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Answer all questions according to the material presented in the Shedd text.  
Do not use material from other texts in your answers.  

A. Preface & Editor’s Introduction (11-36)

a. Skip
B. Part 1: Theological Introduction

1. True Method in Theological Science (43-45)

a. Skip
2. Plan, Divisions, and Subdivisions 

a. Descriptions of Topics (46-47)

(1) How does Christian theology differ from every other branch of knowledge?
Answer:  According to Shedd, Christian theology is different from all other branches of knowledge in that it is the product of divine revelation rather than human creation.  A philosopher begins with his own mind in creating his system, but the theologian looks to the Bible and exegetes the meaning that he finds there, as opposed to a meaning that he creates.  The theologian must then defend the doctrines that he has discovered in the Bible using reason to show that they are consistent.
(2) What is the meaning of the theological term dogma?

Answer:  Shedd notes that there are actually two different meanings of the word “dogma.”  According to the first, dogma is defined as a doctrinal truth that has been derived from the Bible, and as such stands on divine authority.  According to the second, it signifies an official stance of the church, and is grounded in human authority and human understanding of truth.  The term “dogmatic theology” should be understood, however, to convey the first sense of the word: It is synonymous with “biblical theology” in that it consists of theological propositions derived from the Bible, not from an equal authority on the part of the church, nor of science, nor of philosophy.  It consists only of those propositions that are consistent with the revealed word of God. 
b. Biblical, Systematic, and Polemical Theology (47-50)

(1) How does Shedd define and distinguish biblical theology from systematic theology?

Answer: The difference between biblical and systematic theology, as defined by Shedd, is merely one of scope.  Biblical theology consists in the derivation of theological propositions from scripture.  As such, its focus tends to be much smaller and more fragmented than that of systematic theology.  Biblical theology may examine solely the Old or New Testaments.  It may focus on the individuated theologies of the various writers of the scriptural books.  Systematic theology, by contrast, focuses on the totality of scripture, and consists in the reconciliation of the various components of biblical theology to one another.  It takes the propositions derived by biblical theology from the different parts of the Bible and unifies them into one “system.”  Hence, Shedd notes that if biblical theology were to take the Bible as a whole for its subject, it would by definition become systematic theology.

It may be important to note that the term “biblical theology” does not stand in contrast to other types of theology that are considered to be non-biblical in the sense of not deriving from, or not being consistent with, scripture.  Shedd notes that Calvin’s systematic theology makes its sole and constant appeal to the scriptures, borrowing little or nothing from any other influence.  It is certainly not his intention to imply that Calvin’s theology is inherently inferior to other, biblical, theologies.  At the same time, biblical theology may be in direct contradiction to the scriptures as historically understood by the church.  Shedd notes that a number of German theologians (he mentions Baur, among others, specifically) engaged in “biblical theologies” that were anything but biblical in the sense of being consonant with the scriptures.  In fact, biblical theology lends itself to unbiblical conclusions to a greater extent that does systematic theology.  The reason for this is that, looking exclusively at a part of the whole, biblical theology is much easier to twist, giving undue influence to the part, or perhaps ignoring qualifications on its propositions that are found elsewhere in the scriptures.  Systematic theology, on the other hand, must be consistent with the whole of scripture, and is therefore much more difficult to corrupt. 
(2) Why is Shedd convinced that Systematic Theology should balance and correct Biblical Theology?
Answer: Shedd mentions two specific reasons that systematic theology must balance and correct biblical theology.  The first reason is quite simply that science, as defined by Shedd, must look at the whole of a subject.  To reduce theology to its biblical component would be to confine it to partial views of its subject, which would be to destroy its standing as a science.  It would make it impossible to take a full, overall view of theological truth.  The second reason is rooted in the liability to distortion of biblical theology noted above.  It is easier for an individual to twist a portion of scripture to his own preferences and desires than it is for him to twist the whole of scripture.  The parts do not stand on their own merits.  They exist only as parts of a greater whole.  To view them otherwise is to invite misunderstanding of the message of scripture.  And since the purpose of theological science is to understand correctly—to uncover rather than create meaning—it becomes essential that the whole be kept in mind in order to avoid such distortion.     

(3) What is Polemical Theology (Theologia Polemica)?  Why is it important?

Answer:  Polemical theology is the apologetic portion of the theological science—the portion that consists in the defense of the doctrines derived from scripture via biblical theology and organized by systematic theology.  Shedd breaks this task into the categories of 1) defending the doctrines, 2) rebutting objections to the doctrines, and 3) showing their consistency with reason.  It is when one comes to polemical theology that arguments from extra-scriptural data become relevant.  Shedd notes that reason is incapable of producing revelation, but is most certainly capable of defending the doctrines received by revelation.  Therefore, reason can defend revelatory propositions by demonstrating their consistency.  It would be too much to ask that reason itself fully explain and prove the propositions without appeal to revelation, however.  

Polemical theology is important in that it is the defense of the truth against false doctrines that claim to be truth.  As noted above, the aim of theological science is to understand the truth about God, and the exclusion of error is thus essential.  Heretical and non-biblical understandings are to be avoided if the truth is to be preserved.  Thus, Shedd notes the great emphasis placed by founding Protestant theologians on polemical theology.
3. Nature and Definition of Theological Science 

a. Definition of Theology (51-53)

(1) What is the relationship between theology and ethics?

