing the Works of God.

Creation: Gen. 1:2; moved mean "brooded;" Regeneration: John 3:8; Titus 3:5;
Resurrection: Rom. 8:11.

2. THE FATHER, SON, AND HOLY SPIRIT ARE ASSOCIATED TOGETHER ON AN
EQUAL FOOTING.

This is done-
(1) In the Formula of Baptism. Matt. 28:19.
(2) In Apostolic Benediction. 2 Cor. 13:14.

3. THE FATHER, SON, AND HOLY SPIRIT ARE DISTINGUISHED FROM ONE
ANOTHER.

(1) The Father and Son are Distinguished From Each Other.

The Father and the Son are distinguished as the begetter and begotten; and as the sender
and the sent. The distinction between the Father and Son was manifested at the baptism of
Jesus when God's voice from Heaven was heard saying: "This is my beloved Son, in whom I
am well pleased" (Matt. 3:17). Christ distinguished Himself from the Father when He prayed
to the Father, as He often did. That the distinction thus implied was not a temporal one,
continuing only so long as Christ was In the flesh, is proved by the fact that Christ still
intercedes with the Father (Heb. 7:25; 1 John 2:1). He is a perpetual mediator between
God and man (1 Tim. 2:5), and thus is perpetually distinguished from God the Father.

(2) The Spirit is Distinguished from the Father.



The Spirit is distinguished from the Father when He is said to proceed from and to be sent
by the Father (John 15:26; 14:26; Gal. 4:6).

(3) The Son is Distinguished from the Spirit.

Jesus referred to the Spirit as "another Comforter" (John 14:16). And Jesus spoke of
Himself as sending the Spirit (John 15:26).

4. THE FATHER, SON, AND HOLY SPIRIT ARE ONE GOD.

Trinity means tri-unity, or three-oneness. We have shown that there are three distinctions in
the Godhead. Now, in order to prove the doctrine of the Trinity, rather than the doctrine of
Tritheism, we must show that the three, while being distinguishable from one another, are
yet one. This is proved:

(1) By All Passages Teaching the Unity of God.

The student is referred here to the chapter on the nature and attributes of God, where
these passages are noted.

(2) By The Fact that Each One of the Three is Recognized As God.

We have already shown that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are severally recognized as
God in the Scripture. This shows their unity, because God is represented as being the
supreme being. For that reason there could not be three Gods. Supremacy is possible to
only one.

(3) By the Fact that the Three are Equal.

We have already discussed the equality of the members of the Trinity. Absolute equality is
impossible without identity of essence, nature, and being.

II1. THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY IS A MYSTERY INSCRUTABLE AND
INSOLUBLE TO FINITE MINDS; BUT IT IS NOT SELF-CONTRADICTORY.

We make no attempt to deny or to explain away the mystery of the doctrine of the Trinity.
It is a high mystery that human minds can never fathom.

Yet the doctrine of the Trinity is not self-contradictory. God is not three in the same sense
that He is one. He is one in essence, nature, and being; but in this one essence, nature,
and being there are three eternal distinctions that are represented to us in such a way that
we call them persons. Who can say that such distinctions are impossible in the nature of
God? To do that one would have to have perfect understanding of God's nature. So we do
well to accept what the Scripture teaches, and leave the mystery for solution when we have
further light, if such light as will enable us to explain and understand it is ever given to us.
The mystery comes because of our inability to understand fully the nature of God.



8. The Lord Jesus Christ
THE LORD JESUS CHRIST
T.P. Simmons

We have studied God the Father, and the doctrine of the Trinity. It now remains for us to
study the other two members of the Trinity. In this chapter our study is to be devoted to
the Lord Jesus Christ, God the Son.

I. HIS PRE-EXISTENCE AND ETERNITY

The pre-existence of Christ means His existence before the incarnation. The Scripture
teaches this very plainly. But more than that, it teaches also that He has existed from all
eternity. In our study of the Trinity we noted that the distinctions in the Godhead are
eternal. The following passages clearly set forth the pre-existence and eternity of God the
Son:

"In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God"
(John 1:1).

"I am come down from heaven" (John 6:38).

"And now, Father, glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee
before the world was" (John 17:5).

II. HIS INCARNATION

This same pre-existent, eternal Son became flesh, took upon Him a human body, and dwelt
among men, finally giving Himself as a sacrifice for sinners.

Let us note:
1. THE FACT OF THE INCARNATION.
"And the Word became flesh" (John 1: 14).

"Who. . .emptied himself, talking the form of a servant, being made in the likeness of men"
(Phil. 2:6,7).

"He saith ... a body didst thou prepare for me" (Heb. 10:5).
2. THE NECESSITY OF THE INCARNATION.
(1) It was necessary that He endure bodily suffering if He was to suffer as man's substitute.

The final suffering of sinners in hell will be a suffering of both body and soul (Matt. 10-28).
Therefore, since Jesus was to suffer in the place of sinners, it was necessary that He have a
body in which to suffer.



(2) It was necessary that He have a body that He might be "in all points tempted like as we
are," so that He, as a high priest can be "touched with the feeling of our infirmities" (Heb.
4:15).

The angel Gabriel cannot sympathize with us when we are tempted, because he has never
known temptation in the flesh. But Christ can sympathize with us. "In that he himself hath
suffered being tempted, he is able to succor them that are tempted" (Heb. 2.18).

(3) It was necessary that He have a probation in the flesh, and render perfect obedience to
the law, in order that there should be wrought out a righteousness that could be imputed to
us.

The righteousness imputed to us through faith is not righteousness as the personal
attribute of God, but it is the righteousness wrought out by Christ in His earthly life. This is
indicated because the righteousness imputed to us is described as being by or though faith
in Christ (Rom. 3:21, 22; Phil. 3:9).

(4) The incarnation was also necessary to His ministry of teaching, His selecting the twelve
apostles and founding the church, and His setting for us an example of perfect obedience to
the will of God.

These things are things which God saw could be best accomplished by one in the flesh.
Therefore the incarnate Christ was sent to accomplish them.

II1. HIS SUPERNATURAL BIRTH

The incarnation of Christ is a mystery incomprehensible to the finite mind. It is a
supernatural phenomenon. Hence the necessity of the supernatural virgin birth of Christ as
shown in the following passages:

"Now the birth of Jesus Christ was on this wise: When his mother Mary had been
bethrothed to Joseph, before they came together she was found with child of the Holy
Ghost" (Matt. 1:18).

"Behold a virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth a son" (Matt. 1:2,3)- quoted frorn
Isa. 7:14.

"And the angel answered and said unto her, The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the
power of the Most High shall overshadow thee; wherefore also the holy thing which is
begotten shall be called the Son of God" (Luke 1:35).

"And the word became flesh, and dwelt among us" (John 1:14).

The birth of Christ was miraculous. But let us beware of pushing the miraculous element so
far that we destroy the reality of Christ's human nature. Of what did the miracle of Christ's
birth consist? It did not consist of a miraculous creation of Christ's body, nor of an
immediate birth; but of merely a conception in the womb of Mary. Matt. 1:20; Luke 1:31.
There is every evidence that the body of Jesus passed through embryogeny and fetation
just as the bodies of other human infants do, and that he was carried in the womb of His



mother for the usual period of nine months. Luke 1:56; 2:6. It is quite plain that the
miraculous element in the incarnation consisted merely of the divine impregnation of the
ovum. Thus the human nature of Christ was made a normal human nature, but,
nevertheless, completely sanctified and preserved from every taint of sin by the
implantation of Deity.

IV. HIS HUMANITY

The following Scriptures show that Christ had a real human nature:

"Jesus therefore, being wearied with his journey, sat thus by the well" (John 4:6).

Deity cannot become wearied.

"When the fulness of the time came, God sent forth his Son, born of a woman" (Gal. 4:4).

"There is one God, one mediator also between God and men, himself man, Christ Jesus" (1
Tim. 2:5)

Christ's body and human nature were in all respects like our own, except that there was no
taint of sin in Him. He was the flesh of our flesh and blood of our blood. "Forasmuch then
as the children are partakers of FLESH AND BLOOD, he also himself took part of the same;
that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil"
(Heb. 2:14).

On the human side Jesus was a bonafide Jew. We are plainly told that He "was made of the
SEED OF DAVID ACCORDING TO THE FLESH" (Rom. 1:3). See also John 7:42; Acts 13:23;
2 Tim. 2:8. The physical characteristics of Jesus were those of a Jew, and thus the
Samaritan woman recognized Him as a Jew. John 4:9. Then Jesus freely acknowledged
Himself a Jew. John 4:22.

We should be just as zealous in maintaining Christ's humanity as we are in maintaining His
deity. It was against those who denied the true humanity of Jesus that John wrote in 2
John 7-11, and he shows that their error was just as fatal as the error of those who deny
His deity. As shown in the preceding discussion of the incarnation, it was just as necessary
that He be man as it was that He be God.

V. HIS DEITY

"And the Word was God" (John 1:1).

"I and the Father are one" (John 10:30).

"The first man is of the earth, earthy; the second man is of heaven" (1 Cor. 15:47)
"Who is the image of the invisible W the firstborn of all creation" (Col. 1:15).
"Being the effulgence of his glory, and the very image of his substance" (Heb. 1"3).

"They shall call his name Immanuel; which is, being interpreted, God with us" (Matt. 1:23).



The notion of modernists that Jesus was divine only in the sense that they hold man to be
divine does not satisfy these passages. Man is not divine in his natural condition. After
regeneration he has a divine nature dwelling in him, but retains also the sinful human
nature. It is never said that man, even after regeneration, is God or that he is the
"effulgence of His glory."

How Christ could be both God and man is a mystery beyond the power of man to
comprehend. Neither does man have any ground for a denial of it. It is a revealed fact,
necessary, as we have seen already, to the work that Christ came to do.

VI. HIS SINLESS LIFE

"Him who knew no sin he made to be sin on our behalf; that we might become the
righteousness of God in him" (2 Cor. 5:21).

"For we have not an high priest that cannot be touched with the feeling of our infirmities;
but one that bath been in all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin" (Heb. 4:15).

"For such a high priest became us, holy, guileless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and
made higher than the heavens" (Heb. 7:26).

VII. HIS SACRIFICIAL DEATH

"He was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities; the
chastisement of our peace was upon him; and with his stripes we are healed" (Isa. 53:5).

"The Son of man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a
ransom for many" (Matt. 20:28).

"Who was delivered up for our trespasses, and was raised for our justification" (Rom. 4:25).
"Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures" (1 Cor. 15:3).

"Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, having become a curse for us: for it is
written, Cursed is every one that hangeth on a tree" (Gal. 3:13).

"Who his own self bare our sins in his body upon the tree, that we, having died unto sins,
might live unto righteousness; by whose stripes ye were healed" (1 Peter 2:24).

"Christ . . . suffered for sins once, the righteous for the unrighteous, that he might bring us
to God" (1 Pet. 3:18).

"The blood of Jesus his Son cleanseth us from all sin" (1 John 1: 7).

"Herein is love, not that we loved God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the
propitiation for our sins" (1 John 4:10).

Christ did not die merely as a martyr. In a sense He was a martyr. His death was brought
about, from a human standpoint, by His faithfulness to His Father's will. But He was more
than a martyr. He was the substitute for sinners. He died in their stead.



"The unmartyrlike anguish cannot be accounted for, and the forsaking of the Father cannot
be justified, upon the hypothesis that Christ died as a mere witness to truth [nor upon any
other hypothesis except the one that affirms that He died as a substitute for sinners to
satisfy the justice of God]. If Christ's sufferings were not propitiatory, they neither furnish
us with a perfect example, nor constitute a manifestation of the love of God ... If Christ was
simply a martyr, then He is not a perfect example; for many a martyr has shown greater
courage in the prospect of death, and in the final agony has been able to say that the fire
that consumed him was 'a bed of roses.' Gethsemane, with its anguish, is apparently
recorded in order to indicate that Christ's sufferings even on the cross were not mainly
physical sufferings" (Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 399).

VIII. HIS RESURRECTION

1. As Prophesied.

Psa. 16:9, 10.

2. As Taught by Jesus Himself.

Matt. 12:40; 16:4; 20:19; 26:32; Mark 9:9; Luke 18:33; 24:26; John 2:19,21
3. As Witnessed by the Angel.

Matt. 28:6.

4. As Taught by the Apostles.

Acts 2:24; 3:15; 4:10,33; 10:40; 13:30-33; 17:2,3,31;26:23,26; Rom. 1:4; 4:25; 6:4,5,9;
Eph. 1:20; Heb. 13:20; 1 Pet. 1:3; 3:18; Rev. 1:5.

5. As Proved by Rational Arguments.

For arguments in proof of the resurrection of Christ see Chapter 1.
IX. HIS ASCENSION

1. As Prophesied.

Psa. 68:18.

2. As Taught by Jesus Himself.

John 6:62.

3. As Recorded by the Gospel Writer.

Mark 16:19.

4. As Recorded by the Inspired Historian.



Acts 1-.9.

5. As Declared by the Apostles.

Acts 3:21; Eph. 1:20; 4:8; 1 Tim. 3:16; Heb. 4:14; 9:24.

6. As Proved by His Presence at the Right Hand of the Father.

Acts 7:56.

X. HIS OFFICES

1. Prophet.

Deut. 18:15,18; Matt. 21:11; Luke 24:19; John 6:14.

2. Priest.

Heb. 3:1; 5:6; 6:20; 7:11,15-17,20-28; 8:1,2,6.

3. King.

Num. 24:17; Psa. 72:8,11; Isa. 9:6,7; 32:1; Jer. 30:9; Ezek. 37:24,25; Dan. 7:13,14; Hos.
3:5; Mic. 5:2; Zech. 9:9; Matt. 2:2,6; 19:28; 21:5; 28:18; Luke 1:33; 19:27; 22:29,30; John
1:49; 12:13,15; 12:19.

As a prophet Christ taught the will of God. As a priest He offered His own blood in the
heavenly temple (Heb. 9:11-14) and intercedes for believers (Heb. 7:25). As king He
possesses all power (Matt. 28:18) and rules now over an invisible, spiritual kingdom (John
18:36,37), and is later to rule visibly over the whole earth (Psa. 66:4; 72:16-19; Isa. 2:2;
Dan. 7:13,14,18,22,27; Heb. 10:13; Rev. 15:4).

9. The Holy Spirit
THE HOLY SPIRIT
T.P. Simmons

"There is much confusion and error current in this day concerning the personality,
operations, and manifestations of the Holy Spirit. Conscientious but misguided scholars
have held wrong views concerning this doctrine. It is vital to the faith of every Christian that
its Scriptural teaching be seen in its true light and held in its right proportions" (Bancroft,
Elemental Theology).

I. THE PERSONALITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT

In ascribing personality to the Spirit we mean that He is not an impersonal energy,
influence, or emanation. He is a self-conscious, self-determined, willing, feeling intelligence.



"Personality may be said to exist where there is found united in a single combination
intelligence, emotion, and volition, or self-consciousness and self-determination" (Bancroft,
Elemental Theology).

That the Holy Spirit is a person is proved by-

1. The Mention of Him along with Other Members of the Trinity.
Matt. 28:19; 2 Cor. 13:14.

2. His Association with Other Persons in Personal Relationship.
Acts 15:28.

3. The Ascription to Him of Emotion and Volition.

1 Cor. 12:11; Eph. 4:30.

4. The Ascription to Him of Personal Acts.

(1) He searches the deep things of God.

1 Cor. 2: 10.

(2) He speaks.

Matt. 10:20; Acts 10:19,20; 13:2; Rev. 2:7. See also passages under inspiration where the
Spirit is said to have spoken by the prophets and other Scripture writers.

(3) He teaches.

Luke 12:12; John 14:26; 1 Cor. 2:13.
(4) He leads and guides.

John 16:13; Rom. 8:14.

(5) He intercedes.

Rom. 8:26.

(6) He bestows gifts.

1 Cor. 12:7-11.

(7) He calls men to service.

Acts 13:2 and 20:28.

5. The Representation of Him as being Affected as a Person by the Acts of Others.



(1) He may be rebelled against and vexed or grieved.

Isa. 63:10; Eph. 4:30.

(2) He may be blasphemed.

Matt. 12:31.

(3) He may be lied to.

Acts 5:3.

6. The Use of the Masculine Pronoun with Reference to Him.

In John 16:13,14 the Greek masculine pronoun "ekeinos" is used in alluding the Holy Spirit.
This is very significant since the Greek word for "spirit" (pneuma) is neuter. Thus we see
that the idea of the personality of the Spirit is so strong that it here takes precedence over
grammatical order. In Rom. 8:16.26, in a closer construction, the grammatical order is
allowed to prevail. This is true in other places also. However this does not annul, but rather
serves to emphasize, the setting aside of the grammatical order in the former case.

7. The Application of the Masculine Noun "Parakletos" to the Spirit.
"Parakletos" is the Greek word for "Comforter" in John 14:26; 15:26; 16:7.

"The name 'parakletos' cannot be translated by 'comfort,’ or be taken as the name of any
abstract influence. The Comforter, Instructor, Patron, Guide, Advocate, whom this term
brings before us, must be a person" (Strong, Systematic Theology).

II. THE RELATION OF PENTECOST TO THE HOLY SPIRIT
1. The Holy Spirit Was in Existence Before Pentecost.

Gen. 1:2; Neh. 9:20; Psa. 51:11; Isa. 63:10; 2 Pet. 1:21. We have seen that the Holy Spirit,
as a member of the Trinity, is coeternal with the Father.

2. He had Access to the Earth and Operated in Man Before Pentecost.

See all passages immediately above that follow the first passage.

3. He Came on the Day of Pentecost in Special Capacity.

This explains the meaning of Christ's promise to send the Spirit. This special capacity was:
(1) Perhaps as the antitype of the Shekinah.

Num. 9:15-22; 2 Chron. 7:1-3. The Shekinah, in the case of the tabernacle, was for
leadership, and in the case of the temple it was a symbol of ownership and possession. The
coming of the Holy Spirit on Pentecost meant both of these to the church.



(2) In fulfillment of prophecy and promise.

Joel 2:28; Matt. 3:11. We do not hold, however, that the day of Pentecost marked the
complete and ultimate fulfillment of Joel's prophecy. This day saw only a partial and
spiritual fulfillment of this prophecy. Indeed Peter's words need be understood as meaning
no more than that the thing being witnessed on that day was the same in kind as that of
which Joel had foretold. The literal, ultimate, and complete fulfillment of Joel 2:28-32 will
come in the conversion of the Jewish nation at the second coming of Christ. See Zech.
12:9-11; 13:8,9; Rom. 11:26.

(3) To empower the church.

Acts 1:4,8.

(4) As the abiding comforter and teacher of believers.
John 14:16,17; 1 John 2:20,27.

In John 14:17 note that Jesus told the disciples that the Spirit "dwelleth WITH you, and
shall be IN you." Here the two tenses- present and future, and the two prepositions- with
and in are significant. As already noted, before Pentecost the Holy Spirit had access to the
earth. He was God's agent in creation. He inspired the prophets. He even came upon such
wicked men as King Saul and Balaam. He also regenerated men. But an inseparable union
between the soul of the believer and the Holy Spirit was not formed then as it is now. (This
inseparable union as now formed is clearly shown in John 7:37-39; Rom. 8:26; Eph.
1:13,14; 4:30.) While, by the special dispensation of God, the Spirit was in the prophets (1
Pet. 1:11); yet, as a rule, He was only WITH the people of God until the day of Pentecost.
This is further shown by John 7:37-39. Note John's explanation that the blessing promised
by Christ could be fulfilled only when the Holy Spirit had been given, manifestly alluding to
Pentecost. Even the presence of the Spirit WITH God's people before Pentecost was not
necessarily permanent. His presence could be forfeited then by sin. Thus it was that David
prayed: "Take not thy Holy Spirit from me" (Psa. 51: 11). Before the day of Pentecost,
believers could have the Holy Spirit through prayer. Luke 11:13. But after the day of
Pentecost, as we shall note more at length later, there is no indication that believers should
or did ask for the Holy Spirit. He now abides constantly and inseparably in believers. (John
20:21,22 must be considered exceptional, because the recipients of the Spirit were
apostles, or anticipatory of Pentecost.)

(5) To convince the world of sin, righteousness, and judgment.

John 16:8-11. We hold this passage as referring primarily to an indirect work of the Spirit.
For the difference between the direct and indirect work of the Spirit see later under the
treatment of His work in the lost.

4. His Coming on Pentecost was Dispensational and Final.

There is absolutely nothing to justify the belief that Pentecost is to be repeated in the
experience of each believer. It came in fulfillment of definite and particular prophecy and



promise. It marked the beginning of the special dispensation of the Spirit.

Pentecostalism is the most absurd nonsense. One might as well talk of a repetition of the
resurrection and ascension of Christ as to talk of a repetition of Pentecost. Pentecost has
never been and never will be repeated. The occurrence in the house of Cornelius was
merely supplemental to Pentecost (Acts 10:44-47), and was brought about that Peter might
know that believing Gentiles were received of God on the same footing as believing Jews.

5. Since Pentecost the Holy Spirit Enters Every Believer at Conversion and Never Departs.
John 7:38,39; Acts 19:2 (R. V.); Rom. 8:9; Gal. 3:2; 4:6; Eph. 1:13; 4:30; Jude 19-20.

It is folly for the believer to pray for the Holy Spirit, though he may pray for His power and
fullness. Neither does the believer need to pray that God will not take the Holy Spirit from
him; for, though the believer may grieve the Spirit and quench Him (1 Thess. 5:19)- refuse
His impulses; nevertheless, the believer is permanently sealed by the presence of the Spirit
(Eph. 1:13; 4:30).

6. The Believer, therefore, Should Seek Neither the Presence nor the Baptism of the Spirit,
but His Fullness.

Eph. 5: 18.

We have shown that each believer has the Spirit. It now remains only to be remarked that
there is no warrant in Scripture for affirming a baptism of the Spirit today either in or after
regeneration. The Scripture is silent on the notion of a baptism of the Spirit for this day.
The passage usually referred to, to substantiate a baptism of the Spirit in regeneration (1
Cor. 12:13) refers to water baptism. See its treatment under water baptism.

The believer has all of the Holy Spirit, but the Spirit does not usually have all of the believer.
His presence is an expansive one. He fills so much of the believer as is emptied of
selfishness and sin. Thus the exhortation to be filled with the Spirit is an exhortation to
surrender completely to Him. The more completely He fills us the greater will be the
manifestation of His power in our lives (Acts 6:3-5; 11:24). The evidence of the fullness of
the Spirit will be found in the fruit of the Spirit. See Gal. 5:22,23.

III. THE WORK OF THE HOLY SPIRIT

1. His Work in General.

(1) He was the agent of God in creation.

Gen. 1: 2.

(2) He inspired the Scripture writers.

2 Pet. 1:21. See other passages under discussion of verbal inspiration.

(3) He is, in general, the agent of God in all God's works.



Job 33:4; Psa. 104:29,30; Isa. 40:7; Luke 1:35; Acts 10:38.
2. His Work in the Lost.
(1) His indirect work in the lost.

By the indirect work of the Spirit in the lost we mean such work as He performs mediately
through the Word and not immediately by personal impact upon the soul. Any work
produced by the Word is a work of the Spirit, for He is the author of the Word. This is
proved by Acts 7:51,52, where the resisting of the word spoken by the prophets is said to
be resisting the Holy spirit.

In the indirect work of the Spirit in the lost He-
A. Strives with them.

Gen. 6:3. This striving is done through men, such as Enoch and Noah, in the preaching of
the Word.

To use Gen. 6:3, as many preachers do, to prove that the Holy Spirit strives directly and
immediately with all sinners today and that He can be compelled to withdraw because of
man's refusal to yield, is to misuse it inexcusably. The passage makes no allusion to the
direct work of the Spirit, and it does not remotely suggest that a man can drive the Spirit
away. The passage simply means the indirect ministry of Spirit for that generation was to
continue for only one hundred and twenty years longer; this being the length of time that
would elapse before the destruction of that generation in the flood.

B. He convinces them of sin, righteousness, and judgment.

John 16:8-11. The presence and operations of the Spirit in the world, as one who came to
take the place and carry forward the work of a rejected and crucified Christ, constitute a
potential convincing of sin. Had Christ been an imposter, His promise of the Spirit would not
have been fulfilled. It is as though the ghost (spirit) of a man should come back to haunt
his murderers and to carry on the work that the murderers had tried so vainly to end. Such
would tend to convince the murderers of their guilt and witness to the righteousness of the
man they had killed.

Thus it is with the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of Christ (Rom. 8:9; Gal. 4:6). And thus it is that
the Holy Spirit gives evidence of the righteousness of Christ by manifesting that He has
gone to the Father and by manifesting that He is thus seen to have triumphed over Satan,
who sought in every way to prevent the purpose of God through Christ. By this means He
convinces men of the sin of rejecting Christ, and of the certainty of judgment to all that
remain in league with Satan, because Satan is already judged (John 12:31). "This judgment
of Satan was secured at the cross and he was potentially rendered powerless" (Bancroft).

Let it be noted that the Holy Spirit in His convincing or convicting work, "convicts, not
primarily of the sin of lawbreaking, but of the sin of unbelief, 'of sin, because they, believe
not on me.' (Acts 2:36-37). As all sin has its root in unbelief, so the most aggravated form
of unbelief is the rejection of Christ. The Spirit, however, in fastening this truth upon the



conscience, does not extinguish, but, on the contrary, consummates and intensifies the
sense of all other sins" (Bancroft, Elemental Theology).

We call special attention to this last sentence above. Many would have it that unbelief is the
only damning sin. Some would even say that this is all that men will suffer for in hell. Such
a notion is abundantly contradicted by the Bible. See Rom. 2:5,6; 7:7-11; Gal. 3:10,24; 1
John 3:4; Rev. 20:12. The Spirit does not merely convict of the sin of unbelief, but of sin
because of unbelief. That is, He shows men their sinful condition by causing them to see
that they are rejecting the Christ of God, thus showing rebellion against God. Unbelief is the
principal symptom of the disease of sin, whose essence is lawlessness.

The indirect work of the Spirit, not only may be resisted, but is constantly resisted by
sinners. Sinners do nothing else but resist the Spirit until the Spirit, by direct and personal
impact upon the soul, quickens the dead sinner into life. This as already indicated,
explains Acts 7:51,52.

(2) His direct work in the lost.

We refer here to regeneration. Regeneration is instantaneous. It cannot be otherwise, for
there can be no such thing as a man being partly alive and partly dead from a spiritual
standpoint. It is for that reason that we put conviction before regeneration.

Sinners show evidence of varying degrees of conviction through periods of varying lengths.
Of course, it is only in the moment of regeneration that conviction reaches its highest
intensity. The indirect work of the Spirit in conviction is brought to instantaneous
completion in the moment that the dead soul is quickened into life. But conviction exists
before the quickening. See Paul's experience, Acts 26:14. See also and compare Acts 2:37.
Note that in the parable of the dry bones in the valley (Ezek. 37:1-10) there was an effect
produced by preaching before the Spirit (symbolized by breath) came upon them. This
illustrates the indirect work of the Spirit in conviction prior to quickening.

The direct work of the Spirit in regeneration is irresistible. This does not mean that the
Spirit violates the will. He simply works back of the will. Regeneration takes place in
"regions of the soul below consciousness" (Strong). It is the means by which our wills are
conformed to God's will strictly according to the laws of the will and its action. See chapter
on free-agency of man. Regeneration is irresistible because it is a work of God, and is not
dependent upon the will of men (John 1:12,13). It is in regeneration that God enables men
to come to Christ (John 6:65). It is thus that He gives over His elect to Christ (John 6:37).
Regeneration is the drawing referred to in John 6:44,45, in its consummation. Man can do
nothing pleasing to God while spiritually dead, being in the flesh (Rom. 8:7,8). But when
quickened into life he is certain to act in general harmony with the will of God (1 John 5:4;
3:9). Thus regeneration is necessarily irresistible.

3. His Work in the Saved.

We have seen already that the Spirit indwells every believer. This indwelling is in order to
the accomplishing of a work in believers. The work consists of-



(1) Giving assurance of salvation. Rom. 8:16; 2 Cor. 1:22; Eph. 1:14. The Spirit not only
witnesses to believers of present sonship, but gives assurance of final salvation. It is in this
latter sense in which the work of the Spirit is an "earnest," which means a pledge, a part of
the purchase price paid in advance as a guarantee that the transaction will be completed.
The presence of the Spirit in our hearts affords us a foretaste of Heaven and is a guarantee
of our receiving the inheritance "incorruptible and undefiled, and that fadeth not away,
reserved in Heaven" for us "who are kept by the power of God through faith unto salvation,
ready to be revealed in the last time" (1 Pet. 1:4,5).

(2) Comforting, teaching, and illuminating.

John 16:7; 1 Cor. 2:9-12; Eph. 1:17; 1 John 2:20,27.
(3) Leading in obedience and service.

Rom. 8:14; Gal. 5:16; Acts 8:27,29; Heb. 8:10.

(4.) Calling to special service.

Acts 13:2,4. "The Holy Spirit not only directs the general tenor of the Christian life, but He
calls men out for special work, such as missions, the ministry, teaching, etc."

"This passage does not tell us how the Spirit calls men, presumably because He does not
always call men in the same way. It is for us to be willing to be called, to desire it, and then
to wait for the Holy Spirit to call us. He does not call all to foreign missionary work, though
every Christian should be willing to answer that call. He does, however, call every Christian
to some field of service, and will lead him, if yielded, to that specific field" (Bancroft).

(5) Distributing spiritual gifts.

1 Cor. 12:4-11. Note that "the manifestation of the Spirit is given to every man (that is,
every saved man) to profit withal (1 Cor. 12:7). No saved man may truthfully say, therefore,
that he is devoid of spiritual ability in the service of the Lord.

