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

A. Part 3:  Theology (The Doctrine of God)
1. Skip Pages 153-218

2. Trinity in Unity

a. Preliminary Considerations (219-220)

(1) Skip 

b. Divine Unity and Trinality: An Overview (219-224)

(1) Summarize Shedd’s discussion.

Answer: Shedd notes that the numeric qualities of God cannot be sensibly discussed apart from each other. His unity can only be intelligently discussed as a unity that is trinal, and His trinality can only be discussed as a trinality that is unitary. To discuss these divine characteristics alone would be to discuss them in a sense that would be misleading. God’s trinal nature is not dependent on His unity, as if His essence could exist without full expression in the three persons, nor His unity on His trinality, as if His essence were complexly composed of several parts. God is not only united, but unique and without parallel. He is not a solitary unit, but a social unity, full of love and joy. This triune nature must be the case given the nature of the Christian experience. We are convicted of guilt by God the Father.  Guilt is expiated by God the Son and it is removed by God the Holy Spirit. Further, the unity of God is necessitated not only by clear scriptural teaching, but also by the philosophical considerations that there can only be one eternal, omnipotent being, and that the harmony of nature testifies to a harmony of its creator. 

c. Scriptural Evidence for the Doctrine of the Trinity (224-229)

(1) Which Old Testament passage best demonstrates the doctrine of the Trinity?  Explain your reasons why you believe this passage is the best?

Answer: Omitted.
d. Proper Use of Trinitarian Terminology (229-230)

(1) Summarize Shedd’s discussion in this section.

Answer: The term “Trinity” is not, itself, found in Scripture. It is a term that developed in the writings of the Church Fathers to describe the concept of the tri-unity of God, which is found there. It is important to understand that the doctrine of tri-unity is not equivalent to holding that 1 can be equal to 3 at the same time and in the same sense. To hold that God is one being or person and at the same to time to hold that God is in the same sense three beings or three persons is contradictory. This is not taught by the triune nature of God. Instead, what is meant is that God is one essence, and that, in a way that we cannot fully comprehend, He expresses Himself to us in three distinct forms, corresponding in a limited degree to what we term “persons” in finite individuals. The three “persons” of God are not to be understood in exactly the same sense that we understand “persons” with respect to human beings, but as the nearest word that we have for the different modes of God’s self-expression.  

e. God is One in Respect to Essence (230-233)

(1) How does the idea of the opera ad intra relate to the concept of a Divine Person?

Answer: The opera ad intra are necessary for the very existence of the three divine persons, or even for the existence of any divine person at all. It is the eternal action within the Godhead by which God the Father begets God the Son and these two together spirate or breathe out God the Spirit. Given its eternal and timeless nature, it may be simpler to envision the opera ad intra as the eternal relations between the persons of God, by which God the Father relates as Father to the Son, and so forth. Not only is this necessary for the existence of the actual persons of the Trinity, Shedd says, but without it there would be no divine person at all. God would be singular, a unit. But a unit lacks personality. It simply “is.” It is not as a “person,” since person implies divisions within a nature. 
f. God is Three in Respect to Persons (233-240)

(1) Regarding the eternal distinction of the Divine Persons, explain what Shedd means when he states the “hypostatic character is incommunicable.”

Answer: The hypostatic character of each of the persons of the Trinity is that by virtue of which they are that person. The whole essence of God is in each Trinitarian person. When that essence expresses itself in generating, the essence is in the person of the Father; of being generated, in the person of the Son; in being out-breathed, of the Spirit. This hypostatic character—the union of the divine essence with a particular means of its expression—is, by definition, incommunicable—it cannot be transferred. To say that God the Father could take on the hypostatic character of God the Son is to say that the essence of God, in “generating,” can also be “not-generating” but generated. This is a contradiction in terms. Scripture clearly teaches that the divine persons are fully distinct. Their hypostatic characters are separate, and thus, they are different persons, not one person with several different offices. But at the same time, this difference of hypostatic character constitutes a “modal,” not a “real” difference, which is to say that the Trinitarian persons are not three different Gods, but one God.  
(2) How is a Divine Person different from a human person?