Answer: Shedd argues that it would be a mistake to understand theology as identical with ethics.  Ethics is the study of duty, whether to God or man, and is thus much more limited in scope than is theology.  Ethics will certainly be influenced by theology: Pagan ethics, for example, are an expression of fear and describe horizontal relations between human beings only.  Christian ethics, by contrast, are motivated by love, and focus first on God and then on one’s neighbor.  The difference between the two is due to a difference in theologies.

Theology itself, however, is much more extensive than Ethics.  It is the study of God—His being, His plans, the methods of His working, et cetera.  It is important for clarity’s sake that theology not be mistaken for the science of religion.  “Religion,” as variously defined, only speaks to the relationship between God and man, and is thus an even more restrictive term than ethics, being only a portion of that science.  Theology must rather be understood as the study of which God is the object, both directly and indirectly.  Shedd demonstrates that this understanding of the term may be found in the works of Christian authorities throughout the history of the Church. 

b. Whether Theology is a Science (53-57)

(1) How does Shedd define the word “science”?
Answer:  Science, as defined by Shedd, is a rational striving after comprehensive knowledge of a thing.  Its purpose is to take a full view of all knowledge of its subject.  While it may never completely arrive at that goal—and in the case of theology, will not, because the subject is infinite—its tendency is to indefinitely increase knowledge.  This knowledge must be profound, Shedd says.  By this he means that it must be as full an understanding as possible.  It must not be shallow, like the shallow theological comprehension of Hume and Gibbon, but must delve deep into the mysteries of its subject.  It must also be self-consistent.  Unlike the astronomy of the ages before Copernicus, which was overwhelmed by data that contradicted the prevailing theories, the knowledge of real science is unified.  No tenet contradicts another.  While some propositions may superficially seem contradictory (he references the both-three-and-one nature of the trinity), this is due to a lack of the in-depth comprehension that was his first stipulation.  More profound and detailed understanding will resolve the apparent conflict.   
c. Theology as an Absolute Science (57-69)

(1) How is theology an absolute science in contradistinction to relative sciences?
Answer:  Shedd gives two main reasons for his description of theology as an absolute science.  The first is that the truths of theology are such as to convey the same sense to any intelligent being—God, man, angel, and so forth.  The idea of holiness possessed by a man is the same idea of holiness as is possessed by the angels, for it makes no sense to think that the concept of good as understood by men might correspond to evil in the understanding of God.  The second reason Shedd gives is that theology is an a priori science.  It deals with that which necessarily must be.  In conveying truths about Himself, God is constrained by His own character.  It is not possible to conceive that the first commandment could be inverted, and enjoin hate, should God choose to express it so.  The absoluteness or relativeness of any science, Shedd says, will be determined by what it studies.  Logic and geometry are absolute sciences because the subjects they study could not be different from what they are.  Geology is a relative science because its subject matter most certainly could be different from what it is.  Because God is of an absolute and necessary character, the study of Him will also be so.  Theology is therefore of a more absolute and certain character than are the physical sciences.  

By contrast, Shedd gives three reasons why the physical sciences should be considered “relative.”  The first is that the physical sciences are based upon sensory observation and experimentation, rather than a priori necessity.  The physical, a posteriori, sciences merely describe that which has been observed, not that which inherently must be.  There is absolutely no reason why the law of gravity must work according to its current specifications except for the pleasure of the Creator.  Second, Shedd notes that the senses convey slightly different information to each individual, and sometimes even to the same individual at different times.  Color may be sensed slightly differently by different people, even when neither suffers from colorblindness.  The same object may be sensed differently be different parts of the body (light to the eyes, but heat to the hands, for instance).  The same heat may even convey differing sensations to the same part of the body under different circumstances, at one time seeming hotter than at another.  Again, this contrasts to the uniform sense that is conveyed by the theological notion of, for example, omnipotence.  Finally, the number of observations on which the laws of the physical sciences must be based are few in comparison with the totality of the events those laws attempt to describe.  This leads to inferential uncertainty in the phrasings of the laws of the physical sciences, which are at the mercy of newly discovered data, and indefinitely liable to continuous change.  This is a weakness that theology does not suffer, Shedd argues, because of its a priori methodology.  For these reasons, Shedd argues, the physical sciences are less certain and less absolute than is theology.         

d. Theology as a Positive Science (69-75)

(1) What is meant by the term “positive science”?

Answer:  Shedd uses the term “positive science” to refer to a science that involves the attainment of positive knowledge. Positive knowledge is knowledge of what is true, or what can be affirmed, about an object, as opposed to mere knowledge of what is not true, or what can be negated.  Further, mere negative knowledge does not really involve knowledge of an object at all. It only involves knowledge of what is not true. For example, the statement that spirit is not matter is a negative statement. But, Shedd points out, such a negative statement cannot convey the positive sense that we attach to the word. “Not matter,” describes a geometric point just as accurately as it does God. It is only when positive elements, such as omniscience are added that one begins to really describe what (divine) spirit is.  Negative propositions are primarily useful for clearing up misunderstandings, after positive propositions have been stated. God’s understanding is of the same type as man’s (positive), Shedd notes, but not of the same degree (negative).  
(2) Why does Shedd reject the idea that theology is primarily a science of negations?