(6) Empowering in service.

Acts 1:8; 1 Cor. 2:4; 1 Thess. 1:5.
(7) Making fruitful.

Gal. 5:22-25.

(8) Inditing prayer and interceding.
Rom. 8:26,27; Gal. 4:6.

(9) Moving to worship.

Phil. 3:3 (R. V.). It has been said, "In our prayers we are taken up with our needs, in our
thanksgiving we are taken up with our blessings, but in our worship we are taken up with



God Himself."
(10) Finally quickening the believer's body.
Rom. 8:11-23.

10. The Doctrine of Angels
THE DOCTRINE OF ANGELS
T.P. Simmons

It is reasonable that there should be an ascending scale of life from man upward toward
God, just as there is a descending scale of life from man downward. A contemplation of the
vastness and the wonder of this universe may well raise the question, Is man the only
creature that "has a mind to appreciate and contemplate this workmanship of God" and to
praise Him for it? Without the Bible we should be left to blind conjecture. But in the Bible
we have clear revelation of an order of beings above man, existing in ascending orders and
ranks, called angels.

I. THE NATURE OF ANGELS
1. They Are Created Beings.

In Psa. 148:1-5 angels are among the things exhorted to praise the Lord on the ground that
"he commanded and they were created." That angels are created beings is also proved by
Col. 1:16, which reads: "For in him were all things created, in the heavens and upon the
earth, things visible and things invisible, whether thrones or dominions or principalities or
powers."

2. They Are Pure Spirits.

We do not mean to affirm here that all angels are sinless; for, as we shall see later, some
are evil. We mean that the nature of angels is spirit unmixed with materiality. Angels do not
possess bodies as a part of their being; even though they may assume bodies for the
execution of certain purposes of God, as in Gen. 19. We affirm that angels are pure spirits
because in Heb. 1:14 they are called spirits. Man is never thus unqualifiedly designated.
Christ said "a spirit hath not flesh and bones" (Luke 24:39).

3. They Constitute an Order of Creatures Higher than Man.

Of man it is said that he was "made a little lower than the angel" (Heb. 2:7). Angels are
said to be greater than man in might (2 Pet. 2:11). Their superior power is also implied in
Matt. 26:53; 28:2; 2 Thess. 1:7. Yet angels are ministering servants to believers (Heb.
1:14), and shall be judged by them (1 Cor. 6:3). This last fact would seem to indicate that
man, though now inferior in nature to angels, shall in his glorified state, as a trophy of
God's redeeming grace, be exalted with Christ far above angels (Eph. 1:20,21; Phil 2:6-9).



4. They are Sexless.

Matt. 22:30 declares that angels do not marry, which proves them sexless. "Sons of God" in
Gen. 6:2 are not angels, but descendants of Seth: the true worshippers of God, as
distinguished from the descendants of Cain.

5. They are Deathless.
Luke 20:36 declares that angels cannot die, which means they cannot cease to exist.
II CLASSES OF ANGELS

The angels consist of the elect angels and the fallen angels. The following Scriptures allude
to and distinguish these two classes:

"I charge thee in the sight of God, and Christ Jesus, and the elect angels, that thou observe
these things without prejudice, doing nothing by partiality" (1 Tim. 5:21).

"God spared not angels when they sinned but cast them down to hell and committed them
to pits of darkness, to be reserved unto judgment" (2 Peter 2:4).

"And angels that kept not their own principality, but left their proper habitation, he hath
kept in everlasting bonds under darkness unto the judgment of the great day" (Jude 6).

The elect angels are those whom God chose to preserve in holiness. The others He
permitted to fall and for them no redemption or possibility of escape has been provided.

ITII. ORGANIZATIONS, ORDERS, AND RANKS AMONG ANGELS

In Jude 9 we have Michael mentioned as an archangel. See also 1 Thess. 4:16. Archangel
means the chief of angels. Gabriel seems also to occupy a relatively high place among the
angels. See Dan. 8:16; 9:16,21; Luke 1:19.

The mention of thrones, dominions, principalities, and powers among the invisible things in
Col. 1:16 implies rank and organization among the angels. And in Eph. 1:21 and 3:10 we
have the mention of rule, authority, power, and dominion in the heavenly places. Of the
orders named in Col. 1:16, E. C. Dargan, in his commentary, represents "thrones" as "being
the highest next to God and so called either because they are near and support the throne
of God, or because they themselves sit on thrones approaching nearest to God in glory and
dignity; next 'dominions,' or 'lordships,' those who exercise power or lordship over the lower
ones or men; then 'principalities,' or 'princedoms,’ those of princely dignity; and lastly
'powers,' or 'authorities,' those who exercise power or authority in the lowest angelic order,
just above men."

We consider it more satisfactory to view the "cherubim" of Genesis, Exodus, and Ezekiel
with which we would identify also the "seraphim" of Isaiah and the living creatures of
Revelation, not as actual beings, but as symbolic appearances, illustrating truths of divine
activity and government. The "living creatures" of Revelation seem to symbolize praise
arising from God's lower creation because of its being "delivered from the bondage of



corruption into the liberty of the glory of the children of God" (Rom 8:21). The twenty-four
elders associated with the living creatures seem to represent redeemed humanity. And it is
well to note that the living creatures do not include themselves among those redeemed to
God. The living creatures, as representative of the lower creation giving praise to God, fulfill
Psa. 145:10, which says: "All thy works shall praise thee, 0 Lord." *

* Note: We do not agree with Brother Simmons on his symbolic interpretation of the verses
in the paragraph above, but rather we believe these are literal angels.

IV. ANGELS ARE NOT TO BE WORSHIPPED

"And when I heard and saw, I fell down to worship before the feet of the angel that
showed me these things. And he saith unto me, See thou do it not: I am a fellow-servant
with thee and with thy brethren the prophets, and with them that keep the words of this
book" (Rev. 22:9).

This is also condemned in Col. 2:18

V. THE EMPLOYMENT OF ANGELS

1. Of Holy Angels.

(1) They praise the lord and do His commandments.

Psa. 103:20; 148:2.

(2) They rejoice in the salvation of men. Luke 15:7,10.

(3) They minister to the heirs of salvation.

Heb. 1:14; 1 Kings 19:5-8; Dan. 6:22; Psa. 84:7; 91:11,12; Acts 12:8-11.
(4) They are messengers of God to men.

Gen. 19:1-13; Num. 22:22-35; Matt. 1:20; 2:13, 19, 20; Luke 1:11-13, 19; Acts 8:26; 10:3-
6; 27:23, 24.

(5) They execute God's purposes.

2 Sam. 24:16; 2 Kings 19:35; 2 Chron. 32:21; Psa. 35:5,6; Matt. 13:41; 13:49,50; 24:31;
Acts 12:23; Rev. 7:1,2; 9:15; 15:1.

(6) They gave the law.

Acts 7:53; Gal. 3:19; Heb. 2:2.
(7) They ministered to Christ.
Matt. 4:11; Luke 22:43.



(8) They will accompany Christ at His second coming.

Matt. 25:31,32; 2 Thess. 1:7,8

(9) They are present at church services.

1 Cor. 11:10.

(10) They take a great interest in divine truth and learn through the church.
1 Pet. 1: 12; Eph. 3:10

There is nothing in the above to show that there is a constant intervention of angels
between God and man. They are not in any sense regularly constituted mediators between
God and man. Their intervention is occasional and exceptional. And their activity is subject
to the command and permission of God.

But it is evident that the average believer has not attached sufficient importance to the
ministry of angels. However, on the other hand, the notion of a special guardian angel for
each individual finds no certain foundation in the Scripture. J. P. Boyce says:

"Guided by rabinical fables, and led by the peculiar views of Oriental philosophy, some have
conceived that on each person in this life an angel attends to guard and protect him from
evil. This theory of a guardian angel has been held in various forms. Some have confined
his presence to the good; some have extended it also to the wicked; some have supposed
two angels instead of one, the one good and the other bad. In like manner has the theory
been held of guardian angels over nations; some confining that also to good nations, others
extending it to all. That such views existed among the Jews, and that they were also
prevalent among earlier Christians may be admitted; but scriptural authority for them is
wanting" (Abstract of Systematic Theology, p. 179).

There are really but two passages that even suggest this doctrine of a guardian angel for
each individual. These two passages are Matt. 18:10 and Acts 12:15. On Matt. 18: 10 John
A. Broadus says: "There is in this no sufficient warrant for the popular notion of 'guardian
angels,' one angel especially assigned to each individual; it is simply said of believers as a
class that there are angels which are their angels; but there is nothing here or elsewhere to
show that one angel has special charge of one believer" (Commentary on Matthew).

On Acts 12:15 H. B. Hackett says: "It was a common belief among the Jews, says Lightfoot,
that every individual has a guardian angel and that this angel may assume a visible
appearance resembling that of the person whose destiny is committed to him. This idea
appears here, not as a doctrine of the Scriptures, but as a popular opinion that is neither
affirmed nor denied" (Commentary on Acts). On this passage Broadus also says: "The
disciples who were praying for Peter during his imprisonment, when the girl insisted that he
was at the gate, sprang to the conclusion that he had just been put to death and this was
'his angel' (Acts 12:15), according to the notion that a man's guardian angel was apt to
appear to friends just after his death, with his form and voice. But the views of these
disciples were erroneous on many subjects, and are not an authority for us unless



sanctioned by inspiration." We dismiss the subject with this further comment from Broadus:
"It cannot be positively asserted that the idea of guardian angels is an error, but there is no
Scripture which proves it true, and the passages which merely might be understood that
way do not suffice as a basis of a doctrine."

2. Of Evil Angels.

The work of evil angels will be considered more extensively in the next chapter, which deals
with Satan, their ruler and leader. It will suffice here to say that evil spirits or angels war
against God and His saints. This is seen in Eph. 6:12 and in the demon possession of early
New Testament days.

As to demon possession, it needs to be said that the record is too clear and decisive to
admit of a mere accommodation on the part of Christ and the apostles to popular but
erroneous notions of the Jews. It is very probable, however, that demon possession was
more prevalent in the days of Christ's earthly ministry than now. We can see that, according
to the record, it was more prevalent in early than in late New Testament times; yet it was
not entirely absent in later New Testament times (Acts 16:16-18); and it is probably not
absent now. Some physicians today believe that some experiences and actions of the
insane are best explained by the supposition that the patient's mind is under the control of
a foreign power. J. P. Boyce gives a good reason for the greater prevalence of demon
possession in the days of Christ's earthly ministry: "The great struggle was about to take
place between Christ and Satan, and uncommon freedom was doubtless granted to the
Devil and his assistants."

11. Satan, His Origin, Work, and Destiny
SATAN-HIS ORIGIN, WORK, AND DESTINY
T.P. Simmons

No believer in the plenary inspiration of the Scriptures can doubt the existence of a
personal devil. The reality of such a being is stamped indelibly on the pages of Holy Writ.
"We cannot deny the personality of Satan, except upon principles which would compel us to
deny the existence of angels, the personality of the Holy Spirit, and the personality of God
the Father" (Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 223).

Even if the Bible said nothing of the existence of such a being, perhaps we should be
compelled to believe in his existence as an adequate explanation of the subtle and
enslaving power of sin.

I. THE ORIGIN OF SATAN

The existence of a wicked being such as Satan is, in view of our belief in God as being
infinitely holy and yet the creator of all other things, presents this inescapable question:
How are we to account for his existence?



Skeptics have imagined that the question, Who made the devil? offers an unanswerable
objection to the Christian doctrine of God. But the Bible answers this question clearly and
reasonably.

1. SATAN A FALLEN ANGEL.
We affirm this for the three following reasons:
(1) He is of the Same Nature as Angels.

The works ascribed to the devil make it impossible for us to conceive of him as being other
than incorporeal. If he were material he would be limited by space; and therefore, could
not carry on the universal works of wickedness ascribed to him in the Bible.

(2) He is the Leader of Certain Angels.
In Matt. 25:41 Christ uses the expression, "the devil and his angels."
(3) A Common Destiny Awaits Satan and These Angels.

In the passage just referred to Christ tells us that hell was prepared for both the devil and
his angels.

We conclude that these angels of which Satan is the leader and whose punishment he shall
share are the fallen angels mentioned by Peter and Jude. It seems clear, then, that Satan
himself is a fallen angel.

The statement in John 3:44 to the effect that the devil "was a murderer from the
beginning" need not be taken as standing in necessary conflict with the foregoing. The
expression "from the beginning" need not be taken as referring to the beginning of the
devil's existence. It may, and we think does, refer to the beginning of human history.

2. ACCOUNTS OF SATAN'S FALL.

We believe we have in the Scripture two fragmentary accounts of Satan's fall. We refer to
Ezek. 28:12-18 and Isa. 14:12-17.

The first of these passages was addressed to the King of Tyre. The second one was
addressed to the King of Babylon. In both of them, but more especially in the first, some of
the language is too strong to apply to any man. We believe that these passages, like much
other prophecy, have a double reference. This is true of some of the prophecies concerning
the regathering of Israel. Their immediate reference is to the return of Israel after the
seventy years of captivity in Babylon. But they have also a clear ultimate reference to the
final regathering of dispersed Israel at the end of this age. In Matt. 24:4-51 we have a
double reference marvelously wrought together. The reason for this double reference is that
the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 A. D. was a type of the final siege of Jerusalem just
preceding the second advent of Christ to the earth to judge the world and set up His
millennial reign. And, no doubt, the reason for the double reference in the passages we are
considering from Ezekiel and Isaiah is that the kings of Tyre and Babylon were taken as



types of "the man of sin" (2 Thess 2:3,4), the "beast" of Revelation (Rev. 13 and 17), who
will be but a tool in the hands of Satan. Therefore the words of the prophets look beyond
these kings to the dominating power back of them; thus addressing Satan through his
representatives. We have other instances where Satan is thus addressed. In Gen. 3:15
Satan is addressed through the serpent, his tool. And in Matt. 16:22, 23 Satan is addressed
through Peter in whom Christ sensed the spirit of Satan.

(1) References to Satan in His Unfallen Condition.

"Thou sealest up the sum (or measure), full of wisdom and perfect in beauty. Thou wast in
Eden, the garden of God; every precious stone was thy covering, the sardius, the topaz,
and the diamond, the beryl the onyx, and the jasper, the sapphire, the emerald, and the
carbuncle, and gold: the workmanship of thy tabrets and of thy pipes was in thee: in the
day that thou wast created they were prepared. Thou wast the anointed cherub that
covereth: and I set thee so, so that thou wast upon the holy mountain of God; thou hast
walked up and down in the midst of the stones of fire. Thou wast perfect in thy ways from
the day that thou wast created, till unrighteousness was found in thee" (Ezek. 28-12-15).

(2) References to the Fall of Satan.

"By the abundance of thy traffic they filled the midst of thee with violence, and thou hast
sinned: therefore have I cast thee as profane out of the mountain of God; and I have
destroyed thee, 0 covering cherub, from the midst of stones of fire. Thy heart was lifted up
because of thy beauty; thou hast corrupted thy wisdom by reason of thy brightness: I have
cast thee to the ground; I have laid thee before kings, that they may behold thee. By the
multitude of thine iniquities, in the unrighteousness of thy traffic, thou hast profaned thy
sanctuaries; therefore have I brought forth a fire from the midst of thee; it hath devoured
thee, and I have turned thee to ashes upon the earth in the sight of all them that behold
thee." (Ezek 28:16-18).

"How art thou fallen from heaven, 0 Day-star, son of the morning! How are thou cut down
to the ground, that didst lay low the nations! And thou saidst in thy heart, I will ascend into
heaven, I will exalt my throne above the stars of God; and I will sit upon the mount of the
congregation, in the uttermost parts of the North; I will ascend above the heights of the
clouds; I will make myself like the Most High. Yet thou shalt be brought down to Sheol, to
the uttermost parts of the pit. They that see thee shall gaze at thee, they shall consider
thee, saying, Is this the man that made the earth to tremble, that did shake kingdoms; that
made the world a wilderness, and overthrew the cities thereof; then let not loose his
prisoners to their home" (Isa. 14-12-17).

From these two accounts it seems clear that Satan fell through pride. This is also in
harmony with the following Scriptures:

"Pride goeth before destruction. And a haughty spirit before a fall" (Prov. 16:18).

"The bishop therefore must be without reproach . . . not a novice, lest being puffed up he
fall into the condemnation of the devil" (1 Tim. 3:2,6).



From Ezekiel we understand that Satan held a very high place among the angels in his
unfallen state. "Thou wast the anointed cherub that covereth: and I have set thee so; thou
wast upon the holy mountain of God." Notice that he was not "an anointed cherub," but
"the anointed cherub." "Anointed" means set apart as a priest to the service of God. "The
anointed cherub that covereth" probably alludes to the cherubim that covered the mercy
seat in the temple with their wings (Ex. 37:9). This seems to indicate that the devil was the
leader of angelic worship. He probably occupied the place which is now occupied by
Michael, the archangel

II. THE WORK OF SATAN
1. ORIGINATED SIN IN THE UNIVERSE.

The foregoing Scriptures, which give a veiled account of Satan's fall, point us to the earliest
account of sin that we have in the Bible. We know that Satan fell before man did, for Satan
solicited man to sin. "Sin was not a creation but an origination. It came into existence by
the aid of that which had prior existence, nhamely, personality and the power of free choice.
God created this being not as the Devil, but as a holy angel, who originated sin through
disobedience and transformed himself into the wicked devil which he is today" (Bancroft,
Elemental Theology).

2. INTRODUCED SIN INTO THE HUMAN FAMILY.

Gen. 3:1-16. There is a close connection between what we have noted from Isaiah
concerning the devil and his method of seducing Eve. Satan was cast out of Heaven
because he said, "I will make myself like the Most High." He deceived Eve by telling her
that instead of dying as result of eating the forbidden fruit, she would become "as God,
knowing good and evil"

3. POSSESSES AND CONTROLS THE WORLD.

Job 9:24; Matt. 4:8,9; John 12:31; 14:80; 16:11; 2 Cor. 4:8,4; Eph. 6:12. God owns the
world (Psa. 24:1), but, as we read in Job 9:24, the world has been "given into the hand" of
Satan temporarily; and Satan dominates it, subject to such limitations as God is pleased to
impose. See Psa. 76:10.

4. ACCUSES GOD'S PEOPLE.

"Job 1:6,9; 2:3-5; Rev. 12:9,10. "Devil" means "accuser" or "slanderer."
5. ALSO TESTS, HINDERS, RESISTS, AND BUFFETS THEM.

Luke 22:31; 1 Thess. 2:18; Zech. 3:1; 2 Cor. 12:7.

6. SEEKS TO OPPOSE AND HINDER THE WORK OF GOD.

Matt. 13:39; Mark 4:15; 2 Cor. 11:14,15; 2 Thess. 2:9,10; Rev. 2:10; 3:9.
7. TEMPTS, ENSNARES, AND LEADS MEN INTO EVIL.



1 Chron. 21:1; Matt. 4:1-9; John 13:2,27; Acts 5:3.
8. CONTROLS AND BLINDS THE LOST.

John 8:44; 12:37-40; Acts 26:18; 2 Cor. 4:4; 2 Tim. 2:26. The blinding in 2 Cor. 4:4 and
that in John 12:37-40 are the same. Its immediate cause is the depravity of the carnal
nature. The devil is said to be the author of this blindness because he is the author of sin.
In the latter passage it is ascribed to God because it is by God's permissive will that the
devil was allowed to bring sin into the world. For a further discussion of this blinding see
chapter on the free agency of man.

9. CAUSES SICKNESS.

Luke 13:16; Acts 10:38.

10. HAS THE POWER OF DEATH.
Heb. 2:14.

But, thanks be unto God, all the work of Satan is overruled by the omnipotence and
omniscience of God and made to work ultimately for God's glory and the good of the saints.
See Psa. 76:10; Rom. 15:31; 2 Cor. 12:7; Eph. 1:11.

In Peter's fall we have an excellent example of how God is glorified and the saints benefited
even through the temptations of the devil that actually produce sin in the lives of saints.
Peter's experience in denying Christ made a different man out of him. At the trial of Jesus
he cowered before a little maiden. But on Pentecost he faced the multitude of the crucifiers
of Christ with burning words of condemnation. Peter's fall took away his self-confidence.
Thus, Satan, seeking the complete downfall of Peter, as he had that of Job, but sifted out
the chaff and left the wheat. We can see also that Satan's afflictions brought greater
blessings to Job in the end.

II1. THE DESTINY OF SATAN

The common notion that Satan is now in hell is not correct. The same is true of the idea
that Satan shall ever be in hell as the one who inflicts torment on others. He will be cast
into hell to be tormented. He now inhabits the heavenlies (Eph. 6:11,12), has access to God
(Job 1:6), and is active upon the earth (Job 1:7; 1 Pet. 5:8). But finally Satan will be cast
into hell.

We have already noted that hell has been prepared for the devil and his angels. In the
following Scripture we have the account of how he will be cast into hell:

"And the devil that deceived them was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, where are
also the beast and the false prophet; and they shall be tormented day and night for ever
and ever" (Rev. 20:10).

This is to take place at the end of the "little season" during which Satan is to be loosed
again after the millennium. The beast and the false prophet are to be cast into the lake of



fire preceding the millennium (Rev. 19:20).

12. God's Relation to the Universe
GOD'S RELATION TO THE UNIVERSE
T.P. Simmons

There are various ideas concerning the relation of God to this universe of ours. By way of
contrast between these false ideas and the teaching of Scripture, let us note:

I. GOD IS SEPARATE IN BEING FROM THE UNIVERSE.

Everywhere in Scripture God is distinguished from His creation. He is a pure spirit, while all
created things and beings are at least partly material with the exception of the angels, both
good and evil. God is infinite; all created things are finite. God is eternal, having existed
from everlasting. This is not true of anything else. God is immutable. Nothing else is
immutable. God is omnipresent; nothing else is. Nor does anything else possess God's
attributes of omnipotence and omniscience.

The Scriptures, therefore, refute pantheism, which is defined by Strong as "that method of
thought which conceives of the universe as the development of one intelligent and
voluntary, yet impersonal substance, which reaches consciousness only in man. It,
therefore, identifies God, not with each individual object in the universe, but with the
totality of things" (Systematic Theology, p. 55).

II. GOD CREATED THE UNIVERSE
1. THE FACT.

This is declared in the first verse of the Bible. The Scripture, therefore, denies that the
universe was created by an evil spirit as the Manicheans taught. It also denies the
emanation theory, which holds with pantheism that God is of the same substance as the
universe; and that the universe is the result of successive emanations from His being.
Spontaneous generation, the view of atheistic evolutionists, is also denied. Moreover we
have here a denial of the eternity of matter. Let it be noted that the author understands
Gen. 1:1 as referring to the whole universe with its billions of stars. He can not agree with
those, such as George McCready Price* and Harold W. Clark,** who think that this passage
alludes to nothing more than the earth and its surrounding atmosphere or, at most to our
solar system. The view of these two worthy and scholarly men is rejected on Biblical
grounds. Unless "heaven" is used in Gen. 1:1 in a sense radically different from that in
which it is used in many other passages, it includes all the stars. See Gen. 15:5; 22:17;
26:4; Ex. 32:13; Deut. 10:22; 2 Kings 23:5; Isa. 13:10; Jer. 33:22; Nah. 3:16. It is true,
according to Gen. 1:8, that God identified Heaven with the firmament, above which there
were waters (Gen. 1.7); but note that God said, "Let there be lights in the firmament of the
heaven," which lights manifestly included the stars (Gen. 1:14-17). Evidently, then,
"firmament" must have included both a lower and upper expanse.



Today, as never before, there is full explicit, and emphatic agreement between the Bible
and sound scientific thinking concerning the necessity of a real supernatural creation of the
universe. Scientists have found the universe to be like a gigantic clock that is slowly running
down or an immense lump of coal that is leisurely burning up. Matter is being converted
into heat and other form of energy and is being dissipated. Thus a leveling off process is
going on throughout the universe, resulting in what scientists call "entropy", which is
defined as "the unavailability of energy for doing work."*** All of this has been expressed
very effectively by Barnett as follows: "All the phenomena of nature, visible and invisible,
within the atom and in outer space, indicate that the substance and energy of the universe
are inexorably diffusing like vapor through the insatiable void. The sun is slowly but surely
burning out, the stars are dying embers and everywhere in the cosmos heat is turning to
cold, matter is dissolving into radiation, and energy is being dissipated into empty space.
The universe is thus progressing toward an ultimate 'heat-death' or, as technically defined,
a condition of 'maximum entropy.' When the universe reaches this state some billions of
years from now, all processes of nature

*Genesis Vindicated, p. 54. **The New Diluvialism, p. 190. ***Handrich, The Creation-
Facts, Theories, and Faith, p. 46.

will cease. All space will be the same temperature. No energy can be used because all of it
will be uniformly distributed through the cosmos. There will be no light, no life, no warmth-
nothing but perpetual and irrevocable stagnation" (The Universe and Dr. Einstein, p. 100).
As an application of this to the point under discussion, the words of Handrich are again
appropriate: "If the universe must come to an end, then it is finite; and it cannot be both
finite and eternal. If energy transformations had been going on from eternity, then the
static, lifeless state of maximum entropy would have been reached eternal ages ago. So the
universe must have had a beginning" (ibid, p. 47). Now that the universe in the beginning
was not created by a natural process, but by supernatural power, is shown by these further
words from Barnett: "Nothing in all inanimate nature can be unmistakably identified as a
pure creative process. At one time, for example, it was thought that the mysterious cosmic
rays which continually bombard the earth from outer space might be by-products of some
process of atomic creation. But there is greater support for the opposite view that they are
by-products of atomic annihilation. Everything visible in nature or established in theory,
suggests that the universe is implacably progressing toward final darkness and decay" (ibid,
p. 100). Then Handrich points out that even if cosmic rays are by-products of a creative
process, this very fact shows that not all energy is being thus reconverted into matter; since
cosmic rays represent a portion of energy that is being wasted.* Therefore, even if this
theory of perpetual creation were true, entropy would still prevail. Unless it can be shown
that all expended energy is being reconverted into matter, then this universe is not self-
sustaining. If it is not self-sustaining, then it was not brought into existence by natural
forces. And even if it should be found that there is a total reconversion of all energy into
matter, and this should be taken as evidence that all matter has been created out of energy
by a natural process; there would still remain the question that can have but one sensible



answer: How did the energy come into existence in the first place? Thus scientific evidence
for a supernatural creation is complete and unanswerable.

2. THE TIME.

When was the beginning mentioned in the first verse of

* Obid, p. 50.

Genesis? Was it on the first day of creation week? The language of the passage will allow
this view, and some worthy men of science advocate it. However the language of the
passage does not demand this view, but will readily allow any space of time that might
have transpired between the origin of the universe and the fitting of the earth for man's
abode. Let us be careful to distinguish between Biblical facts and our own theories about
them. When the language of the Bible will readily admit of more than one interpretation, it
is an evil thing for us to become so dogmatic about our own understanding of it that we
must think of those who differ with us as denying the Bible. *

In saying that the language of Gen. 1:1, while not demanding it, will yet allow a lapse of
time between the first two verses, the author is not affirming any of the following: (1) The
age of rocks or fossils as advocated by uniformitarian geology. The author wholly rejects
uniformitarian geology in favor of catastrophism and new deluvialism.** (2) The accuracy
of any of the forty methods by which scientists have tried to determine the age of the
earth.*** (3) That there was any life on the earth- plant, animal, or human-

* "The modern scientific age challenges us as Christians to be receptive to new truth as it is
discovered. The leaders of our faith counsel us to make certain that a new idea is truth
before we hasten to adopt it. Our reason tells us to examine with great care any new
teaching that appears to displace the old line of thought in which we have been trained,
until we have weighed it and found it satisfactory. We must avoid the two rocks of gullibility
on the one hand and the ostrich-like attitude of some who deliberately close their eyes to
new truth" (Gedney, in Modern Science and Christian Faith, p. 71).

** For criticism of the theories of uniformitarian geologists, see: Evolutionary Geology
(Price); Genesis Vindicated (Price), p. 230; Common Sense Geology (Price); How Did the
World Begin (Price), p. 56; That You Might Believe (Morris), p. 58; Everyday Science for the
Christian (Handrich), p. 69; Beyond the Atom (De Vris), p. 79; and The New Deluvialism
(Clark).

*** For review and criticism of these methods, see Everyday Science for the Christian
(Handrich) p. 69; Modern Science and Christian Faith, p. 26; Beyond the Atom (De Vries),
p. 57.



Note: We do not agree with the author concerning a possible time gap between Gen. 1:1
and 1:2. Such a gap of time, which many suggest could be billions of years, it seems would
be taught or at least mentioned somewhere in the Bible. The silence on such an enormous
"gap" of time makes this theory unfounded, and we believe, only a way in which to
reconcile "modern science" with the Bible. If God is capable of creating all of earth's
systems and all living things in five literal days, He certainly is able to create the material
universe in one day.

or that there was a catastrophic ruin of original creation prior to the six days of Gen. 1.*
3. THE MANNER.
(1) By Fiat.

By this we mean that God spoke the universe into existence. The following passages teach
this quite clearly:

"By the word of Jehovah were the heaves made, and all the host of them by the breath of
his mouth" (Psa. 33:6).

"Let all the earth fear Jehovah; let all the inhabitants of the world stand in awe of him. For
he spake, and it was done; he commanded, and it stood fast" (Psa. 83:8,9).

"Through faith we understand that the worlds have been framed by the word of God" (Heb.
11:3).

(2) Without Previously Existing Materials.
"What is seen hath not been made out of things which appear" (Heb. 11:3).

When God had called the materials of the universe into existence, He fashioned them
according to His will. But He began without anything. He alone is eternal. All other things
have sprung from His creative hand.