Answer: Divine persons differ from humans in that human persons are not of exactly the same numerical essence or substance as one another. They are individuals, separate and of distinct essences or substances. By contrast, the Trinitarian persons of God are one essence or one substance. There is no division in this sense. There is only one God, and one existing essence of God. The essence expresses itself in different persons, but this does not mean it is really or essentially divided. In fact, the different persons of the Trinity may be said to exist “in” one another, which cannot hold for human persons. Differently stated, human persons are also only possessed of a fragment of the whole essence or substance of human nature. It is divided among them. But the whole nature of God is possessed by each person of the Trinity. 
g. Characteristics of Trinitarian Persons:  Internal and External (241-253)

(1) Briefly state the doctrine of “eternal generation” and how this idea relates to the Personhood of the Son.

Answer: To speak first in human terms, the generation of the Son is the act by which God the Father “begets” God the Son. It is the modification of the divine essence such that in its modal expression the Father gives the whole essence (“life in Himself”) to another modal expression, the Son. To understand this more fully, however, it must be kept in mind that the word “act” is deceptive in that it seem to imply temporality, and similarly, “modification” seems to imply change. Instead, the action involved is eternal, immutable, and a necessary part of God’s character. There was never a time at which God the Father was not “giving life to” God the Son. Also, the life that God the Father gives is not given ex nihilo, nor from His own person and hypostatic character, but from the full essence of God. Thus, the Son is not a part of the person of the Father, but a distinct person in His own right, fully expressing a mode of the divine essence.  

(2) Briefly state the doctrine of “spiration” and how this relates to the Personhood of the Holy Spirit.

Answer: Similarly to the generation of the Son, the Holy Spirit is out-breathed by both the Father and the Son. This constitutes an eternal, necessary, and unchanging “modification” of the essence of God. He is not a creation ex nihilo, nor a derivation from the two persons of the Father and Son. Instead, their eternal out-breathing is eternally giving to the Spirit a like eternal possession of the full essence of God, as a distinct person with a distinct hypostatic character. The term “emanation” may be useful to stress the sense of coming from while being one with. 

(3) How is the Trinitarian idea of the subordination of Persons distinguished from the Arian and Semi-Arian idea of subordination?

Answer: The Arian and Semi-Arian heresies hold that God the Father is the only member of the Trinity who does not receive His being from the others, and conclude that He must therefore be greater than the other two—the only supreme God. This involves not only a subordination of the essence of the Son and Spirit, but a degradation also, since the Son in particular is seen as of an inferior kind of being from the Father. God the Father is seen as God, and the Son is seen as a created servant of God, superior to angels and humans, but no more God than they. 
By contrast, the Trinitarian view of the subordination of the Son and Spirit is solely as to relationship and logical ordering, not nature. God the Son is the Son of the Father, and sonship implies a kind of subordination of office, not nature or essence. Also, the Holy Spirit receives His out-breathing from the Father and the Son, and thus is logically ordered after them. This does not mean that any of the persons of the Trinity is essentially superior or inferior to any of the others, however. They all partake of the same identical essence; they are all equally eternal, with no beginning or end; they are all equally the one true and perfect God.
h. Deity of God the Father (253-257)

(1) How is the “hypostatic or Trinitarian paternity of God the Father” distinguished from “the providential paternity of God the Trinity”?

Answer: The hypostatic paternity of God the Father refers to His fatherhood within the Trinity. As such, the Father is the “fountainhead” of the Trinity, the un-begotten of the three persons, and the one from whom the other two persons receive the divine essence. In this sense, His fatherhood is eternal and independent of creation. It refers only to one Trinitarian person. 
This is in contrast to God’s providential paternity, which can refer equally to God the Father or to God as all three persons of the Trinity. His providential paternity is dependent on the created world in that it is the relation in which God stands to it. The triune God is the providential father of men and angels because He is their Creator. He is also specifically the Father of the elect in that He is their savior. It is in this sense that the Lord’s Prayer calls on “Our Father.”  

i. Deity of God the Son (257-267)

(1) Of all the arguments Shedd offers, which single argument is the most compelling or convincing argument for the Deity of the Son?  Why?