Answer: Shedd rejects this notion because it is, in fact, possible to know things about God. By definition, this involves positive knowledge, as contradistinguished from mere negation. To deny the possibility of positive theological knowledge is to take the part of agnosticism (or, in practice, of atheism), and remain neutral on the questions of God’s existence, holiness, wisdom, and so forth. Such a stance is, of course, in direct contradiction to historical Christian teaching, which affirms all of these attributes.

Specifically, Shedd defends theological science from two arguments, both of which conclude that it is a science of negations. The first argument holds that one must fully comprehend a thing before one can be said to have attained positive knowledge of it. Not so, says Shedd.  This would negate all knowledge whatsoever, since there is nothing of which every attribute can be said to be known. There is mystery, in some degree, about every object everywhere, from the smallest atom, to the boundless ocean deep. Positiveness is determined by the quality, not the relative quantity, of the knowledge. The second argument is based on a presumption that only the physical is real, and holds that positive knowledge only relates to those words about which one may entertain a representation in the mind. This is really too specious, however, as Shedd points out. Take any few sentences, he says, and they will almost certainly contain a word which conveys a definite meaning to the mind, but for which it is impossible to impress a physical image in the mind. He quotes Cudworth noting that some individuals had been put to this test using Tully’s Offices, and had been subdued with the very first word: “Although.”  There is therefore no reason to hold that theology is a science exclusively, or even primarily, of negations, and a great deal of reason to accept that it involves positive knowledge. 

C. Part 3:  Theology (The Doctrine of God)

1. Nature and Definition of God
a. God’s Spirituality (153-157)

(1) How is God’s spirituality different from His creatures?

Answer:  God’s spirituality is different from that of His creatures in that it is of a distinct and more absolute form. God is spirit, not just a spirit. He is of a transcendent essence like no other being. He is not subject to the constraints of time, but His immortality extends to both the past and the future, as well as the present, never losing an instant of His being to the past, and never lacking an instant of His being until it is supplied by the future. 

God is also more absolute than His creatures in the sense that He is more real than them. He is invisible, and from the invisible the visible was made. God needs no body, as do the finite spirits of created human beings. Rather He is without physical extension, and is everywhere. The physical binds the spirit, making it slower, constricting its power. God the Son took on a physical body and human spirit in order to communicate with man, because man, being limited by his body, could not communicate with a formless being. But that body and human spirit are something that He took on, as a servant, not a part of God’s essential nature. And God’s spirituality is also different from that of His creatures in that His is necessary, while theirs is not. It is possible to conceive of contingent beings like humans not existing; it is not possible to conceive of the nonexistence of the necessary God.
(2) Why is it necessary for there to be some resemblance between an infinite Spirit and a finite spirit?
Answer: Shedd notes that the erroneous doctrine of the Arians that Christ is of a similar, rather than the same, substance with God is actually an apt description of the status of man. This is important, because if the spirits are wholly dissimilar there can be no communication between them. What results from this pious sounding idea is deism or agnosticism—belief in the unknowability of God—in theory, and Epicureanism—pursuit of pleasure as the ultimate good—in practice. Such beliefs led Hobbes to conclude that God cannot even be an object of human thought in any meaningful sense. Shedd quotes Conybeare to note that while God may be mysterious, that does not make Him unintelligible. Our ideas of God are incomplete (and thus, He is mysterious), but that is not by any means the same thing as our having no ideas about Him (in which case He would be unintelligible). Pantheism takes this error to the extreme opposite conclusion in teaching that everything is God. The false teaching at least emphasizes God’s absoluteness, but is mixed with an insufficient view of God’s perfection, equating Him as it does with the finite and imperfect creation. 

b. God’s Substantiality (157-169)

(1) Why is the idea that God is a substance or essence an important truth claim to explain and defend?
Answer: To be a substance, in the sense Shedd uses it, is to have being, to exist as an entity. A substance has properties, or in Plato’s terminology, has power. Whichever terminology we use, God is a substance, and must be, since He exists. His attributes are manifested in creation. His power is evident in the terror which He is capable of inspiring in the human soul. A substance may be physical or spiritual, the former having extension, and the latter, the power of thought. God, of course, is a spiritual substance. 

This understanding is important for several reasons, according to Shedd. First, it contradicts the error that assigns God existence as a mere idea. But ideas exist only in the mind. This makes God dependent upon the created world, rather than vice-versa. A second error confronted by the understanding of God as a substance is the belief that He is no more than the personified order of existence or goodness, which again diminishes his absolute existence. Finally, God as substance contradicts the Gnosticism that would reduce him to a mere energy, more of a process or a tendency than a being. This error was widespread in the days of the early church, and was stridently resisted by the church fathers, to the point that Tertullian even used the word “corpus” (“body”) to describe God.
(2) What does Shedd mean when he states that God is “a most pure spirit without passions”?

Answer:  The term “passion” is derived from a word meaning “to suffer,” and this is the key to Shedd’s meaning when he says that God has no passions. The word implies mechanical effect, as opposed to self-willed choice or movement. A ball that is struck rolls mechanically; the movement is not its choice, it is the mere result of an impression from the outside world. Human beings suffer from passions when they are led by their appetites without regard to reason, simply following nature. 

