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ABSTRACT
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Dissertation
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Title: THE CONCEPT OF DIVINE LOVE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE GOD-WORLD
RELATIONSHIP

Name of researcher: John C. Peckham
Name and degree of faculty adviser: Fernando Canale, Ph.D.

Date completed: July 2012

The love of God is central to God’s relationship to the world. This dissertation addresses
the conflict of interpretation between the transcendent-voluntarist and immanent-experientialist
models regarding divine love in the context of the God-world relationship by applying a
canonical methodology. Chapter 1 introduces the background, purpose, problem, scope, and plan
of study as well as the final-form canonical theological method employed in the investigation.
Chapter 2 briefly surveys the historical theology of love, tracing the central conceptions of divine
love and the God-world relationship by selected, highly influential thinkers. Chapter 3 presents
and analyzes the irreconcilable interpretations of divine love in relation to the world, and the
ontologies that ground them, in the transcendent-voluntarist and immanent-experientialist models.
In the former model, divine love is a unilateral, unmotivated, willed benevolence, while in the
latter model divine love is essentially relational, emotional, and primarily passive. Subsequently,

a sample of recent reactions to both models demonstrates the current dissatisfaction regarding the



conflict of interpretations, indicating the potential for paradigm change in the theological model
of interpreting God's love to the world.

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 shift to the investigation of a canonical and systematic model which
addresses the issues raised by the conflict of interpretations through the identification and
explanation of five primary aspects of God’s love in relation to the world derived from inductive
examination of the canon: the volitional, evaluative, emotional, foreconditional, and multilaterally
relational aspects. Chapters 4 and 5 present the data from a canonical investigation of the data
regarding divine love in the OT and NT respectively. The material from the biblical investigation
of divine love is utilized to construct a model of divine love that addresses the conflict of
interpretations seen in chapters 2 and 3. Chapter 6 summarizes and explains the broad outline of a
canonical and systematic model of divine love in relation to the world, with implications for
divine ontology and the nature of God’s relationship to the world. The dissertation concludes by
summarizing the findings and conclusions of the study and making some recommendations for

further study.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background

What is the nature of divine love? The importance of this question is apparent by way of
the prominence of the concept of divine love in diverse paradigms, worldviews, and theological
systems. Many theologians consider divine love to be a central component of God’s
nature/character, if not the very essence of God itself. Accordingly, the conflict of interpretations
regarding the nature of divine love has large repercussions in the wider doctrine of God and
systematic theology. However, there are significant conflicts in contemporary theology with
regard to the nature of divine love, the very definition of which is prone to considerable semantic
and conceptual ambiguity." While conceptions of divine love vary widely across a vast spectrum,
the primary features of the debate over divine love may be illuminated by examination of the
differences between two prominent and recent models of divine love in contemporary theology,

which I have called the transcendent-voluntarist and immanent-experientialist models.?

! Many have recognized this lack of clarity. “Christian theologians have themselves been
somewhat indifferent—inattentive, neutral—with regard to the concept of the love of God, if we are to
judge from their often oblique, indistinct, or awkward treatments of the subject.” Kevin J. Vanhoozer,
“Introduction: The Love of God—Its Place, Meaning, and Function in Systematic Theology,” in Nothing
Greater, Nothing Better: Theological Essays on the Love of God (ed. Kevin J. Vanhoozer; Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 2001), 1. “Talk of the love of God, and indeed any Christian talk of God, is anything but
self-explanatory, despite the ease with which theologians are wont to use familiar phrases.” George M.
Newlands, Theology of the Love of God (Atlanta: John Knox, 1981), 136.

% The transcendent-voluntarist model depicts a form of classic theism and the immanent-
experientialist model represents a form of panentheism. Since neither classic theism nor panentheism is a
monolithic category (that is, there are other conceptions that fit within classic theism and panentheism), |
have identified these models more narrowly. Of course, there are also numerous other models that would
not fit within either of these models nor under classic theism or panentheism. However, the issues raised by
these two models are issues that must be addressed in any model of divine love that pays attention to the
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The transcendent-voluntarist model is, in many ways, an offspring of the classical
doctrine of God, which described God as utterly transcendent and incapable of pathos. This
model of divine love emphasizes the distinction between God and the world, specifically,
sovereignty and transcendence. The contemporary proponents of this model reject emotionless
impassibility, yet find difficulty in reconciling God’s love with the sovereignty and immutability
of God’s will.? For this model, love originates in the sovereign will of God.* God’s love is not
merited or elicited by humans, but is totally gratuitous, nearly identical with grace. Accordingly,
God’s love is unmotivated by external factors, and human love toward God does not bring him
value.® The immanent-experientialist model, on the other hand, stresses that divine love is
relational, emotional, and supremely affected.® This model of divine love emphasizes the
immanent and essential relationship of God with the world. Proponents of this model claim that
the problem with the classical view of divine love is a metaphysic which fails to allow for

dynamic, relational, and reciprocal love. ’ In contrast, this model posits a loving relationship of

contemporary debate.

% Donald A. Carson frames the issue well when he asks, “What does such love look like in a God
who is omnipotent, omniscient, sovereign, and transcendent (i.e., above space and time)?” The Difficult
Doctrine of the Love of God (Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway Books, 2000), 45.

* «“God’s agape is comprehended in voluntary relationships that stem from his creative and
compassionate personality. As represented in the Bible God’s love presupposes the exclusive voluntary
initiative of the sovereign divine being whom no external power can manipulate.” Carl F. H. Henry, God,
Revelation, and Authority (6 vols.; Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1976), 6:349. This love is inherently rational
and primarily volitional.

® “Here the Lover does not seek to satisfy some personal lack or to remedy an inner need, for God
has none, but bestows a benefit on the one he gratuitously loves.” Ibid., 343. The love of God is the
motivation of His redemptive work, but it is a purely internal motivation. “We do not bring anything
valuable to God—in fact, we acquire value only because we are the recipients of his love.” Leon Morris,
Testaments of Love: A Study of Love in the Bible (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1981), 142.

® The mutuality of such love is stressed as Charles Hartshorne states, “To love is to rejoice with
the joys and sorrow with the sorrow of others. Thus it is to be influenced by those who are loved.” A
Natural Theology for Our Time (La Salle, 1l1l.: Open Court, 1967), 75.

" «Using the word ‘love’, they emptied it of its most essential kernel, the element of sympathy, of
the feeling of others’ feelings. It became mere beneficence, totally unmoved (to use their own word) by the
sufferings or joys of the creatures. . . . A heartless benefit machine is less than a friend.” Charles
Hartshorne, Omnipotence and Other Theological Mistakes (Albany: State University of New York, 1984),
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“communion in freedom” which changes the participants.® Thus, God’s love is in the shared
experience of suffering (pathos) with the world. Not only is God free but the world is free: “there
is an aspect of real chance in what happens” since freedom is seen as the only context for
authentic love.’

These models depict mutually exclusive conceptions of love as well as mutually
exclusive ontologies of God. Moreover, as shall be examined below, the concept of divine love of
both models is a logical outgrowth of their respective, competing, divine ontologies. This
amounts to an impasse at the level of fundamental theology. In what way, then, could such an
impasse be addressed in a productive manner, not only with regard to these models but with
regard to the wider issue of divine love? On what basis should theologians decide whether God
should be conceived as the Sovereign Will, as the self-surpassing surpasser of all, or as something
in between? Many models of love tend to move from divine ontology to particular divine
characteristics, the latter being constrained and shaped by the former. However, what if a
canonical methodology was applied that afforded epistemological primacy to Scripture, sought
the particular characteristics of God therein and, only then, asked: What is God like? This
dissertation will do just that by taking the central issue of the nature of divine love and seeking a

canonical model which then might shed light on the wider doctrine of God.

29. For this model, agape and eros “are not necessarily opposed.” Daniel Day Williams, The Spirit and the
Forms of Love (New York: Harper & Row, 1968), 9.

8 D. D. Williams, Spirit, 3. “But we do not love unless our personal being is transformed through
the relation to the other.” 1bid., 117. “God and the nondivine creatures genuinely participate in the free self-
creation of one another.” Mark Lloyd Taylor, God Is Love: A Study in the Theology of Karl Rahner
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 345.

® Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 18. “The traditional assertion that the will of God is the ultimate cause
of every event cannot be preserved without qualification, because a will which allows no effective power to
any other cannot be a loving will.” D. D. Williams, Spirit, 128. Moreover, “predestination, in the sense of
determination by something less than personal will, would destroy the meaning of love.” Ibid., 116.



Problem Statement

The concept of the love of God occupies an important place within the doctrine of God,
with abundant implications regarding theology proper and, consequently, wider systematic
theology. The specific problem to be addressed in this dissertation is the significant contemporary
theological conflict regarding the precise nature of divine love. The transcendent-voluntarist and
immanent-experientialist models assert irreconcilable interpretations of divine love in the context
of the God-world relationship. In the former model, divine love is a unilateral, unmotivated,
willed benevolence, while in the latter model divine love is essentially relational, emotional, and
primarily passive. The nature of the conflict between these two models highlights the primary

issues regarding the nature of love throughout contemporary theology.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this dissertation is to address the conflict of interpretation between the
transcendent-voluntarist and immanent-experientialist models regarding the conception of divine
love within the context of the God-world relationship. Specifically, this research seeks to analyze
the nature of the conflict of interpretations between the two representative models, investigates
the source and causes of that conflict, and applies a canonical method as a means to address the

conflict of interpretations and better understand the broader issue of divine love.

Scope and Delimitations
A comprehensive investigation of the historical theology of divine love is beyond the
scope of this dissertation. Accordingly, after a brief survey of the historical theology of love by
way of a few major exemplars, the issues will be addressed within models which themselves will
be approached through highly regarded representatives of the respective positions, along with

selected input from other proponents.’® Carl F. H. Henry will represent the transcendent-

1% The use of models as an aid to grasping and dealing with major streams of thought is well
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voluntarist model due to the immense influence and wide impact of his theology.™ Charles
Hartshorne will represent the immanent-experientialist model, since his highly influential view of
process ontology is laid out extensively in direct opposition to classical ontology.*> Exemplars of
other, nuanced positions will also be engaged. An exhaustive analysis of these theologians will
not be attempted. Rather, the focus of the analysis will be on their expressed concept of divine
love with emphasis on the God-world relationship.

Rather than approaching the entire conception of love, or even that of divine love, this
dissertation is interested specifically in the love of God in the context of the God-world
relationship. Metaphysical, ontological, and epistemological issues will be addressed only as they
relate to the conception of divine love. Moreover, the large and growing field of trinitarian
theology is not the focus of this study. Intra-trinitarian theology is addressed to the extent that it
sheds light on the nature of God’s love in relationship to the world. Although the reality of intra-
trinitarian divine love entails vital information, the nature and operation of this love is secondary,

in this research, to the love between God and other than God. Moreover, the loving actions of

attested. For instance, David Tracy comments that the use of models becomes imperative due to the
complex situation of theology and thus “a widely accepted dictum in contemporary theology is the need to
develop certain basic models or types for understanding the specific task of the contemporary theologian.”
David Tracy, Blessed Rage for Order: The New Pluralism in Theology (New York: Seabury Press, 1975),
22. D. D. Williams employs a similar methodology, with regard to historical analysis, to this topic of divine
love which he calls a “typological method” as “an instrument of analysis . . . to sharpen and organize
significant aspects of the data.” Spirit, 52. Excellent examples of a similar use of models or types include
Vincent Briimmer, The Model of Love: A Study in Philosophical Theology (Cambridge, N.Y.: Cambridge
University Press, 1993); Avery Dulles, Models of Revelation (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1992); Justo L.
Gonzélez, The Story of Christianity: The Early Church to the Present Day (Peabody, Mass.: Prince Press,
1999); and H. Richard Niebuhr, Christ and Culture (New York: Harper, 1951). For a further discussion of
the use of models, see Max Black, Models and Metaphors: Studies in Language and Philosophy (Ithaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1962); Frederick Ferré, Language, Logic and God (New York: Harper,
1961); and lan T. Ramsey, Models and Mystery (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964).

1 In his six-volume work God, Revelation, and Authority, C. F. H. Henry explicitly lays out both
his ontology and his conception of divine love thus providing excellent material to explore the
interrelationship of ontological suppositions and the meaning and nature of divine love. The contours of his
thought on these issues are representative of the scholars in the transcendent-voluntarist model.

12 Moreover, Hartshorne adopts love as the central category of being and explicitly identifies this
with the nature of God in numerous discussions. His thought forms much of the foundation that other
scholars of the immanent-experientialist model build on.
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God are not focused upon due to the lack of an objective way to delimit which actions would
receive treatment. Indeed, one could make the case that all God’s actions are loving. That is,
God’s actions are always good and appropriate to the state of affairs in accordance with his love.
It should be noted here, then, that God’s love is consistently manifested in action throughout the
canon, though such actions are not identical with love itself. In this work, actions appear as they
relate to the specific questions of this dissertation.

The investigation of canonical data will be limited to information that relates to the
conception of divine love in relationship to the world. Accordingly, the texts to be examined will
be selected in relationship to questions that directly bear on integral aspects of the transcendent-
voluntarist and immanent-experientialist models."® Furthermore, a full exegesis of each text will
not be attempted, nor will this dissertation attempt to produce an exhaustive conception of divine
love. Rather, this study is limited to the articulation of the outline of a biblical model that may

serve as a blueprint of divine love in the God-world relationship.*

Plan of Study
Methodological Steps

The first methodological goal will be an analytical description of each model’s view of
divine love in order to clearly identify the conflict of interpretation. The second methodological
goal will seek to uncover the causes that are explicitly or implicitly involved in the construction
of these two conceptions of divine love in the context of the God-world relationship. Closely
related to the main conflict of these models are the issues of divine ontology. The nature of God

and God’s relationship to the world has come under increasing debate in scholarship, which has

3 These questions are extracted from the conflict of interpretations investigated in chapter 3. See
the brief discussion of these questions below in this chapter.