4. THE ORIGINAL FORM OF MATTER.

In the second verse of Genesis (interpreted in the light of v. 9) we find the earth covered
with water and the atmosphere so saturated with vapor that the light of the sun could not
reach the earth. The author can think of only three possible views concerning the reason
for this condition: (1) That it was the condition of the earth at its origin. (2) That it had
resulted from the ruin of original creation. (3) That it was a condition that had developed
through the operation of natural forces subsequent to the origin of earth. This third view is
elucidated in the



*For criticism of this idea, see Modern Science and Christian Faith, p. 63; Genesis
Vindicated (Price, p. 290; Creation-Facts, Theories, and Faith (Handrich), p. 126.

following quotation: "It is generally believed that in an early stage the earth was quite hot,
possibly much hotter than the boiling point of water. If so, there could have been no oceans
as the heat would have evaporated all the free water and the earth would have been
completely covered with dense clouds right down to its surface (Stoner, in Modern Science
and Christian Faith, p. 35).

Was all the matter in the universe created in one mass and then separated by violent
expulsive power? An affirmative answer to this question provides a natural explanation of
two noteworthy facts: (1) Distant galaxies or "island universes" seem to be speeding away
from us with velocities proportional to their distances from us, so that if they "were traced
backward, they would appear to have originated from one place at one time."* (2) The
universe is littered with a debris of matter such as one should expect to result from a
universal explosion. This debris exists today in three forms: (A) Comets, the number of
which in our solar system is estimated to be 17,500,000.** (B) Meteors, which are so
numerous that "it is estimated that the earth encounters thousands of millions . . . each
day, and that the sun encounters as many as a trillion a second."*** (C) Individual atoms,
constituting about one-third of all the matter of the universe, "dispersed in a condition of
almost inconceivable tenuity of one atom per cubic inch.****

The language of Gen. 1:1 does not forbid the idea that God used natural forces in a
secondary manner to bring the earth into the condition described in the next verse. The
same Hebrew word (bara) is used in Psa. 89:47, where it is affirmed that God "made all
men." Here the word admits of the use of the natural laws of generation. We know two
things: (1) The universe was created by supernatural power. (2) Natural law now operates
in the universe. The question is, at what point in the past did the operation of supernatural
creative power give way to the operation of natural processes? "Genesis states a creation of

* Modern Science and Christian Faith, pp. 28,30.

** New Descriptive Astronomy (Steele), p. 188.

*** Qutline of Science (Sheldon), p. 33.

**kx% Allen (Modern Science and Christian Faith, p. 127).

Note: Natural laws are never implied with reference to creation week. If fact, natural laws
as so-called, are still the miraculous working of Christ, Who is said to hold all things
together by His power, and that by Him "all things consist". Who is able to discern what is
"natural" law as opposed to spiritual power in an ongoing miraculous state?



the universe. It does not state when or how that creation took place" (Stoner, Modern
Science and Christian Faith, p. 31).

III. GOD FITTED THE EARTH FOR MAN'S ABODE

This was the work of the six days listed in Gen. 1. Ex. 20:11 is manifestly speaking of this
rather than the original creation when it says: "For in six days the Lord God made heaven
and earth . . ." The word for "made" is not "bara," but "asah." This latter word is used more
than fifteen hundred times, and it has many meanings; but it is not once translated
"create." Thus it is not alluding to what God did in Gen. 1:1. This gives another reason for
separating the original creation from the work of the six days.

1. THE LENGTH OF THESE "DAYS."

The author believes that these "days" were ordinary days of approximately twenty-four
hours each. This is the manifest meaning of both Moses and the Holy Spirit. The day-age
theory would never have arisen had it not been for a desire on the part of some to
accommodate the Genesis account to the "ages" advocated by uniformitarian geology. The
absurdity of this theory can be seen by the fact that it involves the presence of vegetation
for thousands of years during the "third day" without the benefit of the direct rays of the
sun. "Moreover, this theory can never make the periods of creation fit the scheme of
geological 'ages' even if the 'days' of Genesis are stretched out to any length whatever; for
the Biblical record has to be 'doctored’ or changed in various ways to make it fit these
'ages,' even when the days are stretched out to make them correspond. The glaring
inconsistencies that have always remained between the Genesis record and the geological
'ages,' even when such men as Hugh Miller, Gladstone, and Louis Agassiz had used their
procrustean methods upon them, made thousands of scoffing infidels during the later
nineteenth century; and these inconsistencies will always stare us in the face, and ought to
warn us that we are taking shameful liberties with the Word of God."*

2. THE GIVING OF LIGHT.

The record of this is found in Gen. 1:3,4. The supposition that this light was produced by
earth-glow, or from ionized air, or from phosphorus, or that it was supernaturally created at
this time, is both unfounded and unnecessary. C. I. Scofield says very correctly here:
"Neither here nor in verse 14-18 is an original creative act implied. A different word is used.
The sense is, made to appear; made visible. The sun and moon were created 'in the
beginning.' The 'light,' of course, came from the sun, but the vapor diffused the light. Later
the sun appeared in an unclouded sky" (Scofield Bible). The appearance of light at this time
was made possible, no doubt, by the precipitation of much of the moisture that had
completely saturated the air. For one to say that this could not have been accomplished in
an ordinary day, even by natural means, is for him to presume to be omniscient.

3. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE EXPANSE.

Vs. 6-8. The Hebrew word, "raqgia," used seventeen times and always translated
"firmament" in the King James Version, means "expanse." The excess of vapor that still
remained in the air after the work of the first day, was on the second day caused to rise to



form clouds; which allowed increased light, no doubt, but did not yet permit the orb of the
sun to become visible. As remarked before, the Bible alludes to both a lower and an upper
"firmament." See especially v. 14 and Psa. 19:1-6.

4. DRY LAND MADE TO APPEAR

V. 9. This was done on the third day. The necessity of this work shows that the earth, as
described in verse 2, was completely covered with water. The draining of the land was

*Genesis Vindicated (Price), p. 13. For further discussion of "days" of Gen. 1, see Modern
Science and the Genesis Record (Rimmer), p. 17.

accomplished evidently by the elevation of land masses, or by the depression of sea areas,
or by both. Perhaps many, if not the hills and mountains of the antediluvian world were
thrust up at this time. If the earth formerly had been very hot, as most scientists believe,
then the forming of a solid outer crust may have caused a build-up of internal pressure
sufficient to uplift continents, hills, and mountains. However scientific facts seem to indicate
that continents were not as extensive then as now. Perhaps before the deluge much of the
present land area was occupied by swamps, inland seas, and waterways. The waterways of
that era may have been the "geosynclines" so well-known to geology. There may have been
much volcanic activity in connection with the elevation of land masses.

5. THE MAKING OF VEGETATION AND TREES.

Vs. 11-13. See also Gen. 2:5. This also was done on the third day. A creative act is not
affirmed here. Because of this fact some have imagined that vegetation and trees sprang
from seeds that had been preserved in the ground through a supposed cataclysm that had
reduced the original creation to the condition described in verse 2. But such a notion cannot
be made to harmonize with the declaration of Gen. 2:5 to the effect that God made "every
plant of the field before it was in the earth, and every herb of the field before it grew." One
evident reason God used this method in the making of vegetation is that the uplifted land
masses had become dry very quickly and there had been no rain. The ground, therefore,
was not in suitable condition for the production of vegetation from seeds.

6. SUN, MOON, AND STARS MADE TO APPEAR.

Vs. 14-18. This was the work of the fourth day. We have noted already that we have not
here the creation of these bodies, but merely the full appearance of them. Clouds were
cleared from the sky so that for the first time the heavenly orbs shone upon the earth in all
their glory.

7. FISH, SEA-MONSTERS, AND FOWLS CREATED.

Vs. 20-23. Verse 21 shows clearly that we have here on the fourth day another creative act.
The water brought forth forms of life only after God created them. This is fatal to the notion



of reconciling evolution with the Bible. So also is the statement that each form of life was to
bring forth "after his kind." However "kind" here evidently is used in a broader sense than
"species” as it is used by many today. But we know that the term "kind" need not mean
anything broader than "family" as used in biology.

8. INSECTS AND ANIMALS CREATED.

Vs. 24-25. The use of the expression "living creature” in verse 24 shows that we have here
a creative act as in verse 21.

9. MAN CREATED.

Vs. 26-27. The Hebrew "bara" is used three times in verse 27, showing unmistakably that
the human race was divinely created and not evolved. We shall note man's creation more in
detail in the next chapter.

IV. GOD NOW PRESERVES THE UNIVERSE

God exerts continuous power, by means of which He maintains the existence of the things
He has created according to the nature He imparted to them. The Scripture teaching on the
infinity and supremacy of God is sufficient to convince us that God alone is self-existent and
immutable, and that the universe, therefore, must be supported and sustained by power
that is not inherent. It is as we should expect, then, when we find the Scripture making the
following statements:

"Thou art Jehovah, even thou alone; thou hast made heaven, the heaven of heavens, with
all their host, the earth and all things that are thereon, the seas and all that is in them, and
thou preservest them all (Neh. 9:6).

"O Jehovah, thou preservest man and beast" (Psa. 36:6).
"In him we live and move, and have our being" (Acts 17:28).

"He is before all things, and in him all things consist"- held together, "derive their
perpetuity"- Dargan (Col. 1:17).

". .. upholding all things by the word of his power" (Heb. 1:3).

It was probably to preservation that Jesus referred in part at least, when He said: "My
Father worketh even until now" (John 5:17). The rest of God on the seventh day of creative
week was not total cessation of activity, but only of His direct creative work.

V. GOD CONTROLS THE UNIVERSE

We find from the Scripture that God is not only the creator and preserver of the universe,
but the controller of it. He did not create the universe and then abandon it. He now actively
governs every part and every activity in the universe. This teaching is involved in the
declaration that God "worketh all things after the counsel of his own will" (Eph. 1:11).



The following Scriptures also teach this doctrine: Job 37:3,4, 6, 10-13; Psa. 135:7; 104:14;
Matt. 5:45; 6:26,30.

The doctrine of God's control of the universe does not deny the reality of second causes. It
merely shows God as the first cause and the creator of all second causes. God arranged
second causes so that they would fulfill His will. Physical laws are real. They prevail in all
cases, except where God sets them aside in His miraculous acts. Vapor rises, rain falls, and
the wind blows according to certain laws. But God ordained those laws, and He now
sustains all things according to their original nature and His intention for them, so that it is
really God that causes the vapor to rise, the rain to fall, and the wind to blow. To deny the
existence of law is foolish. To represent law as operating independent of God is infidelity.

God's control does not stop with the impersonal forces of the universe; it extends to and
comprehends all the actions of men. This is shown by the following Scriptures. Ex. 12:36;
Psa. 33:14,15; Prov. 19:21; 20:24; 21:1; Jer. 10:23; Dan. 4:35; Isa. 44:28; Ex. 9:12; Psa.
76:10; Prov. 16:4; John 12:37,39,40; Acts 4:27,28.

It will be seen that the above control of men includes their evil acts as well as their good
ones. God's control of the evil acts of men may be divided into four kinds:

1. PREVENTIVE.

Gen. 20:6; 31:24; Psa. 139:3; 76:10.

2. PERMISSIVE.

Psa. 81:12,13; Hos. 4:17; Acts 14:16; Rom. 1:24,28.

It is under the head of God's permissive will or control that 1 Sam. 18:10 belongs. Here we
are told that "an evil spirit from God came mightily upon Saul." It is thus that we are to
understand God's hardening and blinding of sinners, as in Ex. 9:12; Rom. 9:18; John 12:40.
It is also to this head that we are to refer Acts 4:27,28, which has to do with the crucifixion
of Christ. God ordained that Christ should die on the Cross, but He merely withheld His
restraining power and permitted the crucifiers to follow their own natural enmity against
Christ. In 2 Sam. 24:1 and 1 Chron. 21:1, we see proof of the fact that sometimes in the
Bible the things which God allows others to accomplish are ascribed to Him. In 2 Sam. 24:1
it is said that God moved David to number Israel, while in 1 Chron. 21:1 the same thing is
ascribed to Satan.

3. DIRECTIVE.

Gen. 50:20; Isa. 10:5. Thus, while God permits sin, He also directs it to accomplish such
purposes as He is pleased for it to accomplish.

4. DETERMINATIVE.

God not only permits sin and directs it but He sets the bounds beyond which it cannot go,
and prescribes the limits of its effects. See Job 1:12; 2:6; Psa. 124:2; 1 Cor. 10:13; 2
Thess. 2:7.



The doctrine of God's control of the universe refutes deism, which teaches that God created
the universe and then withdrew from it; leaving it to operate independently of His direction.

The following quotations may help to explain God's relation to sin. "That men's sins proceed
from themselves; that in sinning they perform this or that action, is from God, who divideth
the darkness according to His pleasure" (Augustine). "God is not the causative force, but
the directing force in the sins of man. Men are in rebellion against God, but they are not out
from under His control. God's decrees are not the necessitating cause of the sins of man,
but the foredetermined and prescribed boundings and directings of men's sinful acts" (C. D.
Cole, Baptist Examiner, March 1, 1932). "The wishes of sin are the wishes of man; man is
guilty; man is to be blamed, but the All-wise God prevents those wishes from producing
actions indiscriminately. He compels those wishes to take a certain divinely narrowed
course. The floods of iniquity are from the hearts of men, but they are not allowed to cover
the land; they are shut up to the channel of God's sovereign appointment, and men
unwittingly are thus held in bounds, so that not one iota of God's purpose shall fail. He
brings the floods of the ungodly into the channel of His providence to turn the mill of His
purpose" (P. W. Heward).

13. The Creation of Man
THE CREATION OF MAN
T.P. Simmons

In the previous chapter we covered the creation of the earth. In this chapter we are to deal
with the creation of man. We are to face here the broad question: How did man come into
existence? Another question growing out of this one is: Has science given a rational
naturalistic explanation of the origin of man? There is also a third question that arises. Does
the Bible teach that man is the direct and immediate creation of God? The answers to these
questions will be made manifest as we give consideration to three other questions which
form the grand divisions of this chapter, viz.,,

I. DID GOD CREATE MAN?
1. THE BIBLE SAYS HE DID.

The Bible repeatedly answers this question in the affirmative. Can we, in this scientific age,
intelligently accept this Bible truth? We shall see.

Let it be definitely borne in mind that we are not at this time asking how God created man.
That question will form our next grand division. Our present question is, to put it more
pointedly: Did God in some manner originate man? or, to put it in yet another form, Is God
the author of life?

2. SPONTANEOUS GENERATION DISPROVED.



There was a time when scientists were quite confident that living cells could be generated
from certain kinds of dead matter under favorable conditions. But the experiments of
Pasteur and Tyndall demolished this theory of the spontaneous generation of life.

Therefore we read from such a source as Compton's Pictured Encyclopedia (Vol. B, p. 151):

"It is only in recent years (this was published in 1951] that science has proved that the
origin of life is the same for the simplest forms as for the highest-for the infinitely small
germs of tuberculosis, and the whole multitude of plant and germ life . . .as for mankind
itself. At present it can be said that man has never created even the simplest form of life, or
seen it rise spontaneously."

If there are those who are credulous enough to believe that spontaneous generation will
yet be observed or demonstrated, let them take cognizance of the fact that the advance of
knowledge is constantly deepening the mystery of life. This was acknowledged as early as
1900 by H. W. Conn, a thorough-going evolutionist. In his book, The Method of Evolution,
he said:

"An important part of the evolution problem is, of course, the origin of life, which appears
to mean the origin of the first protoplasm. Upon this subject it must be confessed we are in
as deep ignorance as ever. Indeed, if anything, the disclosures of the modern microscope
have placed the solution of this problem even farther from our grasp. So long as we could
regard protoplasm as a chemical compound, definite, though complex, so long was it
possible to believe that its origin in the past geological ages was a simple matter of
chemical affinity. It was easy to assume that, under the conditions of earlier ages, when
chemical elements were necessarily placed in different relations to each other from those of
today, chemical combinations would arise which would result in the formation of the
complex body of protoplasm. This has been the supposition that has laid the foundation of
various suggestions as to the origin of life. But having now learned that this substance is
not a chemical compound, but a mechanism, and that its properties are dependent upon its
mechanism such a conception of the origin of life is no longer tenable. In its place must be
substituted some forces which build a mechanism. But even our most extreme evolutionists
have not yet suggested any method of bridging the chasm, and at the present time we
must recognize that the problem of the origin of life is in greater obscurity than ever. The
origin of chemical compounds we may explain, but their combination into an organic
machine which we call protoplasm is, at present, unimaginable."

More than fifty years have passed since Prof. Conn wrote the above, and still no evolutionist
has found the natural bridge between the living and the non-living; and such is even more
unimaginable today than it was in 1900.

In view of all this Prof. Asa Gray of Harvard University wrote: "A beginning is wholly beyond
the ken and scope of science, which is concerned with questions about how things go on;
and has nothing to say as to how they absolutely began" (Natural Science and Religion).

3. TRUE SCIENCE DEMANDS BELIEF THAT GOD CREATED MAN.



The foregoing is true of science only insofar as it is confined to natural explanations. But
science, broadly speaking, means systematized knowledge, and no man has the right to
limit science to natural causes. The term is used in a special sense as referring to
knowledge relating to the physical world. This is called natural science. But even natural
science is concerned with the observation and classification of facts with a view to the
discovery of general truths and the establishment of verifiable general laws. It proceeds
chiefly by postulating hypotheses and testing them, and then by drawing general
conclusions by induction. Hypotheses with reference to the natural origin of life have been
thoroughly tested and found false. Is it not about time for all true scientists to adopt by
induction the hypothesis that supernatural power alone can account for the origin of things,
especially life? Observation has established the fact that life can come only from life. Now
every scientist knows that physical life is dependent on matter. Moreover he knows that
matter cannot be eternal. Therefore he knows that physical life cannot be eternal. Why,
then, should not the true scientist adopt the conclusion that physical life began through the
power of invisible life?

Some scientists have done this. Among them is the famous Louis Pasteur, who said:

"Believe me, in the face of these great problems, these eternal subjects of man's solitary
meditation, there are only two attitudes of mind: one created by faith, the belief in the
solution given by Divine Revelation; and that of tormenting the soul by the pursuit of
impossible explanations" (Pasteur and His Work, L. Decours, p. 206).

But even more to the point is the testimony of lord Kelvin, the greatest scientist since
Newton, the master of Dynamics, Sound, Light, Heat and Electricity; who said in a letter to
James Knowles in 1903:

"I cannot admit that, with regard to the origin of life, science neither affirms nor denies
Creative Power. SCIENCE POSITIVELY AFFIRMS CREATIVE POWER. It is not in dead matter
that we live and move and have our being, but in the creating and directing power WHICH
SCIENCE COMPELS US TO ADOPT AS AN ARTICLE OF BELIEF ... There is nothing between
absolute scientific belief in a Creative power, and the acceptance of the theory of a
fortuitous concourse of atoms . . ."

To the same effect is the testimony of the great Swiss geologist, Lewis J. R. Agassiz (1807-
1873):

"Though I know those who hold it to be unscientific to believe that thinking is not
something inherent in matter, and that there is an essential difference between inorganic
and living and thinking beings, I shall not be prevented by any such pretentions of a false
philosophy from expressing my conviction that as long as it cannot be shown that matter or
physical forces do actually reason, I shall consider any manifestation of physical thought as
the evidence of a thinking being as the author of such thought, and shall look upon an
intelligent and intelligible connection between the facts of Nature as direct proof of a
thinking God ... All these facts proclaim aloud the one God whom man may know, adore,
and love; and natural history must in good time become the analysis of the thoughts of the
creator of the universe as manifested in the animal and vegetable kingdom" (Methods of
Study in Natural History).



Finally we read from Sir Oliver Lodge:

"We cannot understand the existence either of ourselves or of an external world unless we
postulate some kind of creation. Creation involves design and purpose and mental activity,
and necessarily implies a creator of some kind" (The Great Design, p. 231).

Therefore when we accept the declaration of Genesis that God created man we are
actuated by faith and also compelled by science. The only scientists that will want to deny
or even ignore the scientific evidence of an eternal, personal, self-existent Cause of all
existing things are those whose minds are preempted by either agnosticism or atheism; and
this means that they are dominated by an unscientific attitude.

II. WHEN DID GOD CREATE MAN?
1. NO SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE FOR EXTENDED ANTIQUITY OF MAN.

Can we rely upon the chronology of Genesis, after due allowance is made for any possible
numerical errors of transcription? or are we forced to believe that man has been on the
earth from 500,000 to a million years?* Harry Rimmer, D.D., Sc.D., says:

"The evidences (?) of an extended antiquity for man are purely hypothetical, entirely
erroneous, and in most cases manufactured entirely out of the imagination and desire of
the sponsor of such evidences. The attempts to prove the data have been simply ludicrous,
and in any other field would be pathetic as well. But there is no pathos in the attempts of
staid men of science to falsify evidence and obscure the very subject they are presumed to
illumine; this is pure chicanery. Scientific reputations are used to perpetuate shams hoaxes
that would make the late and able Barnum turn green with envy, and cause him to revise
his famous estimate which said there was only one

*All suggestions that Moses did not intend to give an exact chronology in stating the ages
of fathers at the birth of sons are about as sensible as would be the suggestion that it is not
the purpose of a clock to indicate time. The author takes his stand with Moses and banks
on his accuracy. A believer in verbal inspiration cannot do otherwise. There may have been
minor errors of transcription. Then there is the question of the comparative accuracy of the
extant Hebrew manuscripts and the Septuagint translation. Some defend one and some
defend the other. Even so the disagreement is of no great importance when it comes to
deciding whether man has been on the earth a few thousand years or a million years. It is
admitted that an absolutely complete and reliable chronology cannot be made out much
beyond the birth of Isaac. But we know that by no manner of means can man's existence
on this earth be lengthened to more than a few thousand years without denying any
semblance of accuracy to the Bible.

sucker born every minute", (The Theory of Evolution and the Facts of Science, p. 118).

2. WORLD POPULATION PROVES HISTORY OF MAN SHORT.



Moreover an extended antiquity for man cannot be reconciled with the present population
of the world. We read from Handrich:

"Now, if the original population was two, we can find by logarithms that the population
would have doubled itself thirty times to produce the present number of people (that is, the
number of people in 1940) in the world. If the original pair lived, say, five hundred
thousand years ago, which is considerably less than the average evolutionary estimate, the
average interval of doubling would have been 16,667 years, which is absurd. If on the other
hand, all people are descended from Noah and his wife, who, according to the best Biblical
chronology, must have lived about 4,500 years ago, then the average interval for doubling
is 150 years, which is reasonable" (Creation-Facts, Theories, and Faith, P. 284).

The interval for the doubling of the population of the world would be increased to
approximately 168 years if the longer chronology of Hales, based on the Septuagint, is
followed, which allows 5,170 years from the time Noah and his wife were the lone
ancestors of present day mankind up to 1940. This figure receives remarkable and singular
confirmation as being approximately right from the number of descendants of Abraham and
Jacob on the earth in 1922. In that year the descendents of Abraham numbered
approximately 25,000,000. Abraham begat Ishmael 3,988 years prior to 1922, according to
Hales. These figures show that the descendents of Abraham doubled every 163 years
(approximately). On the other hand, there were 15,393,815 descendants of Jacob in the
world in 1922. According to Hales, it was 3,850 years prior to 1922 that Jacob married.
These figures show that the interval for the doubling of the descendants of Jacob is 162
years (approximately). The approximate correspondence of these figures (168 for the world
as a whole; 163 for the descendants of Abraham; and 162 for the descendants of Jacob)
cannot be dismissed as a mere coincidence.

Furthermore the reliability of average statistics is established by the fact that insurance
companies, the world over, conduct successful business on the basis of them.

Therefore, following the longer chronology of Hales, we find that man has been on this
earth approximately 7,366 years. The author is willing to risk the prediction that no man will
ever establish a longer period for man's tenancy on this planet. If anything, this figure is
too large. Gilbert says:

"Man has 7,000 years of history on the earth" (Transactions of Victoria Institute, Vol. 27, p.
41).

Sir William Dawson says:
"This figure (7,000) must be reduced" (Modern Science in Bible Lands, pp. 99, 100).
3. EGYPTIAN CHRONOLOGY DOES NOT CONTRADICT THE BIBLE.

Nor does Egyptian chronology disprove the foregoing. There is no settled Egyptian
chronology. Blaikie reflects this fact as follows:



"Egyptian Archeologists differ as to the length of the authentic period of Egyptian history.
Six writers quoted by Brugsch represent it as having begun at various periods before Christ,
ranging from 3150 years to 5702. The period does not exceed by very great space the time
allowed by our ordinary chronology; while the fact that authorities differ to the extent of
2552 years shows how much uncertainty still belongs to the subject. How far the dynasties
were contemporaneous, is still an unsettled question" (Bible History, p. 50).

4. FLOOD PROBABLY INTERRUPTED EGYPTIAN HISTORY.

It is commonly supposed that we must allow sufficient time after the flood for the original
development of Egyptian civilization. But such is not the case. Urquhart devotes twelve
pages of his New Biblical Guide (Vol. 1, pp. 298-309) to evidences that the deluge of the
Bible broke into Egyptian history following the Sixth Dynasty. He quotes the following highly
significant words from M. Mariette:

"After the reigns of Apappus and Nitocris, which closed the Sixth Dynasty, a sudden and
unforeseen check was given to the progress of civilization; and during four hundred and
thirty-six years--from the Sixth to the Eleventh Dynasty--Egypt seems to have disappeared
from the list of nations. When she awoke from her long sleep, on the accession of the
Entefs and Menuhotefs (of the Eleventh Dynasty), it was to find that her ancient traditions
were quite forgotten. The old family names, titles of the functionaries, the writing, and even
the religion itself seems changed. No longer were Thinis, Elephantine, and Memphis the
capitals, but Thebes was for the first time chosen as the seat of sovereign power. Besides
this, Egypt had been shorn of a considerable portion of her territory, and the authority of
her kings was limited to the Thebaid. The monuments, which were barbaric, primitive,
sometimes even course, confirm all this; and on looking at them, we might easily believe
that Egypt under the Eleventh Dynasty had reverted to that period of infancy through which
she had passed under the Third" (History of Egypt, pp. 14,15).

Moreover John F. Blake, in History of the Heavens, tells us that Egyptians participate in "a
New Year's festival connected with and determined by Pleiades (that is the passing of the
meridan by this constellation at midnight), (which) appears to be one of the most universal
of all customs" (p. 115). The date of this festival is Nov. 17, which is believed by many to
correspond to "the second month, the seventeenth day" as given in Gen. 7:11 for the
beginning of the flood. Mr. Blake says that this festival was "always connected with the
memory of the dead" because of "a tradition that the world has been previously destroyed
at this time." Mr. Blake then makes a final summation of the matter as follows:

"The commemoration of the dead was connected among the Egyptians with a Deluge which
was typified by the priest placing the image of Osirus in a sacred coffer or ark, and
launching it out into the sea till it was borne out of sight. Now when we connect this fact,
and the celebration taking place on the 17th day of Athyr, with the date on which the
Mosaic account of the Deluge of Noah states it to have commenced, 'in the second month
(of the Jewish year, which corresponds to November), the 17th day of the month,' it must
be acknowledged that this is no chance coincidence, and that the precise date here stated
must have been regulated by the Pleiades, as was the Egyptian date" (ibid. pp. 121,122).

II1. HOW DID GOD CREATE MAN?



We noted in the previous chapter that the Hebrew word "bara" is used three times in Gen.
1:27, where it evidently refers to the creation of life in man. The Hebrew word signifies a
direct and immediate creation. Moreover, in Gen. 2:7 we are told that God made the body
of man out of the dust of the ground, not from the body of some lower form of life.

Now the atheistic evolutionist flatly and openly denies this account. He is absolutely and
willfully blind, but consistent. The theistic evolutionist is an inconsistent straddler. He
foolishly tries to hold to both evolution and divine creation. Harry Rimmer has the following
to say with reference to Genesis and Theistic Evolution:

"It is here stated that man was created by a specific fiat of the deity. To refute this, men
who are unwilling to receive and recognize the power of God in creation have produced the
weird theory of Theistic Evolution. By this they state that God's part in the matter was a
minor part. He created the first tiny cell and endued it with power to multiply and change,
violated all present known laws of biology, and by a series of miraculous transmutations
produced all living things that are now or ever have been, climaxing in a creature called
man. THIS IS A HOPELESS ATTEMPT TO RIDE TWO HORSES THAT ARE HEADED IN
OPPOSITE DIRECTIONS. This theory of Theistic Evolution limits God in His power to create
a specific being and denies Him the authority demanded by the creation account in Genesis.
It also violates the clear teaching of this text" (Modern Science and the Genesis Record, p.
275)

1. BIBLICAL REASONS FOR BELIEVING THAT MAN IS THE DIRECT CREATION OF
GOD.

These reasons will show that the Bible cannot be made to harmonize with evolution. They
concern:

(1) The Time of Man's Creation.

It has been shown, and any man that is not totally blind must recognize it, that the Bible
will not allow in its chronology the long ages demanded by evolution for man's existence on
this earth.

(2) The Method of Man's Creation.

It has also been shown that the method of God in man's creation, as set forth in the Bible,
is in hopeless conflict with the theory of evolution.

(3) The Method and Time of Woman's Creation.

The scriptural account of woman's creation represents her as being created after man and
from a rib taken from man. On the other hand, evolution would have necessarily produced
the female along with the male, else procreation would have been impossible.

(4) The Manner in Which the Human Race Began.

We learn from the Bible that the human race began with one man, Adam. But, if evolution
were true, it is certain that many human beings would have been produced simultaneously



and in various parts of the earth.
(5) The Original State and Fall of Man.

According to the Bible, man was created holy and upright, and fell from this estate, bringing
sin into the world (Gen. 1:27; Eccl. 7:29; Rom. 5:12-21; 1 Cor. 15:22). But evolution has no
place for an original holy state of man, nor for the entrance of sin through a fall.