God is not subject to such passions. There is nothing that exists for Him to be passive towards. All things that exist do exist only because He has made them. They cannot then act on Him. It would ultimately be nothing more than God acting upon Himself. This lack of passions holds even with respect to good and evil. Good and evil do not qualify as external substances, according to Shedd. God’s self-moved choice is to apply His wrath to evil and his approval to good. Passion implies an “organic” relation between two things, in which both are parts of the greater whole. God is not a part of any such relation with the universe or anything else.
(3) How does Shedd explain the doctrine that God has “feelings” (or “emotions”?

Answer: The above should not be understood to mean that God has no “feelings,” as when Spinoza asserts that God cannot love, hate, or feel any other emotion. Feeling is necessary to God’s existence as a personal and as a moral being. Without it, He becomes simple power. Furthermore, the scriptures teach that God does have feelings. Some of these (fear, for instance) should be understood figuratively if incompatible with God’s state of perfect blessedness, but love and wrath are not so incompatible. God loves good and is blessed in doing so. He also hates sin and is blessed and happy in this, too, for wrath and hatred are the emotions that are proper towards sin. Both of these emotions are aspects of, and arise from, God’s holiness. 

c. God’s Personality (169-178)

(1) What are the necessary elements of self consciousness?

Answer: Self-consciousness, according to Shedd, is composed of two parts: the rational spirit must both make itself the object of its own attention, and be aware that it has done so. Consciousness itself demands both a subject and an object, the subject being conscious of the object. Thus far even an animal can go; it may be aware of its surroundings. Self-consciousness involves both subject and object being the same thing. 

Shedd argues that self-consciousness is both higher and more mysterious than simple consciousness. Higher, because it is the form of consciousness that characterizes God, and thus is perfect. God is aware of and contemplates Himself self-consciously. He also is aware of and contemplates the universe self-consciously in that it is His creation and exists as it does by His self-conscious choice. Self-consciousness is more mysterious than simple consciousness because it is more complex. There is no other entity to be known by the first; they are both the same.  

(2) How do the elements of self consciousness relate to the doctrine of the Trinity?

Answer: Self-consciousness, Shedd says, involves three actions of the mind, which correspond to the persons of the triune God. Indeed, the three Persons of the trinity are necessary to the eternal blessedness of God, since if God were not triune, He could not be self-conscious, possessing within Himself all the requisites for love, society, and communion. God the Father knows and loves God the Son. Here we have the subject of self-consciousness (Father), and the object (Son). To deny the separate Persons of the trinity makes God dependent on the universe He creates in order for there to be something for Him to know and love, as in deism or pantheism. Finally, there must be the second step. In contemplating Himself in the different persons of Father and Son, God must recognize Himself as Himself. This requires a third person to do that recognizing, viz. the Holy Spirit. With all three persons, therefore, the Godhead is complete in self-consciousness.  

2. Innate Idea and Knowledge of God

a. Evidence from Scripture for an Innate Knowledge of God (185-188)

(1) What is innate knowledge and why is it important?


Answer: According to Shedd, knowledge of the existence of God is innate in every human being, that is, it is a truth that is known automatically. It is an understanding that exists in every human mind, like the truths of mathematics; it simply is assumed by the mind. This sense originates in the reason without a person having to be told, or to observe it with the senses. This belief is so certain that there is really no point in arguing for it, because an argument presupposes that there is some proposition more clear than the one to be proven, but there is no proposition that is clearer, to every person, than the truth that God exists. Shedd extends this idea to include not only the knowledge that God exists, but also a number of His attributes, such as His eternity, omnipotence, and oneness. He notes that the Bible dismisses atheism with the statement that only the fool believes there is no God, and that Paul’s choice of Greek verbs for God’s manifestation of Himself indicates that the source of man’s perception of this manifestation is internal. 

The idea of innate knowledge is important because it lays the groundwork, according to Shedd, that is necessary in order for what is objective to have meaning. Nothing sensory could be perceived if man had no senses; likewise, if there is no internal idea or sense of God innate in the human mind, there would be no way for the divine order manifest in the universe to impress itself upon man. The idea is also important because Shedd says this innate understanding on the part of all mankind is the basis for their responsibility before God for their failure to worship Him. The pagan will be judged for worshiping false gods against his own ultimate better judgment, for living sensually against his own inner understanding that it is wrong to do so, and so forth. The fact that men dim their own “inner light” to the extent that they do not see this clearly does not excuse them. They will be judged based on the capacity that God gave them to understand, not the sin-tarnished capacity that they left themselves.
b. Arguments from pagan Philosophers for an Innate Knowledge of God (188-191)

(1) Skip
c. Arguments Against and Innate Knowledge of God (191-196)

(1) Skip
d. Monotheism as the Original Form of Man’s Innate Knowledge of God (196-197)

(1) Skip 
e. Inadequacy of Natural Religion (197-199)

(1) Why is natural religion inadequate to meet the needs of fallen man?
Answer:  Natural religion is adequate for sinless, unfallen man, who had no need of forgiveness, but not for sinful, fallen man, according to Shedd. This is so because natural religion reveals the justice of God, but not His mercy. The justice is clear. Reason reveals the laws of God to man, and man breaks those laws. It follows that God must punish the offence. Natural religion cannot reveal God’s mercy to man, however, because it does not follow that God must be merciful to the offender. He owes it neither to the offender, nor to Himself. Natural religion may advance so far as to understand that God may choose to exercise mercy, because mercy is not logically contradictory to the understanding of God that is accessible to natural religion, but that falls short of the ability to foresee that God will show mercy. God’s mercy—the gospel—must be manifested through special revelation. Because it cannot be derived from reason, it must be accessed through the historical promises of God, which describe the one way in which He actually does purpose to show mercy to fallen man. Lacking this understanding, the unbelieving are devoid of hope.
(2) How is mercy distinguished from justice in Shedd’s discussion of natural religion?