4 Such a model will outline the contours of divine love in a systematic manner and will serve as a
heuristic tool, with the recognition that it will not be exhaustive and includes the potential for distortion. In
this way, the model itself is open to and encourages revision based on the implications of continued biblical
research by myself and others.



pointed out the vital importance of underlying ontological suppositions.*® Furthermore, it is
increasingly recognized that by nature, conceptions of divine love are directly related to these
ontological suppositions.'® This suggests the possibility that conceptions of divine love may be
by-products of the underlying epistemology and ontology, which themselves are often derived

from presupposed philosophical systems.'” Both the transcendent-voluntarist and immanent-

15 Theologians are increasingly recognizing that “talk of God is dependent on a concept of the
world, which can be established only through metaphysical reflection.” Wolfhart Pannenberg, Metaphysics
and the Idea of God (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1990), 6. The call for ontological work has long
existed in philosophical works. For an overview see Henry Ruf, ed., Religion, Ontotheology, and
Deconstruction (New York: Paragon House, 1989). Process theologians have been quite vocal in criticizing
the ontological issues of classical theism. See, for instance, Charles Hartshorne, Omnipotence and Reality
as Social Process; Studies in Metaphysics and Religion (New York: Hafner, 1971). Distinct from this
philosophy, Fernando Canale criticized the ontological presuppositions in theology in A Criticism of
Theological Reason: Time and Timelessness as Primordial Presuppositions (Berrien Springs, Mich.:
Andrews University Press, 1987). More recently he has called specifically for attention to ontology in the
construction of theology in “The Quest for the Biblical Ontological Ground of Christian Theology,”
Journal of the Adventist Theological Society 16 (2005): 1-20. Open theism has also lodged a critique
against the dependence of the doctrine of God on Greek philosophical suppositions, specifically relating to
the nature of God. See Clark H. Pinnock et al., The Openness of God: A Biblical Challenge to the
Traditional Understanding of God (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1994), and Clark H. Pinnock, Most
Moved Mover: A Theology of God’s Openness (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, 2001). Colin E.
Gunton states that “it is one of the tragedies—one could almost say crimes—of Christian theological
history that the Old Testament was effectively displaced by Greek philosophy as the theological basis of
the doctrine of God.” Act and Being: Towards a Theology of the Divine Attributes (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 2003), 3. Cf. Jaroslav Pelikan, The Christian Tradition: A History of the Development of
Doctrine (5 vols.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971), 1:53. Gerald Bray, a classical theist, is
aware of the ontological issues regarding the doctrine of God but claims that classical theism has not been
corrupted by Greek thought in Gerald Lewis Bray, The Doctrine of God (Contours of Christian Theology 2;
Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1993). Another classical theist, Norman Geisler, also recognizes a
connection but argues for the usage of classical categories in Thomas Aquinas: An Evangelical Appraisal
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1991). The debate about the impact of ontological
presuppositions is ongoing. Cf. Kevin J. Vanhoozer, Remythologizing Theology: Divine Action, Passion,
and Authorship (Cambridge Studies in Christian Doctrine 18; New York: Cambridge University Press,
2010).

' D. D. Williams states, “In Christian faith all thought about love leads to the nature of God, and
therefore the reconception of love leads to the question of the being of God.” Spirit, 90. Others concur that
a “new paradigm for contrasting the love of God entails nothing less than a revision of the God-world
relationship itself, which is to say, a revision of the whole of theology.” Vanhoozer, “Introduction,” 3.
Moreover, “an exploration of the content of the concept of love opens up wide theological questions
relating to the being of God and the nature of human being in relation to God.” Gary D. Badcock, “The
Concept of Love: Divine and Human,” in Nothing Greater, Nothing Better: Theological Essays on the Love
of God (ed. Kevin J. Vanhoozer; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2001), 31.

" The concept of divine love holds many implications in the realm of metaphysics. Conversely,
metaphysics is capable of dominating the concept of divine love. Of prime significance is the nature of
reality, specifically the nature (ontology) of God. Ontological suppositions may easily determine one



experientialist models repeatedly employ ontological language in their descriptions of divine
love. In this way, both appeal to ontological suppositions, whether explicitly or implicitly, to
support and express their respective conceptions of divine love.*® Therefore, the conflict of
interpretation regarding the conception of divine love seems to spring from a deeper, underlying
conflict of ontological interpretations about the being of God and God’s relation to the being of
the world.

The present conversation about divine love is by no means limited to these two models
(as shall be seen in chapter 3) and a survey of this issue suggests significant dissatisfaction with
the status quo. The growing interest and research regarding ontological suppositions in theology,
coupled with the contemporary conflicts regarding divine love specifically, signifies the emergent
potential for a paradigm change as it relates to this issue.

As a third methodological goal, this dissertation proposes to seek a way out of the
conflict of interpretations on divine love by analyzing the biblical data regarding divine love.
This will consist of a fresh study of the biblical text regarding divine love, which does not assume
either ontology of models in question, but rather, intentionally brackets out (epoché) extra-
biblical ontological presuppositions relating to divine love." This should expose a model of

divine love, situated within an ontology that is implied in the Bible, which may help overcome

concept of divine love and preclude another. Accordingly, certain aspects of divine love may call for a
revision of ontological suppositions. In the unraveling of these issues, methodology plays a prime role.

'8 In the immanent-experientialist model such language is explicitly and intentionally used to
critique the classical ontology. The transcendent-voluntarist model may not explicitly identify the
underlying assumptions of God’s timelessness and perfection with ontology. Nevertheless, whether used
implicitly or explicitly, underlying conceptions regarding God’s nature are, by definition, ontological.

19 Epoché refers to suspension of judgment and is used philosophically to describe the intent to
describe phenomena apart from presuppositions. Farber states on such a method “phenomenological
reduction makes possible the final elucidation of all elements of knowledge and experience by enabling us
to get back and to the bottom of all presuppositions” which “makes possible a truly descriptive
philosophy.” Marvin Farber, “The Ideal of a Presuppositionless Philosophy,” in Philosophical Essays in
Memory of Edmund Husserl (ed. Marvin Farber; New York: Greenwood, 1968), 62. For a further
discussion of epoché see Edmund Husserl, Cartesian Meditations (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1965).



the theological conflict. This inverts the prevalent order by investigating the nature of divine love
prior to the supposition of a pre-existing and developed ontology.” In the interpretation and
analysis of the biblical data, a final-form canonical approach will be utilized, which will employ
tota scriptura on the concept of divine love.” In this way, the canon as a whole will provide the
content for a model of divine love which sheds light on an implicit biblical ontology and provides

implications for the God-world relationship.

Annotated Outline

After this chapter, the study continues in chapter 2 with a brief historical survey of divine
love which traces the central conceptions of divine love and the God-world relationship by a few
selected, highly influential, thinkers. Next, in chapter 3, the exemplars of the transcendent-
voluntarist and immanent-experientialist models will be engaged to analyze their views on divine
love in relation to the world as well as the ontologies that ground their conceptions. Subsequently,
a sample of recent reactions to both models will demonstrate the current dissatisfaction regarding
the conflict of interpretations, indicating the potential for paradigm change in the theological
model of interpreting God’s love to the world. In chapters 4, 5, and 6 the study will shift to the
investigation of a canonical and systematic model that addresses the issues raised by the conflict
of interpretations. Chapters 4 and 5 present the data from an extensive canonical investigation of
the data regarding divine love in the OT and NT respectively. The material from the biblical

investigation of divine love is then utilized in the construction of a model of divine love that

% As Vanhoozer notes, “There has been a tendency in Western theology to discuss the divine
attributes—the properties or qualities that make God God—in abstraction from the biblical stories about
God’s speaking and acting in the history of Israel and Jesus Christ.” Remythologizing, 70. In his project to
remythologize theology Vanhoozer asks: “What must God be like in order to do what the Bible depicts him
as doing with words: creating, commanding, promising, consoling?” Ibid., 3. This work asks a similar
question with regard to the nature of divine love.

2! This approach looks for a unified worldview (specifically on divine love) that may be
discovered in the biblical data, due to a belief in the inherent unity of Scripture, due to its divine revelation
and inspiration. This methodology will be discussed in more detail below.



addresses the conflict of interpretations seen in chapter 3. Chapter 6 will then reveal the broad
outline of a canonical and systematic model of divine love in relation to the world, with
implications for divine ontology and God’s relationship to the world. Finally, the dissertation will

conclude with the summary, conclusions, and recommendations for further study.

Theological Method: A Final-Form Canonical Approach

In order to seek a systematic model of divine love that might address the issues raised by
the conflict of interpretations this study utilizes a final-form® canonical®® approach to systematic
theology.?* This approach accepts the biblical canon as the basis of Christian doctrine and thus

reserves epistemological primacy for the canon as divine self-revelation.”

22 A final-form approach means that the canonical text is approached in the extant form(s)
available due to the lack of access to a complete, original, final form. As such, attention is directed to the
received corpus of canonical texts and not to non-manuscript-based reconstructions of the text(s). At the
same time, the best findings of textual criticism in recovering the original text should not be excluded.

% Here, the “canon” refers to the 66 OT and NT books that are recognized most widely throughout
Christianity. While some may wish to include other books or traditions, the authority of the 66 books finds
wide agreement since the 39 OT books are accepted as canonical throughout Judaism and Christianity and
the 27 NT books are accepted across Christian denominations. | believe the 66 book canon has been
correctly recognized (intrinsic canon) but not determined by the community (community canon) as | have
described elsewhere. See John C. Peckham, “The Canon and Biblical Authority: A Critical Comparison of
Two Models of Canonicity,” TJ 28, no. 2 (2007): 229-49, and “Intrinsic Canonicity and the Inadequacy of
the Community Approach to Canon Determination,” Them 36 (2011): 203-15. Nevertheless, one need not
subscribe to this view of the scope of the canon in order to implement the approach suggested here.

24 Much of what follows in the description of the theological method of this dissertation is
dependent upon my article: John C. Peckham, “The Analogy of Scripture Revisited: A Final Form
Canonical Approach to Systematic Theology,” MAJT 22 (2011): 41-53.

2 Although it is beyond the scope of this work to justify the authority of Scripture in systematic
theology, there are plausible reasons for such a selection, not least of which is the conviction of the vast
majority of Christians who attribute some degree of authority to Scripture. Moreover, calls for further
collaboration of biblical theology in systematics have been growing. Here the selection of Scripture is
admittedly a presupposition, the validity of which is open to question; nevertheless it seems at least as valid
as any other starting point. In this regard, it is worth noting that postmodern epistemology has overcome the
strictures of logical positivism, thus opening an alternative to evidentialism, that of faith. As VVanhoozer
puts it: “Instead of making robust claims to absolute knowledge, even natural scientists now view their
theories as interpretations.” Kevin J. Vanhoozer, Is There a Meaning in This Text? (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Zondervan, 1998), 19. Cf. Fernando Canale, Back to Revelation-Inspiration: Searching for the Cognitive
Foundation of Christian Theology in a Postmodern World (Lanham, Md.: University Press of America,
2001), 9. As such, all epistemology requires the selection of a starting point. This is not to say that all
choices are equally adequate or valuable but, rather, that it is not necessary (and perhaps not possible) to
provide a defense of one’s epistemological starting point a priori. Therefore, as Canale states, “If the
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Canonical Correspondence and Coherence

Two criteria of adequacy pertain to this canonical approach: correspondence to the canon
and internal coherence.?® Canonical coherence seeks a system that is internally consistent and

lucid.? Such an approach entails a sympathetic reading of the canon where the congruity of

meaning of the ultimate framework for intelligibility rests on human choice, why not choose divine
revelation as available in Scripture?” Ibid., 10. Further, the objection that theism should not be selected as a
starting point also founders in light of postmodern epistemology since, as Anthony C. Thiselton points out,
“non-theism or positivism is no more value-free than theism.” “Canon, Community, and Theological
Construction,” in Canon and Biblical Interpretation (ed. Craig G. Bartholomew et al.; Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Zondervan, 2006), 4. This is not necessarily the same as epistemological presuppositionalism, a
perspective that nevertheless is of interest and could be compatible with this approach. See Cornelius Van
Til, A Christian Theory of Knowledge (Philadelphia: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1969), and Gordon Haddon
Clark, Religion, Reason, and Revelation (2d ed.; Jefferson, Md.: Trinity Foundation, 1986). C. F. H. Henry,
the exemplar of the transcendent-voluntarist model, explicitly adopts Scripture as the ground of theology
saying: “The legitimacy of what we may say about God’s being, essence, nature, substance, attributes, or
whatever else, stems solely from the living God who makes himself known and from the divinely inspired
Scriptures.” God, Revelation, 5:49. On the other hand, Hartshorne (the exemplar of the immanent-
experientialist model) does not himself recognize the normativity of the canonical text but does recognize
its potential (but not a priori validity) for theological reflection: “A theology which in principle accepts
revelation as affording knowledge to those able to assimilate it may have light to throw upon truths
otherwise likely or perhaps certain to be missed or seen less clearly.” Man ‘s Vision of God and the Logic of
Theism (Hamden, Conn.: Archon, 1964), 67. For him, however, nature “is the real ‘word of God’
concerning the general structure of the cosmos.” Omnipotence, 73.