(6) The Permanence of Each "Kind" of Life.

In Genesis God prescribed that each kind of life bring forth "after his kind." It has been
remarked already that the Genesis "kind" is probably broader than "species" as sometimes
used; but it need not be thought of as being broader than "family" according to biological
classification in order to see that Genesis is true according to science. Evolution is in
opposition to the Bible on this matter in that it believes in the transmutation not only of
species, but of families and even of phyla. It is noteworthy that biologists have felt
compelled to put man in a family by himself. Man, designated biologically as species Homo
sapiens, is the sole representative of the family Hominidae.*

2. SCIENTIFIC REASONS FOR BELIEVING THAT MAN IS THE DIRECT CREATION
OF GOD.

Every scientific evidence of the falsity of the theory of evolution is scientific evidence of the
direct creation of man. Thus we have here a broad field.

(1) Evolution Cannot Prove that Protozoa Ever Have Become Metazoa.

The phylum protozoa includes all animal forms that consist of one cell. The earth literally
teems with them. They generally reproduce by fission. But they never change into metazoa-
animal forms with more than one cell. This startling fact is well stated by Harry Rimmer as
follows:

"When these present day protozoa, which are living creatures whose entire organism
consists of just one cell, are observed for thousands and thousands of generations, they
never change one iota from what they were in the very beginning. Countless generations
pass under the eye of the observer and no new species of protozoa arise, nor do metazoa
result from changes in protozoan structure" (The Theory of Evolution and the Facts of
Science, p. 24).

Now evolution supposes that all life, both plant and animal, has evolved from some
protozoan form. It must suppose that a protozoan form became a metazoan form, which is
contrary to both observation and reason. There is ho imaginable way for this to take place.
Every time a protozoan divides, it gives rise to an offspring- another protozoan. Thus, at its
very foundation (ignoring its inability to give a natural explanation of the origin of the first
protozoan), evolution is utterly unscientific and is guilty of a rash guess that is not worthy
to be called a theory



*See General Biology, p. 757 (Mavor), The Macmillan Company (1952).

or hypothesis. The only man, therefore, that will believe the first postulate of evolution is
the man whose prejudice against the supernatural overbalances his reason.*

(2) Evolution Cannot Explain Why The Body Cells of Each Species are Different.
I quote again from Harry Rimmer for the sake of convenience and brevity:

"For a long time morphology, the science of gross bodily structure, proved the stumbling
block of biologists. Realizing that all living things were simply masses of cells, and
supposing that all cells were fundamentally the same, the biologist of the past generation
concocted the theory of the Continuity of Life." "This is all changed now. The archaic days
of biology are over, and the super-microscope, the micro-manipulator, and ultra-violet
observation have opened up new fields. The earliest experiments I know of in the
differentiation of protoplasm were to determine the rate of decomposition of this element
under the ultra-violet ray. Then sufficient quantities of the substance were isolated for more
careful study . . . The protoplasm of the cat family is one kind of protoplasm, and the dog
has a distinct kind of protoplasm that differs from that of the cat. Boiled down to its
essential summary, there is a variable formula for the formation of protoplasm by species.
So we are now in the stage of research where we can begin to test protoplasm as we do
blood! We do not make the error of saying, that as all mammals have blood they are
essentially the same in origin, because we recognize the appreciable difference in the blood
of one specie, genus, or family, as each blood differs from every other kind. So today with
protoplasm; and the continuity theory suffers catastrophic collapse" (The Theory of
Evolution and the Facts of Science, pp. 25, 36).

Thus evolution suffers miserable demolition in the realm of its second postulate.

*Let no evolutionist be so foolish as to think that he can appeal to the original life germ.
The life germ is not a protozoan, for it is not an animal. It is a reproductive cell,
distinguishable from a body cell. Even after fertilization, the original germ has not the
power of independent life as has the protozoan; and would never be mistaken for a
protozoan by any trained scientist.

(3) Evolution Cannot Prove or Even Explain the Transmutation of One Family Into Another.

The larger unit of the family is mentioned here because, as indicated previously, the term
species has been used sometimes in the sense of varieties; and there can be no reasonable
doubt that multitudes of varieties have developed within the Genesis kinds. Perhaps genera
could be safely used here instead of family. But the term family is used in order to be on
sure ground.



First of all, the evolutionist cannot find intervening forms between the families among the
fossils. This is too well known to require more than mere statement.

In the second place, extensive experimentation, involving selective breeding, inbreeding,
crossbreeding, and change of environment, has not produced a single new and distinctive
kind. Crossing has occurred between varieties of fruits and vegetables, producing new
varieties; but the new variety was still a fruit or a vegetable. Tall yellow peas have been
crossed with dwarf green peas with the result that tall green peas and dwarf yellow peas
have been produced; but the hybrids were still peas. Much experimentation has been
conducted with fruit flies, and mutations have been produced; but the mutants still
belonged to the same kind- they did not become houseflies, horseflies, June bugs, or
bumblebees. A cross between two members of the horse family (Equidae) produces the
mule; but here, even though the cross is between two closely related genera of the same
family, nature protests by making the hybrid mule sterile. Where fertile mutants and hybrids
are possible, under natural conditions there is always a strong tendency toward reversion to
original type. This nullifies Darwin's much-heralded natural selection.

Change of environment is even more futile in effecting mutations. George McCready Price,
in his Q.E.D., tells of a German botanist who transplanted 2,500 kinds of mountain plants to
the lowlands, and studied them for years in connection with related kinds in the lowlands.
He found that the mountain environment had made absolutely no permanent or significant
change in their structures or habits.

The conclusion of the whole matter is that evolutionists cannot prove the transmutation of
family, nor can they give a scientific explanation of how it could occur.*

(4) Evolution Cannot Explain Why Certain Kinds of Life Have Shown No Evolution.

The fossil record preserved for us in the rock formations of the earth show that certain
present-day forms of life have been the same from the beginning. Among these we have
the protozoa, as already indicated. They throng the earth and exist in many varieties, but
one variety never becomes another, nor does a protozoa ever become a metazoa. Another
instance of non-evolution is found in coral polps. These insects have been working since the
era known in uniformitarian geology as the Silurian period, which is supposed to have
occurred millions of years ago. Great masses of coral have been excavated in inland areas
and thus date back to the time when the sea covered the given area; yet "the present day
descendants of the Silurian coral animals are identical with their Silurian ancestors!"
(Rimmer, The Theory of Evolution and the Facts of Science, p. 81). The same is true of
primitive algae from the same Silurian period, crayfish from the Carboniferous age,
grasshoppers, preserved in the famous Grasshopper Glacier of Montana, a mosquito
preserved in @ moss agate which is supposed to have been formed "when the earth was
young," many varieties of insects petrified and preserved in amber formed from resin that
dripped from pre-historic trees similar to pine or gum, and of giant sharks and immense
whales embedded in rock on the Pacific Coast several thousand feet above sea level and
some forty miles from the beach.



*That the student may better understand the terms used in the foregoing discussion it is
thought best here to list in order the terms used in biological differentiation in the animal
kingdom. From the larger to the smaller groups the names used are as follows: Phylum,
Subphylum, Class, Order, Family, Genus, Species.

(5) Evolution Cannot Explain the Universal Law of Retrogression Instead of Progression.

This law holds true with reference to civilization. Archeology has revealed that the farther
down the excavator goes the higher the type of civilization he finds evidence of.

In the animal kingdom the law is not, as evolution would assert, progress from the small to
the large or from the weak to the strong. It is just the reverse. The largest modem elephant
is a pigmy in comparison with the Elephas imperator of the distant past. The present-day
sloth is a small creature, but the giant sloth (Megatherium) of geological history weighed
tons! The modern dragon fly or mosquito hawk is the modem representative of fossil
dragon flies with a wing spread of eighteen inches. The great Saber-tooth tiger that once
roamed California shows some evidence of having been the progenitor of present
diminutive wild cat of the Pacific Coast.

All of this is dead against the theory of evolution; but it is exactly in harmony with the
revelation of the Bible that giant men once lived on the earth and that men were once so
strong that they sometimes lived more than nine hundred years.

These are just a few of the potent scientific objections that can be brought against the
foolish fallacy of evolution. Space forbids that we deal with the many other scientific
reasons for rejecting this unscientific imagination.

3. THE HOAX OF GEOLOGICAL AGES EXPOSED.

We are now about to storm the very citadel of evolution. It is to fossils preserved in rocks
that the evolutionist must look for his chief and only real proof. That this is true is shown by
the following quotations from qualified authorities:

"The direct evidence furnished by fossil remains, is by all odds, the strongest evidence that
we have in favor of organic evolution" (Morgan, A Critique of the Theory of Evolution, p.
24).

"While the comparative study of living animals and plants may give very convincing
evidence, fossils provide only historical, documentary evidence that life has evolved from
simpler to more complex forms" (Part II- Historical Geology, p. 23, in A Textbook of
Geology, by Schuchert and Dunbar).

Uniformitarian geology is the outgrowth of the philosophy of naturalism as opposed to
supernaturalism. It follows the method of "explaining the past and the present from a
subjective standpoint (Zittle, History of Geology, p. 23). It takes the fractional sedimentary
deposits found in various parts of the earth, which are never more than a few miles thick;
and, by presuming to be able to compute the comparative age of each stratum of rock, it



pieces together an imaginary series of sedimentary rock envelopes or "onion coats"
covering the earth to a depth of perhaps one hundred miles.* Then it calculates the length
of time that it took for this sedimentary rock to form on the basis of the rate of deposition
today, which it calculates to be about a foot in two hundred years. By this method it arrives
at a figure between 80,000,000 and 100,000,000 as the minimum age for the lowest strata
of sedimentary rock.** From this, then, the age of each stratum is determined.

Let us note the glaring falsity of this method of procedure and of the supposed proofs of
evolution that it furnishes.

(1) The Method of Determining the Order in Which Various Strata Were Deposited is False.

Uniformitarian geologists have had recourse to three methods in determining the order of
deposition: the materials of which deposits are composed, the order of superimposition,
and the fossil content of deposits. No one of these can be relied upon by itself, and it is the
cunning way in which they are combined that shows the falsity of the whole method.

Full reliance cannot be placed on material composition alone,

*See A Textbook on Geology (Garrels, p. 297, Harper & Brothers, New York.
**ibid, P. 298.

because evidence from the other two sources sometimes contradicts this evidence. Then
superimposition cannot be fully relied upon because the various strata are not continuous
and because some are missing in every deposit. Moreover their vertical order is very often
reversed. Thus evolutionists turn to fossils as their chief indicator of the order of deposition.
But here again full dependence is denied them, for, as George McCready Price points out:

"Any kind of fossiliferous rock, 'old' or 'young,' may occur conformably on any other kind of
fossiliferous rock, 'older' or 'younger" (Evolutionary Geology, p. 160)

However, despite this fact, in the last analysis, fossils alone determine the order of
deposition. And in using fossils as an age-indicator, evolution is assumed to be true. Thus
uniformitarian geologists proceed in a circle. They assume the truth of evolution, and then
proceed to prove it by a geological sequence that is largely arranged in an arbitrary manner.
Any thinking person can see the utter falsity of this hoax.

(2) The Method Used for Determining the Time Required for the Deposition of Sediment is
False.

It is assumed that the rate through the past was the same that it is today. That means that
evolutionary geologists assume that there have not been conditions, catastrophes, and
cataclysms that could have produced a more rapid rate of deposition. Later we shall notice
that there are indications both in fossils and elsewhere that the rate of deposition has not



remained uniform.

(3) Most of the Great Mountain Chains Show at Their Summits What Uniformitarian
Geologists Consider Youngest Strata.

See Evolutionary Geology (Price), p. 155. Thus the uplifting of these mountains must be
considered "young" or recent in the geological time scale. This is a puzzle to evolutionists,
as indicated by Dana:

"It has been thought incredible that the orthographic climax should have come so near the
end of geological time, instead of in an early age when the crust had a plastic layer
beneath, and was free to move; yet the fact is beyond question" (Manual, p. 1020).

(4) On the Ocean Floor the "Youngest" and "Oldest" Fossils Lie Mingled.

See same reference given under (3). This is interpreted by evolutionists as showing how
slowly ooze accumulates on the ocean floor. But it is a better indication that the fossils are
of the same recent age.

(5) The Conformability and Blending of Many Successive Strata Show That There Was No
Great Lapse of Time Between Their Deposition.

If the upper surface of a given stratum is level and comparatively smooth so it and the
stratum next above it agree with each other in their planes of bedding, where there is no
evidence of erosion on the lower stratum, the two are said to be conformable. This means
that the upper one must have been laid down before any great lapse of time between it
and the lower one. Then often there is a blending of successive strata which seems to
indicate that the lower was still in @ moist and plastic condition when the upper one was
deposited upon it.

(6) It is Becoming Increasingly Apparent That Many Species of Animals, Formerly
Considered Extinct, Have Representatives in the Modern World.

Evolutionists have used the case of extinct animals to bolster their idea of vast ages for life
on the earth. But the sand is giving way under them here. Post-pliocene mollusks have
been found to be identical with living species.

"Pictet catalogues ninety-eight species of mammals which inhabited Europe in the post
glacial period. Of these, fifty-seven still exist unchanged. . ." (Fairhurst, Theistic Evolution,
P. 99).

In many cases evolutionists have based their conclusion as to extinct species on the most
flimsy evidence. If modern forms were not precisely like fossil forms, they have been
classed as separate species. This caused even Mr. Darwin to say:

"It is notorious on what excessively slight differences many paleontologists have founded
their species."



(7) The Abundance of Fossils Preserved in Rocks Stand Against the Fragmentary Specimens
Now Being Buried.

This is indicative that the fossil record was not made by the slow processes working today.
Moreover the remarkable preservation of fossils argues for interment under very abnormal
conditions. Viewing the matter from a slightly different viewpoint leads to a similar
conclusion, as shown by Clark, in speaking of deposits in the "High Plains" of the United
States as follows:

"The appearance indicates that great erosive forces carved the general contour of the
rocks, after which vast streams of water, overloaded with sediment, built up the alluvial
plains above the eroded surface. Normal conditions would not produce this situation.
Violent water action is required to spread this sand and gravel so widely and so thickly"
(New Diluvialism, p. 29).

(8) Fossils Give Evidence of Violent and Sudden Death.

The evidence of this flows from the fact that many Trilobite fossils are found tightly rolled
up into a ball as for protection, indicative of a defensive spasm into which they threw
themselves because of exposure to a violently destructive force. Then there are fishes
whose figures show contortion, contraction, and curving; their tails in many instances being
bent around their heads, their spines sticking out, and their fins fully spread, indicating that
they died in convulsions. Mass destruction is also indicated in the fossil record, and this
betokens violence.

(9) Coal Formations Indicate Quick Violent Action Rather Than A Slow Process.

Evolutionary Geologists supposed that coal was formed from peat that was produced during
long ages in swamps through the accumulation of leaves, stems, and plants. They must
suppose that while the peat was forming there was a slow subsidence of the area. But it is
not easy for them to explain the reason for such a vast accumulation in one place. It is
estimated that it takes from five to fifteen feet of vegetable matter to make one foot of
coal. There are some coal beds forty feet or more thick. This would have required from 200
to 450 feet of peat. Moreover there are instances of 117 successive seams of coal. But the
strongest evidence of quick action lies in the fact that trees extend up through seams of
coal. In an English coal mine there is a tree 114 feet high. This tree could not have grown
thus through long ages in a peat bog. Sometimes trees have been found extending through
several seams of coal and their intervening rock strata. All of this is indicative of quick
violent action in the entombing of the vegetation that made our coal.

4. WHAT IS THE CONCLUSION OF ALL THIS?

The conclusion of all these indications of the falsity of uniformitarian geology is, to put it
bluntly, that the flood described in Genesis accounts for the vastly greater part of
sedimentary rocks and the fossils they contain.

When one contemplates the probable causes of the precipitation of the vast store of vapor
that had been held in suspension somewhere above the earth, the meaning of the breaking



up of the fountains of the great deep, and the calculated effect of the vast tides that swept
back and forth over the earth, it is not hard to visualize forces and agencies that can
account for geological formations.

There may have been a near-approach of a huge comet that caused the precipitation of the
vast belt of moisture. The inclination of the earth's axis may have been suddenly altered
temporarily, sending great tides of water sweeping over the earth. The shrinking of the
earth's crust may have caused underground streams to burst through, thus greatly
disrupting the face of the earth. Water entering the bowels of the earth through volcanic
craters may have caused great internal disturbance.

At any rate, the flood of the Bible gives the most satisfactory explanation of all observed
facts.

This implies that the flood was world-wide, and this is the plain meaning of Genesis. To say
that there was not enough water to cover the whole earth and submerge all mountains, is
to presume that we know how high the mountains were at the time. It has been estimated
that there is enough water on the earth to cover it to a depth of two miles if it were level.
That figure could be far too small. Who can tell just how much water there is nhow
suspended in the atmosphere and hidden in underground streams? The author prefers the
Bible to any word of man. And he takes his stand on it against every theory that even
questions the accuracy of its chronology wherever such is given, making reasonable
allowance for errors of transcription.

14. The Essential Elements of Human Nature
THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF HUMAN NATURE
T.P. Simmons

There are two theories with reference to the essential elements of human nature. We note
them in the following order:

I. THE TRICHOTOMOUS THEORY

The two following passages are held by some to teach a three-fold division of human
nature into body, soul and spirit, -these constituting three distinct elements in man's
nature:

"Me God of peace himself sanctify you wholly; and may your spirit and soul and body be
preserved entire, without blame at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ" (I Thess. 5:23).

"The word of God is living, and active, and sharper than any two-edged sword, and piercing
even to the dividing of soul and spirit, of both joints and marrow, and quick to discern the
thoughts and intents of the heart" (Heb. 4:12).

We reject this theory for the following reasons:



1. If the three-fold enumeration in 1 Thess. 5:23 must he taken as signifying three distinct
elements in man, then Matt 22:37 must he taken as naming at least one additional
element, making four in all.

Matt. 22:87 reads: "Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart and with all thy soul
and with all thy mind." It needs to be noted that this passage, in the light of the
interpretation of 1 Thess. 5:23 by the advocates of the trichotomous theory, makes the
heart and mind different elements in man's nature. Now it may be said that "mind" in this
passage is identical with "spirit" in 1 Thess. 5:23. But the "heart" cannot be identified with
anything in 1 Thess. 5:23, since "soul," as well as heart, is mentioned in Matt. 22:37. So,
for the advocates of the trichotomous theory, in the light of their interpretation of 1 Thess.
5:23, there is no escape from the necessity of holding a four-fold division of human nature.

2. Just as it is manifest from the Scripture that "heart" and "mind" do not designate
separate elements of human nature, so this is also manifest of "soul" and "spirit."

We presume all will agree that "heart" and "mind" represent, not two distinct elements of
human nature, but only two faculties; the mind being specially the faculty of knowledge and
the heart the faculty of feeling. Later we will show that it is just as manifest that soul and
spirit are not distinct.

3. Heb. 4:12 need not be taken as referring to a division between the soul and spirit, as
though they are separable elements.

Rather we think it refers to "the piercing of the soul and of the spirit, even to their very
joints and marrow; i. e., to the very depth of the spiritual nature (A. H. Strong).

4. The terms "spirit" and "soul" are used interchangeably in the Scripture.

See Gen. 41:8, as compared with Psa. 42:6; John 12:27, as compared with John 13:21;
and Heb. 12:23, as compared with Rev. 6:9. This interchangeable use of the two terms is
fatal to the trichotomous theory.

5. Only two elements of human nature are indicated in the creation of man.

God first created man's body. Then into the nostrils of that body He breathed the breath
(spirit) of life, and man thus became a living soul. Cf. Gen. 2:7. Man did not first come to be
a living soul or to possess a soul, and then receive the spirit in addition. It was the
reception of the spirit that made him a living Soul.

6. Jesus divided human nature into two elements only.

In Matt. 10:28 Jesus said: "Be not afraid of them that kill the body, but are not able to kill
the soul: but rather fear him who is able to destroy both soul and body in hell." If there are

three elements in human nature, what becomes of the third when the body and soul go to
bell?

If Eccl. 12:7 is offered in answer to this question, we reply that the Hebrew word translated
"spirit" in this passage, cannot be taken as meaning "spirit" in the sense that we are here



using it; it merely means breath. In reply to this, it may be said that, if the Hebrew word
here means only breath, then it means the same in Gen. 2:7, where we have interpreted it
to mean spirit. But since, after the departure of the breath, man continues to be a living
soul, as evidenced by his eternal conscious suffering, in case he goes to hell (Gehenna), it
must be understood that the word in Gen. 2:7 means more than breath.

Let it not be understood that we are here saying that there is never any distinction
whatever made between soul and spirit. While they are most frequently used
synonymously, yet sometimes a vague distinction is traceable. But this distinction is not
between different elements of human nature. When a distinction is made, the two terms
merely "designate the immaterial principle from different points of view" (A. H. Strong).
"We conclude that the immaterial part of man, viewed as an individual and conscious life,
capable of possessing and animating a physical organism, is called 'psuke' (soul); viewed as
a rational and moral agent, susceptible of divine influence and indwelling, this same
immaterial part is called 'pneuma’ (spirit). The '‘pneuma’ (spirit), then, is man's nature
looking God-ward, and capable of receiving and manifesting the 'Pneuma Hagion' (Holy
Spirit); the 'psuke' (soul) is man's nature looking earthward, and touching the world of
sense. The 'pneuma’ (spirit) is man's higher part, as related to spiritual realities or as
capable of such relation; the 'psuke' (soul) is man's higher part, as related to the body, or
as capable of such relation. Man's being is therefore not trichotomous but dichotomous, and
his immaterial part, while possessing duality of powers, has unity of substance. Man's
nature is not a three-storied house, but a two-storied house, with windows in the upper
story looking in two directions- toward earth and toward Heaven. The 'lower story' is the
physical part of us- the body. But man's 'upper story' has two aspects; there is an outlook
toward things below, and a skylight through which to see the stars" (Strong, Systematic
Theology, p. 246). "Soul is spirit modified by union with the body" (Hovey).

II. THE DICHOTOMOUS THEORY

In view of all the foregoing considerations we hold to the dichotomous theory of human
nature rather than the trichotomous theory. The dichotomous theory views man as being
composed of two parts, one material (body) and the other immaterial (either soul or spirit).

We have already justified this theory, at least to our own satisfaction, against the
trichotomous theory. It remains now only for us to answer those who refuse even a two-
fold division of man's nature and deny that the soul is an actual element, distinct from the
body. As proof that the body and soul are two distinct elements, we offer the following
arguments:

1. Jesus said that man cannot kill the soul.

See Matt. 10:28. And in this same passage He also said that man can kill the body.
Therefore the body and soul are distinct elements.

2. Man continues to exist after the body is gone back to dust.

For proof of this see the chapter on "The Present State of the Dead."



3. Physical death is spoken of as the departing of the soul from the body and a coming to
life again is spoken of as the soul's coming again into the body.

See Gen. 35:18; 1 Kings 17:22. Sometimes the Hebrew word in these passages for "soul"
(nephesh) means merely life. But such a meaning does not make good sense in 1 Kings
17:22, for it is stated there that "the soul of the child came into him again and he revived"
or lived again. To translate "nephesh" here as "life" would make the words read: "The life of
the child came into him again and he lived again."

4. Paul calls the body merely our earthly house, and says that we shall have another house
after the dissolution of this body.

See 2 Cor. 5:1-4. This other house is the spiritual body which believers will receive in the
resurrection. Thus the inner man or soul may move out of this house and into another one,
and is, therefore, as distinct in substance and separable in nature from the body as the
human body is from the house it lives in. The physical body is only the soul's earthly
dwelling-place.

15. The Moral Nature of Man
THE MORAL NATURE OF MAN
T.P. Simmons

Man is a moral creature. By this we mean that he is responsible for his actions. This is one
of the marks by which man is distinguished from the beast. Man is constituted a moral
creature by those faculties which make him responsible for his actions. These faculties are
three:

I. INTELLECT

The intellect is the faculty of perception or thought. It is man's power of knowing or
receiving knowledge. Without this man would not be a moral creature. This is taught by
Jesus in John 9: 41.

II. CONSCIENCE

From a strictly psychological standpoint, conscience is not regarded as a separate faculty.
From this standpoint, the three faculties are intellect, sensibility, and will; the conscience
being regarded as the combined action of these faculties giving man a consciousness of his
moral responsibility and judging between right and wrong. Yet conscience can, in a sense,
be regarded as a faculty; for it is the power of the mind to know right and wrong and to
feel obligated to do the right. Thus judgment is involved in conscience. And reason is
involved in judgment.

After all, conscience is man's ultimate guide. It is unsound to make a distinction between
following one's conscience and following the law of God. The law of God has no way of



reaching us except through the conscience. When we do right it can be only as the result of
the prompting of conscience. Conscience acts according to the standard accepted by the
mind. Thus conscience guides us aright only in proportion to the rightness of the standard
we have accepted as our guide. Hence the need of correct knowledge of the Word of God.

III. WILL

The will of man is defined by A. H. Strong as "the soul's power to choose between motives
and to direct its subsequent activity according to the motive thus chosen- in other words,
the soul's power to choose both an end and the means to attain it." The same author says:
"The choice of an ultimate end we call immanent preference; the choice of means we call
executive volition."

As we have remarked in considering God's will, the will is not independent of the nature of
its possessor. It is not, as it were, another self within us. The character of the will is the
character of the individual possessing it. The will is simply a power of the soul.

The acts of the will are determined by two factors- motives and character. We use the term
"motives" to mean reasons and inducements influencing toward certain acts of the will. Of
these two factors, character is the most dominant; for in every act of the will we make
choice between two or more motives, and it is our character that determines which motive
we choose.

Every act of will is an expression of character in view of motives. And every act of will tends
to modify or confirm character. This explains why a given choice of the will becomes easier
each time it is made.

The question of the freedom of man's will, being such a broad subject, will be treated in
another chapter.

16. The Original State and Fall of Man
THE ORIGINAL STATE AND FALL OF MAN
T.P. Simmons

In Eccl. 7:29 we read. "Behold, this only have I found: that God hath made man upright;
but they have sought out many inventions." Nothing is more evident than the two facts
mentioned in this passage; viz., the original uprightness of man and the later fall of man.

I. MAN'S ORIGINAL STATE
1. THE FACT OF IT.

The passage just quoted tells us that God made man upright. This is evident from the
nature of God. Being infinitely holy, he could create only that which is upright. Then we are
told in Gen. 1:31 that God saw everything He made was very good. This included man.



Furthermore, we are told that God made man in His own image (Gen. 1:27).
2. THE IMAGE OF GOD IN MAN.
(1) Negatively Considered.

The image of God in man did not consist of a trinity in man analogous to the divine trinity.
We have already discussed this at length in the chapter on "The Essential Elements of
Human Nature." In this chapter we showed that man consists, not of three parts, but of
two. And if man did consist of three parts, which member of the trinity would the body of
man represent?

(2) Positively Considered.
The image of God in man consisted of two things; viz.,
A. Holiness.

In this, man had a moral likeness to God. In affirming that holiness was a part of God's
image in man we mean that in the creation of man God imported to the human faculties a
righteous inclination. Holiness must have been a part of the image of God in man because
holiness is the fundamental attribute of God. That holiness was a part of the original image
of God in man is also confirmed by the fact that it is imparted in the renewing of God's
image in regeneration (Eph. 4:24; Col. 3:10). This is further confirmed by Eccl. 7.29.

Man's original moral likeness to God consisted of more than mere innocence. It was positive
holiness. This alone can satisfy the statement that man was made in God's image. If
innocence were enough to satisfy this statement, then we should be forced to conclude that
every infant is born in the moral image of God; and this the Scripture denies (Psa. 51:5;
58:3; Jer. 17:9).

B. Personality.

In this, man has a natural likeness to God. Personality may be defined as self-consciousness
and self-determination. Self consciousness is the ability of man to know self in distinction
from everything else and to analyze self. Self-determination is the power of making choices
in view of motives. Such choices involve reason and judgment. And, when they are related
to moral matters, they involve conscience.

It is personality that distinguishes man in a natural way from the brute. The brute has
consciousness, but not self-consciousness. No brute ever thought "I." No brute ever
stopped to analyze itself. A brute never reflects on its own nature in distinction from
everything else. It never engages in introspection. Neither does a brute make choices in
view of motives. Its actions are determined by instincts and by influences from without.
Thus, the brute has determination, but not self-determination. That a brute is moved by
instinct rather than by choice in view of motives is evidenced by the fact that brutes never
improve in their methods of doing things.



That personality was a part of the original image of God in man is evidenced by the fact
that fallen man, devoid of holiness, is still said to be in the image of God. See. Gen. 9:6;
Jas. 3:9.

II. THE FALL OF MAN

Man's original holiness was not immutable. Mutability is a necessary characteristic of human
nature. Immutability requires infinity of knowledge and power. Infinity is a characteristic of
divinity only. Therefore, since God wished to create a man and not a god, he made Adam
mutable. This made the fall possible. Let us note, then, with reference to the fall:

1. THE FACT OF IT.

We have the account of the fall in Gen. 3. Thus the fall is a revealed fact. It is also a fact
that is evident, as we have already pointed out.

2. THE PROBLEM OF IT.

When we come to study the fall of man we are at once faced with the problem of how such
a being as Adam was could fall. Let us note in regard to this problem:

(1) An Erroneous Explanation.

Sometimes an explanation of the problem of man's fall is attempted by representing his
original state as one of mere equilibrium in which it was as easy to choose the wrong as it
was to choose the right. In other words, the will was in a state of indifference, and was as
likely to act one way as the other. Such a notion as this reduces man's original state to one
of mere innocence instead of positive holiness. We have already touched upon this and
trust that we have shown that mere innocence does not satisfy the statement that man was
created in the image of God.