Answer:  As discussed above, Shedd distinguishes between God’s justice and His mercy in that the former may be understood through natural religion, whereas the latter may only be understood of Him via special revelation. The reason for this is to be found in examining the nature of the attributes. Justice is an attribute solely of God’s nature—God must exercise justice. There is no way that God could withhold justice or do injustice if He so pleased. His character demands it of Him. It is similar to God’s attribute of truthfulness. God cannot lie; He cannot be untruthful. Truthfulness is demanded of Him by His character in every instance.
Mercy, on the other hand, is an attribute that depends both upon God’s nature, and, crucially, His will. God does not owe mercy. There is nothing in His character that demands that He always exercise it. The punishing of an offense is a perfectly consistent action for Him to undertake. And He has withheld mercy from Satan and the fallen angels, among others. Mercy is eternally and entirely an attribute of God, but it would be so even if He did not choose to have mercy on any one individual at any time. It is something that He may, and will, choose to exercise as He pleases. The way in which He has chosen to exercise it, through the gospel, depended solely upon His good pleasure.
3. Arguments for the Divine Existence 

a. Uses of Syllogistic Arguments for the Divine Existence (201)

(1) Skip
b. Ontological Argument:  Statement of the Position (201-203)

(1) How does the ontological argument support the existence of God?
Answer: Shedd argues that, despite its recent unpopularity, the ontological argument is one of the most powerful and brilliant to syllogistically demonstrate the existence of God, and has seen considerable learned use. The argument notes that the idea of a being more perfect and absolute than any other that can be conceived exists in the human mind. But such perfection and absoluteness must then really exist, because what is real is always more perfect and absolute than what exists only in the mind. And if the being described exists only in the mind, then it is less perfect and absolute than if it were real, and thus, it is actually not the maximally absolute and perfect Being of whom we have a conception. 
Necessary existence is a perfection of being, says Shedd, and applies only to God. To exist necessarily is to be incapable of not existing. This is to exist in a much fuller sense than contingent, finite beings do. The finite being could fail to exist. It only happens to exist in the first place. It is thus much closer to nonexistence than to infinite existence, whereas God is infinitely and completely disconnected from nonexistence. Also, because God alone is infinitely and absolutely existent, the argument applies only to Him. Imagining a rock or an island does not necessitate the existence of a rock or island, but because of God’s singular, absolute, and perfect position, the argument does hold for Him. 
c. Ontological Argument:  Examination of Objections (203-212)

(1) Skip
d. Cosmological Argument (212-214)

(1) How does the cosmological argument support the existence of God?
Answer: The cosmological argument is the argument for the existence of God from the existence of the universe. Shedd refers to Aquinas for a tri-part statement of the argument: 1) All motion implies the existence of a first mover. 2) The implication of an effect is that there must be an efficient cause for it. 3) The existence of the finite, such as the universe or any part of it, implies the existence of the infinite, that is, God. In other words, nothing in the physical world exists without being caused. That cause must by definition, then, be outside of and infinitely greater than the physical universe, which is to say that the cause of all that exists must be God. 

Shedd addresses several objections to the cosmological argument. First, to Kant’s objection that the argument illegitimately extrapolates causality beyond the realm of sensory experience, he argues that the rational mind is a part of the universe from which the cosmological argument argues and that a rational mind implies its own rational cause, regardless of sensory perception. To the objection that the universe’s existence only proves God’s finite, temporal existence, he notes that any creation ex nihilo proves infinite power and existence prior to the creative act. To Hume’s objection that one cannot assume the relation of cause and effect and, thus, the necessity of a cause preceding the universe, Shedd argues that the cause-effect relation is intuitive to the human mind. To reject it is to embrace an animal’s lack of understanding. 
e. Teleological Argument (214-216)

(1) How does the teleological argument support the existence of God?
Answer: The teleological argument is rooted in the design evident in the universe. The appearance of the universe is not random, Shedd notes, but rather appears to be designed with infinite care and precision. And design presupposes a designer. If the eye is designed to see, that fact presupposes that it was created by a designer who purposed that it should see. Similarly, the design of the human will to will and of the human understanding to understand points to the existence of the one who created both for their respective purposes. 
To the objection that this apparent design is only the product of adaptation, not intelligence, Shedd poses a dilemma. Such adaptation could only be the result of chance or law. If of chance, the mathematical odds are so infinitely against the evolution of the intricate design evident in the universe as to be negligible. If of law, another dilemma succeeds. Such a law must be the product of a lawgiver or not. If it is acknowledged to imply a lawgiver, then God’s existence is again proven. And to say that a law exists without a lawgiver is to say that it causes itself, which is no explanation at all. To Bacon’s objection that acknowledgement of a purpose hinders science, Shedd notes that, on the contrary, it has in fact aided science in the past, must tend to do so in the future, and, further, the discovery of purposes was defined by Aristotle to be the very point of science in the first place. 
f. Moral Argument (216)