Answer: Omitted
j. Deity of God the Holy Spirit (268-271)

(1) Of all the arguments Shedd offers, which single argument is the most compelling or convincing argument for the Deity of the Holy Spirit?  Why?

Answer: Omitted
3. The Divine Decrees

a. Preliminary Considerations (311-314)

(1) How does the divine decree relate to the attributes of God?
Answer: The divine decree relates to the attributes of God in that it is the means by which their expression in the created order is determined. It should be stressed that this refers solely to the opera ad extra. God’s internal actions are not affected by the divine decree, because they exist apart from it. The decree relates only to the created world, and is, in fact, the determining factor of every aspect of the created world. While, by definition, this decree takes effect in time, the decree itself is eternal and external to time as is God Himself, for it is the eternal decision of God to create a world. Thus, the decree not only defines the actual working of God’s attributes in the created world, but it is itself shaped by God’s attributes.
(2) Why is the divine decree a necessary condition of divine foreknowledge? 
Answer: Shedd argues that the divine decree must be exhaustive for God to have perfect foreknowledge. God cannot know, he says, anything that He does not Himself determine. If God does not determine an event, it is contingent, and therefore cannot be foreknown with certainty. 
b. Characteristics of the Divine Decree (314-318)

(1) What are the four characteristics of the divine decree?  

Answer: The first characteristic of the divine decree, according to Shedd, is that it is wise. It is a perfect suiting of created means to the end of God’s purpose in creation. In all creation, as in the first, everything that God does is “very good.” 
Second, the decree is external to time. God does not have to wait and “see how things turn out” before fitting them into his plan. He knew before the creation everything that would happen at any time. 
Third, the decree encompasses all action and events of any sort whatsoever. Nothing is external to God’s plan. Shedd goes to great lengths explaining that 1) good actions, 2) evil actions, 3) accidents, 4) not just the final accomplishments, but also the means to them, and 5) lifespan are all determined by God’s plan. 
Finally, the decree is immutable. God does not change, nor does His plan. Temporally, the way God treats individual people may change, depending on circumstances, but this is all an unchanging part of the eternal and unchanging decree.
(2) How does Shedd reconcile the alleged contradiction between the divine decree and human freedom?
Answer: Shedd presents three arguments to negate the supposed contradiction between predestination and human freedom. First, he says, Scripture teaches both. And clearly the Scriptural authors saw no discrepancy between the two, since they do not attempt to harmonize them, simply assuming that they are compatible. So there must, in fact, be no contradiction. Secondly, he argues that God’s eternity explains the seeming contradiction. God sees all actions and events in the eternal present. There is no succession with God; there is only “what is.” Given this, it is possible for God to see and know and include in His decree all of man’s free acts, even though, to man, some of those actions are future, and thus uncertain and free. Finally, Shedd says, the alleged contradiction depends on the belief that God only necessitates events in one way. If God were to simply exert force on humans to make them do whatever He decrees, then their actions would not be free. But God does not do so. Instead, He gives them “moral faculties” such that they will freely do what He has decreed. 
c. Efficacious and Permissive Decrees (318-322)

(1) What is the distinction between the efficacious and permissive aspects of the decree?
Answer:  The divine decree encompasses all events, however minute, that occur in the created order. Some aspects are efficacious. That is, God causes certain things to happen. He physically draws falling objects downward in accordance with the law of gravity that he maintains. He also acts on the human will to turn it to good, drawing it out of its slavery to corruption. There are also permissive aspects of the divine decree, which relate solely to sin. God does not cause individuals to sin, but nevertheless that sin is a part of His plan, because He wills to permit it. This allowance is according to God’s will in that, even though it is distasteful to Him, and He forbids it, His ultimate purposes are better served by allowing the sin to occur than by forcibly disallowing it. 