The reservation of epistemological primacy for the canon as divine self-revelation contrasts with
the turn toward tradition/community for confessional systematic theology. In this conception, “legitimate
traditio, which recognizes the importance of the community as receptor and preserver, is built into the final
form canon itself.” Peckham, “Analogy,” 45. For a brief discussion of this approach in relationship to and
distinction from other canonical approaches such as those of Brevard Childs and James A. Sanders, see
ibid., 43-46. Cf. Thiselton, “Canon,” and C. F. H. Henry, “Canonical Theology: An Evangelical Appraisal,”
Scottish Bulletin of Evangelical Theology 8 (1990): 76-108. There | explain that my canonical approach
differs from that of both Brevard S. Childs and James A. Sanders in that it does not rely on speculative
reconstruction of the tradition history of the canonical text(s). See James A. Sanders, Canon and
Community: A Guide to Canonical Criticism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 67, and Brevard S. Childs,
Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980), 54. Further, | reject
Sanders’s view that the canon is fluid, agreeing with Childs that the focus of interpretation should be on the
final canonical form as a unified and interrelated document that is recognized, not determined, by humans.
See Sanders, Canon, 25, 31, 35, and Torah and Canon (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972), 17-20, and Childs,
Biblical Theology in Crisis (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1970), 105, 189-91, and “Sensus Literalis of
Scripture: An Ancient and Modern Problem,” in Beitrége Zur Alttestamentlichen Theologie: Festschrift
Fir Walther Zimmerli (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977), 80-93.

% Compare Grant R. Osborne’s criteria of validity according to his critical realism, including the
“criteria of coherence, comprehensiveness, adequacy, and consistency” and, he adds, durability. The
Hermeneutical Spiral: A Comprehensive Introduction to Biblical Interpretation (2d ed.; Downers Grove,
I1.: InterVarsity, 2006), 398.

%7 Coherence is a necessary but not sufficient criterion for adequacy since, short of exhaustive
knowledge, more than one system can at least appear to be internally coherent.
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diverse texts is sought without injury to the meaning of individual texts and pericopes. As a
starting point, then, this approach subscribes to the canon’s own claims to internal coherence and
thus looks for internal consistency “while conscientiously dealing with areas of perceived or
apparent tension.”?® The historical rationale for approaching the canonical text, written by
numerous different authors in different times and places, as mutually consistent and
complementary stems from the view that canonical texts were written from within the stream of
canon that preceded them such that their successive human authors were overtly influenced,
having their preunderstanding shaped by existing canon and consciously intended faithfulness to

preceding canonical writings.?® The theological rationale for such an approach affirms the

2 peckham, “Analogy,” 49. On the other hand, some have suggested that, for the sake of
legitimate, critical study, any presupposition of the truthfulness of the text should be set aside. See John
Barton, The Nature of Biblical Criticism (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 2007). However, why
not first look for the coherence and consistency in the text, not assuming it uncritically, but looking for it
rigorously? It seems that a decision to approach the text in this manner is no less arbitrary than the decision
to expect incongruence in the text. Where apparent problems arise they should be duly noted and not
glossed over but oftentimes even these, in light of further examination, do not rule out overall consistency
(not simplistic identicality). In this way, the diversity and polyphony of the text does not necessarily equate
with a cacophony of voices. Daniel J. Treier, “Scripture, Unity of,” Dictionary for Theological
Interpretation of the Bible (ed. Kevin J. Vanhoozer et al.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, 2005),
733. On the other hand, James Sanders contends, “Consistency is a mark of small minds.” Canon, 46.
However, the rush to judgment of naiveté or simplicity against those who look for unity and coherence in
the canon might be premature and at times may even rely upon a hyper positivistic and simplistic reading—
a kind of reverse proof-texting intended to prove disunity, which is no more helpful than the out-of-context
proof text in favor of consistency that ignores the textually conveyed and controlled intentions of the canon.
Indeed: “Critical scholarship in this sense is often more ‘literalistic’ than are conservative scholars in that it
often assumes that any so-called contradiction or difference between biblical writers removes the basis for a
deeper theological unity between them.” Osborne, Hermeneutical, 350. On the contrary, where tensions
arise there might be an “underlying unity,” despite a “different level of perception.” I. Howard Marshall,
New Testament Theology: Many Witnesses, One Gospel (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2004), 30. So
Osborne, Hermeneutical, 357. As such, the canon may be approached as a unified composition while
recognizing the diversity stemming from human authorship and various historical contexts. On the other
hand, one who does not subscribe to the divine revelation and/or inspiration of the canon may still follow
such an approach by (temporarily) suspending judgment about the congruity of the canon.

# This does not necessarily mean that congruity exists (though | believe it does), nor does it
exclude diversity and multivalency, but nevertheless points to the legitimacy of looking for coherence in
the canon since earlier parts of the canon provided the context and contributed to the shaping of later parts
of the canon. For example, when Isaiah writes and calls for correspondence to the “law and to the prophets”
he is appealing to the in-process “canon” as the context of proper prophetic speech (Isa 8:20). Thiselton
comments, “Intertextual resonances form part of the hermeneutic of the biblical traditions themselves.”
“Canon,” 5. Cf. Gerhard Maier, The End of the Historical-Critical Method (St. Louis, Mo.: Concordia,
1977), 71. The apparent congruity of the canon has been recognized elsewhere. Consider David Noel
Freedman’s hypothesis of a “Master Weaver or Editor who has skillfully woven into Israel’s history a
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canonical claim that Scripture is divinely revealed and inspired and is, as such, a unified (though
not monolithic) document; not merely the words of humans but the word of God (cf. 2 Tim 3:16;
1 Thess 2:13).* The canon itself contains numerous examples that provide the basis of something

like a canonical approach.™

message” such that the “the whole work, almost exactly half of the Hebrew Bible, was the end product of
[a] single mind or compiler (or a very small committee, like the one that produced the famous King James
Version of the Bible).” David Noel Freedman, Jeffrey C. Geoghegan, and Michael M. Homan, The Nine
Commandments: Uncovering a Hidden Pattern of Crime and Punishment in the Hebrew Bible (New York:
Doubleday, 2000), 1, 164. Contra Sanders who dismisses any “discreet genius” redactor or master weaver
hypothesis. Canon, 29-30. Consider also Hans W. Frei’s proposal of the unity of narrative, which gathers
Scripture as part of an overarching story, a realistic narrative in contrast to referential reading, in The
Eclipse of Biblical Narrative: A Study in Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century Hermeneutics (New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1974).

% Kermode proposes that “the books within the biblical canon form a ‘separate cognitive zone’
and are ‘interrelated like the parts of a single book.”” “The Canon,” in The Literary Guide to the Bible, 605-
6, quoted in Vanhoozer, Meaning, 134. Vanhoozer refers to the “Bible as a unified canonical whole,”
which should “ultimately count as a divine communicative work™ that comprises “the entire length and
breadth of the canon.” Remythologizing, 12. Cf. Charles J. Scalise, From Scripture to Theology: A
Canonical Journey into Hermeneutics (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1996), 64; Paul McGlasson,
Invitation to Dogmatic Theology: A Canonical Approach (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Brazos, 2006), 28; and
Neil B. MacDonald, Metaphysics and the God of Israel: Systematic Theology of the Old and New
Testaments (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, 2006). Maier contends that “biblical writers seek
consciously to recede into the background. They point away from themselves to God as the author of their
message.” Biblical Hermeneutics (Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway Books, 1994), 22. See also Treier, “Scripture,”
733. Consider also Nicholas Wolterstorff’s suggestion of a “unity behind the text,” that is, the canon
“authorized” as a work. “The Unity Behind the “Canon,” in One Scripture or Many? Canon from Biblical,
Theological, and Philosophical Perspectives (ed. Christine Helmer and Christof Landmesser; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2004), 220, 228. He has elsewhere proposed that God is Scripture’s ultimate
authorizer. See idem, Divine Discourse: Philosophical Reflections on the Claim That God Speaks (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1995).

%! The canonical writings themselves contain the notion of canon in the limited sense of “rule” or
“standard.” The intention recognized in the Bible to be read as canon does not itself prove its canonicity but
does provide the necessary condition for such a canonical approach. Many instances of the OT demonstrate
the intention for the writings to have a continuing, authoritative function like unto a rule or standard.
Perhaps the capstone statement comes from Isa 8:16, 20, “Bind up the testimony, seal the law among my
disciples” (Here and elsewhere, unless otherwise noted all biblical quotations are from the NASB). Verse
20 adds, “To the law and to the testimony! If they do not speak according to this word, it is because they
have no dawn.” Moses, per divine instruction (Exod 17:14), wrote the law and gave it to the priests (Deut
31:9) who were to assemble the people to encourage them “to be careful to observe all the words of this
law” (Deut 31:12). Cf. Josh 1:8; 23:6; 1 Kgs 2:3; Neh 8:8-18; 9:3. Throughout the OT, the prophets
continually called the people to “hear the word of the Lord” (Amos 3:1; Jer 2:4; Ezek 6:3; Hos 4:1).
Furthermore, over and over NT writers appeal to OT writings as authoritative (Rom 4:3), including Jesus
himself (Luke 10:26). In the NT, 2 Tim 1:13 exhorts to “retain the standards of sound words which you
have heard from me” (Cf. 2 Thess 2:15; 3:14; Titus 1:9; 2 John 9-10; Jude 3). Jesus counseled to hear his
words and do them, likening those who do to one who builds on the rock and one who does not to one who
builds his house on the sand (Matt 7:24, 26). Moreover, Jesus, on the road to Emmaus, utilizes Moses and
all the prophets to explain “the things concerning Himself in all the Scriptures” (Luke 24:27, 44; cf. Matt
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Beyond coherence, this approach seeks discernible correspondence to the canonical
data.* That is, this canonical and systematic approach seeks the maximum achievable
correspondence to the intention in the text that is discernible, demonstrable, and defensible.®® As
such, theological construction must not be isolated from exegetical considerations but based upon
them while at the same time taking care to avoid extra-canonical presuppositions that might
unduly affect interpretation.® The intention in the text is the effect of authorial (divine and
human) intent in writing that text but not identical to authorial intent. While the text
inscripturates, to some degree, authorial intention, one has only the effect of that intention (the

text) as object of investigation.® It is thus the job of the interpreter to find the intent that is

5:17-18). Elsewhere Jesus teaches that the Scriptures testify of him and that one who believes Moses
should believe him; conversely if one does not believe Moses it is clear why one does not believe him
(John 5:39, 46-47). Paul contends that he believes “everything that is in accordance with the Law and that
is written in the Prophets” (Acts 24:14; cf. 2 Cor 4:2). Moreover, belief is to be in accordance with the
gospel preached by the apostles, which is not their own message but itself received from the Lord (Gal 1:8—
12). In this way, the early Christians were “continually devoting themselves to the apostles’ teaching” (Acts
2:42; cf. Titus 3:8). In 1 Thess 2:13 it states, “we also constantly thank God that when you received the
word of God which you heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men, but for what it really is, the
word of God.” In Acts 17:11 the Bereans are commended for their commitment to the Scriptures, “for they
received the word with great eagerness, examining the Scriptures daily to see whether these things were
s0.” The importance of Scripture, its inspiration and essential function, is also unequivocally stated in 2
Tim 3:16 (cf. 2 Pet 1:19).

% The importance of correspondence to Scripture is widely recognized. For example, Wayne A.
Grudem states, “Theology should be explicitly based on the claims of Scripture.” Systematic Theology: An
Introduction to Biblical Doctrine (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1994), 15. Cf. Scalise, Scripture, 17.

* There is no method that will mechanically distinguish adequate interpretations from inadequate
ones. Thus, it is acknowledged that subjectivity as to what is adequate will remain, but the interpreter
attempts to provide interpretation that might be discernible by, and demonstrable to, others. Such
interpretations should continually be subjected back to the text in a hermenutical spiral.

* In this regard, see the discussion of hermeneutical and phenomenological exegesis below.

% However, the text itself is not identical to the complexity, comprehensiveness, and
exhaustiveness of the author’s intention including the author’s consciousness at the time of writing. Since
the author’s consciousness at the time of writing is not an available object of examination (indeed it is lost
even to the human author in subsequent moments), appeal to intent that is beyond or behind the text (that is,
not textually discernible) is speculative. So Jean Grondin, Introduction to Philosophical Hermeneutics
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1994), 73. This approach thus rejects the unfortunate
dichotomy between what the text meant and what the text means. The former is unrecoverable in its
entirety but is the cause of the text, itself the grounding of the latter. As such, the legitimate contemporary
meaning in the text cannot be separated from the original meaning in the text insofar as that can be
discovered. Consider the debate between Krister Stendahl and Avery Dulles on this issue, especially the
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preserved and discernible in the text and thereby interpret the meaning in the text, insofar as
possible.*® Accordingly, this approach adopts a hermeneutical (critical) realist perspective®’

“while recognizing that the interpreter brings his/her own horizon to the text such that explicating

latter’s concerns regarding the potential separation of biblical theology from systematics. Stendahl,
“Biblical Theology, Contemporary,” IDB, 1:425, and Dulles, “Response to Krister Stendahl’s Method in
Theology,” in The Bible in Modern Scholarship (ed. J. Philip Hyatt; New York: Abingdon, 1965), 210-216.
Cf. Osborne, Hermeneutical, 32. See also the compelling criticism of this distinction in favor of a canonical
biblical theology in Gerhard F. Hasel, “The Relationship between Biblical Theology and Systematic
Theology,” TJ 5 (1984): 113-27.