(1) How does the moral argument support the existence of God?
Answer: The moral argument comes in two forms. The first simply notes that the conscience demonstrates the existence of the moral law, and for there to be a moral law, there must be a lawgiver, as discussed above. God is the only plausible candidate. The other form of this argument, according to Shedd, notes that justice is not always served on earth. The good sometimes suffer and the wicked are at ease. Justice must ultimately be served.  And since that is not always the case on earth, it must be in a life after death. There must then be a judge to do justice, and this judge is God.  

g. Historical Argument (216)

(1) How does the historical argument support the existence of God?
Answer: The historical argument simply looks to the past and observes that, despite their apparent religious diversity, no nation at any time in history has disbelieved in God, in some form or other. If the belief is this widespread, Shedd implies, the argument maintains that there must be a good reason for it, or at least that the widespread belief is highly improbable without the existence of a very good reason. The conclusion, therefore, is to accept the wisdom of the ages that God must exist. 

4. Divine Attributes

a. Methods of Classification (274-276)

(1) What is the difference between a divine attribute and a divine Person?

Answer: Divine attributes, as expressed by Shedd, are ways that the essence of God relates to itself and to creation, or ways that the essence of God acts. Attributes are specific objective conceptions of God’s essence, which is to say that they are the essence of God made more clear and definite with relation to a specific type of situation. They are not parts of God’s essence. His whole essence exists in every attribute and every attribute exists throughout His whole essence. But they are the relevant ways in which that whole is brought to bear in given circumstances or from a given point of view. For example, a number of God’s attributes are passive—they describe the way in which He exists. God is one. In numerical terms, the attribute in which God’s essence is expressed is unity. Other attributes are active. God is omnipotent. The way in which the essence of God is expressed with relation to power or energy is to surpass all created quantities in an infinite degree. 
By contrast, persons of the trinity are not modes of God’s relation to Himself and creation, but rather are modes of God’s existence—the ways or forms in which He exists. God’s essence exists and is expressed in the Persons of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. The nature of His essence is expressed in being eternal, and in doing good, et cetera. Another way Shedd phrases this is to say that, whereas a Person of God is a mode of His essence, an attribute of God is one of the phases of that essence.  
b. Self-Existence (Aseity) (276)

(1) What is the Divine Attribute of Aseity and why is it important?

Answer: Aseity is the attribute of self-existence. It denotes that God has no cause. It is necessary that He should exist and therefore the only foundation on which His existence stands is the same fact of His own existence. Shedd objects to the phrasing, sometimes used, that defines Aseity as God’s being His own cause. Rather, in His unique position, the idea of a cause is inapplicable to God, and He stands without one, not dependent on anything other than Himself. 

c. Simplicity (276-277)

(1) What is Divine Simplicity and why is it important?

Answer: The attribute of divine simplicity refers to the fact that God is one substance. This is in contrast to humans, who are composed of two substances—both material body and spiritual soul. It is also in contrast to angels, Shedd says, who have both a soul and a spiritual body. Divine simplicity does not conflict with God’s trinal nature. The three persons of the trinity are simply three different expressions of the existence of God’s one essence. The whole essence is in each Person, just as all of the attributes are. Also, divine simplicity means that creation from the essence of God is impossible. All things are of God in that He creates and sustains, but they are not made out of a part of Him. 
d. Infinity (277)

(1) What is infinity and why is it important?

Answer: Infinity is completeness and lack of limit, Shedd says.  And because limits are imperfections, the infinity of a thing is a perfection of it. Imperfection is not to be confused with the opposite of perfection. Imperfect holiness is not wickedness, but merely finite holiness. It is good, though limited. God, however, possesses an infinite quantity of all His attributes. He has no bounds and no imperfections. He is complete as to every aspect of His essence.
e. Immensity and Omnipresence (277-279)

(1) What are the concepts of immensity and omnipresence and why are they important?

Answer: God’s attribute of immensity is His relation to the universe as a space. He fills it everywhere and is greater than and beyond it. Shedd notes that this is meant not as implying that there is space beyond the universe of space, but that God’s essence is not exhausted by it. Specifically, it is this lack of exhaustion, and this being greater than and beyond the limits of the physical universe that is referred to by God’s immensity. God’s being in the universe, present entirely at every point, is referred to as His omnipresence. 

Shedd is quick to point out that this being everywhere is different from the way that a physical body exists in space. A physical body exists only in part in each part of the space that it occupies. All of God’s essence exists in every part of space. It is not multiplied or divided to fill that area. A physical body excludes other physical bodies. God’s presence does not exclude the presence of physical or spiritual bodies. Further, God is not present to all things so much as all things are present to Him. The finitude of the relation is on their end, not His. God’s omnipresence in the universe is not fully similar to the existence of the human soul, even though it exists entirely at all parts of the physical body. The soul is constrained by the body, whereas God is not. Shedd notes that although at times God is said to “be present” in particular places and persons, this phrase indicates not a lack of presence elsewhere, but a special manifestation of His attributes in those particulars. 
f. Eternity (279-284)

(1) How does Shedd explain the relationship of divine eternity and time?

Answer: God’s attribute of eternity refers to His existence outside of time. It is related to His infinity and His immutability. Time is created. God does not progress through time and is not subject to it, as humans are. He exists entirely and is entirely conscious of His whole existence unbounded by temporal constraints. Not only does God’s immortality extend to all of the past as well as to all of the future, but, to God, there is no past and there is no future. All is the eternal present. He sees the world’s beginning and He sees its end at the same instant and by the same immediate sentience by which He knows what, to human beings, is “the present.” God has no memory, because there is no past for Him to remember.