(2) How does this distinction help us understand the role of sin in the decree of God?
Answer: The distinction attempts to explain how God can decree sin, while not becoming its author. It is the Calvinist approach to solving the riddle of sovereignty and moral responsibility. The idea that God decrees sin establishes his omnipotent control, says Shedd. It prevents a dualistic independence of sin from the power of God and it prevents God from being seen as a mere spectator, unable to intervene. But at the same time, the purpose of distinguishing permissive aspects of the decree is to allow for the origination of sinful desires apart from the influence of the holy God. 
d. Fate, Certainty, Compulsion, and Necessity (322-324)

(1) How is the biblical concept of the decree different from the Non-Christian concept of Fate?  

Answer: Shedd gives several reasons why the divine decree differs from fate. In the first place, fate consists of impersonal forces working by means of cause and effect on all things to bring about a conclusion that is necessary given the starting point. The decree is different in that it is the working of a personal being. Second, the decree of God brings about its purposes by use of different and appropriate means, whereas fate, as described above, simply makes use of pure forcible cause and effect. Third, God’s decree has a purpose, and it is shaped in full wisdom to the effectual accomplishment of that purpose. By contrast, as the impersonal outworking of cause and effect, fate has no purpose and no ultimate plan. While everything is determined and necessitated, everything is simultaneously pure chance based on the starting point from which cause and effect begin to work. Finally, the pagan view of fate sees God Himself as bound by it, which is incorrect. Shedd concludes by stating that “to make certain” does not necessarily entail “to make necessary.” Rather, he says, God makes all things certain, despite the fact that some things are not necessary. 

e. Predestination (324-326)

(1) Skip 
f. Election (326-333)

(1) Skip 
g. Reprobation (333-344)

(1) Skip 
h. Arminian and Calvinistic Systems Compared (344-345)

(1) Summarize this section of Shedd.

Answer: Shedd contrasts five aspects of Calvinism and Arminianism. First, the logical ordering of election and faith and of preterition and unbelief are opposite in the two systems. In Calvinism, God elects and therefore it is subsequently the case that the sinner will come to repentance. God preterits, or withholds election, and therefore it is subsequently the case that the sinner will not repent. In Arminianism, God foreknows faith or unbelief and elects or preterits accordingly. 
Second, the character of election and preterition is sovereign in Calvinism, but judicial in Arminianism. That is, in Calvinism, God chooses to bestow these things irrespective of any choice or action on the part of man. In Arminianism, he bestows them as rewards or punishments for belief or unbelief. 
Third, Shedd says, in Arminianism, election must logically follow death, since it is an individual’s state at death that determines whether that person is actually elected or not. By contrast, in Calvinism, election logically precedes life, and therefore much more so death. 
Fourth, Arminianism must define election or preterition as relating, strictly speaking, to qualities that a repentant or unrepentant sinner displays, whereas Calvinism relates simply to individual persons, such as Peter or Judas.
Shedd’s last point is that Arminianism sees God’s grace as necessary, but not sufficient to save the sinner, since human volition of some kind is also needed. Calvinism, by contrast, sees saving faith as completely the work of God’s sufficient grace.
i. Objections to Election and Reprobation Answered (346-349)

(1) Skip 
j. Decree of Election and Decree of Redemption (349-351)

(1) Skip 

k. Teaching and Preaching the Doctrines of Election and Reprobation (351-352)

(1) Summarize Shedd’s advice regarding teaching the doctrines of election and reprobation.  

Answer: The doctrine of the divine decree is not for beginners. It is difficult and complex, and, as Peter notes, liable to be distorted by the unstable. Consequently, it should not be introduced in full to new believers. It may be good to tell them that they will understand it eventually, but, as in geometry, a great deal of mental growth and learning must take place before it is possible to move from the axioms to an advanced and difficult proposition. New believers need time to process the “milk” before moving on to the “meat.” They need to grow in the basic doctrines before trying to grasp this complex one. Further, it would be unwise to teach unbelievers about the divine decree before teaching more fundamental truths. The impact of such a course is likely to be negative, resulting in either despair or desperate wickedness. On the other hand, for mature believers, the doctrine should be taught, as they are ready to understand and take comfort from it. This applies particularly to missionaries, who are liable to draw significant hope from the belief that it is not on the responsiveness of the hearts of their listeners that they depend for success, but on the prompting of the Holy Spirit. Since men are evil, there is no chance of their repenting on their own. But since God is good, there is hope that he will prosper the missionary’s efforts. 