% While authorial intention is itself unrecoverable en toto “the text should be read with the
recognition that the author is the unquestioned cause of the text, which was itself written for some
purpose.” Peckham, “Analogy,” 50. Thus, as differentiated from reader response theories, a canonical
reading “shares a concern for the objective reality of the text and for its intentional direction and ruled
character.” Christopher Seitz, “Canonical Approach,” Dictionary for Theological Interpretation of the
Bible (ed. Kevin J. Vanhoozer et al.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, 2005), 100. Cf. Seitz, “The
Canonical Approach and Theological Interpretation,” in Canon and Biblical Interpretation (ed. Craig G.
Bartholomew et al.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 2006). See also Vanhoozer’s approach to the text as
a communicative act, based on the speech-act theory of Austin and Searle. Meaning, 26. Cf. Vincent
Brimmer, Theology and Philosophical Inquiry: An Introduction (Philadelphia: Westminister, 1982).
Therein Vanhoozer points out that pebbles formed by waves into words would not be considered text by
anyone. Rather, text requires an ordering agent, the author. Thus, for him, “‘the sense of the text’ is
logically inseparable from ‘the intention of the author.”” Meaning, 109.

%7 “The ‘hermeneutic realist’ holds that there is something prior to interpretation, something
‘there’ in the text, which can be known and to which the interpreter is accountable. By contrast, the
hermeneutic nonrealist (e.g., Derrida, Fish) denies that meaning precedes interpretive activity; the truth of
an interpretation depends on the response of the reader.” Vanhoozer, Meaning, 26. In other words,
hermeneutical realism believes that there is meaning in the text that exists objectively (independent of the
interpreter). Cf. Stephen Mailloux, ‘“Rhetorical Hermeneutics,” Critical Inquiry 11 (1985): 620-641, and E.
D. Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1967). Cf. Hans-Georg
Gadamer’s seminal view that meaning is not located merely in authorial intent but in a “fusion” of the
textual and interpreter’s horizons such that the reader cannot fully recover the meaning of the text
objectively since the interpreter’s horizon always contributes to the interpretation due one’s historically
effected consciousness (wirkungsgeschichtliches BewuBtsein), in Truth and Method (trans. Joel
Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshall; New York: Continuum, 2004). For a variation of the issue of the
horizon or intention of the text see Paul Ricceur, Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of
Meaning (Fort Worth: Texas Christian University Press, 1976), 30. While this canonical approach
recognizes that one’s interpretation is always more than the objective meaning of the text due to the horizon
of the interpreter, it insists that the interpreter’s horizon is not a valid contributor to meaning but should
continually be subjected to the text. Here, the search is for the meaning in the text, which is an important
nuance beyond the approach that seeks the determinate meaning of authorial intention itself. See C. F. H.
Henry, God, Revelation, 5:403, and Walter C. Kaiser, Toward an Exegetical Theology: Biblical Exegesis
for Preaching and Teaching (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1981), 32. Their view is largely in
keeping with the view of Hirsch in Validity. Such attempts to reach the author’s intent have been roundly
criticized; consider the seminal article by William K. Wimsatt and Monroe C. Beardsley, “The Intentional
Fallacy,” in The Verbal Icon: Studies in the Meaning of Poetry (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press,
1954), 3-18. For an excellent discussion of the various issues involved with regard to intention and the
location of meaning see Vanhoozer, Meaning.
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the meaning in the text is an imperfect, complex, and continual process, which the interpreter
must recognize and apply in an ongoing hermeneutical spiral.”* In this approach the text as
canon is always the source that the interpreter seeks to understand rather than replace as well as
the objective control to which interpretation seeks to conform. Accordingly, in the absence of
either internal coherence or canonical correspondence, the interpreter should return to the
canonical data to identify and correct any discrepancy.

Since this approach focuses on textual and intertextual interpretation of the canon as a
unified, literary document in accordance with the analogy of Scripture (analogia Scripturae) less
consideration is given to questions of introduction (isagogics) and more consideration to the
theological interpretation of Scripture.** Accordingly, the canonical approach includes exegesis as
a crucial starting point for the gleaning of biblical data but transcends its limitations, especially in
looking “beyond (without overlooking) the limits of individual texts and pericopes, toward the
entire canon.” It further transcends biblical theology insofar as that discipline refers to the
compilation and summary of an exegesis of particular books or themes. It includes such exegesis
and compilation of biblical data but utilizes that data in the quest for the “patterns and inner logic

of the texts in relation to the whole canonical text” without dismissing the complexity of the

% peckham, “Analogy,” 51. Here and elsewhere, I use the term “spiral” in Osborne’s sense to refer
to the process of going back and forth between various components (i.e., text and context, interpreter’s
horizon and the text’s horizon), which mutually correct one another, avoiding vicious circle and thereby
moving closer and closer to the intended meaning in the text. In this way, “continuous interaction between
text and system forms a spiral upward to theological truth.” Osborne, Hermeneutical, 392. That the text is
distinguished from its author and from its interpreter(s) should not lead to separation or autonomy, but
differentiation; what we have is the text, nothing more, nothing less. Thus the text is to be interpreted
without naively believing one’s interpretation always gets past one’s own limited horizon while
nevertheless seeking the horizon (the thought world) of the text, not to get behind the text but to make
sense of it. “The goal of understanding better, conceived in terms of an unreachable telos and the
impossibility of complete understanding, bears witness to the fact that the endeavor to interpret more
deeply is always worthwhile.” Grondin, Introduction, 71.

* This in no way excludes the importance of isagogics and other, related disciplines but simply
limits (at least at first) the focus of the canonical investigation to the text itself. See Meir Weiss, The Bible
from Within: The Method of Total Interpretation (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1984).

0 peckham, “Analogy,” 46.
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texts.** As such, the product of such a canonical approach is not merely an outline of biblical
data. Rather, the systematician asks theological questions of the canon and seeks text-based and
text-controlled answers from the canonical data itself rather than from extra-biblical sources or

presuppositions.*

Hermeneutical and Phenomenological Exegesis

This process is further clarified by Fernando Canale’s distinction between hermeneutical
and phenomenological exegesis.” Hermeneutical exegesis refers to the philological and historical
dimensions of the exegetical method, whereas phenomenological exegesis refers to interpretation
that goes beyond a particular pericope in seeking the canonical horizon that impacts the meaning
of the text(s).* As such, phenomenological exegesis utilizes exegetically derived canonical data
in order to uncover the first principles of reality that are implicit in the canon and, in so doing,
addresses the conflict between the interpreter’s presupposed (whether conscious or unconscious)

metaphysical framework and that which is constitutive of the internal logic of the canon by

*! Ibid. Canonical primacy here includes high regard for the canonical details, which means that
one should not flatten the meaning of individual texts in order to fit them within a broader system. Rather,
both limited texts and pericopes and broad, overarching readings are utilized to inform one another. All the
while, this approach recognizes that a method of analogy “can lead to an overemphasis on the unity of
biblical texts,” resulting in “‘artificial conformity’ that ignores the diversity of expression and emphasis
between divergent statements in the Bible.” Donald A. Carson and John D. Woodbridge, Scripture and
Truth (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1983), 361. Cf. James Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology: An
Old Testament Perspective (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1999); John Barton, Reading the Old Testament:
Method in Biblical Study (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1996); and Walter Brueggemann, Old
Testament Theology: An Introduction (Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon, 2008).

*2 That is, the answers to theological questions must be demonstrably derived from the canonical
data. On the importance of questions to meaning see Gadamer’s contention regarding the dialectic of
question and answer that makes up the ““hermeneutic urphenomenon’: ‘no assertion is possible that cannot
be understood as an answer to a question, and assertions can only be understood in this way.” Gadamer,
Truth, 11.

% See Canale, Revelation-Inspiration, 149.

* See ibid., 148. It is essential to note that this phenomenological method differs from the
ontological suppositions of Husserl, particularly his premise that reality is grounded in human perception.
Here phenomenological methodology responds to the need to continually criticize and re-form (and in this
way suspend) one’s preunderstanding on the basis of the engagement of the phenomena of the canonical
text.
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continually subjecting the interpreter’s horizon to the canonical horizon.* Accordingly, this
approach “brackets out [epoché], as much as possible, the interpreter’s preunderstanding in favor
of the preunderstanding required by the text in its pericope as well as the text as canon, thus

allowing the canon to provide its own metaphysical framework.”* In this way, phenomenological

*® As such, the first principles of theology are not presupposed or derived from existing
philosophical systems. Fernando Canale has correctly criticized the apparent priority given to philosophical
systems “as the main provider of the ‘system’ or intellectual framework for the development of Protestant
theology.” Revelation-Inspiration, 53. Similarly, Brevard S. Childs adds, “For systematic theologians the
overarching categories are frequently philosophical. The same is often the case for biblical scholars even
when cloaked under the guise of a theory of history.” Biblical, 158. Osborne similarly recognizes that “all
decisions are filtered through a network of tradition and preunderstanding, which itself exerts tremendous
influence on our interpretations and choices. To this extent, each decision we make is provisional, and we
must establish a continual dialogue between tradition and biblical text in the spiral upward to truth.”
Osborne, Hermeneutical, 396. Canale thus contends: “Inner coherence should drive Christian theology to
conceive and formulate its presuppositional structure employing a biblical rather than philosophical or
scientific interpretation.” Revelation-Inspiration, 149. Here, while the tools of philosophy, especially with
regard to questions and analysis, may be utilized, the “data” and “answers” of philosophical systems are not
afforded epistemological weight but always subjected to the canon. Compare Jay Wesley Richards’s
contention that the Christian doctrine of God must be derived “not simply from general metaphysical
intuitions . . . but from unique, contingent things that God has done in history and, in particular, in Jesus
Christ.” The Untamed God: A Philosophical Exploration of Divine Perfection, Immutability, and Simplicity
(Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2003), 30. He adds that such a concept of God must be biblically
normative and affirm the principle of perfection and the sovereignty-aseity of God. Ibid., 32-33. However,
what if the “Principle of Perfection” and/or the “Sovereignty-Aseity Conviction” conflicts with a canonical
ontology of God? On this, see the brief discussion of the way of eminence later in this chapter. As Maier
puts it: “Every hermeneutic will be grounded in certain metaphysical convictions. . . . The question is
‘which presuppositions are justified?” The question is ‘which assumptions are legitimate?”” Biblical, 46.

% Again, epoché refers to suspension of judgment and is used philosophically to describe the
intent to describe phenomena without presuppositions (see the brief discussion above). As Canale states,
“In this phase of data interpretation, exegetes and theologians cancel out all previously inherited theories
that could prove to be hindrances to the understanding of Scripture.” Revelation-Inspiration, 149. Osborne
adds, “The key is to ‘bracket’ out our own beliefs and to allow the other side to challenge our preferred
positions. This will drive us to examine the biblical data anew and to allow all passages on the topic to have
equal weight.” Hermeneutical, 373. In this vein, Vanzhoozer speaks of the interpreter “indwelling” the text,
which means that “interpreters pour themselves out, at least temporarily, for the sake of understanding the
other.” Meaning, 349. To be sure, despite the intent to overcome them, preunderstandings remain and that
is why the hermeneutical spiral is ongoing and never complete, ever moving toward a more canonical
metaphysical framework in place of the interpreter’s horizon. Thus, while looking at the text
hermeneutically to ascertain the textual intent (both divine and human) it also looks at the ontological
suppositions that provide the framework (environment) for the text’s communication. The understanding of
this implicit worldview will only add to, not reduce, the hermeneutical content. As such, this approach
contrasts with Sachkritik or content criticism, which makes the interpreter supplement the meaning of the
author. Here, the interpreter merely seeks the answers to metaphysical questions that the text requires,
which of course is a complex task considering there may be multiple metaphysical options that could fit a
text, which again magnifies the usefulness of the canonical context as a whole. For an Evangelical criticism
of Sachkritik see I. Howard Marshall, “An Evangelical Approach to ‘Theological Criticism,”” Them 13
(1988): 79-85. Likewise, this approach takes care to avoid the imposition of a “canon within the canon” in
favor of tota scriptura, cognizant of the criticism that all theological communities supposedly make use of
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exegesis complements, rather than excludes, hermeneutical exegesis by way of reciprocal
interdependence since the former keeps the canonical horizon in view while the latter’s focus on
individual verses and pericopes “contributes to and corrects the wider metaphysical framework”
of the interpreter in an ongoing spiral that does not subvert the multivalency of the text(s).*’
Therefore, these complementary categories of exegesis address the two hermeneutical circles
(that of the text and the interpreter as well as the canonical parts and whole) from the standpoint
of the epistemological primacy of the final-form canon for systematic theology.

Overall, this final-form canonical approach uses the canon as the theological source from
which answers are derived to theological questions toward the articulation of a coherent system
that corresponds to the text as nearly as achievable while continually subjecting the interpreter’s
horizon to that of the canon in a hermeneutical spiral. The extracted canonical and systematic
model is by no means the final word but remains secondary to the canonical text, which further
corrects the system by way of ongoing canonical investigation. “Hence, the system will never
exhaust the canonical text but endeavors to persistently move toward thorough correspondence
and rigorous inner coherence.”* Therefore, the model of divine love, sought in this study by way

of canonical investigation, intentionally moves away from presupposing an ontology grounded in

a canon within the canon. See Eugene Ulrich, “The Notion and Definition of “Canon,” in The Canon
Debate (ed. Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002), 29; James
D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament: An Inquiry into the Character of Earliest
Christianity (London: SCM, 1990), and “Has the Canon a Continuing Function?” in Canon Debate (ed.
Lee Martin McDonald and James A. Sanders; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002); and Barr, Concept.
Here, whatever community constructs that may function as a canon within a canon should be continually
corrected according to the canonical text itself.