(2) The Right Explanation.

The fall of man cannot be accounted for simply on the basis of Adam's freedom of choice.
Neither can it be accounted for on the basis of natural desire, nor upon the basis of the fact
that our first parents were deceived by the devil. These facts are aptly stated by Strong as
follows: "The mere power of choice does not explain the fact of an unholy choice. The fact
of natural desire for sensuous and intellectual gratification does not explain how this desire
came to be inordinate. Nor does it throw light upon the matter to resolve this fall into a
deception of our first parents by Satan. Their yielding to such deception presupposes
distrust of God and alienation from Him. Satan's fall, moreover, since it must have been
uncaused by temptation from without, is more difficult to explain than Adam's fall"
(Systematic Theology, p. 304).

However the author fails to see the difficulty expressed by Strong in saying that "we must
acknowledge that we cannot understand how the first unholy emotion could have found
lodgement in a mind that was set supremely upon God, nor how temptation could
overcome a soul in which there were no unholy propensities to which it could appeal" (ibid,
p. 304).



The author believes that in the following facts we have a logical and satisfactory
explanation of the fall of man:

A. Adam was mutable.
This fact we have already discussed.
B. Being mutable, he could remain steadfast in his original state only by the power of God.

See chapter on "The Relation of God to the Universe." Nothing remains in its own power
unchanged except that which is immutable.

C. God could justly and holily permit Adam to fall if it pleased Him.

Since God has permitted sin, none can object to the permission of the fall except those who
will criticize God.

D. God, having chosen to permit the fall, withheld His sustaining power from Adam and
Adam's moral nature became disordered, just as the whole universe would fall to pieces if
God were to withdraw His sustaining and preserving power for one instant.

3. THE RESULTS OF IT.
(1) The Headship of Adam.

When Adam experienced the corruption of his nature, he stood not as a mere individual;
but as the natural head of the race. The natural headship of Adam is clearly taught in the
fifth chapter of Romans. His headship is not presented there as a mere federal headship.
Adam did not merely sin for us as would be the case if be were the mere federal head of
the race; we sinned in him (Rom. 5:12)

(2) The Effects of the Fall.
A. Upon Adam and Eve.

Adam and Eve suffered the corruption of their nature, which brought both natural and
spiritual death upon them.

B. Upon the Race.

The total effect of the fall upon the race is the corruption of the nature of the race, which
brings the race into a state of spiritual death and makes it subject to physical death.

The descendents of Adam are held accountable, not for the overt act of Adam in partaking
of the forbidden fruit; but for the inward apostasy of his nature from God. We are not
personally responsible for the overt act of Adam because his overt act was the act of his
own individual will. But our nature, being one with his, did corrupt itself in the apostasy of
his nature. Hence the effect of the fall upon the race does not consist of both personal guilt
for the overt act of Adam and the corruption of the nature of the race. We are not
responsible for anything that we cannot repent of when quickened by the Spirit of God. Is



any man today convicted of Adam's sin of partaking of the forbidden fruit? But we do feel
convicted of, and we can and do repent of, the corruption of our natures, which manifests
itself in rebellion against God and in personal transgressions. We do not believe the
Scripture teaches more than this in regard to the effects of the fall upon the race. For a
discussion of John 1:29 in regard to this, see chapter on atonement.

In speaking of the corruption of human nature, the author does not refer to a corruption of
the substance or essence of the soul. The word "nature" is used here in the sense of
inherent character, disposition, natural instincts, desires, and appetites. The fall corrupted
human nature in the sense of introducing moral and religious disorder. Or, to use the words
of Strong, we may say that the fall resulted in "the depraving of all those powers which, in
their united action with reference to moral and religious truth, we call man's moral and
religious nature; or, in other words, the blinding of his intellect, the corruption of his
affections, and the enslavement of his will" (Systematic Theology), p. 307).

4. THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ADAM AND EVE IN THE FALL.

The Genesis account makes no vital difference between Adam and Eve in the fall. But a
distinction is clearly brought out in 1 Tim. 2:14. Here it is said that Eve was deceived, but
that Adam was not. This means that Eve entered into the transgression because she was
made to think that God's warning was not true, and that she would not die as a penalty for
partaking of the forbidden fruit. But with Adam it was different. He did not doubt God's
Word. He sinned because he preferred to be cast out of Eden with his wife, rather than
remain in Eden without his wife. Oftentimes it is thought that the above facts attach greater
guilt to the sin of the woman than to the sin of the man. But just the reverse is true. Adam
sinned through the willful and conscious choice of the fellowship of his wife, rather than the
fellowship of God. No such thing was true of Eve's sin.

5. WHY DID GOD PERMIT THE FALL?

It was not that God was compelled to permit it. He is a sovereign and does everything
freely. And it was not because of any lack of power. Although God made man mutable,
which was necessary, as we have shown, yet He could have preserved man from sin
without the violation of man's will or any principle. We can give but one answer to the
above question. It is that God permitted the fall in order to provide the way for the
glorification of His Son in redemption.

6. THE FALL AND THE HOLINESS OF GOD.

Perhaps the carnal reason will never be satisfied with any explanation of the fall in relation
to the holiness of God. How could a holy God permit sin when He had the full power to
prevent it? That He had this power cannot be doubted. And while the carnal reason may
never be satisfied, yet faith in the Word of God satisfies the new mind that the permission
of sin by God is perfectly consistent with His holiness. If we had the power to prevent sin
and did not do it, we should be guilty of evil. But God is different from us. We are
dependent, and, therefore; responsible. He is independent, and therefore, responsible to no
one. When we know as we are known, then we shall be able to understand fully how the
permission of sin is perfectly compatible with the perfect holiness of God.



17. The Doctrine of Sin
THE DOCTRINE OF SIN
T.P. Simmons

In the chapters on "Satan-His Origin, Work, and Destiny" and "The Original State And Fall
Of Man" we covered the ground of the origin of sin in the universe and also its entrance
into the human family. For that reason these subjects will not be treated in this chapter.

It is very important that we have an adequate understanding of sin. Many modern errors
concerning salvation cannot be held by those who think logically if they have a proper
conception of sin.

I. THE NATURE OF SIN

Sin is a hydra-headed thing. It presents different phases. An adequate treatment of sin
must deal with these different phases:

1. SIN AS AN ACT.

In 1 John 3:4 we have the definition of sin as an act. It is a transgressing or a going
contrary to the law of God.

2. SIN AS A STATE.

There are many people who cannot or will not see that sin goes deeper than an overt act. A
little reflection will show that our acts are but expressions of our inner selves. Inward
sinfulness then must precede overt acts of sin.

Jesus taught this in principle when He said: "Either make the tree good, and his fruit good;
or make the tree corrupt, and his fruit corrupt: for the tree is known by his fruit" (Matt.
12:33). This means that there must be a corrupt tree before there can be corrupt fruit.
Jesus taught this truth explicitly when He said: "For out of the heart proceed evil thoughts,
murders, adulteries, thefts, false witness, blasphemies . . ." (Matt. 15:19). He taught it
again when He said: "And this is the condemnation: that light is come into the world, and
men loved darkness rather than light" (John 3:19). Still again He taught it in the Sermon on
the Mount by emphasizing the fact that men can break the commandments of God by
harboring evil thoughts. See Matt. 5:21,22,27,28. In simple words this means that a man is
not what he is because of what he does; rather he does what he does because of what he
is, fundamentally speaking.

Note the following additional scriptural proofs that man is not only sinful in conduct, but
that he also exists in a sinful state- a lack of conformity to God in mind and heart:

(1) The Hebrew and Greek words translated "sin" are as applicable to dispositions and
states as to acts.



(2) Sin may consist of omitting to do the right thing as well as of doing the wrong thing. "To
him that knoweth to do good, and doeth it not, to him it is sin" (Jas. 4.17).

(3) Evil is ascribed to thoughts and affections. Gen. 6:5; Jer. 17:9; Heb. 3:12.

(4) The state of the soul that gives rise to overt acts of sin is expressly called sin.
Rom. 7:8,11,13,14,17,20

(5) Sin is alluded to as a reigning principle in the life.

Rom. 6:21

3. SIN AS A PRINCIPLE.

In principle sin is rebellion against God. It is refusing to do the will of Him who has every
right to demand obedience of US.

4. SIN IN ESSENCE.

"We may follow Dr. E. G. Robinson in saying that, while sin as a state is unlikeness to God,
as a principle is opposition to God, and as an act is transgression of God's law, the essence
of it always and everywhere is selfishness" (Strong Systematic Theology, p. 295).

Sin may be described as a tree of self-will, having two tap roots. One is a "no" to God and
His demands. The other is a "yes" to self and self's interests. This tree is capable of bearing
every manner of sin in the catalogue of sins. Selfishness is always manifest in the sinner in
the elevation of "some lower affection or desire above regard for God and His law"
(Strong). No matter what form sin may take, it is always found to have selfishness as its
root. Sin may take the forms of avarice, pride, vanity, ambition, sensuality, jealousy, or even
love of others- in which case others are loved because they are conceived of as being in
some way connected with or contributing to self. The sinner may seek truth, but always for
selfish, egotistical purposes. He may give his goods to feed the poor, or even his body to be
burned, but only through selfish desire for fleshly gratification or for honor or reward. Sin as
selfishness has four component parts: "(1) Self will, instead of submission; (2) self-seeking,
instead of benevolence; (3) self-righteousness, instead of humility and reverence; (4) self-
sufficiency, instead of faith" (Harris).

In proof of the fact that sin is essentially selfishness we urge the following considerations:

(1) In the apostasy of the last days it is said that "men shall be lovers of self," and also
"lovers of pleasure rather than lovers of God." (2 Tim. 3:2,4).

(2) When the "man of sin" is revealed, he shall be he that "exalteth himself against all that
is called God" (2 Thess. 2:4).

(3) The essence of the law of God is to love God supremely and others as self.

The opposite of this, the supreme love of self, must be the essence of sin. Matt. 22:37-39.



(4) Satan's apostasy consisted of the preference of self and selfish ambition to God and his
will.

Isa. 14:12-15; Ezek. 28:12-18.

(5) The sin of Adam and Eve in the garden sprang from a preference of self and self-
gratification to God and His will.

Eve ate of the forbidden fruit because she thought it would give desired wisdom. Adam
partook of the fruit because he preferred his wife to God; and the reason he preferred his
wife to God is that he conceived of his wife as contributing more than God to his self-
gratification.

(6) Cain's murder of Abel was prompted by jealousy, which is a form of selfishness.
(7) Selfishness is the cause of the sinner's impenitence.

God has commanded all men everywhere to repent. Men refuse to do this because they
prefer their own wills to the will of God.

We see, then, that sin is not merely a result of man's imperfect development. It is a
perversity of the will and disposition. Man will never outgrow it so long as he is in the flesh.
Regeneration puts a check upon it; but it does not destroy it. Nor is sin the mere result of
the union of the spirit with the body. The spirit itself is sinful and would be just as sinful out
of the body as in the body if left in its natural state. Satan has no body; yet he is supremely
sinful. Neither is sin mere finiteness. The elect angels in Heaven are finite; yet they are
without sin. Glorified saints will still be finite; yet they will have no sin.

II. THE UNIVERSALITY OF SIN IN THE HUMAN FAMILY

All men, with the sole exception of the God-man, Christ Jesus our Lord, are sinful by nature
and express that inward sinfulness in willful transgressions as soon as they reach the age of
accountability. This fact is proved by-

1. The Universal Need of Repentance, Faith, and Regeneration.

Luke 13:3; John 8:24; Acts 16:30,31; Heb. 11:6; John 3:3,18.

2. Plain Scripture Declarations.

1 Kings 8:46; Psa. 143:2; Prov. 20:9; Eccl. 7:20; Rom. 3:10, 23; Gal. 3:22.
III. THE EXTENT OF SIN IN MAN'S BEING

The Scriptures teach that the extent of sin in man's being is total. This is the meaning of
total depravity.

1. TOTAL DEPRAVITY NEGATIVELY CONSIDERED.



Total depravity is a much-misunderstood subject. For that reason we need to understand
that total depravity does not mean-

(1) That man by nature is utterly devoid of conscience.
Even the heathen has conscience. Rom. 2:15.

(2) That man by nature is destitute of all of those qualities that are praiseworthy according
to human standards.

Jesus recognized the presence of such qualities in a certain rich man (Mark 10:21).
(3) That every man is by nature prone to every form of sin.

This is impossible, for some forms of sin exclude others. "The sin of miserliness may
exclude the sin of luxury; the sin of pride may exclude the sin of sensuality" (Strong).

(4) That men are by nature incapable of engaging in acts that are externally conformed to
the law of God.

Rom. 2:14.
(5) That men are as corrupt as they might be.
They may and do grow worse. 2 Tim. 3:13.

Thus total depravity does not mean that depravity is total in its degree. It has to do with
extent only.

(6) Moreover total depravity does not mean that there is depravity or corruption of the
substance or essence of the soul.

Total depravity consists only of a moral perversion of all the facilities of the soul as we shall
now see. It is the sinful bent of these faculties that gives to man a sinful nature. To say that
one cannot affirm that man has a sinful nature without attributing sin to the substance of
the soul is to deny that there is any such thing as moral character. Perhaps that which
happened in the fall of the race cannot be better expressed than in the following words
from Delitzsch; "In consequence of the first sin, the internal nature of man became
possessed by death, by the dissolution of the previous unity of the manifold powers
reciprocally acting in the life of the spirit and soul; and by the disappearance of the spiritual
life in God's image, and its reflection in the soul. Hitherto God's love filled the spirit's will,
thought and feeling: this threefold divinely filled life of the spirit was the holy image of the
Godhead in man. But when Satanic thoughts of a loveless God found entrance into man's
mind, then entered enmity . . . into the place of love, and Turba [confusion, devastation,
destruction] in the place of peace: the powers of the soul fell into confusion, and kindled in
passionate eagerness opposed to God" (A System of Biblical Psychology, p. 153). This fallen
condition of man is further elucidated by Strong as follows: "In fine, man no longer made
God the end of his life. While he retained the power of self-determination in subordinate
things, he lost that freedom which consisted in the power of choosing God as his ultimate



aim. The intuitions of the reason were abnormally obscured, since these intuitions, so far as
they are concerned with moral and religious truth, are conditioned upon a right state of the
affections; and--as a necessary result of this obscuring of reason--conscience, which as the
moral judiciary of the soul, decides upon the basis of law given it by reason, became
perverse in its deliverances. Yet this inability to judge or act aright, since it was a moral
inability springing ultimately from will, was itself hateful and condemnable" (Systematic
Theology p. 307). In man today this inherited moral inability sprang from the will of Adam
which was the will of the race; therefore our will. 1 Cor. 15:22; Rom. 1:12,16-19.

Let us note the Biblical proof of the foregoing as we consider:
2. TOTAL DEPRAVITY CONSIDERED POSITIVELY.

Total depravity means that sin has permeated every faculty of man's being just as a drop of
poison would permeate every molecule of a glass of water. Sin has warped every faculty in
man, and thus it taints his every act.

(1) Proof of Total Depravity.

A. Man is Depraved in Mind. Gen. 6:5.

B. In Heart. Jer. 17:9.

C. In Affections so that He is Averse to God. John 3: 19; Rom. 8:7.
D. In Conscience. Titus 1:15; Heb. 10:22.

E. In Speech. Psa. 58:3; Jer. 8:6; Rom. 3:13.

F. Depraved from Head to Foot. Isa. 1:5,6.

C. Depraved when Born. Psa. 51:5; Psa. 58:3.

(2) The Effect of Total Depravity.

A. No Remnant of Good Remains in Man by Nature. Rom. 7: I&

B. Therefore Man by Nature Cannot Subject Himself to the Law of God or Please God. Rom.
8:7,8.

C. Man is by Nature Spiritually Dead. Rom. 5:12; Col. 2:16; 1 John 3:14.
D. Therefore He Cannot Comprehend Spiritual Things. 1 Cor. 2:14.

E. Hence He Cannot Until Quickened by the Spirit of God, Turn From Sin to God in Godly
Penitence and Faith. Jer. 13:23; John 6:44,65; 12:39,40.

The basis of depravity and spiritual inability lies in the heart. It is deceitful and incurably
wicked (Jer. 17:9). Out of the heart are the issues of life (Prov. 4:23). No one can bring a
clean thing out of an unclean one (Job 14:4). Hence neither holiness nor faith can proceed



from the natural heart. Good things proceed from a good heart and evil things proceed
from an evil heart (Matt. 7:17,18; Luke 6:45).

3. TOTAL DEPRAVITY DEFENDED.

The doctrine of total hereditary depravity, as set forth above, is opposed by three systems
of theology as they deal with the effects of Adam's fall upon the race. Let us briefly note
these systems:

(1) Pelagianism.

This was propounded by Pelagius, a British monk, at Rome in 409. Some of the features of
Pelagianism were not original with Pelagius. However, he was the ablest and most thorough
exponent of the system as a whole.

Pelagius taught that every human soul is directly created of God. This is Creationism, which
was held also by Aristotle and Jerome, as opposed to Traducianism, propounded by
Tertullian and tacitly assumed by Augustine. Logically, then, Pelagius felt obliged to consider
the soul of a baby free from evil tendencies. But he was wholly illogical in considering the
soul of an infant as merely innocent instead of positively holy. The holiness of God forbids
the supposition that He can create a being that is merely innocent, just as surely as it
forbids the supposition that He can create an evil being. But Pelagius thought holiness could
not be created. See Eph. 4:24; Col. 3:10; 2 Pet. 1:4. Adam was created in the image of
God, and that, as we have seen, means more than mere innocence. Only arbitrary
reasoning can lead any Creationist to believe that the human soul at its origination is
merely innocent.

According to Pelagianism the only effect the sin of Adam had upon the race lies in the effect
of the evil example set by him. Adam's sin was in no way our sin, and we do not inherit
corrupt natures from him; the only corruption of human nature being from persistent
personal disobedience to known law.

As would be expected, Pelagius taught that man is able to obey the law of God, and that
salvation can come by the law as well as by the gospel. He believed that such men as Abel,
Enoch, Joseph, Job, and even Socrates and Aristides were saved by obeying God's law. God
was wholly excluded from man's inner life, and could reach man only through external
means.

This theory requires no detailed or extended refutation. The student will see at once that it
is the very antithesis of Bible teaching in all of its phases. Let us dismiss it with this
penetrating characterization from Dorner: "It is Deism, applied to man's nature. God cannot
enter man's being if he would, and he would not if he could. Free will is everything"
(System of Doctrine, 2:38).

(2) Arminianism.

This system was elaborated by Arminius, a Dutch theologian (1560-1609), who served as a
professor in the University of Leyden, in South Holland. Few, if any, of the elements of



Arminianism were original with Arminius. Origen based election on God's foresight of the
believer's works. Moreover Arminius leaned toward Semi-Pelagianism.

Arminius taught that men are born without original righteousness and with inherent evil
tendencies; and are, therefore, wholly unable of themselves to obey God or attain eternal
life. The natural state of the infant may be called sinful, but it does not involve guilt
because it is physical and intellectual rather than voluntary. Moreover it does not spring
from our racial unity with Adam. Adam's sin was not our sin. We inherit our infirmities from
Adam by divine appointment.

As a matter of justice, according to Arminius, God has bestowed upon all men the special
influence of the Holy Spirit (often called "gracious ability") from the beginning of
consciousness, with which man has the power to cooperate and thus obey the will of God.
It is only when a human being consciously refuses to cooperate with the special influence of
the Holy Spirit that he becomes guilty before God. Original Arminianism was greatly
modified by John Wesley. But Wesleyanism, on the whole, is just as flagrantly false as
original Arminianism.

The same that was said of Pelagianism can be said of Arminianism. It needs no further
refutation than that which is given in the truth of the Bible as set forth in the former portion
of this chapter. In some respects it is simply extra-scriptural; in others it is anti-scriptural;
while in others it is logically unsound.

(3) The New England or "New School" Theology.

This system represents an attempted compromise between Arminianism and Calvinism. It is
called "New School" because it opposed the old school of Puritan anthropology as
expounded by Edwards and Bellamy. It was built up through the successive labors of
Hopkins, Emmons, Dwight, Taylor, and last of all by Charles C. Finney. This school opposed
much of the truth taught by Edwards and then capitalized on his errors.

It is expedient that this school of theology be dealt with as it is represented by its most
recent advocate, Charles C. Finney in Finney's Lectures on Systemaic Theology. This book
has been highly and widely recommended to young Baptist preachers. Here are some
samples of its deliverances: "Moral depravity cannot consist in any attribute of nature or
constitution, not in any lapsed or fallen state of nature; for this is physical and not moral
depravity." "It (moral depravity) cannot consist in anything back of choice, and that sustains
to choice the relation of a cause. Whatever is back of choice is without the pale of
legislation." "Moral depravity is sinfulness, not of nature, but of voluntary state." (pp.
230,231).

Upon these statements we remark:

(A) They involve a denial of our participation in the apostasy of Adam, which is plainly
taught in Rom. 5:12, as shown by later pertinent verses in the chapter. "Have sinned"
translates a verb in the aorist tense in the Greek. Now the aorist tense can express action
roughly equivalent to that which is expressed by the imperfect tense; but in view of the
context of the passage the Revised Version dropped the word "have" and translated the



Greek verb simply "sinned." To take this verb as referring to the personal sinning of each
individual is to ruthlessly wrest the last clause of the passage from its connection with the
first clause. Why is mention made of the fact that death came by Adam if our death is not
the result of Adam's sin? This interpretation, moreover, "is inconsistent with ver. 13,14,
which are intended to prove what is here asserted: but they do not prove that all have
actually sinned, but rather the reverse" (Arnold, in An American Commentary on the New
Testament). The meaning of Rom. 5:12 as contended for here is further borne out by 1 Cor.
15:22--"As in Adam all die . . ."

(B) They deny that sin exists as a state before there is a conscious choice of evil. Thus they
deny that it is a sinful state that gives rise to sinful acts. This contradicts the principle
enunciated by Jesus in Matt. 12:33, and implies that an apple tree is an apple tree because
it bears apples and not vice versa. Jesus said that evil acts proceed out of the heart (Matt.
15:19), and the word "heart," when used in a moral or spiritual sense as it is here, refers to
the affections, not the will. Thus Jesus affirmed that the will acts because of the affections.
Jesus further taught this in John 3:19 in saying that men do not come to the light because
they love darkness. Then Jer. 17:9 says that the natural heart is "desperately wicked."
Furthermore Paul taught that his sins both of commission and omission were the result of
sin dwelling in him, that is, in his carnal nature. Ro. 7:8,11,13,14,17,20. Paul's indwelling
sin after he was saved was not there because his will was committed to it as his immanent
preference or ultimate end;* it was there in spite of his will and hindered the executive
volitions of his will. Naturally Mr. Finney was forced by the exigencies of his false system to
deny that any part of Rom. 7 describes Paul's experience as a saved man. The fact that he
must ignore and deny the plain meaning of the Bible to support his contentions is enough
to show their utter falsity.

(C) They are false in their implied denial that the will of the natural man always acquiesces
in the state of his nature. In the sense of immanent preference or as an ultimate end, a
natural man always wills to be what he is. Otherwise he would not be free in being what he
is, but would be under constraint from without; and would not be responsible. The sinner is
blind (2 Cor. 4:3,4), not because at some point in his personal existence he made a
deliberate choice to be blind. God says it is the Devil that has blinded him. How? By forcing
blindness upon him from without? No; for that would destroy the free agency of the sinner.
The Devil has blinded the sinner by blinding the race through the fall, from which the sinner
has received his blindness by inheritance. Yet the sinner is responsible for his blindness.
This could be true only upon the ground that his will acquiesces in the blindness. The same
is true with regard to every evil tendency and disability of the sinner by nature.

(D) They are wrong in implying that a man's affections are under the control of his will.
Jesus said men reject Him because of their affections. John 3:19. "Love is the fulfilling of
the law" (Rom. 13:10). Why? The first part of the verse tells--"Love worketh no'ill . . .," that
is, love moves a man to do what is right. In other words, love controls action and that
means that love controls the will. Thus the will is subject to the affections. A man does not
choose to love in the final analysis. He loves because of what he is and because of what the
object of his affections is. In the final analysis affections are spontaneous. This is not to say
that a man's intellect, his faculty of knowing, has no part in determining his actions. His
intellect is always involved in his affections.



(E) They are wrong in that they deny the existence of real character. If the will does not act
according to character, then there is no such thing as character; nor is there

*See treatment of the will in chapter on The Moral Nature of Man for meaning of these
terms and also the meaning of "executive volitions."

any such thing as responsibility. To talk about the character of the will as a thing separate
from the nature of the man to which the will belongs is to talk childish nonsense.

(F) They are wrong in that they affirm that lapsed and fallen nature is "physical and not
moral depravity." In another place Mr. Finney defines "physical depravity" as being
"depravity of substance as opposed to depravity of the actions of free will." This means that
Mr. Finney denied that there can be such a thing as moral and spiritual disorder in the soul
without a perversion of the very substance or essence of the soul. It means also that if
there should be such a thing as moral or spiritual disorder, a setting of the soul in sin,
involving a blinding of the mind and a perverting of the heart- in other words, a spiritual
deadening of all the faculties of the soul, this would be physical depravity and not moral
depravity, for which a man cannot be held responsible.

18. Human Responsibility
HUMAN RESPONSIBILITY
T.P. Simmons

By human responsibility we mean man's accountability to God for all of his actions. The
teaching of man's accountability is so general in the Bible that no Scripture citations are
needed. Any one that is at all acquainted with the Bible should be able with no difficulty to
find plenty of proof texts on this subject.

I. HUMAN RESPONSIBILITY AND THE SOVEREIGNTY OF GOD
1. THE MEANING OF GOD'S SOVEREIGNTY.

The absolute sovereignty of God means just what Paul affirms in Eph. 1:11, where he
speaks of God as one that "worketh all things after the counsel of His will." This teaches
just what the Philadelphia Confession of Faith teaches when it says: "God hath decreed in
Himself from all eternity, by the most wise and holy counsel of His own will, freely and
unchangeably, all things whatsoever comes to pass." Other passages teaching the absolute
sovereignty of God are as follows:

"Who knoweth not in all these, that the hand of Jehovah hath wrought this, in whose hand
is the soul of every living thing, and the breath of all mankind" (Job 12:9,10).



"Jehovah hath established his throne in the heavens; and his kingdom ruleth over all" (Psa.
103:19).

"Whatsoever Jehovah pleased, that hath he done, in heaven and in earth, in the seas and
all deeps" (Psa. 135:6).

"Who is he that saith, and it cometh to pass, when the Lord commandeth it not? Out of the
mouth of the Most High cometh there not evil and good?" (Lam. 3:37,38).

"I form the light, and create darkness; I make peace, and create evil; I am Jehovah, that
doeth all these things" (Isa. 45:7).

"I am God, and there is none like me; declaring the end from the beginning, and from
ancient times things that are not yet done; saying, My counsel shall stand, and I will do all
my pleasure" (Isa. 46:10).

"All the inhabitants of the earth are reputed as nothing; and he doeth according to his will
in the army of heaven, and among the inhabitants of the earth; and none can stay his
hand, or say unto him, What doest thou?" (Dan. 4:35).

"At that season Jesus answered and said, I thank thee 0 Father, Lord of heaven and earth,
that thou didst hide these things from the wise and understanding, and didst reveal them
unto babes" (Matt. 11:25).

"Jesus answered him, Thou couldest have no power against me, except it were given thee
from above" (John 19:11).

"I will have mercy on whom I have mercy, and I will have compassion on whom I have
compassion. So then it is not of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God that
hath mercy. For the Scripture saith unto Pharaoh, For this very purpose did I raise thee up,
that I might show in thee my power, and that my name might be published abroad in all
the earth. So then he hath mercy on whom he will, and whom he will he hardeneth" (Rom.
9:15-18).

See also Acts 2:2,3 and 4:27,28.
2. WHY MAN IS RESPONSIBLE.

The question is, then, how can man be responsible for his actions when all that he does has
been ordained and decreed of God? This is not a new question. It is at least as old as the
New Testament, and probably much older. Paul anticipated this question from his readers
when he penned the wonderful ninth chapter of Romans. He said. "Thou will say then unto
me, Why doth he still find fault? For who withstandeth his will." And Paul's reply was: "Nay,
but, 0 man, who art thou that repliest against God? Shall the thing formed say to him that
formed it, Why didst thou make me thus? Or hath not the potter a right over the clay, from
the same lump to make one part a vessel unto honor, and another unto dishonor." Paul's
mentioning of this question and his reply show conclusively that Paul taught the absolute
sovereignty of God. Indeed his preceding words clearly teach it. Paul made the reply that
he did because he anticipated the question as coming from an objector. When it comes as a



reverent inquiry, it deserves more detailed consideration. Paul's reply had to be brief
because his time and purpose would not permit a lengthy discussion. Our time permits and
our purpose demands a fuller discussion.

Man is responsible for his actions, notwithstanding the fact that God has decreed all that
comes to pass, for at least three reasons:

1. God's Decree Concerning Sin is Not Causative but Permissive, Directive, Preventive, and
Determinative.

God decreed that sin should come in the world, for reasons that are fully known only to
Him, but He decreed that it should come by man's own free choice. God does not compel
man to sin, but He allows it. Man, and not God, is the efficient cause of sin; and for that
reason man is responsible.

Before passing it needs to be remarked that no objections can be brought against the
statement that God decreed that sin should come into the world that cannot be brought
against God's actual permission of sin, unless the objector takes the position that God was
powerless to prevent the entrance of sin. This would be a denial of God's omnipotence and
sovereignty, and would render the objector unworthy of consideration here. God's
omnipotence and sovereignty teaches us that whatever God permits He permits because He
wills to do so. And since God is immutable, His will has ever been the same. What He wills
at any time He has willed from all eternity. Therefore, His will equals His purpose and His
purpose equals His decree.