Succession is an attribute of finitude. Time is a means of finite understanding whereby one views events as progressing because one lacks the capacity to view reality as a whole. Humans possess only a part of their finite existence at any time. Their past existence is gone and they are not yet possessed of their future existence. They possess only the infinitesimal present moment. By contrast, God is possessed of His entire, infinite existence—past, present, and future, to speak in human terms. For this reason, Shedd says, one should speak of God’s creative decree (singular) rather than dividing what exists all together to God into a multitude of disparate, temporal decrees (plural). There is no potential in God. All that may be, is. And all is. This situation of God is unique. Not even the blessed souls in heaven are possessed of such eternity. They are immortal, which is to say that they experience perpetual time, but they are not without time. 

Shedd admits that this conception of eternity is difficult to grasp, even more difficult than the concept of God’s triune nature, to the point that some theologians have erred in attributing to God mere unending temporal existence. There are two analogies that may help to clarify the subject, if not to bring it completely within the realm of human comprehension. The human position is that of a man watching a parade from street level. He sees all in progression. The position of God is that of the same man watching the parade from a church tower. He sees all at one and the same instant. The other analogy is that of the manner in which persons who are nearly killed sometimes report that the totality of their past life flashes before their eyes without progression, but as a whole. This is similar to the way in which God sees all existence. Nevertheless, these are mere helpful pictures. They cannot fully convey the difference between God’s thought and our own.
(2) How is divine eternity related to omniscience?

Answer: As noted above, God has no memory, because there is no “past” for Him to remember. God’s eternity plays into His omniscience in that He sees all without progression without having to wait to see how events will turn out. From His position outside of time, He sees the whole progression of every event at once and perpetually. Thus it is that God is able to “declare the end from the beginning,” and to know “all things from the beginning of the world.” 

(3) How is divine eternity related to omnipotence?

Answer: As noted above, when speaking of God’s act of will in creating the world, Shedd argues that one must speak in the singular rather than plural. Because God is eternal, His creative decree is one. It takes many forms at various times within the created order. It is interjected so as to take effect at what, to humans, are sometimes vast intervals. But because God is outside of time, His will is not changing from past to present, adjusting His decree as time progresses. It is a sum total, all known, and all pronounced. 

g. Immutability (284-285)

(1) How can God “repent” if God is immutable?

Answer: God’s immutability is the unchangeableness of His character. It is a direct product of His eternity, since there is no progression of time in which for Him to change, and also no cause for Him to change, as would be the case if His knowledge could increase over time, for instance. The unchangeableness of God’s character does not mean, however, that He must always act the same way at all times, regardless of circumstances. If circumstances change, God’s response to them will change, with no adverse impact upon His immutability. This is what the Bible speaks of as “repentance” on the part of God. It is not a change of His everlasting council, but rather His unchanging will expressing a change of action given an eternally known change in earthly beings. If sinners repent, God will repent of destroying them. Far from challenging the doctrine of God’s immutability, this change of action is necessary to maintain it. God would be mutable, not immutable, if He were to express indignation at one time for a person’s sin, and at another time for that person’s repentance of his sin.  

h. Omniscience (286-288)

(1) How is the knowledge of God distinct from the wisdom of God?

Answer: The knowledge of God is broader in sense than His wisdom. His knowledge refers to His intuitive and direct understanding and seeing of all things, not via the senses or by conclusion, but by immediate knowledge of all truth, actual and potential. The wisdom of God is a branch of this knowledge. It is God’s knowledge and expertness at achieving His ends by means of His creative act. The end of God’s action is His glory. It is not the happiness of His creatures, for this would be to turn all things upside down, to subject the infinite creator to the pleasure and service of His creatures. Rather, the end is the revelation and manifestation of God’s divine attributes to humans and angels in such a way as to provoke and inspire awe, adoration, and worship. That happiness to the creature results from this end is a side-benefit. The primary result is the glory of God, not in an absolute sense, for His absolute glory exists always and independent of His creatures, but in the sense of the communication of His glory to the creatures, and their marveling at it. 

i. Omnipotence (288-290)

(1) How is divine omnipotence limited?

Answer: The omnipotence of God refers to the action of His essence in producing change in the created order, and it is manifested both in His creation of the universe ex nihilo, and also in His continuing providence in maintaining the existence of all things. These actions demonstrate the absolute power of the creator and sustainer over that which is created and owes its very continued existence to His gift. The omnipotence of God has no limits, except such as are logically absurd. God cannot create a square triangle, nor can He sin. To allow for these things would be to allow for contradictions, such as to allow for a statement to be both true and false at the same time. While some have maintained God’s ability to do the logically impossible, this view insupportably denigrates God’s moral attributes, and is opposed to all reason.
(2) How would one respond to the charge that the concept of limited omnipotence is a self-contradictory idea?