*7 Peckham, “Analogy,” 53. In other words, “while looking at the text hermeneutically to ascertain
the textual intent” this canonical approach “also looks for the biblical ontological suppositions that provide
the framework for the text’s communication” such that “phenomenological exegesis and hermeneutical
exegesis function concurrently in an ongoing, reciprocally correcting manner.” Ibid., 52. Thus, while
“phenomenological answers are logically prior to hermeneutical ones, they are actually recognized from
within the ongoing, reciprocal, correcting task of interpretation.” Ibid., 52-53. Such a derived framework is
always open to, and should be continually subjected to, further analysis on the basis of canonical
investigation.

“® Ibid., 53.
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tradition(s) in search of rigorous correspondence to the text as canon.“® This is accomplished by
first ascertaining the canonical description of divine love and thereafter asking what must God be
like in order to cohere with the canonical description.” Thus, the prevalent order of presupposing
ontology then reasoning to divine characteristics is inverted by investigating the nature of divine

love prior to the supposition of a pre-existing and developed ontology.™*

Method of Investigation and Presentation of the Canonical Data

The canonical approach described above is implemented specifically with regard to the
scope and delimitations of this dissertation by first conducting an inductive reading of the entire
canon and grouping the data under the canonical rubrics of OT and NT. This reading analyzed

any texts and/or passages that might contribute to potential answers to the systematic questions

“° Of course, this approach does not rule out from the outset the possibility that the canonical data
could affirm an existing traditional viewpoint but merely does not assume the veracity of any particular
existing viewpoint. Further, this approach contrasts with the contention of Thomas Jay Oord that “the Bible
does not provide an internally consistent witness to love’s meaning. Biblical writers talk about love in
different ways and give it differing meanings. If love is to play the leading role in biblically oriented
Christian theology, an adequate theology of love must admit this diversity.” The Nature of Love: A
Theology (St. Louis, Mo.: Chalice, 2010), 12. To be sure, there is a great diversity regarding the meaning
and usage of love within the canon. However, | do not believe it is true that the canon is internally
inconsistent in this regard. Rather, as | hope to demonstrate, there is a consistent (though not monolithic or
simple) canonical view of divine love. In a canonical approach one is not at liberty to select one aspect of
love and declare it the “the meaning of love dominant in the biblical witness.” Ibid., 13.

%0 Compare Vanhoozer’s question, which he phrases in numerous ways throughout his project,
“What must God be like if he is actually the speaking and acting agent depicted in the Bible?”
Remythologizing, 23. Elsewhere, “What must God be in order truthfully to be represented as repenting,
grieving, compassionate?” Ibid., 50. Cf. ibid., 3, 13. He attempts to avoid ontotheology in favor of theo-
ontology, that is, to avoid “‘bad’ metaphysics” which impose “a system of categories on God without
attending to God’s own self-communication.” Ibid., 8. Cf. ibid., 36, 175. In his view, “the character, and
fate, of theism depends on how one relates biblical representations (the dramatic mythos) to metaphysical
conceptualizations (logos). Metaphysics plays a magisterial role (i.e., system-building) in ontotheology
(i.e., perfect being analysis). By contrast, a theo-ontology that hearkens first of all to God’s self-naming in
the biblical record (i.e., mythos) accords metaphysics the more modest, ministerial vole of conceptual
elaboration.” Ibid., 104. In this way, Vanhoozer has made a call to “reform metaphysics along biblical
lines,” which does not follow “the five speculative ‘ways’ of Aquinas . . . but the biblical account of the
‘ways’ of God.” Ibid., 9, 23.

*! By inverting the method in this way I propose that the particulars in the economy of God’s
revelation logically have epistemological priority. In other words, if we operate with a view of divine
revelation then it follows that we come to know about God by what he reveals, and he reveals himself in
particulars. Any ontology must take into account these particular revelations, rather than assuming a broad
ontology that necessitates strained interpretations of the particular revelation.
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raised by the conflict of interpretations in chapters 2 and 3, which revolve around the guestion of
whether divine love is unilateral or whether God and humans may share a reciprocal (though
unequal) relationship of love.* The data extracted from this reading were then analyzed and
grouped in an ongoing spiral, which included both narrowing and expansion of the data when
themes became more or less significant than originally thought.

Within this process, a number of prominent terms that hold significant implications for
potential answers to the systematic questions became apparent.> These were investigated from
the standpoint of a synchronic-canonical approach. Here the inherent limitations of semantic
studies with regard to systematic investigation are recognized, especially the fact that meanings of
words vary depending upon their context and usage. Accordingly, it is not the intention of these
semantic surveys to reduce the terms to simple definitions, nor to assume that a nuance of
meaning in one location can be extrapolated to all other occurrences of a given term (illegitimate
totality transfer). Rather, such surveys seek to identify and summarize the basic meaning denoted
by word groups as well as the polysemy and the multivalency of their semantic range and usage
within the canon in order to provide the crucial background for engaging the wider canonical
themes regarding divine love.

While the OT and NT data were investigated inductively, chapters 4 and 5 present the OT

and NT data deductively by grouping the pertinent content under five rubrics that respond to the

*2 Relative to this broad issue, five questions are identified in chapter 3 as standing at the center of
the conflict of interpretations. First, is God the sole giver but never the receiver? In other words, is divine
love only arbitrarily willed, pure beneficence (thematic agape), or may it include desire or enjoyment
(thematic eros)? Second, does God only bestow and/or create value or might he also appraise, appreciate,
and receive value? Third, does God’s love include affection and/or emotionality such that God is concerned
for the world, sympathetically or otherwise? Fourth, does God choose to fully love only some, or does he
choose to love all, or is he essentially related to all such that he necessarily loves all? Fifth, bound up with
this is the question of whether divine love is unconditional or conditional, ungrounded or grounded, and so
on. While these questions relate to the theological conflict of interpretations presented (especially in
chapter 3) the questions themselves were also shaped and altered by the canonical investigation itself.

> The terms included in this study have not been selected arbitrarily but in conjunction with the
inductive reading of the canon and the subsequent shaping of the canonical analysis. Further, as will be
seen in chapters 4 and 5, many such terms interrelate quite closely both semantically and thematically.
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systematic questions derived from the conflict of interpretations. As such, the order of
presentation differs from the order of investigation and it must be understood that such rubrics are
themselves derived from the canonical data and not presupposed. Under each of the five
categories the data are further organized according to the various sections of the OT and NT
canon. Such diacanonical presentation respects the canonical groupings of the text without
entering into the speculative field regarding the authorship and dating of specific passages and
texts.>* Of course, the large amount of data precludes an exhaustive presentation of its analysis.
As such, the thematic presentation in chapters 4 and 5 consists of but a survey of the research
conducted.

The data that make up chapters 4 and 5 are used to address the systematic questions
regarding the conflict of interpretations regarding the nature of divine love toward a canonical
and systematic model of divine love. This model is outlined and briefly explained in chapter 6
along with some implications for a wider ontology of God. In all, this dissertation does not
attempt to produce an exhaustive conception of divine love. Rather, this study is limited to the
articulation of the outline of a canonical and systematic model that may serve as a blueprint of
divine love in the God-world relationship. At the same time, the model itself is open to and

encourages revision based on the implications of continued canonical investigation.

Methodological Issues of the Canonical Investigation

With the broad framework of this canonical approach in mind it is necessary to address
some methodological issues that pertain to the canonical investigation of a systematic model of

divine love in particular: (1) accommodative language and figurative expressions, (2) the

* In each canonical section themes recur and serve the purpose of presenting aspects of divine
love from within their own canonical context, but also demonstrating, in retrospect, a striking continuity
throughout the canon with regard to the concept of divine love.
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treatment of data derived from the revelation of Christ incarnate, and (3) the agency of love and

ambiguous genitive constructions in the NT.

Accommodative Language and Figurative Expressions

All canonical language about God is necessarily accommodative language since all such
language corresponds to human language. What, then, is to be done with regard to the
applicability of canonical language to the nature of God as he actually is? Three approaches are
generally recognized. One might treat such language as if it applies to God univocally,
analogically, or equivocally. Since all available language is subject to the limitations and
imperfections of human beings, it does not seem that such language could apply strictly
univocally to God. On the other hand, if one receives the canon as divine self-revelation (as in
this approach) such language cannot be equivocal but must apply to God in some manner.*® In
this way, it is recognized from the outset that canonical language, as human (but not merely

human) language, is partially univocal and, in this way, analogical.*® Importantly, the precision of

*® As such, the supposition of the utter ineffability of God and the consequent apophatic theology
is rejected in favor of cataphatic, or positive, theology based on divine self-revelation, not least of which is
that manifest in the incarnate Christ. See Insole’s warning that apophatic theology also easily falls prey to
anthropomorphic projection. Christopher J. Insole, “Anthropomorphism and the Apophatic God,” Modern
Theology 17 (2001): 475-83. At the same time, humility about one’s understanding of God is nevertheless
maintained such that one recognizes the imperfection of one’s picture of God. C. F. H. Henry affirms the
“incomprehensibility” of God but not “God’s unknowability,” meaning that we have incomplete knowledge
of God. God, Revelation, 5:375. Nevertheless, it may be misleading (even if unintentionally so) to speak of
God as “wholly other.” The ontological and qualitative distinction between God as Creator and creatures is
to be maintained along with the recognition that humans were created in the image of God (imago dei) in
accordance with the canonical data on both points. Thus, Michael Scott Horton comments: “God is
therefore neither ‘wholly other’ nor ‘wholly identical’ to human experience.” Covenant and Eschatology:
The Divine Drama (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 2002), 8. Murray A. Rae likewise cautions:
“The reality of God’s personal presence with humanity must not be sacrificed to a form of deference for the
infinity and transcendence of God that would preclude us from speaking of God at all.”
“Anthropomorphism,” Dictionary for Theological Interpretation of the Bible (ed. Kevin J. Vanhoozer et
al.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, 2005), 49.

% By speaking of such language as both partially univocal and analogical it is recognized that the
language does not correspond perfectly to God (since the language is itself imperfect) but may correspond
to God to the extent that human language is capable in light of a common reality created by God and
experienced by creatures. That is, the canonical language used of God is analogical but, on the basis of the
canonical assertions themselves, much closer to being univocal than to being equivocal. Compare William
Alston’s argument for “partial univocity” of “divine and human action” by which he means there is “a

23



the correspondence between divine self-revelation in human language and God as he actually is
cannot be determined prior to the eschaton due to the epistemic distance (but not detachment)
between God and humans as well as human limitations and imperfections. In light of this, the
canon, as divine self-revelation in human (but not merely human) language, is the prime available
source of theology in the absence of direct divine self-revelation and, though it includes
analogical language, is nevertheless the trustworthy source and guide of theology (cf. 2 Tim
3:16).>” “For now we see in a mirror dimly, but then face to face; now I know in part, but then I
will know fully” (1 Cor 13:12).

In light of the fact that all available language is human, and thus accommodative, it must
be recognized that not all canonical language is intended literally, though one should take care to
not dismiss or “demythologize” language that is intended literally, especially by way of extra-

canonical presuppositions or pressures.”® On the contrary, some language is figurative whether by

partial overlap between concepts of divine and human action” such that there is “some commonality
between our thought of human and divine action and motivation.” “Divine and Human Action,” in Divine
and Human Action: Essays in the Metaphysics of Theism (ed. Thomas V. Morris; Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1988), 258, 266, 273. Cf. Horton, Covenant, 8, and Alan J. Torrance, “Analogy,”
Dictionary for Theological Interpretation of the Bible (ed. Kevin J. Vanhoozer et al.; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Baker Academic, 2005), 114-37. Pinnock similarly comments: “I do not take every biblical metaphor
literally but I do try to take them all seriously.” Mover, 62. In this regard, Vanhoozer writes: “Theological
pride overestimates the adequacy of human language and thought; theological sloth underestimates the
importance of responding to the provocations of God’s self-revelation.” Remythologizing, 16. The approach
taken here hopes to avoid both of these extremes of dogmatism and skepticism.

It is also highly interesting that C. F. H. Henry (the exemplar of the transcendent-voluntarist
model surveyed in chapter 3) generally requires “univocal meaning” in order to “avoid agnosticism and
skepticism” as well as “equivocation.” God, 5:87. He thus asks, “Does a relational likeness of goodness
when predicated of God and man make sense if its ascriptions to both the divine and the human have no
univocal overlap? When thus conceived the analogy of proportionality channels into equivocation and
hence into agnosticism.” 1bid., 5:86. However, elsewhere he asserts that “when all due allowance is made
for the literal and objective truth conveyed by figurative statements, divine repentance is itself an
anthropomorphic representation.” Ibid., 5:304. This, of course, requires a break from univocal language
about God. How, then, does he know what is “anthropomorphic” and what is “ontological teaching”?

> It is folly, therefore, to try to go behind the canonical data by way of other sources or human
reasoning since all such sources and reasoning are subject to the same limitations while also not the
products of divine inspiration. “All the language we use of God will be inadequate . . . yet the treasure is
entrusted—by God himself—to earthen vessels.” Rae, “Anthropomorphism,” 49.