2. The Law of God and Not His Decree Fixes Man's Duty and Responsibility.

The law of God is man's guide and standard. This is God's revealed will. God's decree is His
secret will. Man has nothing to do with this except to know and acknowledge the facts
concerning it. "The secret things belong unto Jehovah, our God; but things that are
revealed belong unto us and to our children forever, that we may do all the words of this
law" (Deut. 29:29).

3. The Motive Back of Man's Sinning Makes Him Responsible.

Why does man sin? Is it ever because he wants to do the will of God? Nay, never so. Why
did men crucify Christ? Was it because they believed that God had sent Him to die as a sin-
bearer? No. It was because they hated Him. They crucified Him through wicked motives. It
is thus that man always sins. Sin proceeds from man's love of darkness (John 3:19).

II. HUMAN RESPONSIBILITY AND MAN'S SPIRITUAL INABILITY

Another question concerning man's responsibility is, How can man be responsible for not
fully obeying the law of God and for not receiving the gospel when it is heard when he is
unable by nature to do either of these? For proof of man's spiritual inability, see chapters on
Sin and Conversion.

The answer to this question is that man can be responsible for what he is unable to do only
on the supposition that he is to blame for his inability. And it is a fact that man is to blame



for his spiritual inability. It is not that he individually, by his own personal act, originated the
inability, for he was born with it. But every man sinned in Adam, and thus originated his
spiritual inability. That every man sinned in Adam is the true teaching of Rom. 5:12-
"Therefore, as through one man sin entered into the world, and death through sin; and so
death passed unto all men, for that ALL SINNED." "Sinned" in the Greek is aorist tense,
which expresses pointed past action. The passage makes it refer to the participation of all
men in the sin of Adam.

But how did we participate in the sin of Adam when we were not born when he sinned? We
think we cannot do better than give the following words of A. H. Strong in reply:

"God imputes the sin of Adam immediately to all his posterity, in virtue of that organic unity
of mankind by which the whole race at the time of Adam's transgression existed, not
individually, but seminally, in him as its head. The total life of humanity was then in Adam;
the race as yet had its being only in him. Its essence was not yet individualized; its forces
were not yet distributed; the powers which now exist in separate men were then unified
and localized in Adam; Adam's will was yet the will of the species. In Adam's free act, the
will of the race revolted from God and the nature of the race corrupted itself. The nature
which we now possess is the same nature that corrupted itself in Adam- not the same in
kind merely, but the same as flowing to us continuously from him. Adam's sin is imputed to
us immediately, therefore, not as something foreign to us, but because it is ours--we and all
other men having existed as one moral person, or one moral whole, in him, and as the
result of that transgression, possessing a nature destitute of love to God and prone to evil"
(Systematic Theology, p. 328).

III. HUMAN RESPONSIBILITY DEPENDENT ON KNOWLEDGE

It needs to be emphasized that man is responsible only so far as he knows, or has within
his reach the knowledge of, what is right. The heathen is responsible to recognize God
because, and only because, "that which is known of God is manifest in them; for God
manifested it unto them. For the invisible things of him since the creation of the world are
clearly seen, being perceived through the things that are made, even his everlasting power
and divinity; that they may be without excuse" (Rom. 1:19,20). As to acts of outward
conduct, the heathen is responsible only for the violation of such principles of righteousness
as his own conscience recognizes. "As many as have sinned without the law shall also
perish without the law," i. e., those to whom the written law of God has not been made
known shall perish, but they shall not perish through the condemnation of the written law.
How then will they be judged? The verses which follow the above quotation show that they
will be judged by their own standard of righteousness; they will be charged with no
transgressions except those against their own conscience. See Rom. 2:12-15.

From the above it is evident that the heathen will not be charged with the sin of unbelief or
rejection of the gospel; yet they shall perish. This shows that it is sin in general that
condemns primarily. Rejection of the gospel does not bring condemnation to man; it only
manifests it and increases the penalty that shall be inflicted because of it.

The fact that human responsibility is dependent on knowledge explains why dying infants
and native imbeciles will be saved. They are mentally blind to the principles of



righteousness, and, therefore, are not responsible. This is the kind of blindness that the
Pharisees thought Jesus meant in John 9:39. And Jesus perceiving the thought of their
hearts, said unto them: "If ye were blind (in the sense you have in mind), ye would have no
sin" (John 9:41). There are but three kinds of blindness: physical blindness, mental
blindness, and spiritual blindness. Certainly the Pharisees did not suppose that Jesus meant
they were physically blind. And certainly Christ did not mean in His reply to say that they
were not spiritually blind. See John 12:37-40; 2 Cor. 4:3,4. He could have meant but one
thing, and that is that if they were mentally blind, they would have no sin. Infants and
imbeciles are mentally blind, as already stated, and are, therefore, not responsible for their
conduct. It is for this reason that we believe they will be saved through the blood of Christ
without the exercise of faith in the body. However, since they have a sinful nature, we must
believe that it will be necessary for them to be regenerated and thus brought to faith in
Christ. The Bible makes it clear that this is necessary before one is fit for the presence of
God. But it does not tell us when it will take place with reference to infants and imbeciles.
We are of the opinion that it will take place at the time of the separation of the spirit from
the body in the hour of death. See also Deut. 1:39 as to personal responsibility of infants.

19. The Free Agency of Man
THE FREE AGENCY OF MAN
T.P. Simmons

Clear thinking is very much needed when we come to deal with the free agency of man.
Some have imagined it a very difficult subject because they have made out of it something
other than what it is. For the same reason some have charged that the doctrine of
unconditional election, a Bible and Baptist doctrine, destroys the free agency of man.

Well does Spurgeon say: "In reference to the matter of predestination and free will, I have
often heard men ask, 'How do you make them agree?' I think there is another question just
as difficult to solve. 'How do you make them differ?' The two may be as easily made to
concur as to clash. It seems to me a problem which cannot be stated, and a subject that
needs no solution!" (Sermons, Vol. 13, p. 31).

I. FREE AGENCY OF MAN A BAPTIST DOCTRINE

The New Hampshire Declaration of Faith, widely accepted among Baptists, declares that
election is "perfectly consistent with the free agency of man."

The late George W. McDaniel, while president of the Southern Baptist Convention, said in a
personal letter to the author: "The Baptist position recognizes both divine sovereignty and
free moral agency." Spurgeon says: "The predestination of God does not destroy the free
agency of man, or lighten the responsibility of the sinner" (Sermons, Vol. 18, p. 30).

D. F. Estes (Hamilton Theological Seminary and Colgate University) says: "The moral
freedom of man was clearly held by Paul, and none the less positively and tenaciously



because of certain other views which he held but which seem to some to be inconsistent
therewith" (New Testament Theology, p. 104).

W. W. Hamilton says: "God has united certain great facts in salvation, and we must surely
come to grief if we fail to recognize this. Sovereignty and free will are seen closely related
when Peter said at the great revival on Pentecost, 'Him being delivered up by the
determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye by the wicked hands of lawless men did
crucify and slay." (Bible Evangelism, p. 90).

J. M. Pendleton says: "There are no truths more plainly reveled in the Bible than that God is
sovereign and man is free (Christian Doctrines, p. 103).

E. Y. Mullins says: "Free will in man is as fundamental a truth as any other in the Gospel
and must never be cancelled in our doctrinal statements. Man would not be man without it
and God never robs us of our true moral manhood in saving us" (Baptist Beliefs, p. 26).

J. P. Boyce says: "Free agency belongs to the nature of an intelligent moral creature. He
must have freedom of choice, or he would not be responsible for his action. The very
essence of responsibility consists in the power of contrary action, had one so pleased"
(Abstract of Systematic Theology, p. 224).

A. H. Strong says: "Free agency ... has been shown to be consistent with the decrees (of
God)" (Systematic Theology, p. 117).

It is manifest from the above quotations that free agency, according to its use among
Baptist authors, must have a meaning different from that which many people understand it
to have. Spurgeon, Estes, Pendleton, Mullins, Boyce, and Strong are all clear in their
teaching of unconditional election. This leads us, then, to consider:

I1. FREE AGENCY DEFINED
1. BY DICTIONARIES.

Funk and Wagnall's Desk Standard Dictionary defines free agency as "the power or capacity
of acting freely, i. e., without constraint of the will".

Webster's New International Dictionary, in defining the term "free," in its application to the
acts of a moral being, says: "Not determined by anything beyond its own nature or being;
not necessitated by an external cause or agency; choosing or capable of choosing for itself;
as a free agent."

2. BY STANDARD THEOLOGICAL WRITERS.
N. L. Rice says:

"Free agency is nothing more nor less than acting without compulsion, and in accordance
with one's own desires and inclinations" (God Sovereign and Man Free, p. 58).

J. M. Pendleton repeats the definition of Andrew Fuller, which is as follows:



"A free agent is an intelligent being who is at liberty to act according to his choice, without
compulsion or restraint" (Christian Doctrines, p. 104).

A. H. Strong says:

"Free agency is the power of self-determination in view of motives or man's power (a) to
choose between motives, and (b) direct his subsequent activity according to the motive
thus chosen" (Systematic Theology, p. 176).

Luther denied "Free-will," as it was used by his great opponent, Erasmus, and also by the
Pelagians and Sophists; and, with all his profundity of understanding, mistakingly supposing
that the use made of "Free-will" by the above errorists was the only sense of the
expression, opposed its use. Nevertheless, he attributed to the will a freedom such as is
attributed to it by others here quoted; and he defined that freedom in the following words:

"Will, whether divine or human, does what it does, be it good or evil, not by any
compulsion, but by mere willingness or desire, as it were, totally free" (The Bondage of the
WM p. 41).

John Gill, who is often falsely accused of antinomianism says:

"A determination of the will to some one thing, is not contrary to choice, for the human will
of Christ, and the will of angels and glorified saints, are determined only to that which is
good, and yet they both choose and do that good freely . . . . Besides, neither the disability
of man, nor the efficacious influence of grace, at all hinder the freedom of human actions.
A wicked man, who is under the strongest bias, power, and dominion of his lusts, acts freely
in fulfilling of them; as does also a good man, in doing what is spiritually good; and never
more so, than when he is under the most powerful influences of divine grace" (Cause of
God and Truth, pp. 184, 185).

Jonathan Edwards viewed free agency as the "power, opportunity or advantage that any
one has to do as he pleases" (Freedom of the will p. 17).

We have purposely reserved until last the definition that is the most explicit of all because it
sums up all the others and states them in greater detail and in a more easily
understandable way. This definition is from E. Y. Mullins:

"Freedom in man does not imply exemption from the operation of influences, motives,
heredity, environment. It means rather that man is not under compulsion. His actions are in
the last resort determined from within. He is self-determined in what he does. Some hold
that freedom in man means ability to transcend himself and act contrary to his character.
(This is the erroneous sense of free will, as believed by all Pelagians and Arminians, and as
opposed by Luther and many others.) The will is thus regarded, not as an expression of
what the man is in his essential character. It is free in the sense of being capable of choices
unrelated to past choices, acquired traits, and hereditary tendencies. This is an untenable
view of freedom. It makes the will a mere external attachment to man's nature rather than
an expression thereof. Freedom excludes compulsion from without, it also excludes mere
caprice and arbitrariness. Freedom is self-determinative (The Christian Religion in its



Doctrinal Expression pp. 258,259).

Now we submit that all of these great writers are in harmony with each other in their view
of that freedom which man possesses, although some of them might deny that this should
be called either free agency or free will. However, if there be in all the universe such a thing
as free agency, even in the case of God, the freedom of man asserted in the foregoing is
free agency.

To make this more manifest, we take as our next proposition:
III. MAN AS MUCH A FREE AGENT AS GOD

We have noted that A. H. Strong says: "Free agency is the power of self-determination."
Others define it as the power one has to act according to his choice, to do as he pleases.
We have seen that free agency does not imply ability to transcend oneself and to act
contrary to one's character. It does not exclude determination to either good or bad. It does
exclude compulsion and restraint from outside of ones nature, and it also just as surely
excludes mere caprice and arbitrariness.

What more than this can be affirmed of God? What less can be affirmed of man? God is
self-determined. So is man, and at all times. God always acts according to His choice; He
does as He pleases.* So also does man. God cannot transcend Himself and act contrary to
His character.** Neither can man. God is ever determined to good. Natural man is ever
determined to that which is spiritually evil. A regenerated man is determined, in the main,
to that which is good. When he commits evil, he is, for the moment determined to evil. The
will of God is never compelled or restrained by anything outside His own nature. The same
is true of man. God never acts capriciously or arbitrarily, that is, without sufficient cause.
Neither does man. God always acts according to His preference, considering things as a
whole; but not always according to His preference in things, considering them separately
and apart from His perfect plan.*** For instance, God immanently prefers holiness at all
times, but, in consideration of His plan as a whole, He purposed to permit sin; because it, in
some way, is necessary to the working out of His plan. This is analogous to the fact that
man has conflicting preferences, but he always follows his strongest preference; and in
doing so, his will is wholly and absolutely free.

*Psa. 135:6; Isa. 46:10.

**We know this because of God's immutability, for a discussion of which see chapter on
"The Nature and Attributes of God."

***See chapter on "The Will of God."

The position of God's will, and the nature and laws of its action, are the same as in the case
of man's will. Each is subject to the nature of its possessor. Both express the nature of their
possessors in view of motives. Both man and God are free at all times to act out their most



dominant desires and inclinations. God is not more truly a free agent than man is. That the
free agency of man at all times may be more manifest, we shall consider:

IV. FREE AGENCY OF THE NATURAL MAN

Man cannot do otherwise than continue in sin so long as he is in his natural state (Jer. 17:9;
Prov. 4:23; Job 14-4; Jer. 13:23; John 6:65; Rom. 8:7,8; 1 Cor. 2:14). But his continuance
in sin is not due to outside compulsion or restraint, but to his own character which causes
him to choose darkness rather than light (John 3:19). He continues in sin for the same
reason that a hog wallows in the mire. He continues in sin for the same reason that God
continues in holiness. Thus he is fully a free agent.

V. FREE AGENCY AND DIVINE HARDENING AND BLINDING

In the hardening and blinding of sinners, which is unmistakably attributed to God in the
Scripture (Rom. 9:18; John 12:40), there is no outside force brought to bear upon the will
of the sinner. While God is said to blind and to harden the sinner, the sinner is said to blind
and harden himself. John 12:40 is a quotation from Isa. 6:10, where the prophet Isaiah is
commanded to shut the eyes of the people. Then in Matt. 13:14,15 there is another free
quotation from this same prophecy, and in Matthew the sinners are said to have closed
their own eyes. Then, still again, in 2 Cor. 4:3,4, we have the blinding of sinners attributed
to the devil. All of these passages refer to the same thing, and all of them are true because
they are in the Word of God. We have the blinding of sinners attributed to God, to the devil,
to the prophet, and to the sinners themselves. It is ours to find, if we can, the harmony
between these statements. Here it is: The blinding is attributed to God because He
decreed, whether permissively or efficiently, all the circumstances that render the sinner
blind. The blinding is attributed to the devil because he is the author of sin by which the
sinner is blinded. The same blinding is attributed to the prophet because his preaching of
the Word brings out and makes the blindness of the sinner active in his rejection of the
Word. Then, finally, the blinding is attributed to the sinner himself because he loves
darkness rather than light, and manifests his choice of darkness by rejecting the Word. This
leaves the natural man a free agent. If God, or the devil or the prophet, by a power outside
of the nature of the sinner, could compel the sinner against his choice to reject the Word,
the sinner would no longer be a free agent, and he would be no longer responsible for his
unbelief. Responsibility and free agency go hand in hand.

What has been said of the blinding of the sinner is also true of the hardening of the sinner.
The hardening of the heart of Pharaoh is attributed to God (Rom. 9:18; Ex. 4:21; 7:3; 7:13;
9:12; 10:1,20,27; 11:10). But it is also attributed to Pharaoh himself (Ex. 8:15,32; 9.,34).
The explanation is the same as for the blinding treated above.

VI. FREE AGENCY AND CONVERSION

Man is unable to turn from sin until he is quickened by the Spirit of God. For proof of this
see the passages given in proof of the fact that man cannot do otherwise than continue in
sin so long as he is in his natural state. The new nature, therefore, must be implanted
logically (but not chronologically) prior to the exercise of repentance and faith.* This is the
meaning of the New Hampshire Declaration of Faith when it says that repentance and faith



are "inseparable graces wrought in our souls by the regenerating Spirit of God." This is also
the teaching of Eph. 1:19,20.

But when a man turns to God in repentance and faith he acts voluntarily and is thus a free
agent. He is not compelled to

*For fuller discussion of this see chapter on "Conversion."

turn by a power outside of his own nature. For, in implanting the new nature, the Holy Spirit
operates "in the region of the soul below consciousness" (Strong). Then that new nature,
when implanted, becomes as much a part of the man as the old nature was; and it moves
the will in strict conformity to the nature, laws, and normal action of the will. Thus man is a
free agent in conversion; and, of course, remains a free agent, although God continues to
work in him "both to will and to work for his good pleasure" (Phil. 2:13). But this work, like
the work of quickening, does not coerce the will.

VII. FREE AGENCY AND CHRISTIAN FREEDOM

Some become confused in regard to free agency because of the statement of Christ in John
8:32- "Ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free." Christ here referred to
the freedom of the nature from sin's bondage and not to free agency. This will become
evident to any thoughtful student upon a consideration of the foregoing treatment of free
agency. The position of the will and the nature and laws of its action, are the same before
conversion as after. In both cases man is self-determined in view of motives. Both before
and after regeneration the will expresses one's character. The difference between the
unregenerate and regenerate states is not in regard to the freedom of the will but in the
fact that before regeneration man is the "bond-servant of sin" (John 8:34), while, after
regeneration, believers are, through the power of the new life, "bond-servants of
righteousness" (Rom. 6:18). In both cases men are bondservants, and the will is subject to
the character, being as free in one case as in the other.

VIII. FREE AGENCY AND THE SOVEREIGNTY OF GOD

Without the least reserve or hesitancy we subscribe to the Philadelphia Confession of Faith
in its declaration that "God hath decreed in himself from all eternity, by the most wise and
holy counsel of his own will, freely and unchangeably all things whatsoever comes to pass."
This includes evil as well and as fully as good, though in a different sense; and is supported
by both reason and revelation. See chapter on "The Will of God." Also see Dan. 4:35; Isa.
46:10; Rom. 9:19; Eph. 1:11.

When men say that the absolute sovereignty of God cannot be reconciled with the free
agency of man by finite minds, they betoken a misunderstanding either of free agency, or
the workings of God's sovereignty, or both. Free agency is in perfect, full, and manifest
harmony with the absolute sovereignty of God. The bond of union between the two lies in



the fact that the will is subject to the character of its possessor. God has determined the
character of each man, through either His positive or permissive decrees- positive in the
case of all good, and permissive in the case of all evil. And God, having determined all
circumstances, controls the motives that influence the will. Thus God controls the actions of
men, and yet men act at all times as freely as God Himself does. If there were no God, man
could not act more freely than he does.

We see this harmony between the sovereignty of God and the free agency of man strikingly
exemplified in the crucifixion of Christ. God determined that Christ should be crucified (Acts
2:23; 4:27,28). And He determined that certain ones should do it, but He did this
permissively. All that took part in the crucifixion were only acting out their own natures, and
were never freer in any act, nor was God ever freer in any act. Through wicked motives
they chose to kill the Lord of glory. They killed Him because they hated Him. They killed
Him because He rebuked them for their sin. They killed Him because He took away the
glory that had been theirs. God did not cause them to do it, but He decreed to permit them
to follow their own inclinations and desires in doing it.

IX. FREE AGENCY AND THE POWER OF CONTRARY ACTION

It will he noted that the expression on free agency quoted from J. P. Boyce implies that the
power of contrary action is essential to free agency. This is true if the power of contrary
action is defined as Boyce defines it, that is, as the power that one has to do otherwise
than he does, had he so pleased.

This is only saying that man is free from outward necessity and compulsion in his actions. If
at any moment, one had not pleased to act as he did, he could have acted differently, for
one is always free to do as he pleases. This means, of course, as he pleases on the whole.
He follows his strongest desire.

Or if the power of contrary choice is used to mean the power of the soul to make choices
contrary to its previously ruling purpose, it is still implied in free agency. Motives awaken
latent tendencies in the soul, and thus the soul may act contrary to its previously ruling
purpose. In conversion the soul acts contrary to its previously ruling purpose. But in this
case, it is not due to the awakening of latent tendencies, but to the implantation of the new
life.

There is another form of contrary action. One may and often does put forth executive
volitions contrary to his ultimate choice or immanent preference. This is consistent with free
agency.

But if one supposes that the power of contrary action means that it is possible for one to
act at any moment differently from the way in which he does act, the individual and the
motives remaining the same, he is supposing a contradiction and an absurdity. This is
supposing that one may choose that which he does not choose. All action is the result of an
inward necessity of consequence; but not of an outward necessity, nor a necessity of
compulsion. In other words, the action of any individual at any time could not have been
different without the individual or the motives being different. Otherwise there would be no
cause for the will's action. And all common sense forbids the supposition of a finite thing



without a cause. Thus the acts of the will proceed from an inward necessity. But the
individual is free and unconstrained. There is no power compelling the will, for the will is
simply the soul's faculty of choice. In fact, no power can compel or coerce the will. It is
necessarily free. It would not be will without this.

20. The Doctrine of Election
THE DOCTRINE OF ELECTION
T. P. Simmons

Election is the fundamental principle in the saving grace of God. It is the sovereignty of
God in respect to the salvation of man. It forms a part of God's decrees. It is an expression
of His all-pervading providence. It concerns only a portion of the human race. Yet it "is the
expression of God's infinite love towards the human race, redeeming man from sin through
Christ, and by the Holy Spirit bringing him into this state of redemption, so far as it is
consistent with the interests of God's great and final kingdom" (Smith, System of Christian
Theology, p. 505). It presupposes the entire sinfulness of the human race, and is based on
the atonement of Christ.

I. SOME PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

1. THE BIBLE DOCTRINE OF ELECTION NOT POPULARLY UNDERSTOOD AND
RECEIVED

The Bible doctrine of election is much misunderstood, much perverted, much abused, and
much opposed. Nevertheless, to "full grown men, even those who by reason of use have
their senses exercised to discern good and evil' (Heb. 5:14), it is a blessedly and gloriously
profitable doctrine, a veritable mine of spiritual wealth.

2. IT IS EMINENTLY SCRIPTURAL

This doctrine has a broad and deep foundation in the Scripture. It is woven into the very
warp and woof of divine revelation. As a scarlet thread this gracious purpose of God runs
through the fabric of the word. "The Bible not only teaches the doctrine, but makes it
prominent--so prominent that you can get rid of election only by getting rid of the Bible"
(Bishop, The Doctrines of Grace). "Let the Scripture be read with reference to this doctrine,
and every passage marked which indicates God's dealing with men as an absolute
sovereign, and also every declaration which ascribes election or the fruits of it to His choice
and not to the will and acts of men, and every illustration afforded that this is Gods usual
method, and it will appear that scarcely any book of Scripture will fail to furnish testimony
to the fact that in the acts of grace, no less than those of providence, God "doeth according
to His will in the army of heaven and among the inhabitants of the earth' (Dan. 4:3-5)"
(Boyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology).

3. YET IT HAS MANY OPPOSERS



But since this doctrine is so stripping and humbling to the natural man and so thoroughly
distasteful to the carnal mind, it has many opposers. It is even as the immortal J.. R.
Graves said: "All men are by nature Arminians; and the absolute sovereignty of God is a
doctrine hateful to the natural and depraved heart. False teachers have taken advantage of
this natural feeling and have for ages inflamed the prejudices of Christian men and women
against the exercise of sovereignty on the part of God" (The Seven Dispensations, pp.
95,96). Many false theories of election have arisen. These theories have come about
through an effort at "measuring supernatural mysteries with the crooked mete-wand of
degenerate reason" (Ness).

4. THE MEANING OF ARMINIANISM

Any system of doctrine that conditions the saving purpose of God on the acts or merits of
men is essentially Arminian; just as, any system that makes the sovereign pleasure of God
the ground of His saving purpose is essentially Calvinistic. If one holds to the former, he is
an Arminian, although he may not go all the way with Arminius. And if a man holds to the
latter, he is a Calvinist, although he may not go all the way with Calvin. There is no middle
ground between Arminianism and Calvinism in their accepted meaning among theologians.
Every man that takes my view of election whatsoever is one or the other. G. W. Northrup,
himself practically an Arminian, says, in discussing the question of whether election is
conditioned on something in man "Arminianism may be considered as representing all non-
Calvinistic systems as regards the point under consideration" (Sovereignty of God, p. 48).
And in the second part of this book, written by Prof. Robert Watts, of Belfast, Ireland, in
reply to the first part, we have A. A. Hodge's "Outlines" quoted as follows: "What is the
ground of the eternal predestination of individuals to salvation? Is it the foreseen faith and
repentance of the individuals themselves, or the sovereign good pleasure of God? Every
Christian must take one side or the other of this question. If he takes the side which makes
foreseen faith the ground, (or if he, as is common today, makes faith the procuring cause of
an election in time, which is essentially the same as the foregoing proposition), he is an
Arminian, no matter what else he holds. If he takes the side which makes the good
pleasure of God the ground, he is a Calvinist."

5. CALVINISM AND ARMINIANISM THEOLOGICAL TERMS

It needs to be understood that Calvinism and Arminianism are now theological terms. They
do not signify all that Calvin and Arminius believed or wrote. They refer to two antithetic
systems of doctrine, somewhat modified in transmission, and having respectively
unconditional and conditional election as their chief points. So it has become common in
theological discussions to classify men and systems of doctrine as Calvinistic or Arminian on
the basis of these two chief points.

6. THE SPIRIT AND NATURE OF ARMINIANISM

The spirit of Arminianism is the spirit of Modernism. Arminianism is a system of rationalism,
which, like Modernism, makes reason, instead of divine revelation, the standard of truth.

"The Church has been corrupted and cursed in almost every age by the undue confidence
of men in their reasoning powers. They have undertaken to pronounce upon the



reasonableness or unreasonableness of doctrines infinitely above their reason, which are
necessarily matters of pure revelation. In their presumption they have sought to
comprehend 'the deep things of God,' and have interpreted Scriptures, not according to
their obvious meaning, but according to the decisions of their finite reason" (Rice, God
Sovereign and Man Free, p. iii).

Let the reader be warned against that haughty spirit which rejects revealed truth because
the twisted and vitiated mind of man cannot fully fathom it. This is the mainspring of
infidelity and Modernism. "It was through pride of reasoning that man fell," and we may
add that in the same way today man is falling farther and farther from God. Reason is a
divine gift, and, when used aright, it is a pearl of great price. Its proper sphere in religion
lies in the right dividing of the word of truth. But when it sets itself up as a standard by
which the credibility of divine revelation is to be tried, it becomes a share of the devil, and a
sure road to hell. "Revelation constantly assails the arrogance which impiously arraigns the
credibility of the divine word, unless our puny intellect can comprehend the things which it
is the glory of God to conceal. The design of the gospel is to humble this temper and to
nourish in us the spirit of 'a little child," without which the mind will go on sounding its dim
and perilous way, till it is lost in endless mazes bewildered and inextricable in dark,
interminable labyrinths" (Richard Fuller, Baptist Doctrines, by C. A. Jenkins).

Arminianism is the slickest lie the devil has ever invented in all his age-long opposition to
God. It is his supreme effort to efface the godhood of God. "Arminianism is man's religion,
which can be accomplished by man. Man is the main power: with man it begins, and with
man it shall perish" (Parks). It exalts man and insults God. It fosters human pride and
detracts from divine glory.

"Arminianism is the spawn of Popery, which the warmth of favour may easily turn into frogs
of the bottomless pit" (Rous). It is "the Pope's Benjamin . . . the elixir of Anti-Christianism;
the mystery of the mystery of iniquity; the Pope's cabinet; the very quintessence of
equivocation" (Leighton). It "puts God into the same extremity with Darius, who would
gladly have saved Daniel but could not. Daniel vi. 14" (Ness). It pulls "the great Jehovah
Himself out of His throne of glory, setting up Dame Fortune to be worshipped in His stead"
(Ness). It "surrenders the government of the world to mere chance, to wild caprice and
disorder. According to this system, nature, providence, and grace are only departments of
atheism; God has no control over the earth and its affairs, or- if that be too monstrous and
revolting- he exercises authority over matter, but none over the minds and hearts of men . .
. consequently prophecy is an absurdity; providence a chimera; prayer is a mockery; since
God does not interfere in mortal events, but abandons all to the wanton humors and
passions of myriads of independent agents, none of whose whims and impulses he
restrains, and by whom his will is constantly defeated and trampled under foot" (Richard
Fuller, Baptist Doctrines, by C. A. Jenkins).

It is no wonder, then, that B. P. Riley says: "Whitfield was a Calvinistic Methodist, whatever
that is, though it is quite as easy of definition as an Arminian Baptist. Neither is free of
obliquity, and they are clearly a stand-off" (The Baptists in the Building of the Nation).

I1. ELECTION DEFINED



"God, of His own purpose, has from eternity determined o save a definite number of
mankind, as individuals, not for or because of any merit or work of theirs, nor of any value
to Him of them; but of His own good pleasure" (J. P. Boyce, Abstract of Systematic
Theology, p. 347).

"Election is that eternal act of God, by which in His sovereign pleasure, and on account of
no foreseen merit in them, He chooses certain ones out of the number of sinful men to be
the recipients of the special grace of His Spirit and to be made voluntary partakers of
Christ's salvation" (A. H. Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 427).

III. ELECTION IS ETERNAL

By this we mean that election is without actual origin. It always has been, just as God
always has been.