4. Creation

a. Creation Ex Nihilo (366-371)

(1) Why is the phrase “ex nihilo” used to explain the biblical idea of creation?
Answer: Ex nihilo means “out of nothing.” It is used to define the scriptural conception of creation, which is unique to the Judeo-Christian tradition. Biblically, God chose of His own free will to create everything without using any preexisting material. The creation was not out of “hyle”—a mass of eternally existing chaotic matter—as the Greeks held. Nor was creation an eternal act of God like the opera ad intra of the Trinity, as Origen held, for then the creation would be as old as the Creator. Nor was the creation an evolutionary process. Such a process again assumes preexisting material, which is incompatible with the scriptural account. Nor was the creation out of the substance of God, as Spinoza and the pantheists held. Instead, like the thoughts of man’s mind and the decisions of man’s will, the creation is originated without being made out of anything preexisting. God’s word of power brings it into being as a completely new substance.
(2) How does the maxim “nothing comes from nothing” relate to the doctrine of creation ex nihilo?
Answer: The maxim is either true or false, depending on the sense in which it is used. It is true in that finite power, or the want of power inherent in the definition of nothingness, is never capable of making something come into being out of nothing. Also, “nothing” is not the material out of which “something” can be made. And finally, something never comes from nothing in the sense of growing from or being produced by it. But the maxim is false if it is taken to mean that even God is incapable of creating ex nihilo. From the biblical accounts, it is clear that the omniscient God of His own free will and good pleasure chose to create a finite world with a beginning and consisting of a new, created substance separate from His own.  

b. Creation Account in Genesis (371-374)

(1) Summarize this section of Shedd.

Answer: Shedd begins the section by explaining that the Genesis 1:1 statement that “the heavens and the earth” were created is a way of saying that all that is spiritual and physical were created.  The heavens represent the spiritual creation, and earth is the physical.  This was an all comprehensive statement which included the created spiritual and physical universe; it was not limited to the earth and its environment.  

Shedd next explains that with God’s creative act, He did not become part of the creation.  There remained the necessity of God’s existence and then there is the contingent universe of the creation of heaven and earth.  It is a mistake to say God is part of creation.  

Next, Shedd clarifies that the statement that the earth was chaotic and without form referred to all of created matter.  It was the state of the physical world immediately subsequent to the creation event. 

Finally, Shedd addresses the issue of the length of time which passed during creation.  He says that the days can either be interpreted as 24 hour days, or as indefinite periods of time.  Additionally, Shedd sees that the seven day creation week is really just a human copy of the divine week.  In the human copy, the days are sun-divided, while in the divine week they are God-divided days.  However, we cannot understand that divine week as we understand the human one.  For just as the human concept of Sonship copies the divine concept, but is an incomplete copy, so it is with the seven days of creation. 

c. Harmony of the Biblical Creation Account with Physical Sciences (374-379)
(1) Skip 

d. Eternity of Matter vs. Creation Ex Nihilo (380-387)

(1) What is the single strongest (i.e., most persuasive) argument Shedd offers against the eternality of matter? 
Answer: The strongest argument that Shedd uses is his argument from the first cause of motion.  He correctly asserts that the laws of physics, as we understand and understood them, have matter only moving if an external force creates the movement.  Moreover, there is nothing within the concept of matter to cause motion without external force.  Here Shedd is using Aquinas’s Prime Mover argument to show that if we follow all the causes for the motion of matter back to their source, there must be a First or Prime Mover to initially cause the motion.  Since this cause cannot be matter, it must be self-moved mind. Mind would therefore have existed prior to matter and consequently matter could not have been eternal.  