%8 By literal I mean that “words are used literally when they are meant to be understood in their
primary, matter-of-fact sense” in contrast to figuratively or metaphorically. See G. B. Caird, The Language
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way of metaphor, idiom, hyperbole, and the like.*® It is not always easy to identify such language
but, to the extent that it can be identified, the interpreter should treat such language according to
the intention in the text with attention to the genre, context, and other textual and contextual clues
to its intended correspondence to its referent(s).

Within this context, one of the most pressing problems pursuant to a canonical and
systematic model of divine love is the issue of the interpretation of figurative expressions relative
to God’s nature and/or actions. In particular, the interpretation of so-called anthropomorphisms
and anthropopathisms is of crucial importance to a canonical approach to theology proper. An
anthropomorphism (anthropos + morphos) is the attribution of human form (or behavior) to a
non-human entity.®® Anthropopathisms (anthropos + pathos) more specifically ascribe human
pathos, emotions, to non-human entities when they do not possess such traits. In the realm of
theology, such monikers are often applied to particular canonical language in order to convey the
notion that such phraseology should not be taken to accurately depict God, that is, that such

language ascribes human characteristics to God that do not actually correspond to him.®

and Imagery of the Bible (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1980), 133.

*° This is not a judgment against the truth value of the language but a recognition of the intention
in the text, which is often figurative rather than literal. This is sometimes spoken of as interpreting the text
not by way of naive literalism but literarily, that is, with a view toward the maximum achievable
correspondence to text. See Osborne, Hermeneutical.

8 A broader definition is sometimes used that sees an anthropomorphism as “any attribution of
human characteristics to that which is not human.” Caird, Language, 172.

81 Examples of this interpretive maneuver abound, only a few of which will be mentioned here.
John W. Cooper states, “God does not learn, have his feelings aroused, or realize that he must revise his
plans. . . . Biblical assertions of God’s reactions are anthropopathic.” Panentheism, the Other God of the
Philosophers: From Plato to the Present (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, 2006), 332. Elsewhere,
H. A. Brongers speaks of divine jealousy as “a crude anthropopathism” from which the interpreter would
like to spare God. “Der Eifer des Herrn Zebaoth,” VT 13 (1963): 276. Cf. to a lesser degree, G. Sauer,
“R1p,” TLOT (ed. Ernst Jenni and Claus Westermann; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1997), 1147, and
Nathan M. Sarna, Exodus: The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translation (The JPS Torah
Commentary 2; Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1991), 110. Similarly, in response to passages
that speak of divine repentance Erickson comments: “Some of them are to be understood as
anthropomorphisms and anthropopathisms. They are simply descriptions of God’s actions and feelings in
human terms, and from a human perspective.” Millard J. Erickson, Christian Theology (2d ed.; Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 1998), 304. So C. F. H. Henry, God, 5:304. Wilson agrees and adds in this regard:
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Any dismissal of canonical language as anthropomorphic/pathic poses great difficulty for
a coherent theological method and is mutually exclusive to the final-form canonical approach
posited above.® Specifically, to dismiss the value of figurative language in illuminating the
nature of God a priori, because it is “human” language, runs into a number of problems. First, it
appears to overlook the fact that all language to which the interpreter is privy is human

language.® Indeed, as explained above, all divine self-revelation is accommodative. The fact of

“From man’s limited, earthly, finite perspective it only appears that God’s purposes have changed.” Marvin
R. Wilson, “ami,” Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament (ed. R. Laird Harris; Chicago: Moody,
1999), 570-1. Cf. William A. Dyrness, Themes in Old Testament Theology (Downers Grove, Ill.;
InterVarsity, 1979), 57, and Nathan M. Sarna, Genesis: The Traditional Hebrew Text with New JPS
Translation (The JPS Torah Commentary 1; Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1989), 47. Luther
took a similar position with regard to divine grief in Gen 6:7 stating: “Such an emotion is attributed to God,
not as though He were thus moved, but the holy prophets, Moses, and Noah conceived of Him in this way.”
Martin Luther, Luther’s Works (ed. Jaroslav Pelikan, Hilton C. Oswald, and Helmut T. Lehmann; 55 vols.;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1999), 17:358. Further he states, “One should not imagine that God has a heart or
that He can grieve. But when the spirit of Noah, of Lamech, and of Methuselah is grieved, God Himself is
said to be grieved. Thus we should understand this grief to refer to its effect, not to the divine essence.”
Ibid., 2:47. See also Calvin’s view of this with regard to Hos 11 below. Recently, Phillip R. Johnson
contended that though anthropopathisms “mean something we were meant to understand . . . we must also
confess that there is something they do not mean. They do not mean that God is literally subject to mood
swings or melancholy, spasms of passion or temper tantrums” for “absolute immutability is one of God’s
transcendent characteristics.” “God without Mood Swings,” in Bound Only Once: The Failure of Open
Rheism (ed. Douglas Wilson; Moscow, Idaho: Canon, 2001), 116.

82 To a large extent, the dismissal of so-called anthropomorphisms/pathisms is due to the desire to
avoid criticisms of God being anthropomorphized, that is, theology as merely the projection of humanity.
This issue of humans crafting God in their own image is not merely responsive to Feuerbachian criticisms
of projection but has been an issue from early on in Christian history. Thus, Vanhoozer states, “Cultured
Greeks like Plato and Aristotle had an aversion to anthropomorphism when myths attributed to gods things
that were immoral and shameful, such as theft or adultery.” Remythologizing, 60. Cf. Abraham Joshua
Heschel, The Prophets (New York: Perennial, 2001), 344-45, and Edwin M. Yamauchi,
“Anthropomorphism in Hellenism and in Judaism,” BSac 127 (1970): 212-22, and “Anthropomorphism in
Ancient Religions,” BSac 125 (1968): 29-44. In this regard, Hartshorne believes: “A well-meaning attempt
to purify theology anthropomorphisms purified it of any genuine, consistent meaning at all.” Omnipotence,
29. See also, in this regard, Edmond La Beaume Cherbonnier, “The Logic of Biblical
“Anthropomorphism,” HTR 55, no. 3 (1962): 187-206. However, the solution to the tendency toward
human projection in theology is not to try to remove “human” language but to purposefully do theology in
a way that rigorously corresponds to the canon. Thus, “if we are not to fall into the arms of Feuerbach at the
very first step . . . we must think of God as the subject.” Vanhoozer, Remythologizing, 21. Further, “unless
we accord priority to God’s own self-presentation in theodramatic activity, Christian theology is but smoke
and mirrors—a human projection of religious affections and special effects.” Ibid., 23.

% For example, “the classic understanding is that God speaks about himself anthropomorphically
or analogically all the way through Scripture—not just in a few places. In every noun, verb, and adjective
God has used to present Himself, certain notions of limitation and moral inadequacy apply to the human
world that must be deleted when we apply it to God.” “God vs. God: Two Competing Theologies Vie for
the Future of Evangelicalism,” Christianity Today 44, no. 2 (2000): 35. The problem is not with the
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accommodative language cannot then be used (in and of itself) to distinguish between canonical
(or any other) language that corresponds to God and that which does not. In other words, it is
inappropriate to sideline particular canonical language about God based on the premise that it
corresponds imperfectly to God as accommodative language since this is true of all available
language.® Second, such dismissal of canonical language as inappropriate to God appears to
assume that the interpreter already knows what God is like and can thus differentiate between
language that actually corresponds to God’s being and/or actions and that which does not.*® This
runs the risk of presupposing a doctrine of God rather than investigating it from the canonical

data.®®

recognition that divine revelation is accommodative but with the idea that the human should then “delete”
some of this information from one’s conception of God as if extra-canonical human language is more
appropriate to God. Vanhoozer comments, “While we have no alternative but to employ human language
and categories to understand God, it remains illegitimate to make the human condition the measure of
God’s being.” Remythologizing, 22. Yet, though one need not measure God’s being by way of human
language, such language is necessary if humans are to speak of God at all.

% Indeed, Caird states, “We have no other language besides metaphor with which to speak about
God.” Language, 174. So John C. L. Gibson, Language and Imagery in the Old Testament (Peabody,
Mass.: Hendrickson, 1998), 26. “The only choice open to us, therefore, is whether we derive our metaphors
from the human realm or from the non-human, and it is important to note that the biblical writers use both
kinds.” Caird, Language, 174. In this vein, Terence E. Fretheim comments: “Metaphors do reveal an
essential continuity with the reality which is God; they do in fact contain information about God. At the
same time, they disclose that which is discontinuous with the divine reality”; the danger is “either
interpreting metaphors literally in every respect or (more commonly today) denying any essential
relationship between the metaphor and God.” “The Repentance of God: A Key to Evaluating Old
Testament God-Talk,” HBT 10, no. 1 (1988): 51.

% Thus, Vanhoozer states, “One common Jewish and early Christian strategy for dealing with
anthropomorphic language was to distinguish God as depicted in the Bible from God as he actually is. The
procedure assumes, of course, that one already knows what God is like (e.g., the most perfect being).”
Remythologizing, 60. “The church fathers had their own special device—the axiom of divine
immutability—for deciding when to take anthropomorphisms literally and when to spiritualize them.” Ibid.
Hartshorne criticizes that those who dismissed such language must have “thought they knew better than the
naive writers of scripture what concepts do and what do not literally apply to deity.” Omnipotence, 76.

% Consider, for example, the tension evident in Cooper’s contentions that “biblical assertions of
God’s reactions are anthropopathic” while, on the other hand, recognizing that “Scripture presents God as
acting and responding in ways that are analogous to humans.” Panentheism, 322—23. This tension is
addressed by so-called modified classical theists (such as William Lane Craig and Nicholas Wolterstorff)
by asserting that God is temporally everlasting. In this way, Cooper states, “by allowing that God is, to
some extent, in time, the modified version can read Scripture’s narrative of God’s mighty acts in history
more straightforwardly and less anthropomorphically than the traditional version requires.” Ibid., 343. On
the other hand, Cooper comments: “Admittedly, it is more complicated for traditional classical theism to
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For instance, the assertion that particular canonical language is anthropomorphic/pathic
may be asserted on the basis of the presupposition of impassibility. Insofar as one claims to
appeal to biblical data for one’s doctrine of God, such an interpretive procedure falls prey to
circular reasoning if the biblical data for divine passibility are excluded on the basis of the
premise that God is impassible. Absent a compelling canonical argument which asserts that
emotive language should not actually apply to God as he truly is, one who subscribes to a final-
form canonical approach is not at liberty to dismiss the language of divine emotions (among other
language of God), however unsettling it may be for the proponent of traditional divine ontology.’
With this in mind, two broad principles might be posited that address these problems from a
canonical approach. First, since all language available to the interpreter is human language, the
dismissal of figurative language for this reason is self-defeating.®® Second, it is inappropriate to
assume that the interpreter knows what God is like prior to and/or independent of the canonical
data itself and use such assumptions to qualify and/or dismiss canonical language regarding God.

Thus, from a canonical approach, the burden of proof is on those who rule out so-called

anthropomorphisms/pathisms as descriptions of what God is like.®® In my view, such a maneuver

treat this presentation as completely anthropomorphic and explain how a wholly eternal, immutable God
acts sequentially in history and interacts with creatures.” Ibid., 323. See also Canale’s contention for divine
(analogical) temporarily in Criticism.

%7 Here is not the place to discuss whether a compelling canonical argument for divine
impassibility exists. The issue will be taken up below. Absent particular canonical data one might posit that
a divine ontology needs only internal coherence. However, the approach of a coherence theory of truth is
insufficient since there are many apparently internally coherent pictures and even if one thought they had
arrived at the singular coherent picture of God, the reality of human imperfections and limitations of
reasoning should give one reason for pause.

% Further, according to a canonical approach, the favoring of abstract language over figurative
language as it relates to one’s description of God should be demonstrated in accordance with the canonical
data itself or discarded.

% With regard to canonical language of divine emotion: “The weight of traditional theological
wisdom is on the side of the nay-sayers: nothing that happens in the world, say classical theists like
Aquinas, can affect God’s emotional life, much, less his knowledge and will.” Vanhoozer,
Remythologizing, 77. On the other hand, many recent theologians argue that divine passibility, including
relationality, is necessary to love such that God is the “deeply moved ‘first mover.”” Barry L. Callen,
Discerning the Divine: God in Christian Theology (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 2004), 23.

28



lacks a consistent and compelling rationale for determining which canonical data accurately
depict God’s nature and which canonical data are to be dismissed as merely accommodative
language.” In sum, unless there are some canonical data to the contrary, the literary thrust of
canonical revelation should not be cast aside as merely human accommodation.”

This brings us to a third issue, which is only indirectly addressed by the two broad
principles explained above, that is, the supposed rationale for the dismissal of anthropomorphisms

and/or anthropathisms based on the argument that such figurative language utilizes the language

See also Richard Rice, “Biblical Support for a New Perspective,” in The Openness of God: A Biblical
Challenge to the Traditional Understanding of God (ed. Clark H. Pinnock et al.; Downers Grove, Il1.:
InterVarsity, 1994). With regard to the former position, whence is the criterion that provides the rationale
for “non-literal interpretations of biblical passages about God changing and suffering?”” Vanhoozer,
Remythologizing, 84. Wolterstorff helpfully states that “an implication of accepting Scripture as canonical
is that one affirm, as literally true, Scripture’s representation of God unless, on some point, one has good
reason not to do so. Put it like this: the burden of proof, for those who accept Scripture as canonical, is on
those who hold that Scripture’s representation of God is not literally true at some point.” Nicholas
Wolterstorff, “Could Not God Sorrow If We Do?” in The Papers of the Henry Luce Il Fellows in Theology
(ed. Christopher I. Wilkins; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars, 2002), 140. As Vanhoozer states, “There is more than a
superficial resemblance between the urge to do away with anthropomorphism and the urge to
demythologize.” Remythologizing, 60.