1. PROOFS STATED
(1) The Immutability of God

"By this we mean that the nature, attributes, and will of God are exempt from all change . .
. All change must be to better or worse. But God is absolute perfection, and no change to
better is possible. Change to worse would be equally inconsistent with perfection" (Strong,
Systematic Theology). Because God has ever possessed all knowledge and all power there
can be no occasion of change in Him.

For scriptural proof and further discussion of Gods immutability see chapter on "The Nature
and Attributes of God."

The immutability of Cod teaches us that whatever God wills at any time, He always has
willed. "There can be no more a new thought, a new intent, or a new purpose in God, than
there can be a new God" (Ness). Consequently when God saves a man, He must always
have intended and purposed to save him. That purpose and intent to save him involves an
election of him to salvation. Hence election is eternal. To affirm otherwise is to deny the
immutability of God.

(2) The Foreknowledge of God

Rom. 8:29 asserts that God foreknew those whom He saves. This foreknowledge involved a
purpose to save these. And this purpose to save them involved election. Did this
foreknowledge have a beginning? If so, then there was a time when God was not
omniscient and, hence, not perfect and infinite. Without perfection and infinity there can be
no God. Therefore the foreknowledge of God is eternal, and, consequently, election is
eternal; because election is involved in foreknowledge, as pointed out above.

Thus we see how deleterious is the teaching that election takes place in time. Any denier of
the eternity of election is logically an atheist. He really has no God; for having logically
denied the immutability, perfection, and infinity of God, he has theoretically robbed him of
His divinity. Yet those who teach the eternity of election are accused of raising new tests of
fellowship.



(3) Plain Scripture Statements

We appeal here to the two following passages:

"Even as he chose us in him before the foundation of the world" (Eph. 1:4).
"God chose you from the beginning" (2 Thess. 2:13).

That which took place before the foundation of the world, took place before the beginning
of time: for in the beginning of time the world was created (Gen. 1:1). The first passage
above, then, definitely puts election in eternity. The second passage means that ever since
the beginning our election has been a completed act. Thus it took place before the
beginning, and, since in eternity there is no before or after, there never was a time when
election had not taken place. This is the meaning of eternal.

2. OBJECTIONS ANSWERED
To the eternity of election it is objected by some-
(1) That election takes place when we are saved because we are elected "in" Christ.

This is stated in Eph. 1:4, which we have just quoted. But note that this same passage
makes election eternal. Why will men thus array a single passage of Scripture against itself?

The statement that we were elected "in" Christ means no more than that Christ was the
ground of our election (election being on the basis of His saving work), and that we were
foreknown as being in Christ in the purpose of God. The language here is the language of
Him who, in His purpose, "calleth things that are not, as though they were" (Rom. 4:17).
We have another example of this in Rom. 8:29,30, where the calling, justification, and
glorification of all the elect are put in the past tense. We were not actually and
experientially in Christ in eternity, nor were we actually and experientially called, justified,
and glorified in eternity; but we were in the purpose of God, and this is the meaning of the
passage just cited.

(2) That we are elected when we are saved on the ground that the Scripture never applies
the term "elect" to any except the saved.

It is true that the term "elect," in some places in the Scripture, has exclusive reference to
saved persons. Such a use of the term may be seen in Matt. 22:24; Luke 18:7; Rom. 8:23;
1 Peter 1:2. These passages refer only to those in whom election has been applied and
made experiential. But it is not to these only that the term "elect" and its equivalents are
applied. In Eph. 1:4 and 2 Thess. 2:13, as we have seen, the elect are said to have been
such from eternity. Then the term "sheep" is equivalent to the term "elect," and in John
10:16 we have Christ's application of the term "sheep" to the lost Gentiles that were yet to
be saved. This passage reads:

"Other sheep I have, which are not of this fold (the Jewish nation): them also I must bring,
and they shall hear my voice; and there shall be one flock, one shepherd."



But, to the further discomfiture of Arminians, we find that 2 Tim. 1:10 applies the term
"elect" in its possessive form to those who were not yet saved. The passage reads.

"I endure all things for the elect's sake, that they also may obtain the salvation which is in
Christ Jesus with eternal glory."

(3) That we are elected when we are saved on the ground that the Scripture puts calling
before election.

It is a fact that sometimes the Scripture, in referring to both the calling and election of
believers, or in alluding to the called and elected, mentions the former first. See Matt.
22:14; 2 Pet. 1:10; Rev. 17:14. The "called" of Matt. 22:14 (the Greek word being an
adjective used substantively) are those to whom only the general, external, and, for the
most part, ineffectual call, through the preaching of the gospel, is sounded. This class is
composed of many. But of these only a few, comparatively speaking, belong to the chosen,
elect, as evidenced by the fact that only the few believe the gospel. "Thee other two
passages cited mention calling and election in the order in which they are realized in the
experience. One knows his election only by the calling (quickening) that he has received of
the Holy Spirit. That the passages given above do not fix the chronological or even the
logical, order of calling and election is evident from the proofs that have been given of the
eternity of election, and from Rom. 8:29,30, where the order is manifestly the true logical
order. There foreknowledge and predestination, which involve election, are placed before
calling. Then Rom. 8:28 asserts that we are called (particularly, internally, and effectually)
"according to his (God's) purpose." And this purpose involves election. Thus election must
precede calling, just as the purpose to call must precede the actual call since the calling is
according to the divine purpose.

Those who urge this objection against the eternity of election need to note that the
Scripture does not always name things in either their logical or chronological order. For
instance, 2 Tim. 1:9 puts salvation before calling.

(4) That election takes place when we are saved on the ground that we are elected through
sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth.

This objection is based on the King James translation of 2 Thess. 2:13 and 1 Pet. 1:2. This
first passage says, in the King James version, that we were elected "to salvation through
the sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth." The second passage says, according
to the same version, that we are "elect . . . through sanctification of the Spirit, unto
obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ." The Greek preposition translated
"through" by the King James translators is "en." And it is rather disconcerting to Arminians
to note that the Revised Version translates this preposition "in" instead of "through." But it
is ruining to them to note that N. M. Williams says of this preposition: "It expresses a state,
not an act; not 'through,’ but 'in.' The Greek preposition seldom expresses instrumentality"
(An American [Baptist] Commentary on the New Testament).

The Greek preposition alludes to the state the people addressed were in at the time they
were addressed, and does not signify the means by which they became the elect of God.



3. FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Before passing we wish to point out a few other passages which are as a death knell to the
infidel theory that election and salvation take place at the same time.

(1) "All that the Father giveth me shall come unto me" (John 6:87).

It is manifest that this passage represents the Father's giving of people to the Son as
preceding their coming to the Son. The Father's act of giving people to the Son (by which is
here meant the divine efficacy in bringing them into the actual possession of the Son
through repentance and faith, the verb "giveth" being in the present tense) involves an
election of those thus given, inasmuch as all are not given. And since this giving precedes
salvation, then election must precede salvation. This giving, of course, proves the eternity
of election in the light of the immutability of God. But we are here concerned only with
showing that election precedes salvation. The divine efficacy in bringing men to Christ is
alluded to in John 6:44,65, and Eph. 1:19,20.

(2) "As many as were ordained to eternal life believed" (Acts 13:48).

This passage puts ordination to eternal life before faith, and, consequently, before salvation.
This ordination to eternal life involves election on the same grounds that the giving of the
former passage involves election.

So far as the form of the Greek word is concerned, it could be either middle or passive; but
the preponderance of scholarly opinion considers it as being definitely passive. Thus
Hackett gives the translation: "As many as were appointed unto eternal life believed," and
then adds: "This is the only translation the philology of the passage allows." Further
Hackett says: "Some translate the Greek participle (tetagmenoi) disposed, inclined; but this
term as passive, though it may signify disposed externally--as e. g., drawn up in military
order- was not used of an act of the mind." Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown's commentary
makes this significant comment on the words under consideration: ". . . cannot . . . be
interpreted of anything lower than this, that a divine ordination to eternal life is the cause,
not the effect, of any man's believing."

Some have tried to turn the passage around and make it read: "As many as believed were
ordained to eternal life," which is the way it would have to read in order to even permit the
interpretation that election and salvation take place at the same time. But the Greek
construction will not allow this transposition. Thayer says the passage refers to "as many as
were appointed to obtain eternal life, or to, whom God had decreed eternal life."

(3) "God chose you . . . unto salvation' (2 Thess. 2:13).

Since men are chosen or elected "unto salvation, their election must precede salvation. This
is manifest to all except a certain class of Arminians who are incapable of understanding
plain English.

IV. ELECTION WAS PERSONAL, INDIVIDUAL, PARTICULAR, AND
DISCRIMINATORY



Being forced to admit that election of some kind took place in eternity, some Arminians hold
to one of the three following notions:

1. THAT ELECTION IN THE BIBLE HAS REFERENCE, ONLY TO ISRAEL AS A
NATION AND TO THE GENTILES AS A WHOLE, AND THAT IT IS ONLY AN
ELECTION TO POSITION AND ADVANTAGE, NOT TO ETERNAL LIFE

It is said that God chose Israel as a nation, then, in New Testament days, rejected her, and
substituted the Gentiles as a whole. It is believed by those who hold this view that the
classic discussion of election in Rom. 9 and 11 refers not to individual election to eternal
life, but only to such corporate election as set forth above. The fact that any man can hold
such a position as this only shows to what lengths of folly prejudice will lead one.

Our reply:

(1) That in Romans 9 and 11 we have an individual election of Jews to eternal life, as well
as the national election of Israel to position and advantage, is evident from-

A. The declaration that God has mercy on whom He will and hardens whom He will. Rom.
9:18.

Such a declaration is not applicable to national or corporate election and rejection. It can be
applied only to God's dealings with individuals. And that it does so apply becomes more
evident as we pursue Paul's discussion further.

B. The anticipated objection to this manner of dealing with men. Rom. 9:19.

What is this objection in plain words? As stated by A. N. Arnold it is this: "If it is God's will
to harden a man, since His will cannot be successfully resisted, how can He blame
hardened sinners?" By Prof. David Brown the objection is stated as follows: "This doctrine is
incompatible with human responsibility; if God chooses and rejects, pardons and punishes,
whom He pleases, why are those blamed who, if rejected by Him, cannot help sinning and
perishing?" And this same commentator goes on to say that this objection shows "the real
nature of the doctrine objected to-that it is Election and Non-election to eternal salvation
prior to any difference of personal character; this is the only doctrine that could suggest the
objection here stated."

C. The mention of "vessels of mercy" and "vessels of wrath." Rom. 9:21-23.

This is not applicable to national or corporate election to position and advantage. In such
an election, the non-elect nations and groups cannot justly be represented as "vessels of
wrath," because such election does not represent them wholly abandoned to wrath. During
the days of God's special dealing with the Jews as an elect nation, other nations were not
entirely shut out. Individuals of them could partake of the theocratic blessings of Israel by
submitting to, and observing, the rites of Israel.

D. The mention of a portion of Israel as "the election" and "a remnant according to the
election of grace." Rom. 11:5,7.



"In this elect remnant, gathered from an elect nation, we have an election within an
election, an election of individuals to eternal life, who belonged to a people whom God
elected to the privileges of grace" (An American Commentary on the New Testament).

(2) That the Gentiles were not substituted for Jews is evident from-

A. The fact that Israel has not been rejected in the sense that her election has been
revoked.

Israel has been temporarily rejected from her national position in God's plan, but, "as
touching election," she is still beloved, and will yet be restored to her place (Rom. 11:25-
31). The calling of God, whether national, corporate, or individual, is unchangeable (Rom.
11:29). Hence all talk of the Gentiles having been substituted for the Jews is pure drivel.

B. Paul's argument in Rom. 9:6.

Paul's argument is that the unbelief of the great body of the Jews did not make void God's
promise to Abraham on the ground that the promise did not apply to all the seed of
Abraham. But if the Jews had been rejected as pertaining to election and the Gentiles
substituted in their stead, Paul's argument would have run something as follows: "The
choice of Abraham and his seed has not failed: because though Israel has been rejected,
the Gentiles have taken their place; and God has a right to choose what nation He will to
the privileges of His visible kingdom" (commentary, Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown).

(3) That there is an individual election of Gentiles as well as of Jews to eternal life is
evident from-

A. Rom. 9:24.

In this verse, Paul follows his reference to "vessels of mercy . . .afore prepared unto glory"
with the statement: "Even us, whom he hath called, not of the Jews only, but also of the
Gentiles." This shows us clearly that the "vessels of mercy," which are manifestly elect
individuals, are made up of both Jews and Gentiles. Thus we have an individual election of
Gentiles as well as of Jews. On this verse Prof. Brown remarks illuminatingly: "Here for the
first time in this chapter the calling of the Gentiles is introduced; all before having respect,
not to the substitution of the called Gentiles for the rejected Jews, but to the choice of one
portion of the same Israel. Had Israel's rejection been total, God's promise to Abraham
would not have been fulfilled by the substitution of the Gentiles in their room; but Israel's
rejection being only partial, the preservation of a 'remnant,’ in which the promise was made
good, was but 'according to the election of grace.' And now, for the first time, the apostle
tells us that along with this elect remnant of Israel it is God's purpose to 'take out of the
Gentiles a people for His name' (Acts 15:14)."

B. References to election in other New Testament books.

These references appear somewhere in this discussion. Hence they need not be mentioned
here. Let the reader turn the pages of this chapter and note these references, marking how
certainly they refer to an individual election to salvation. Note especially 2 Thess. 2:13 in



contrast to the theory that election is only to position and advantage and not to salvation.

C. All the arguments which we now address to the second theory, which denies that
election was individual.

The second theory is:

2. THAT ETERNAL ELECTION APPLIES ONLY TO THE "WHOSO-EVER-WILLS" AS A
CLASS.

The falseness of this theory is proved by-
(1) Gods foreknowledge of those He saves.

Rom. 8:29 asserts God's foreknowledge of those He saves. And since God foreknew those
whom He saves, His election of them could not have been mere class election. To elect a
class with full knowledge beforehand as to rust who will compose that class is equal to an
individual election of each one in the class.

(2) The fact that the names of the elect were written in the book of life.

That the names of the elect were written in the book of life in eternity is proved by Rev.
17:8, which reads:

"The beast that thou sawest was, and is not; and is about to come up out of the abyss, and
to go into perdition. And they that dwell an the earth shall wonder, they whose names hath
not been written in the book of life from the foundation of the world, when they behold the
beast, how that he was, and is not, and shall come."

This passage, in speaking of those whose names were not written in the book of life,
distinctly implies that there were some whose names were written in the book of life "from
the foundation of the world." "From the foundation of the world," says Justin A. Smith, "is
the New Testament mode of representing what took place in the remote past, before time,
measured in the periods of this world, had existence" (An American Commentary on the
New Testament).

This writing of the names of the elect in the book of life certainly makes election individual
and personal.

(3) The fact the God saves people as individuals.

The immutability of God, as we have indicated already, binds us to believe that God
eternally purposed to do everything He does. Therefore, since He saves people as
individuals, He must have an eternal purpose to save them as individuals. This eternal
purpose is equal to election, and thus election is proved to be individual.

All of these arguments show also that election in no sense had respect to all men. It
pertains only to those whom God actually saves. All others He passed by, leaving them to
suffer the just penalty of their sins in hell.



V. ELECTION WAS NOT BASED ON THE FORESEEN FAITH OF THE ELECT

It is certain that Cod foresaw the faith of the elect. And it is also certain that this was not
the ground of election. We proceed to prove that election was not based on the foreseen
faith of the elect by urging some scriptural objections to this theory. We will then show that
this theory does not eliminate some of the strongest objections that Arminians urge against
the doctrine of unconditional election.

1. OBJECTIONS TO THE THEORY THAT ELECTION WAS BASED ON THE FORESEEN
FAITH OF THE ELECT

Before giving these objections, we wish to point out the fact that they apply with equal
force to the theory that we are elected when we are saved, because both of these theories
alike condition election on faith.

(1) This theory denies that faith is a gift of God and makes it an exercise of the natural
heart.

No sensible advocate of this theory can hold that faith is the gift of God- that it is wrought
in us by the regenerating power of the Holy Spirit. The noted Augustine, in his book of
Retractations, cleverly acknowledges his error in having once thought that election is based
on foreseen faith, saying: "I could never have asserted that God in choosing men to life had
any respect to their faith, had I duly considered that faith is His own gift." Faith is salvation
in the germ. Therefore, to say that God gives faith, and then elects us to salvation because
of that faith as foreseen, is equivalent to saying that God saves and then because of that,
elects us to salvation. Hence the only sensible view that can be taken by those who believe
that election is based on foreseen faith is that faith precedes the quickening power of the
Holy Spirit and is, therefore, an exercise of the natural heart. This implies the following
things which the Scripture denies:

A. That a clean thing ran come out of an unclean one.

Faith is certainly a clean or a holy thing. The natural heart is certainly an unclean or an
unholy thing. Jer. 17:9 teaches that the natural heart is desperately wicked. And in Rom.
7:18 Paul says that in his fleshly nature there was no good thing. Moreover, the doctrine of
total depravity, as taught in Scripture and believed by Baptists, affirms that every faculty in
man is tainted by sin, and, therefore, is unclean and unholy.

Now can faith, a clean thing, proceed from the natural heart, an unclean thing? We reply
that it cannot, and that for two reasons; viz.,

(a) The inexorable law that like begets like. This is a universal law. It operates in every
realm. It is an axiom. This law is expressed figuratively in the saying that water cannot rise
above its level.

(b) The statement of Job. We refer here to Job 14:4, which reads: "Who can bring a clean
thing out of an un- clean? not one."

B. That one who is accustomed to do evil may turn and do good.



The sinner is accustomed to do evil. Faith is a good thing. Then can the sinner exercise it so
long as he is in the natural state? Jeremiah strongly affirm the impossibility of the sinner's
doing this. He says: "Can the Ethiopian change his skin or the leopard his spots? then may
ye also do good that are accustomed to do evil" (Jer. 13:23). Thus Jeremiah says that it is
as impossible for the natural man to do good and, therefore, to exercise faith, as it is for
the Negro to make himself white or the leopard to divest himself of his spotted robe.

C. That one who is in the flesh can please God.

Faith is pleasing to God. Until one is quickened by the Holy Spirit, he is in the flesh, that is,
he is under the dominating power of the fleshly nature. Then can one exercise faith until he
is quickened? Not according to Paul, who says: "The mind of the flesh is enmity against
cod; for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be: and they that are in the
flesh cannot Please God" (Rom. 8:7,8).

D. That the natural man can receive spiritual things.

Saving faith is the reception of Jesus Christ as one's Saviour. Christ as Saviour is certainly a
spiritual thing. To receive Christ as one's Saviour, one must do more than receive truth
intellectually. He must have a heart realization of his lost condition and of his utter inability
to save himself. He must also have a heart conviction as to Christ's saving power and as to
how men partake of that power. There must be a real appreciation of these things. And
these things, when properly appreciated in their deep significance, are certainly spiritual
things. And it was with reference to "Christ and Him crucified" that Paul was writing when
he said: "The natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God: for they are
foolishness unto him; and he cannot know them, because they are spiritually judged" (1
Cor. 2:14).

(2) This theory makes election depend upon the running and willing of man.

Yet Paul says, in discussing election: "It is not of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth,
but of God that hath mercy" (Rom. 9:16).

(3) This theory denies salvation by grace and gives men ground for glorying before God.

If God is represented as looking down through the centuries and foreseeing that certain
ones would believe apart from any sovereign purpose to bring them to believe and as
having elected these because of this foreseen faith, it cannot be denied that God saves only
those who are better than the common lot of mankind. The great majority of men go on in
unbelief, which indicates in there a much worse spirit than would he indicated in them by
their believing. Hence men who believe, on Arminian principles, are better, in and of
themselves, than those who do not believe; for faith, if it be a condition of election, must,
as we have shown already, precede the quickening power of the Holy Spirit and come,
therefore, from the natural heart. Consequently it follows, as the night the day, that God
saves only those who are better than others. And this goodness, even though it consist only
of faith, cannot be excluded from the category of meritorious acts. Faith is the germ of
holiness. Yea, more, it is the very expression of a holy disposition. So one who believes that
God elected men on condition of their faith, must, if he is capable of thinking, accept the



proposition that God elected to save men on the ground of their own partial merit. No
believer in election conditioned on faith can consistently hold to salvation by grace.

The Arminians commonly hold that God may not in justice pass by fallen men, as
unconditional electionists represent Him as passing by all the non-elect. But "if God might
not, in justice, have passed by man when he fell, He would have done him an injustice to
have passed him by, and when, instead of passing him by, He visited him, He was simply
performing toward him an act of justice. Surely it is a gross misuse of language to call such
interposition an act of grace. Arminians are ever claiming that they are the advocates of
'free grace,' but their principles ... prove to a demonstration, that the claim is absolutely
destitute of warrant either in the nature of the economy or in the history of its
administration" (Watts, Sovereignty of God, p, 13).

"There are only two systems of theology. One of these gives all the glory to God, the other
divides it with man" (J. W. Porter, Random Remarks (on election), p. 41).

According to the theory now being refuted, a saved man may say: "Father, I thank thee for
sending Christ to die for me, and I thank thee for offering salvation to me; for unless thou
hadst done these things I could never have been saved. And I thank thee that thou didst
influence me by the Spirit. But, Father, I can thank only myself that I accepted thy offer of
mercy. The credit for that belongs to me, since nothing that thou hast done was sufficient
to irresistibly cause my acceptance of thy free mercy. Thou did do as much for others that
are still lost as thou didst do for me before I believed, therefore I have made myself to
differ from them. Father, you can't in justice deny me the right to glory in this and boast of
it throughout all eternity, as I will be especially moved to do when I think of the plight of
the lost in hell and remember that it was my act that kept me from being in Hell. Somehow,
either through heredity or training or something else, I was better than they; for I
submitted myself to thee and they did not. Thus, even though salvation was mostly of thy
grace, yet it was not wholly so; for thou wouldst not have saved me if I had not been better
than those who perish."

On the contrary, we are told in holy writ that God has arranged the economy of His grace
"that no flesh should glory before God" (1 Cor. 1:29).

(4) This theory makes a farce out of election.

"If men were foreseen as possessed of faith and holiness, prior to their election and
independent of it; it is hard to conceive what occasion there was for their being elected.
There could be no necessity for it to secure their final happiness. For the judge of all the
earth must do right: and eternal misery was never designed to be the portion of any who
believe and are holy; for peace and salvation are inseparably joined to such a state, and to
such characters. To have ordained those to happiness and glory that were foreseen to be
thus qualified, would, therefore, have been altogether unnecessary" (A Booth, Reign of
Grace, p. 63).

Thus Arminianism makes election an unnecessary and meaningless term.

(5) This theory represents us as being elected because we were foreseen as holy rather



than that we should be holy.

The believer is holy; that is, he is a sanctified person. Thus to teach that we were elected
because we were foreseen as believing is to teach that we were elected because we were
foreseen as being holy. But the Scripture teaches that we were chosen in Christ "that we
should be holy" (Eph. 1:14).

(6) This theory makes election because of adoption rather than unto adoption.

All believers have been adopted; for adoption is through faith (Gal. 3:26). Thus, if election
bad been based on foreseen faith, it would have been based also on foreseen adoption. But
the Scripture teaches that predestination (which involves election) is "unto adoption" (Eph.
1:5).

(7) This theory destroys the sovereignty of God.

According to Arminianism, God is powerless to save any except those who will of
themselves allow Him to save them. Thus "God stands powerless before the majesty of
man's lordly will. Sinners have the glory of their own salvation. To pray to God to convert a
man is absurd. God elects the man, because He foresees that the man will elect himself (S.
R. Mason, as quoted approvingly by A. H. Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 433).

2. THE FUTILITY OF THE THEORY THAT ELECTION WAS BASED ON THE
FORESEEN FAITH OF THE ELECT

Arminians have imagined this theory to eliminate certain objections they have invented
against unconditional election. They object to the certainty that prevails under unconditional
election, because they fancy this certainty abrogates the free agency of man. But the
theory under consideration involves no less a degree of certainty. If God foresees that a
thing is going to be, it is absolutely certain to be. Nothing could make it more certain.

They do not like to think of some men as having been born into the world with no
possibility of salvation. But the theory under consideration involves the same thing.
Certainly, if God foresaw those who would believe, He also foresaw those who would not
believe, and there is no possibility that these will be saved.

They think that unconditional election places the responsibility for those that perish upon
God. But their admission of God's foresight is equally open to the same objection, as shown
in the following quotation: "I at once admit that the mere foreseeing of an event, which we
cannot hinder and have no agency in accomplishing, does not involve us in any
responsibility. But when the Creator, of His own sovereign pleasure calls an intelligent agent
into being, fashions him with certain powers and appetites and places him amid scenes
where he clearly sees that temptations win overcome him-in such a case it is self-evident
that our feeble faculties cannot separate foreknowledge from fore-appointment. The denial
of preordination does not, therefore, relieve any objection. It only conceals the difficulty
from the ignorant" (Richard Fuller, Baptist Doctrines, by C. A. Jenkins).

3. THE NATURE OF GOD'S FOREKNOWLEDGE



Rom. 8:29 and I Pet. 1-2 have been appealed to in support of the theory that election is
based on God's foresight of the faith of those elected. But foreknowledge and foresight are
by no means identical in meaning. In commenting on Rom. 8:29, Prof. Brown says: "In ch.
11:2, and Psalm 1:6, God's 'knowledge' of His people cannot be restricted to mere foresight
of future events, or acquaintance with what is passing here below . . . God's
foreknowledge of His own people means His peculiar, gracious complacency in them"
(Commentary, Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown). To say that Rom. 8:29 means, whom He
foreknew as those who would of themselves believe, "is to thrust into the text what is
contrary to the whole spirit, and even letter, of the apostle's teaching" (ibid). The same
word in Rom. 8:29 appears again, in its participial form, in 1 Pet. 1:20, where it refers to
Christ in His redemptive work. There it certainly cannot be limited to the mere meaning of
foresight. It is a common notion that 1 Pet. 1:2 represents foreknowledge as logically prior
to election, but no such notion is contained in this passage. This passage teaches simply
that election is agreeable to the foreknowledge of God. The expression "elect . . . according
to the foreknowledge of God" has the same meaning as "elect in the foreknowledge of
God." Those referred to were elect in that God, before the world was, looked upon them
with peculiar, gracious complacency. The word for foreknowledge in 1 Pet. 1:2 is defined in
Thayer's Lexicon as meaning "forethought, prearrangement."

Any foreknowledge that implies certainty, as is the case in both passages under discussion,
must be considered as logically subsequent to God's purpose or decree. See Acts 2:23.
"Logically, though not chronologically, decree comes before foreknowledge" (Strong).
"Whence is God's knowledge of the futurity of any events, except from the knowledge of
His purpose to cause or permit them to come to pass?" (Boyce). "God's foreknowledge rests
on His determinate counsel." (Graves, The Seven Dispensations, p. 100).

VI. ELECTION IS UNTO SALVATION

This truth is declared in 2 Thess. 2:13, which reads:
"God chose you from the beginning unto salvation."
Note three things from this passage:

1. ELECTION IS NOT SALVATION

Arminians charge that unconditional election means unconditional salvation, and that we
teach that men were actually saved in eternity. Both charges are groundless, for election is
not salvation. We were unconditionally elected in eternity to a conditional salvation in time.
And when we speak of salvation as being conditional we do not mean that the salvation of
the elect is in any way fortuitous or uncertain, but only that certain conditions (repentance
and faith) must be fulfilled before they come to possess salvation. A condition is "something
that necessarily precedes a result, but does not produce it." In eternity the salvation of the
elect was purposed, and the elect are spoken of in the purpose of God as called, justified,
and glorified (Rom. 8: 29, 30), but this is simply the language of Him, who in His purpose,
"calleth the things that are not, as though they were" (Rom. 4:17). Many passages clearly
teach that actual salvation takes place in time. For this we strongly contend. We have no
patience whatsoever with the theory that the salvation which takes place in time is only



temporal salvation, or salvation as it respects this life.

2. ELECTION IS PRIMARILY UNTO SALVATION RATHER THAN BEING MERELY
UNTO SERVICE

The Devil is never tired of inventing notions contrary to the truth. He has led some to assert
that Bible election is merely unto service. But God's Word has set itself squarely against this
silly notion by revealing that we were chosen "Unto salvation."

3. ELECTION IS UNTO SALVATION RATHER THAN BEING MERELY UNTO
EXTERNAL PRIVILEGES

Another devilish notion is that election is merely unto external privileges or opportunities.
But 2 Thess. 2:13 kills this notion also.

VII. ELECTION INCLUDES ALL THAT EVER WILL BE SAVED

Some have the idea that election includes only so many in every generation as necessary to
guarantee that the gospel will be believed and proclaimed. Others have the notion that, in
addition to the elect, room must be made for the "whosoever wills." The above affirmation
denies both of these views. That election includes all that ever will be saved is certain,
because-

1. GOD'S IMMUTABILITY PROVES IT

Man, in his natural condition, is unable to come to Christ. Cf. Jer. 17:9; Prov. 4:23; Job
14:4; Jer. 18:23; John 12:39,40; Rom. 8:7,8; 2 Cor. 2:14. The ability to come to Christ,
therefore, is divinely given, as stated in John 6:65. Hence none can come to Christ and be
saved except those to whom God imparts the ability to come. Now we have previously
noted that the immutability of God teaches us that whatever God does at any time He must
always have purposed to do. Consequently, in eternity, He purposed to give the ability to
come to Christ to all that He actually gives it to in time. This purpose is equal to election.
And since none can come except those to whom this ability is given, and them were all
included in the purpose of God, which is equal to election; it follows that none will ever be
saved except the elect. The elect and the "whosoever-wills" are one, since none can will to
turn to Christ until God works in them to will.