(2) What is the single weakest (i.e., least persuasive) argument Shedd offers against the eternality of matter?  Why?
Answer: Omitted 

e. Theory of Evolution vs. Creation Ex Nihilo (387-396)

(1) Skip 
f. Antiquity of Man (396-402)

(1) Skip 

5. Providence

a. Chapter (412-415)

(1) Why does Shedd reject the notion that created things can be self-sustaining?  

Answer: Shedd argues that self-sustainability is a non-communicable attribute of the Creator. It is only an accurate description of Him. The physical world and finite spiritual entities such as the human soul or angels do not exist “of themselves” or “by their own power.”  Rather, it is God’s power that upholds and sustains them perpetually. To be a finite, immortal being is to be one whom God has chosen to perpetually uphold in being forever.  For the mere withdrawal of God’s providential sustaining power would imply utter annihilation. Shedd bases this view on two scriptures.  The first is Hebrews 1:3, which notes that Jesus “upholds all things by the word of his power.” The sense of the text is ongoing. Not that the Son once gave, but that He actively and continually gives life and existence to all things. The second verse Shedd references is Paul’s statement in Acts 17 that “In Him we live and move and have our being.” Again, the sense of the text is that it is through the active provision of the power of God that the creatures are able to exist and to do anything and everything. Life, movement, and even “being” itself are the perpetual active gifts of the Creator. 
(2) What distinguishes the biblical view of providence from the deistic view and the pantheistic view?
Answer: The deistic and pantheistic views of providence both stray from the biblical understanding. On the deistic view, God creates matter and then allows it to “run” according to its own laws. But this presupposes that such a thing is possible, which would imply self-sustainability on the part of the created matter. As Shedd previously argued, this is an attribute of God that is not communicable to that which is created. It also implies the independent existence of “natural law.” But the laws of nature do not inhere in matter generically, but only by God’s decreed pleasure. He could have determined whatever laws of nature He desired, but He chose that they be exactly as they are, and He made them exactly as they are. The laws of nature are, in essence, consistent patterns of divine action. 

Nor is the pantheistic view correct. This view holds that God is the universe. He gives life and motion to the universe because He lives and moves—and He is the universe. But God is not the mind or life of the universe. He is a distinct entity, existing apart from and logically prior to it. He gives it life because it was His will to create sustain a substance completely separate from and dependent on Himself. God is eternal, but the universe is temporal. God is immutable, but the universe changes. God is infinite, but the universe is finite. Therefore the pantheistic conception of providence will not do. 
(3) What is “preservation” as a function of divine providence?

Answer: The “preservation” aspect of providence is the aspect that Shedd references above to explain why matter is not self-sustaining or “self-preserving.” Preservation is the action of God by which He actively continues to pour life and existence into His creatures, lest they be annihilated by the simple withdrawal of His power. It is only by the active continual influence of divine power that they are preserved in existence. This work is closely linked to God’s governance of His creation. The work of preservation holds the creation in existence, that it may be governed. 
(4) How does Shedd use the relation of the human soul and the human body to illustrate divine providence?

Answer: Shedd uses the relation of the spiritual and physical parts of a human being as an illustration of God’s relationship to creation. As the soul is everywhere present in the body, God is everywhere present in the universe. And as the soul has control over every part of the body that it thus indwells, so God controls every part of the universe. Also, and importantly, the soul is not a simple “life-force” like that of plants or animals that lives while the body lives, dies when the body dies, and is controlled by external factors according to laws of cause and effect. It is a voluntary force that governs the body according to its pleasure. Such is also the case with God and the universe.
(5) What is “government” as a function of divine providence?