" In all this, one must have a mechanism grounded in more than the reader’s response
(subjectivity) if one is to attempt to approach the meaning “in” the text. Does the text contain the intention
that God has no emotions? How could that be derived from the text itself (immediate or wider canonical

context)? How does the reader know, from the canon, that the language is anthropopathic?

™ In this canonical approach, divine characteristics cannot be asserted on the basis of some
conception of God a priori but must be derived from, and able to be demonstrated on the basis of, the
canonical data. Further, the ways of natural theology do not suffice since all of them circumvent the
criterion of correspondence to the canon (see the explanation of this criterion above). Moreover, the way of
analogy is imprecise and prone to error, especially human projection (whether of human qualities or
supposedly pious abstractions) as well as an endless conflict of theological interpretations. Likewise, the
way of negation (via negativa) assumes that one possesses at least some correct knowledge of God already
in order to identify what God is not like and founders for lack of objective data or criteria for appeal when
various individuals wish to negate different characteristics of God. Similarly, the way of eminence, favored
in analytic philosophy, can be applied with various resultant conceptions of God since “intuitions about
perfection differ, a fact that is arguably the Achilles heel of perfect being theology.” Vanhoozer,
Remythologizing, 96. As an example, see the discussion of Hartshorne’s utilization of the way of eminence,
with conclusions that depart widely from those of others who argue from the infinity or perfection of God’s
being such as the denial of God’s immutability and omnipotence, in chapter 3. Vanhoozer contends that
“early modern philosophical theism projects human conceptions of perfection onto God as ‘highest being’
and makes the fatal Feuerbachian slip, thus amounting to nothing more than conceptual idolatry, a chasing
after wind.” Ibid., 105.
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of anatomy that is not proper to God as incorporeal.”” There are many significant figurative
expressions used of God that are often classified as anthropomorphic and/or anthropopathic, only
a few of which will be examined here toward a working approach to such figurative language.
One of the most striking images of divine emotion appears in Hos 11:8-9 when God states, “How
can | give you up, O Ephraim? . .. My heart [25] is turned over [72-1] within Me, All My
compassions [zr:] are kindled [-=]. | will not execute My fierce anger [sx]; | will not destroy
Ephraim again. For | am God and not man, the Holy One in your midst, and | will not come in

wrath.”"

"2 The question of the incorporeality of God in itself is beyond the scope of this dissertation. One
might question whether the canonical data are not interpreted to say more than they do in this regard. That
“God is Spirit” need not mean that God is excluded from taking form, human or otherwise. That God can
and does take form is implied in the scriptural data in many instances, not least of which is the incarnation.
If one means by the incorporeality of God that God is not essentially physical or material, by which one
means that God is not bound to any particular, material form, such a supposition would seem to accord with
scriptural data. However, this is not the same as saying God cannot take form.

8 Compare the contrast between Calvin and Finney in the interpretation of this passage. Calvin
dismisses the language of emotion stating: “God, we know, is subject to no passions, and we know that no
change takes place in him. What then do these expressions mean, by which he appears to be changeable?
Doubtless he accommodates himself to our ignorances whenever he puts on a character foreign to himself.”
First, he rejects the implication that humans have free will. Rather, “we know that what he [God] will do is
certain, and that his decree depends not on the free-will of men. . . . God then does not deliberate as to
himself, but with reference to men.” Further, “when he says that his heart was changed, and that his
repentings were brought back again, the same mode of speaking after the manner of men is adopted; for we
know that these feelings belong not to God; he cannot be touched with repentance, and his heart cannot
undergo changes.” John Calvin, Commentaries on the Twelve Minor Prophets (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1950), 400-401. Finney, on the contrary, contends that “God really exercises all the affections
ascribed to him in the Bible.” Particularly pertinent to this dissertation he asks: “When [God] professes to
love his creatures, are we to understand that he does not really love them, but that he merely acts as we do
when we love?” Indeed: “If this language does not mean what it says, what does it mean?” Further, “If God
be not what the Bible represents him to be, then what is he, and who knows him? If these are not his real
feelings then we are infinitely mistaken about his character. . . . If these are not the feelings of God, then we
have no true revelation of God.” Charles Grandeson Finney, “Lecture X VIII: Affections and Emotions of
God,” The Oberlin Evangelist 1, no. 22 (October 9, 1839): 170. Although VVanhoozer comes to a different
conclusion, this is akin to his striking question and the method adopted in this dissertation: “What must
God be in order truthfully to be represented as repenting, grieving, compassionate?”” Remythologizing, 50.
Vanhoozer himself refers to “the pained voice of God as he appears to wrestle with himself.” Ibid., 49.
Wilhelm Vischer points out: “If one finds it unsuitable that God should” speak as he does in these verses
“the same goes for all declarations of his mercy, his grace, and his love” such as Exod 34:6; Jer 31:20 and
others. “Words and the Word: The Anthropomorphisms of the Biblical Revelation,” Int 3, no. 1 (1949): 3.
See the discussion of this verse in chapter 4.
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Here, notice the anatomical language of “heart” (25) and “nose” (7x) used in reference to
compassion and anger. Both anatomical idioms are also used of human agency with the clear
intent of conveying intense emotions.” Further, it is obvious that the idiom does not refer to the
physical turning (the literal meaning of 9=2m) of one’s heart, whether in reference to God or
humans, but is an idiomatic description of profound emotion. Similarly, in Jer 31:20 God
declares: “Is Ephraim My dear son? Is he a delightful child? Indeed, as often as I have spoken
against him, | certainly still remember him; Therefore My heart [7vn] yearns [mman] for him; 1 will
surely have mercy [arm] on him.”

Here, notice the anatomical language of “heart,” which in the Hebrew literally refers to
intestines, bowels, a common idiom of the seat of emotions in the ANE, as well as the term for
“mercy” (arm), which derives from the root that literally refers to one’s “womb” or “belly”” and
thus refers idiomatically to a profoundly compassionate love.” Here again, the idiom does not
refer to one’s bowels literally murmuring or growling (the literal meaning of mman) but
idiomatically refers to the emotional intensity of divine compassion.

Elsewhere, God is repeatedly depicted by anatomical language including (among others)

that of ears,” eyes,”” nose,” mouth,” face,®® hands,* arms,®” and heart® by way of idiomatic

™ See the list below. The intensity of the emotionality conveyed here is evident by comparison to
the similar imagery of human agents in Gen 43:30 and 1 Kgs 3:6, the only two other instances where the
term =n> relates to emotions; only in one other instance does it appear at all, of skin becoming hot in the sun
(Lam 5:10). Cf. Mike Butterworth, “ann,” NIDOTTE 3:1093, and H. J. Stoebe, “ann,” TLOT 3:1226.

™ With human agency see Gen 43:30. See further the discussion of the zm word group in chapter
4. For an extra-canonical example of language of internal organs as the seat of emotions and/or
dispositions, consider the Anuak use of “liver.” See Eugene A. Nida, Exploring Semantic Structures
(Internationale Bibliothek fir allgemeine Linguistik Bd. 11; Munich: Fink, 1975), 127. Compare also this
idiomatic syntagm of “murmuring innards” in Isa 63:15. The word here translated “heart” (myn) literally
refers to internal organs, inward parts, bowels, belly and is often used in the sense of womb and stomach. It
is used in instances of intense physiological pain (Job 30:27; Ps 22:15) but more frequently to denote
intense human emotions (Isa 16:11; Jer 4:19; Lam 1:20; 2:11). Stoebe thus correctly sees this as “expanded
parallelism” which “approximate[s] rahamim.” “ann,” 1226. The collocation of nyn» and mam or jinny
murmur, roar, sometimes meaning arouse appears five times (Isa 16:11; 63:15; Jer 4:19; 31:20; Cant 5:4) of
strong emotions.

"® For example, consider the idiom of inclining one’s ear [ + yii] that refers to attentively
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phraseology that is not only used of God but humans as well.* In all of these examples it is
readily apparent that the intended meaning of the idiomatic expressions is independent of the

literal anatomical references, both with regard to human and divine agency.®® Thus, when

listening, which is used with both divine (2 Kgs 19:16) and human agency (Prov 5:1).

" Consider the frequent idiom of finding favor (xs» + 11 + 1) in one’s sight used of both divine
and human agency (Gen 6:8; 32:5). The term v literally refers to one’s eyes but here neither refers to one’s
eyes nor necessarily to literal sight but to favorable appraisal and/or the bestowal of grace. See the further
discussion of this idiom in chapter 4. Consider also the idiom that is often rendered by the English idiom
“apple” of the “eye,” which in Hebrew literally means “little man [yiex] of the eye [17w]” and appears with
both divine and human agency (Deut 32:10; Zech 2:8; Prov 7:2). For many other idioms by language of the
eyes and other anatomical idioms in the OT see Jeffery D. Griffin, “An Investigation of Idiomatic
Expressions in the Hebrew Bible with a Case Study of Anatomical Idioms” (Ph.D. diss., Mid-America
Baptist Theological Seminary, 1999), 111; cf. Caird, Language, 175.

"8 For example, God is said to be literally “long of nose” (o'zx 77%) which is translated “slow to
anger” (Exod 34:6) and may be used of human agency (Prov 14:29). The idiom comes from seeing the nose
as the locus of anger (think red). A “long nose” thus signifies one who would take longer to become angry.
See Walter Brueggemann, “The Book of Exodus: Introduction, Commentary, and Reflections,” in Genesis
to Leviticus (vol. 1 of NIB; Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon Press, 1994), 946. Consider also the description of
divine anger as the “heat of my nostrils” in Exod 32:10, 12. Here and elsewhere the term =, literally
“nose,” idiomatically refers to anger by metonymy as it does also with human agency (Gen 30:2; Exod
32:10). On the other hand a human may be “quick-tempered,” that is “short of nose” (Prov 14:17).

" Frequently the “mouth” (n2) of someone idiomatically refers to their speech in the sense of
command and/or proclamation, both of God and humans (Gen 45:21; Deut 8:3; 2 Sam 14:19).

8 The term that literally refers to one’s face (m2) may be used idiomatically of one’s presence
(Exod 33:14), both divine and human (Exod 10:11). Consider also the concept of “hiding” one’s “face,”
which is a sign of displeasure, used with divine (Deut 31:17-18) and human agency (Isa 53:3). See Mayer I.
Gruber, “The Many Faces of Hebrew ndasa ‘ panim ‘Lift Up the Face,”” ZAW 95, no. 2 (1983): 252-60.

81 Reference to one’s “hand” (=%) may be used idiomatically in various ways, including action,
receiving or giving, etc. It is also used idiomatically of both God and humans. See Gen 14:20; 49:24.

8 Language of “arm” (1) may refer to one’s strength or power, also of both God and humans
(Exod 6:6; 15:16; Job 35:9; 40:9). See the frequent language of God’s “outstretched arm” with reference to
his mighty acts of deliverance (Exod 6:6), often along with reference to his “mighty hand” (Deut 4:34).

8 In Hebrew the word that literally refers to one’s “heart” [25] is a rich term of the totality of
human disposition. It may idiomatically describe many different mental aspects including one’s thoughts,
will, and/or emotions and is used of both divine and human agency (Gen 6:5-6). See also Griffin,
“Investigation,” 90.

8 There is an evident “proclivity” in Semitic languages “to utilize anatomical terms in the creation
of new idioms.” 1bid., 39. Cf. E. Dhorme, L ‘emploi métaphorique des noms de parties du corps en hébreu
et en akkadien (Paris: Librairie orientaliste P. Geuthner, 1963). Caird adds, “In all languages a considerable
proportion of the word stock of daily speech is supplied by the metaphorical use of words which literally
connote parts of the human body.” Language, 172—73.

® That is, the non-literal nature of the language does not relate to the question of
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someone finds favor in the eyes of someone else, the idiom corresponds to favor in one’s
estimation. The anatomical referent is beside the point for both humans and God. The idiom is not
dependent upon the physiological phenomena that might undergird the original metaphor. It is
thus fallacious to dismiss the intended reference of such language due to anatomical language. It
will not do to merely assert God has no body parts, therefore the language is non-literal, and
therefore it does not correspond to God. The language is idiomatic of both divine and human
subjects and is, as such, non-literal, but is nevertheless intended to convey true content about its
referent(s).

As such, one should not assume that since God has no “innards” therefore the idiomatic
language that uses the literal terminology of “innards” does not convey any truth value that
corresponds to God as he actually is.? If one were inclined to dismiss the intended reference of
such idiomatic language because of the use of anatomical language, consistency would require
that the identical idioms with reference to human agency also be interpreted either as literal
references to anatomy or as expressions that do not actually correspond to the human agents.®
Obviously, neither of these options would be applied by competent interpreters when such idioms
are used of human agency.® Therefore, why should references to divine agency be divested of the
intended meaning of well-understood idiomatic phraseology? In other words, that such language

is idiomatic does not mean that it does not correspond to God any more than emotions applied to

corporeality/incorporeality since the idiom itself is not with reference to the literal anatomical parts therein.

8 Thus, with regard to action Vanhoozer recognizes: “While it is a contingent fact about human
beings that we can only act or bring about changes in the world through some bodily movement, the latter
is not a necessary part of the meaning of the concept.” Remythologizing, 58. Should not the same principle
be applied to emotionality?