Answer: Omnipotence limited by anything other than the logically self-contradictory would not be omnipotence. It would fall short of the ability to do all things. Properly speaking, however, an action that is self-contradictory is not an action. There is no such creative act as the making of a square circle. No such thing exists, even in idea. The inability to create that which could not even comprehensibly exist does not constitute a lack of power. In the same way, God’s inability to sin flows from His perfect character, which includes His omnipotence. There is no temptation that can have any hold on God, because there is no good that He does not have that is better than the perfect good that He does possess. If there was, He would be imperfect. Further, if He could sin, He would be imperfect, rather than perfect, and so He would be less than infinite. To withhold such nonexistent powers and imperfections from the omnipotent ability of God is not to diminish His power but to increase it. 

j. Holiness (Including Justice) (290-304)

(1) Why does the concept of retributive justice hold a prominent place in Christian theology?

Answer: God’s holiness is an essential part of His character. It is the attribute by which His essence is expressed as right. It has to be differentiated from human holiness in that the latter is measured as conformity to the moral law. But God is that which determines the moral law—in a very real sense, He is the law. God’s holiness, therefore, is to be understood as simply a part of His essence. It is conformity to what He, by nature, is. Retributive justice is an essential part of this holiness. It holds a prominent place in Christian theology for two reasons. 

First, and most basic, retributive justice is necessary to the existence of the moral law. Sin is debt. God’s wrath is described in Scripture as the wages of sin. As such, it is obligatory upon God. Were one inclined so to do, one could with perfect legitimacy demand of God the just reward of one’s disobedience. This is in contrast to the reward of good works, which obligates God only because He chooses to promise it, thus binding Himself. Retributive justice is backward-looking. Its purpose is not the edification of its subject, but simply his punishment for evil committed. Once the law has been transgressed, the punishment of God must fall, either on the transgressor himself, or on the transgressor’s voluntary substitute. 

This possibility of substitution reveals the more direct reason that retributive justice is essential to Christian doctrine. Christianity, as a religion for sinners, can preach only doom without the provision of a substitute for sin. This substitute is Jesus Christ, God, given by God, and accepted by God, in place of sinful humanity. Thus, from the human standpoint, it is God’s retributive justice that poses the greatest dilemma of existence.  And the manifestation of God’s atonement for sin to His justice comprises the central display of His great mercy, exhibiting His glory to His creatures.   

(2) Why is retributive justice necessary if there is a transgression of the moral law?

Answer: Retributive justice is necessary for two reasons when the law is transgressed. The first is that God has promised it. The moral law forbids sin on pain of penalties. If God were to promise a penalty for sin and then fail to exact it, He would be untruthful. But God cannot lie, therefore He must punish. Secondly, retributive justice is necessary simply by the nature of the offense. As noted above, justice is owed to the sinner. It is an obligation, not something that can be simply waived. Though the sinner himself may escape by means of a substitute, as noted above, God’s holiness must be appeased in retribution on sin.  

(3) How does one’s concept of divine omnipotence relate to the question of the absolute or relative necessity of retributive justice?

Answer: The absolute versus relative necessity of God’s retributive justice has been disputed. Some theologians have favored a strong view of God’s omnipotence, whereby He is capable of acts that even contradict logic or His own good nature. This dedication to divine omnipotence has led some to reject even internal limitations upon divine action, including retributive justice, and to hold that while it is relatively necessary, it is not absolutely necessary in the sense of binding God. Shedd notes, however, that this view ultimately reduces God to simple brute force. All of the attributes of God are present in all of His actions. It is not possible for His power to operate apart from His goodness and His justice. Therefore, the omnipotence of God should be understood in such a way as to harmonize completely with His justice. 

k. Goodness (Including Benevolence and Mercy) (304-308)

(1) How is the benevolence of God proportioned and limited?

Answer: The benevolence of God refers to God’s affection and feelings of kindness for the creatures He has made. It is a part of His goodness, which is the working of His power for the good of those creatures. The creature, as created by God, is good. God loves His creation and is benevolent toward all of it as such. Shedd quotes Aristotle’s discussion of the greater love of the worker for the work than vice-versa, and points to the biblical passages that abundantly speak of God’s universal benevolence. He does not limit the goods of life to the possession of the righteous, but provides them to good and bad alike. 

God’s benevolence is proportioned and limited in several ways. First, it is not restricted to humankind, but includes the animals in a degree suited to their state. God preserves them and feeds them. They find that their share of good outweighs their share of natural evil, as evidenced by the fact that they flee death and therefore clearly regard their lives as worthy of preservation. Being only material, however, the benevolence of God toward the animal is limited in that only material blessings can be poured out on it. Second, God’s benevolence is poured out on man in a greater degree. He gives “rain” and a multitude of other blessings to all alike. Being a spiritual being as well as a material one, man receives both physical and spiritual blessings. Third, God’s benevolence extends even to the wicked. As noted above, God’s blessings are not restricted to those who do His will. God loves the sinner as a human being and blesses him in so far as He is able, but His benevolence here is limited in that He cannot condone the sinner’s sinful state with His approval and the peace that is found only in a right standing with Him.  

l. Truth (308)

(1) What is “Truth” as a divine attribute?
Answer: God’s truth is His inability to lie, His doing what He says He will do. Shedd notes three ways in which this attribute of God is revealed. First, in direct biblical explanation that God may not, by His very character, tell lies. Second, through His fulfillment of His promise of salvation to those who trust in Him. He promised a redeemer for His people and He fulfilled that promise through the redemptive death of His Son. Finally, God’s truth is revealed in His wrath called down on those who reject Him. The divine promise of just punishment for sin is fulfilled, either vicariously in the case of those who accept the substitute He provides, or directly, in the case of those who do not. 
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