2. GOD'S OMNISCIENCE PROVES IT

Salvation is of the Lord. Since God is omniscient, He knew just whom He would save. This
knowledge involved a purpose to save them. This purpose, as we have remarked before,
equals election. Thus election includes all that ever will be saved, because it includes all
that God knew He would save.

3. THE FACT THAT NONE EXCEPT THE ELECT WILL ENTER NEW JERUSALEM
PROVES IT

Rev. 21:27 tells us who the inhabitants of New Jerusalem will be-"only they that are written
in the Lambs' book of life." We have seen that the writing of hames in the book of life took



place in the remote past, before the beginning of time, as we know it, and that it is,
therefore, equivalent to election. Then New Jerusalem will be inhabited by the elect only. If
others are saved, they had better carry a tent with them; for they will have to camp outside
of New Jerusalem. Only the elect will get on the inside.

VIII. THE END OF ELECTION IS INSEPARABLY CONNECTED WITH ALL THE
MEANS NECESSARY TO ITS ACCOMPLISHMENT

At the same time God chose His people He ordained all the means necessary to accomplish
their full and final salvation. See Rom. 8:29,30. These means were inseparably joined to
election in the decree of God. We have no sympathy with Hardshellism, hypercalvinism. To
say that the elect will be saved whether they ever hear the gospel or not is to
misunderstand completely the connection between election and the means God has
ordained for the accomplishment of the end of election.

Salvation- spiritual, temporal, and eternal- is by grace through faith (Eph. 2:8-10; Rom. 5:1;
Gal. 8:26). All the heathen that die without hearing the gospel will be lost (Rom. 1:19,20;
2:12). Faith comes by hearing and hearing by the Word of God (Rom. 10:17).

Wherever God has an elect soul, in the fullness of His own time, He will in some way send
the gospel to call that one from darkness to light. See 2 Thess. 2:14. Thus Philip was sent
to the elect eunuch, and thus it was given to Paul to endure that the elect might obtain
eternal salvation (11 Tim. 2:10). Thus we have the divine tie between election and
missions.

Some charge that unconditional election makes all means useless. They say if the case is so
with man that he cannot by nature receive spiritual things and must be quickened by the
Spirit before he can turn from sin, being sure to turn when he is quickened, then why
preach to him? We preach to him, first of all, because God has commanded it. We accept
God's Word whether we can reason out why He speaks thus and so or not. We do not make
our reason the standard of obedience or truth, as is the case with Arminians. But, on the
other hand, we find God's Word to teach that God calls His elect by the Word, since the
Word is the instrument of the Spirit in regeneration (John 3:5; Eph. 5:25,26; Titus 3:5; Jas.
1:18; 1 Pet. 1:23). There is no more incongruity in preaching the gospel to the spiritually
dead than there was in Christ's standing before the tomb of Lazarus, dead four days, and
saying, "Lazarus, come forth."

As long as he remained dead Lazarus could not hear, much less obey, the command. But
the life-giving power of God accompanied the Word of God, and Lazarus both heard and
came forth. It is ours to preach the gospel to every creature, for so has Christ commanded.
It is God's part to bring the dead to life. See also the parable of the dry bones in the valley,
where we have a picture of conversion through preaching (Ezek. 37). The dry bones
represent the state of sinners by nature. The bones were lifeless; yet preaching to them
was not in vain.

And Arminians ask, ""Why pray for the lost, since all God's elect will be saved and none
others can be saved?" We pray for the lost for the same reason that Paul prayed for men,
even though he taught unconditional election. We pray for the lost for the same reason that



Christ prayed for the security of believers, even though that security was already certain.
See John 17:11. Christ also prayed for a restoration of His former glory with the Father. See
John 17:5. Was that in any sense uncertain? Prayer, as well as preaching, is a means of God
in carrying out His will His purposes are sovereignly fixed and eternally immutable, but He
did not fix them independent of means.

IX. ELECTION IS NOT HARDSHELLISM

It is customary for Arminians to reproach the Bible doctrine of election by referring to it as
"Hardshellism." May God forgive them, for they know not what they do. That election is not
Hardshellism is proved by the following facts:

I. ELECTION IS INDISSOLUBLY JOINED TO THE GOSPEL AS GOD'S MEANS OF
CALLING HIS ELECT TO SALVATION

This is proved by the Scriptures given above that show that regeneration is through the
Word. And it is also proved by 2 Thess. 2:13,14. The elect have been chosen to "salvation
in sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth." To this, Paul says, they are "called by
our gospel." Typical Hardshells deny the indispensable necessity of the knowledge of the
gospel in regeneration. For that reason they show little concern in the carrying out of the
great commission.

2. THE HARDSHELLS AND MISSIONARIES DID NOT SPLIT OVER ELECTION

(1) They split over "mission, education, support of pastors, and other religious enterprises"
(Jarrell, p. 431).

(2) In the split both parties held to unconditional election.

It will not be challenged that the Hardshells held to this doctrine. That the Missionaries did
too is proved by the testimony of Spencer, who says that the Missionaries, "which embraced
the main body of the denomination, held the doctrinal sentiments of Andrew Fuller," who
believed in unconditional election, even though he taught an atonement of universal
sufficiency. See History of Kentucky Baptists, Vol. 1, p. 645.

3. THERE IS YET NO DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE MISSIONARIES AND
HARDSHELLS ON THE MATTER OF UNCONDITIONAL ELECTION

This is proved by-

(1) The fact that both accept the statement on election in the Philadelphia Confession of
Faith.

Hardshells still accept this. And among the Missionaries this confession "is stiff widely used,
and in the South it is probably the most influential of all confessions" (McGlothlin, Baptist
Confessions of Faith, p. 298).

(2) The fact that unconditional election is taught in the other great American Baptist
confession- the New Hampshire.



See proof of this under later discussion of unconditional election as a Baptist doctrine.

(3) The fact that all our standard theological text books and all doctrinal books written by
representative and recognized Baptists teach this doctrine.

For proof of this see discussion referred to immediately above.

4. BAPTIST BELIEVERS IN UNCONDITIONAL ELECTION, COUPLED WITH THE
GOSPEL AS AN INDISPENSABLE MEANS IN REGENERATION, HAVE EVER BEEN
MOST AGGRESSIVE IN THE PROPAGATION OF THE GOSPEL

Modem missionary vision and effort originated, not among the General (Arminian) Baptists,
nor yet among any other Arminian denomination, but among the Particular (Calvinistic)
Baptists of England. See the record in most any Baptist history. Robert Hall, Sr., Andrew
Fuller, and William Carey were the leading lights.

American world-wide missionary effort originated in the Philadelphia Association, which
adopted the hated Philadelphia Confession of Faith. See "The Story of Baptists," Cook, p.
327. "The Philadelphia Association speedily became the leading body of American Baptists-
a position that it has not wholly lost to this day (1897). Pretty much everything good in our
history, from 1700 to 1850, may be traced to its initiative or active cooperation" (Vedder,
Short History of Baptists, p. 204).

X. ELECTION IS NOT TWO-SEEDISM

This is another epithet that Arminians delight to apply to the Bible doctrine of election. In
brief, two-seedism holds that Adam and Eve brought forth two seeds, one the seed of God
and the other the seed of the serpent. Daniel Parker, who gave currency to this doctrine,
taught that the seed of God "were actual sons of God from eternity," and that the seed of
the serpent were "begotten of the devil" (Minutes of General Association of Baptists in
Kentucky, 1837, p. 11).

No such teaching as this is involved in unconditional election. We have shown that election
is unto salvation, and, therefore, is not salvation. Salvation takes place in time. All men are
children of the devil until they become children of God by regeneration and faith. 1 John
3:9,10.

XI. ELECTION DOES NOT INVOLVE FATALISM

Those who cannot see the difference between election and fatalism need to consult a good
dictionary. "Fate is heathen, an irresistible, irrational power determining all events with no
manifest connection with reason or righteousness." "Foreordination and predestination are
Christian, denoting the rational and righteous order or decree of the supreme and all-wise
God." A. R. McGehee once said the following concerning the difference between fatalism
and predestination: "Fatalism is that theory of life which teaches that all destiny is fixed
from the beginning, and that intermediate circumstances and acts do not affect that fixed
destiny. The end in view, whether good or bad, is reached by sheer fiat or caprice, and little
account is taken of morality or purpose, with meager emphasis on either divine or human



personality. It is a philosophy and not a religion. In contrast, Determinism holds that the
end or destiny in view is effected by a combination of all preceding acts and circumstances.
Election, on the other hand, is moral and personal and purposeful, and events are divinely
ordered and controlled to produce certain moral values."

But the Arminian must either deny the foreknowledge of God or shut himself up to blank
fatalism. If God foreknew the final destiny of every man, then that destiny was settled and
fixed in eternity. By what then was it fixed? Arminians have on the one hand a vacant
throne, and on the other a fixed future. There are just two ways out for them. They can
either pursue their infidelity toward its logical terminus and deny the foreknowledge of God,
or they can acknowledge fate as the determiner of human events. Let every Arminian make
his choice and then write us about it.

We have said there are but two ways out for the Arminian. That is true so long as he
remains an Arminian. But there is, after all, a way out of the dilemma that is safe and
happy. That way is to acknowledge the truth of God's absolute sovereignty. We wish every
Arminian could know the comfort and joy that an acceptance of that truth brings.

XII. ELECTION IS PERFECTLY CONSISTENT WITH THE FREE AGENCY OF MAN
For the definition and general discussion of free agency see Chapter XIX.

The Bible doctrine of election represents man, in his natural condition, as completely
enslaved by sin, with no ability in spiritual things. It also represents God as taking the
initiative in conversion by quickening the dead sinner into life logically prior to his
repentance and faith. But for proof that this does not involve a conflict between free agency
and election see in Chapter XIX the discussion under "Free Agency of the Natural Man" and
"Free Agency and Conversion."

XIII. ELECTION DOES NOT DESTROY THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE SINNER

When Paul wrote his marvelous epistle to the Romans, be anticipated the objection that is
often made to God's sovereign dealing with men on the ground that it destroys the
responsibility of the sinner. He says: "Thou wilt say then unto me, Why doeth he yet find
fault? For who hath resisted his will?" (Rom. 9:19). In other words, "if Cod chooses and
rejects, pardons and punishes, whom He pleases, why are those blamed who, if rejected by
Him, cannot help shining and perishing?" Or, if God saves all He chooses to save, leaving
the rest in a state of spiritual impotency, from which they cannot liberate themselves, being
certain to persist in sin unto their eternal doom, why does He blame those who continue in
sin? This shows clearly, as we have already pointed out, that Paul taught unconditional
election and the total spiritual inability of the natural man. Such an objection would not be
suggested by any other doctrine.

1. THIS OBJECTION IS IMPIOUS

In reply to this objection, Paul says: "Nay but, 0 man, who are thou that repliest against
God? Shall the thing formed say to him that formed it, Why hast thou made me thus?"
(Rom. 9: 20). Paul replied, as we reply to similar objections, that man has no right, under



any circumstances, to question anything God does. God is under no obligation to give an
account of Himself to man. The Arminian deserves no further consideration.

But the reverent inquirer, who readily accepts all that Cod has revealed and desires, for his
own spiritual edification, to know all that he can learn from God's Word concerning the
infinitely wise and holy ways of him whose presence is as a flame of fire and whose glory
He has set above the heavens, deserves further consideration. Hence, for the sake of such
an inquirer, we note further:

2. THE TWO PHASES OF GOD'S WILL

We have said that God saves all He chooses or wills to save. On the other hand, God
"commandeth all men every where to repent" (Acts 17:30). He has also commanded that
the gospel be preached to every creature (Mark 16:15), and the gospel is God's general
call,* also being properly accompanied with a general invitation, such as Christ gave (Matt.
11:28). This makes it evident that a distinction must be made in dealing, with the will of
God. God has made that distinction for us. You will find it in Deut. 29:9. There God's will is
divided into His secret and revealed will. This distinction is brought out there because it is
indicated in the 29th and 30th chapters that the Israelites would he permitted of God to so
disobey Him and that He would send the captivity upon them and finally scatter them to the
four winds of the earth. It was His secret will to permit this. But His revealed will was that
they should obey. That fixed their responsibility, as Deut. 29:29 clearly indicates.

This distinction between God's secret will and His revealed will does not, as has been
charged, "put an intolerable dualism into the being of God and charge Him-sit venia verbo-
with falsehood and deceit" (Schaff). It is based on a fact of human experience.

Footnote:

*By a general call and a general invitation we mean such as are extended to others as well
as the elect. We take Christ's invitation to expressly include those striving for salvation
through legal observances, being thus heavy laden. It is too much to assume that all of
this class that heard these words came to Christ. Thus this invitation was general.

God's secret will is the same as His will of purpose.

God's revealed will is the same as His will of approbation.

God's revealed will expresses His immanent preference in things considered within
themselves and apart from His perfect and holy purpose. That there should be a difference
between God's immanent preference in things abstracted from the whole and His
consummate purpose is imperfectly illustrated in the following instance. A loving parent
takes no pleasure in the suffering of a child, yet, in order to the child's future good and
happiness, the parent inflicts suffering by way of chastisement. The parent thus employs a
thing that is displeasing within itself for the attainment of a purpose. God is not Pleased



with sin, within itself considered; but in the accomplishment of His purpose it has pleased
Him to permit sin and to overrule it for His glory.

3. ELECTION AND THE NON-ELECT

Election imposes no restraint on the non-elect. It actively affects them in no way. It leaves
them in exactly the same condition they would be in if there were no such thing as election-
a condition of spiritual impotence and condemnation, such as all sinners are in by nature.
An election of some to life does not imply an election of some to death. The death of the
wicked is not the result of election, but of God's just dealings with them as sinners. It is
their rightful wages (Rom. 6:23). In election God simply chooses out of the whole mass of
depraved mankind those whom He pleases to save for just and holy reasons known only to
Himself. The rest He simply leaves to the just consequences of their sin. If a rich man
chooses out one beggar and gives him wealth, can it be justly said that in so doing he
elects all other beggars to suffer perpetual poverty?

After reading the foregoing, one asked: "Does not the author believe in reprobation?" The
answer is, He most certainly does. And the foregoing is in nowise inconsistent therewith,
but rather implicitly affirms reprobation. The author is in full and happy agreement with
Warfield in the following statement concerning reprobation: "Were not all men sinners,
there might still be an election, as sovereign as now; and there being an election, there
would still be as sovereign a rejection; BUT THE REJECTION WOULD NOT BE A REJECTION
TO PUNISHMENT, TO DESTRUCTION, TO ETERNAL DEATH. BUT TO SOME OTHER DESTINY
CONSONANT TO THE STATE IN WHICH THOSE PASSED BY SHOULD BE LEFT. It is not
indeed, then, because men are sinners that men are left unelected; election is free, and its
obverse of rejection be equally free; BUT IT IS SOLELY BECAUSE MEN ARE SINNERS THAT
WHAT THEY ARE LEFT TO IS DESTRUCTION"

(Biblical Doctrines, p. 54).
4. RESPONSIBILITY AND SPIRITUAL INABILITY

The sinner is without ability in spiritual things, but that does not destroy his responsibility.
That responsibility depends upon present ability is a tenet of chimney-corner (or street-
corner) theology that cannot stand in the light of scriptural facts. The heathen is
responsible for living up to the light of conscience that he has concerning the law of God.
Cf. Rom. 2:12-16. But he can't do this; for if some should do it, there would he no basis for
their condemnation, according to the above Scripture, and they would he saved by works,
by which the Scripture declares that none can be saved. Then those that bear the law are
to be judged by it. This means that they are held responsible to obey the law. But they
cannot do this; for the voice of the law shuts every mouth (Rom. 3:19). Hence
responsibility does not depend upon present ability, and spiritual inability does not destroy
responsibility.

5. MAN RESPONSIBLE FOR HIS SPIRITUAL INABILITY

But while responsibility does not depend upon present ability, it does rest upon former
ability. Originally man had ability in spiritual things. This ability he sinned away in the fall of



Adam. The whole race participated in this fall. This is the teaching of Rom: 5:12. "Have
sinned" of King Tames Version is the translation of the aorist tense in the Greek. The aorist
tense in the indicative mode (and some other modes) expresses pointed action in past time.
Rom. 5:12 therefore, does not allude to a course of sin followed by each individual but to
one apostasy, the apostasy of Adam, in which all participated. The way in which all of
Adam's race took part in the fall is forcefully set forth by A.H. Strong as follows:

"The total life of humanity was then in Adam; the race as yet had its being only in him. Its
essence was not yet individualized; its forces were not yet distributed; the powers which
now exist in separate men were then unified and localized in Adam; Adam's will was yet the
will of the species. In Adam's free act the will of the race revolted from God and the nature
of the race corrupted itself. The nature which we now possess is the same nature that
corrupted itself in Adam-not the same in kind merely, but the same as flowing to us
continuously from him." (Systematic Theology, p. 328).

Having sinned in Adam, each descendant of Adam is responsible for the depravity and
spiritual inability thus incurred.

XIV. ELECTION IS PERFECTLY CONSISTENT WITH THE JUSTICE OF GOD

Paul also anticipated this objection to his doctrine (Rom. 9:14), which shows that he taught
unconditional election; for no other theory of election would have suggested this objection.
If by chance one who misunderstood his doctrine had offered the objection, this was the
place for him to clearly state that his doctrine of election was not open to that objection
because it taught that election was based on the foreseen faith of the elect. He certainly
would have done this, if he had been an Arminian. But instead, he dismissed it as being
preposterous, with "God forbid." Then he proceeded to answer the objection with God's
own declaration concerning His sovereign dealing with men.

Examining the objection further, we note:
1. JUSTICE AND PARTIALITY

Among other crude and unscriptural notions, the idea that justice and partiality are
necessarily antagonistic deserves an important place. We are commanded not to be partial,
but God nowhere says that He is not partial. God's wisdom, sovereignty, and independence
give Him rights that our ignorance, subjection, and dependence deny to us. The Scripture
shows that God is partial. He is partial to fallen men in comparison with fallen angels, in
that for some of the former He has provided redemption while all the latter are "reserved in
everlasting chains under darkness unto the judgment of the great day" (Jude 6). He is
partial to people of so-called Christian lands in comparison with the people of heathen
lands, in that the former have the light of the gospel while the latter in many cases live on
through life in ignorance of the gospel which is the only way of salvation.

Whether partiality is unjust depends upon the circumstances. The minister, in his dealing
with those who persist in sin, is not to allow anything to cause him to excuse some where
all are equally guilty (1 Tim. 5:21). And we are not to prefer some men in favor or honor
because of wealth or any such thing (Jas. 2:4). In other words, we are to deal with men



according to what they really deserve. But in salvation God deals with the wholly ill-
deserving; for grace is unmerited favor and favor that is not owed as an obligation. Hence
God may distribute His grace among men as His perfect wisdom and holiness dictate. In
doing this, He elected some to life and left others to perish as the just consequences of
their sins. Who will dare deny Him this right?

"May not the sovereign God of all,
Dispense His favors as He will;
Choose some to life, while others fall,
And yet be just and holy still?"

2. GOD OWES MAN NOTHING

This needs to be emphasized. If God owed man anything, then salvation would be of debt
instead of grace. Some will say that God owes man a "chance" to be saved. Has He given
this "chance" to the heathen that have died without the gospel? A "chance" to be saved
accomplishes nothing for man. One might as well talk of giving a totally paralyzed man a
"chance" to walk. Every such man that is not physically bound has every possible "chance"
to walk. But the "chance" is of no value to him in the absence of ability. Lost men are
spiritually dead. They must have ability to come to Christ (John 6:65). Some will say that
God owes this ability to man but this ability is salvation in the germ; and hence if God owes
this ability, salvation is not of grace.

And suppose God should give to all men such ability as Arminians contend for and then
they should refuse to employ this ability. Would not Cod then be liberated from any
obligation to renew that ability? This is man's position. He once had ability. There came a
time when he squandered it and thus lost it. This took place in Adam, in whom God says all
sinned. Is God now under obligation to renew that ability?

3. GOD MAY DO WHAT HE WILL WITH HIS OWN

God asserts the same right over humanity that the potter has over the clay (Rom. 9:21-23).
"Behold, ye despisers, and wonder, and perish" (Acts 13:41). However let it be said in order
to prevent misunderstanding that God's method of making "vessels of wrath fitted to
destruction" is different from His method of making "vessels of mercy." The latter is an act
of sovereign grace. The former is an act of permissive justice. The latter He accomplishes
by the efficient working of His grace; the former He does not efficiently cause, but only
permits for wise and holy reasons fully known to Himself only.

XV. ELECTION DOES NOT MAKE GOD A RESPECTER OF PERSONS

When the Scriptures tell us that God is not a respecter of persons they mean that His
dealings with men are not determined by the outward differences of race, wealth, social
position, or any such thing. This the Scripture distinctly intimates. See 2 Sam. 14:14; Acts
10:34; 1 Pet. 1:17. To have respect of persons is to make a difference between the equally
deserving. But it involves no respect of persons to make a difference between the wholly ill-



deserving. God has done this in various cases, as pointed out in the preceding discussion of
justice and partiality.

XVI. ELECTION DOES NOT IMPLY THAT GOD CREATED THE NON-ELECT MERELY
TO DAMN THEM

God takes no delight in the destruction of the wicked, as a thing within itself. On the
contrary, the salvation of men is a thing that is, within itself, pleasing to God. But He made
man for His own glory. Somehow, in a way that is not fully comprehensible to the finite
mind, it subserves that glory that some men perish. Thus He has willed to permit it, but not
because He is one who exults in man's suffering. We can rest assured that God will save
the greatest number that He can save without prejudice to the most glorious manifestation
of His character as a whole. And finally we shall see in full the holiness of God's purpose.

The believer in unconditional election is no more under obligation to answer this objection
than is the believer in the foreknowledge of God who denies unconditional election. For to
such an one there comes the inevitable question, Why did God create those whom He knew
would perish? Richard Fuller was exactly right in saying that foreknowledge on the part of
God and fore appointment cannot be separated. The denial of foreordination "only conceals
the difficulty from the ignorant" (Richard Fuller).

XVII. ELECTION, AS SET FORTH HEREIN, IS A BAPTIST DOCTRINE

We come now to show that the doctrine of unconditional election is a Baptist doctrine. In
proof of this we call attention to the following:

1. THE FAITH OF BAPTIST PROGENITORS
(1) Paterines.

Of the Paterines, W. A. Jarrell says: "They appealed to the text in the ninth chapter of
Romans, employed by others, in proof of the doctrine of unconditional election" (Church
Perpetuity, P. 139).

(2) Waldenses and Albigenses.
An article of an old Waldensian confession, as quoted by C. H. Spurgeon, reads as follows:

"That God saves from corruption and damnation those whom He has chosen from the
foundation of the World, not for any disposition, faith, or holiness that He foresaw in them,
but of His mercy in Christ Jesus His Son, passing by all the rest, according to the
irreprehensible reason of His own free will and justice" (Spurgeon's Sermons, Vol. 2, P. 69).

And Prof. A. A. Hodge, of Princeton Seminary, says: "The Waldenses . . . were all
Calvinists."

"Amongst the earlier believers in the system of doctrine called Calvinistic, we may, with
great propriety, mention the Waldenses and Albigenses,- those eminent and honored
witnesses for the truth, during the long period when the Church and the world were



overrun with gross error and immorality" (Rice, God Sovereign and Man Free).

"Gualtier, a Jesuitical monk, in his chorographical tables, drew up a catalogue consisting of
seven and twenty particulars, in which he shows that the principles of the Waldenses and
those of the Calvinists coincided with each other.

"Lindanus, a Catholic bishop of the see of Ghent, who wrote in defense of the tenets of the
church of Rome, about 1550, terms Calvin 'the inheritor of the doctrines of the Waldenses™
(Jones's Church History, p. 357).

(3) Anabaptists.

The faith of Anabaptists with regard to election is set forth by one of their leaders as
follows.

"Christ, the Lamb of God, has been from the beginning of the world a mediator between
God and men, and will remain a mediator to the end. Of what men? Of you and me alone?
Not so, but of all men whom God has given him for a possession."

(4) Particular Baptists of England.

American Baptists are directly descended from the Particular Baptists of England, with
whom such men as John Bunyan, Andrew Fuller, and William Carey were associated. They
were denominated "Particular" because they believed in an atonement for the elect only.
This would be enough to show their position on election. But we have explicit proof of this
position in their great confession of faith, called the London Confession. This confession
was adopted by the Philadelphia Association in America, and its testimony concerning
election will be found

2. BAPTIST CONFESSIONS OF FAITH
(1) The Philadelphia Confession

The Philadelphia Confession of Faith says: "Although God knoweth whatsoever may, or can
come to pass upon all supposed conditions; yet hath He not decreed anything because He
foresaw it as future, or as that which would come to pass on certain conditions. By the
decree of God, for the manifestation of His glory, some men and angels are predestinated,
or foreordained to eternal life through Jesus Christ, to the praise of His glorious grace;
others being left to act in their sin to their just condemnation, to the praise of His glorious
justice

(2) The New Hampshire Confession.

The New Hampshire confession originated in the midst of strong Arminian influence.
Consequently its position on election is mildly expressed. Nevertheless, it speaks of election
as "the eternal purpose of God." There is no election in time here. And the article on
repentance and faith binds this confession to the teaching that God's eternal elective
purpose was unconditional.



It says:

"We believe that repentance and faith are sacred duties, and also inseparable graces,
wrought in our souls by the regenerating Spirit of God." Then the article on regeneration
speaks of repentance and faith as fruits of regeneration. No denier of unconditional election
can accept either of these statements. They ran be harmonized with unconditional election
alone. All deniers of unconditional election believe that repentance and faith are at least
logically, if not chronologically, prior to regeneration

(3) Other Confessions.

According to Prof. W. J. McGlothin, unconditional election is taught in German, French,
Belgian, Swiss, Danish, Hungarian, and Russian Baptist confessions. See "Baptist
Confessions of Faith," p. 330, 334.

3. REPRESENTATIVE BAPTIST PREACHERS AND WRITERS
J. W. Porter, eminent preacher, editor, author, and scholar:

"1. Election took place in eternity. 2. It was an individual election. 3. It was based wholly on
the good pleasure of God, and not on the foreseen merit of the elect" (From a letter to the
author).

F. F. Gibson, erstwhile pastor of the largest Baptist church in  Kentucky, the Walnut Street
Church of Louisville-.

"First, election is personal. Second, election is eternal Third, election was not in view of
foreseen faith and good works" (From a letter to the author).

John Clark, founder of first Baptist church in America-

"Election is the decree of God, of His free love, grace, and mercy, choosing some men to
faith, holiness, and eternal life, for the praise of His glorious mercy . . ."

"The cause which moved the Lord to elect them who are chosen was none other but His
mere good will and pleasure" (Backus Church History-New England, p. 110).

Roy Mason (Tampa, Fla.) author of "The Church That Jesus Built" and other books:

"God, in sovereign grace, acting upon good and righteous grounds known only to Himself,
in eternity, before the foundation of the world, chose certain persons from among the race
of mankind for Himself. At the same time that God unconditionally elected these unto
eternal life, He likewise ordained the means efficient to bring the elect in time to a saving
knowledge of Himself. This election is not apart from, but is in Christ and the end-the
salvation of the elect is inseparably connected with the means ordained of God to bring to
pass the thing He has ordained" (From a letter to the author).

David Burris (Oakdale, Tenn.):



"The purpose of election cannot be conditional upon any merit or faith of those chosen,
since there is no such merit. This is especially true since man's faith is foreseen only as the
result of God's work of grace ... Faith, as the effect of election, cannot at the same time be
the cause of election" (The Baptist Sentinel, Aug. 1934).

R. A. Venable:

"I cannot agree with them (Methodists) as to the doctrine of election and predestination.
They hold that God's election unto salvation was based upon His foreknowledge; that God
foreknew that some would believe and as many as He knew would believe He elected to
salvation. The sovereign will of God had nothing to do in deciding His electing grace. This I
believe to be contrary both to reason and revelation." (Why Baptist and Not Methodist, in
Baptist Why and Why Not, p. 123, published by Baptist Sunday School Board, Nashville,
Tenn.)

Robert Watts, Belfast, Ire., in articles written at the request of T. T. Eaton and published in
the Western Recorder during Eaton's editorship, and later published in book form by the
Baptist Book Concern:

"On behalf of Calvinism it can be claimed that it is the doctrinal system deduced from the
Scriptures.”" And further, in speaking of the Arminian notion that election is based on
foreseen faith: "It is not manifest that it takes the government of His moral agents out of
the hands of God? and does it not represent Him as occupying the position of a mere
spectator, whose line of action is determined by the creatures of His hand?" (Sovereignty of
God, pp. 63,128).

J. B. Moody, author of more than forty books, when ninety five years old, said:

"Election to salvation is sovereign, eternal, unconditional, with predestinated means and
agencies to secure the betrothal of a bride to become the Lamb's wife, vicariously
redeemed' (The Plan and Way of Salvation, p. 5).

D. F. Estes, in 'New Testament Theology,' p. 180:

"Upon what this divine choice depends we have no basis for assertion, but we note that the
divine choice is never made to depend on a previous choice of God by men, but is made to
anticipate their action."

D. B. Ford, in comment on Rom. 8:29:

"That ... election ... does not depend on God's fore knowledge of our faith or goodness is
also evident from the declaration of the . . . apostle, that we are chosen in Christ 'before
the foundation of the world that we should be holy.' See Eph. 1:4." (An American [Baptist]
Commentary on the New Testament).

A. N. Arnold, in comment on same passage:

"This foreknowledge must not be explained as merely foreknowledge of their future
repentance and faith; for this would make their repentance and faith the cause, and not, as



they truly are, the consequence, of their foreordaination. See 1 Cor. 4:7" (An American
Baptist] Commentary on the New Testament).

Alvah Hovey, general 