Answer: Government is the function of divine providence that involves not only the active sustaining, but the ordering, by God, of His creation. Shedd notes that because God’s active preservation is what holds the world in being, He clearly has complete control over it. It cannot move in any way against the final will of the one who gives it that very ability to exist and move. For this reason, God’s government of the creation is total. Nothing is capable of being beyond the reach of His power, because for it to be in the first place is itself the effect of that power. God’s eternal decree is, then, the ultimate cause, permissively or actively, of every aspect of the created order. God governs both the physical and mental creations, ordering all things according to His eternal purposes.
(6) Does God govern the physical world differently from the way He governs the mental (or non-physical) world? 
Answer: God governs the physical and mental worlds differently, accommodating Himself, so to speak, to the natures of His creatures. In the physical world, He primarily works through scientific laws.  By contrast, in the mental world, God works both by secondary causes according to the nature of the mind and directly by the effective working of the Holy Spirit.  The difference in mode of operation is due to God’s creation of the mind as different from the physical world. It is not simply an animal life-force that lives and dies while the material animal lives and dies. It is a spiritual entity with a voluntary will, and it responds to internal motives, the persuasion of others, etc. rather than mere physical causation. It is through these appropriate causes that God works to govern the mental creation.
6. Miracles

a. Chapter (416-423)

(1) What is a miracle?  
Answer: Shedd defines a miracle as an “extraordinary” divine action. The important point here is that the miracle is not a more difficult action for God, nor is it even a different kind of working. It is merely a different working than usual. Ultimately, the “natural” is just as miraculous as the “miraculous,” and the “miraculous” is just as natural (to God) as is the “natural.” They both rest on the same foundation, which is God’s working in nature and sustaining the forces of nature according to his good pleasure. The sole difference between the two is that the laws of nature are those workings of the physical universe which God has chosen to make relatively uniform, whereas the miraculous are those actions in which God suspends the ordinary working of natural laws. It would be inaccurate to say that miracles are violations of laws of nature, for this would be to say that the forces themselves began to accomplish something other than their usual effects. Nor would it be accurate to say that miracles are the result of a higher law of nature that is occasionally revealed. The whole point of a miracle is that it does not take place mechanically—that it does not conform to a scientific “law”—but that it is spontaneous and not naturally caused. Shedd notes that miraculous action should be expected of a personal deity. The pantheists’ material deity implies the dominance and control of mechanistic matter over the mind, and hence an absence of miracles, but a personal God should be expected to innovate occasionally at His pleasure simply by virtue of having personality. 

(2) Why does God perform miracles?
Answer: In short, God performs miracles whenever it is best suited to achieve His purposes. This is the case with all of God’s workings. They are all directed by God’s all-wise plan to best achieve His intentions for the universe. God is pleased to work for the most part through regular laws, because this is the means most suited to His ends. It should be remembered, though, that the laws themselves are His creations, not external forces to which He is indebted. And because it is His pleasure to work regularly, one should not expect the miraculous to happen frequently or to be used extravagantly. But that does not imply that a regular working by natural laws is always the means most suited to God’s purposes. When He wishes to act more quickly or decisively than natural laws admit, He will work miraculously, for instance, to destroy the wicked world in the flood, or to incarnate God the Son as savior of mankind.  

(3) What is the single best argument Shedd offers to refute those who reject the idea of miracles?
Answer: Shedd offers several arguments against those who claim that miracles are impossible. First, to Hume’s argument that miracles contradict the uniform experience of mankind, he points out that, far from being an argument, this is simply begging the question at issue. He adds that such a claim would have to involve absolutely universal experience of every particular circumstance, a degree of experience that no man or set of men could possibly possess. Further, he adds that while science demonstrates that the material world cannot produce a miracle, this finding is unrelated to the question of whether anything else outside the material world is capable of doing so. Third, he notes that to admit the possibility, but not the demonstrability, of miracles is tantamount to denying them and is therefore logically inconsistent.
Shedd’s most compelling argument is his exploration of the sort of experience that would be required to deny the possibility of miracles. The utterly overwhelming character of the investigation that would be necessary to justify such a claim makes the claim absurd, since it is so obviously beyond human capability. An individual’s own experience is not definitive, nor is that of a group of people, or even that of all people in an entire century of human existence. Every particular must be examined. The experience of every person who ever lived must be taken into account, to see if any person, anywhere, at any time, observed an event take place that cannot be accounted for by the laws of nature. One miraculous observation will validate the possibility of miraculous occurrences. Therefore, Hume’s astonishingly arrogant claim falls into complete disrepute when honestly examined, buried beneath a mountain of anonymous individuals of whose highly relevant experiences Hume is completely ignorant.  
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