8 In other words, if language referring to God is to be dismissed as non-revelatory or severely
flawed communication and thus dismissed, one should also logically dismiss such language with reference
to humans.

8 Although Caird is not referring to the point made here, his observation fits this issue well: “Only

captious pedantry or childish humour will find it necessary to remark that the eye of a needle cannot see or
a tongue of land speak.” Language, 173. Similarly, the use of idiomatic language of anatomy to describe
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humans by idioms do not refer to human emotions. The question of whether God has emotions
cannot then be answered a priori but must be engaged a posteriori to the canonical text.** Absent
a compelling, canonical rationale, such interpretive maneuvers appear to stem not from textual or
canonical, but dogmatic and presuppositional, rationales.

With such examples in mind, we may identify two further principles that address this
proposed rationale for the dismissal of anatomical expressions relative to God. First, it is worth
noting that according to the canon, humans were created in the image of God (imago dei).*® Thus,
it may be more accurate to say that humans are theomorphic and, perhaps, theopathic, than to say
that language of God that is also used of humans is anthropomorphic/pathic.” Second, as clearly
evidenced by the examples above, the fact that figurative anatomical expressions of emotion(s),

for instance, are non-literal does not mean that they do not convey direct truth content about their

divine feelings does not pertain to the issue of divine corporeality vs. incorporeality.

® Thus Graham Cole contends that “an anthropopathism such as God’s grief is to be given its face
value. God does not merely seem to have grief in Genesis 6:6; He is grieved, contra Calvin. In other words,
there is some counterpart to our emotional life in God. To argue otherwise is to beg the question of why we
should not dismiss references to the divine love and compassion also as mere anthropopathisms.” Graham
A. Cole, “The Living God: Anthropomorphic or Anthropopathic?”” RTR 59, no. 1 (2000): 23. See also
Robert B. Chisholm’s argument that while so-called anthropomorphic language is metaphorical, it conveys
the reality that God enters into real relationship with his creatures. “Anatomy of an Anthropomorphism:
Does God Discover Facts?,” BSac 164 (2007): 3-20. Cf. Terence E. Fretheim, The Suffering of God: An
Old Testament Perspective (Overtures to Biblical Theology 14; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 99.

% While the precise nature of the correspondence between God and human nature posited by the
imago Dei is widely disputed and not particularly clear by way of the canonical data, the recognition of this
point should be a control and caution against the suggestion that humans are totally unlike God.

%1 So Vanhoozer who adds that the “human capacities to know, will, and love are themselves
theomorphic.” Remythologizing, 64. Thus, he asks, “who is in the image or morphe of whom?” Ibid.
Likewise, he adds, “In light of the doctrine of the imago Dei, then, perhaps the Bible’s depiction of divine
suffering is less a matter of anthropopathic projection than it is a case of human suffering being theopathic
(God-like).” Ibid., 77-78. Indeed, Silva adds, “our human qualities are themselves but a reflection of God’s
person and attributes.” Moisés Silva, God, Language, and Scripture: Reading the Bible in the Light of
General Linguistics (Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation 4; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan,
1990), 22. Caneday cautions, however: “The fallacy is to forget that we are analogues of God and to regard
ourselves as the fundamental reference point for ascriptions concerning God.” “Veiled Glory? God’s Self-
Revelation in Human Likeness—A Biblical Theology of God’s Anthropomorphic Self-Disclosure,” in
Beyond the Bounds: Open Theism and the Undermining of Biblical Christianity (ed. John Piper, Justin
Taylor, and Paul Kjoss Helseth; Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway Books, 2003), 153. Cf. Heschel, Prophets, 349.
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referent(s).” On the contrary, such figurative language is idiomatic and is used, as such, of both
God and humans.®® As such, it is evident that the anatomical language is not intended to refer to
literal anatomy but to dispositions and/or actions with either divine or human agency. Hence, one
should not dismiss the well-known meaning of the idiom as it applies to God without compelling
canonical data. Indeed, if one insists on dismissing such language as anthropomorphic and/or
anthropopathic, consistency would also require that one rule out divine speech, which is also
often conveyed by anatomical idiom.** At what point would one draw the line with regard to
which language actually applies to God and is useful in the construction of theology proper and

95

which is not?™ Does such figurative language, then, truly apply to God and to what extent? The

%2 See Herbert M. Wolf, “When ‘Literal’ Is Not Accurate,” in The NIV: The Making of a
Contemporary Translation (ed. Edwin H. Palmer and Kenneth J. Barker; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Academie
Books, 1986), 134-36. Cf. James Barr, “Literality,” Faith and Philosophy 6 (1989): 41228, and Eugene
Albert Nida, Componential Analysis of Meaning: An Introduction to Semantic Structures (Approaches to
Semiotics 57; The Hague: Mouton, 1975). See also Ricoeur’s classic consideration of the referential
function of language by way of living metaphor, which corresponds to reality but neither univocally nor
equivocally. The Rule of Metaphor: Multi-Disciplinary Studies of the Creation of Meaning in Language
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977).

% Here and elsewhere I used the term “idiomatic” to refer simply to a common use of a phrase (or
term in Hebrew) that has figurative meaning divergent from the literal meaning of its component term(s). In
English, idioms consist of more than one word but in Hebrew a single term may be idiomatic. See Griffin,
“Investigation,” 22.

% According to Vanhoozer, “There is a true but only partial, appropriate but only approximate
correspondence between divine and human speaking.” Remythologizing, 58. The question is, how does one
know what part is part of the partial correspondence?

% Vanhoozer states, “Feuerbach got it partly right. Human beings are in the image of God and so,
in one sense, all language about God may be seen to be anthropomorphic. Yet one can also appeal to the
imago Dei in the opposite direction to argue not that we are projecting our image upon God but that God is
projecting his image onto us. Relationality would be in this case not a human projection onto God but a
theomorphic projection onto humanity. The difficulty, of course, is in the details: how do we know which
forms (morphe) of human life image God and which do not?” Ibid., 161. He further states elsewhere:
“Those who equate anthropomorphism with the system of Feuerbachian projection overlook the extent to
which the former is a legitimate cognitive instrument. Cf. ibid., 61. D. M. Beegle adds, “It is precisely in
the area of the personal that theism, as expressed in Christianity, must ever think in anthropomorphic terms.
To regard God solely as Absolute Being of the Great Unknown is to refer to him or it, but to think of God
as literally personal, one with whom we can fellowship, is to say Thou.” “Anthropomorphism,” Evangelical
Dictionary of Theology (ed. Walter A. Elwell; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, 1984), 54. Gibson
adds that the “issue in biblical anthropomorphisms is understanding them, not approving or disapproving
them.” Language, 26. Cf. Garrett Green, Theology, Hermeneutics, and Imagination: The Crisis of
Interpretation at the End of Modernity (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 206.
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canonical approach maintains that, as divine self-revelation, such language conveys meaningful
and accurate (albeit analogical) data about God as he is in himself.*

The meaning of such figurative language with respect to God need not be interpreted
arbitrarily. Rather, the wider canonical information provides insight that assists in the
interpretation of such imagery within the context of the wider, canonical horizon of divine
ontology. To take one example, God’s jealousy is commonly dismissed as anthropopathic in
some theological circles. However, in light of the principles above, a canonical approach must
take the language of divine jealousy/passion seriously. In light of the overall evidence of the
canon, it is evident that divine jealousy differs from human jealousy not in the sense that it is
“wholly other” but in the sense that divine jealousy portrays none of the negative characteristics
manifest in human jealousy.®” While human jealousy includes envy, divine jealousy never does.
God’s jealousy is always appropriate and in reference to his passion for that which rightfully

belongs to him.* Likewise, divine hatred and wrath is never petty or arbitrary but always

% K. A. Matthews correctly points out in this regard: “When we consider the metaphor of God as a
feeling person who loves, is angry, and grieves, the aim of the figure is to point to a mitigated
correspondence between human experience and God. This does not say that the emotions of humans and
God are equivalent in their entirety either in intensity or in quality, for God does not grieve in the same way
as men and women. Nor is he angry in the same fashion as sinful mortals, but to conclude that such
language reveals nothing of God’s essential personhood makes all such language pointless. For what
purpose is there in describing God in any terms understandable to us other than to reveal something of
God’s mysterious nature?” Genesis 1-11:26 (NAC 1A; Nashville, Tenn.: Broadman & Holman, 1995),
344. Hamilton adds, “It is easy, of course, to dismiss such allusions as anthropopathisms, and to feel that
they can tell us nothing about the essential nature of God. But verses like this remind us that the God of the
OT is not beyond the capability of feeling pain, chagrin, remorse.” Victor P. Hamilton, The Book of
Genesis: Chapters 1-17 (NICOT; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1990), 274.

°7 While one might extrapolate the apparently theologically sound principle that used of God such
things only apply in their positive aspects, such a principle is incapable of objective usefulness since
different interpreters will find different characteristics “good.” See the discussion of the way of eminence
above and Hartshorne’s departure from traditional views of God on the basis of his arguments for that
which is maximally good discussed in chapter 3. Thus, even if one adopts the truism that only good
characteristics apply to God, it would be of no use in determining many of the thornier issues with regard to
the correspondence of canonical language to God since some characteristics are thought to be good and
appropriate by some and deficient and inappropriate by others.

% See the word studies of the language of jealousy in the OT and NT in chapters 4 and 5
respectively. E. Reuter rightly points out the dismissal of divine jealousy as a so-called anthropopathism
“only serves the Stoic notion of divine impassibility, which is inconsistent with the biblical understanding
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corresponds to an accurate appraisal of the state of affairs.* Throughout the canon, God’s
emotions are depicted as perfectly corresponding to the state of affairs. As such, the wider canon
itself provides the controls with regard to the interpretation of the language used of God,
figurative and otherwise.'® Along these lines, it is notable that in Hos 11:8-9 (see above) the
immediate text itself provides the control by stating that God is “not man” and, as such, the
imagery here should not be applied univocally. On the other hand, such language is also not
equivocal. It is idiomatic language which refers throughout the canon to emotionality (of humans
as well) that, absent compelling canonical reasons to the contrary, should be applied as analogous

(that is, partially univocal) to God as he is and as he feels."™

of God but is often espoused nevertheless by both Christian and Jewish theology, creating problems of
exegesis.” “&ip,” TDOT 13:53. Cf. Jeffery H. Tigay, Deuteronomy (The JPS Torah Commentary 5;
Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1996), 66. Vischer adds, “The LORD is a jealous God, whether
this anthropomorphism pleases us or not. . . . In the act of creating man in his image, after his likeness he
placed the intercourse (Gegeniiber) of ‘I’ and ‘thou,’ of love, between God and man.” “Words,” 13.

% On this, see chapters 4 and 5. Likewise, divine repentance differs from human repentance since
“God is never said to have committed any sin of which God needs to repent.” Fretheim, “Repentance,” 50.
See the discussion of divine repentance in chapter 4.

190 Interestingly, C. F. H. Henry states, “Scripture itself authorizes and requires a distinction
between what we may say literally or figuratively about God.” God, Revelation, 5:197. Caird adds that “the
biblical writers at least were alert to the possible abuses of such [figurative] language and at pains to guard
against them.” Language, 175. He points to the passages that guard against univocal attribution by
reminding that God is not human (1 Sam 15:29; Isa 55:8; Hos 11:9; Mal 3:6). Likewise, human judges may
be corrupted (1 Sam 8:3) but God always judges righteously (Gen 18:25), human love may fail but God’s
exceeds all expectations (Isa 49:15), Israel’s lovingkindness is transient (Hos 6:4) but God’s is everlasting
(Ps 100:5). In this vein, Vanhoozer adds, “If anthropomorphism highlights God’s likeness to human beings,
the doctrine of creation acts as an important counterbalance, safeguarding God’s transcendence.”
Remythologizing, 65. Consider Yamauchi’s compelling argument that “upon closer inspection . . . in spite
of the apparent similarity in expression to pagan religions the anthropomorphisms of the Old Testament
reveal all the more remarkably a sharply contrasting concept of deity.” Yamauchi, “Ancient Religions,” 29.
See also the discussion of the canonical approach and the analogy of Scripture above.
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There is here a “dynamic tension between ‘is’ and ‘is not”” which requires careful
consideration since “even those who appreciate the cognitive value of biblical metaphors . . . differ over the
criteria for discerning what truly, though partially, describes God’s reality (‘is’) and what belongs to the
merely figurative dross (‘is not’).” Vanhoozer, Remythologizing, 61. Further; “Anthropomorphic language
confronts theologians with the task of distinguishing the ‘is’ from the ‘is not.” For example, those who wish
to consider descriptions of God’s bodily parts as mere projection—and hence as ripe fodder for
demythologization—must explain why they are unwilling to apply the same approach to passages
concerning God’s love and mercy. Conversely, those who insist on taking God’s relenting or responding at
face value must also deal with images that emphasize God’s authority and control or that describe an act of
divine violence that injures, kills, or otherwise ‘violates the personhood’ of another.” Ibid., 62. He thus
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In all this, ascribing emotions to God (as the canon does) need not entail that God
experiences emotions that are univocal to human emotions. Rather, absent canonical evidence
that suggests otherwise, such language is here treated as analogical (i.e., partially univocal).'%
That is, God reveals himself throughout the canon as having emotions that are analogical to
human emotions (or vice versa) but his are wholly good, appropriate, and without fault.*® Thus, it
is recognized that God cannot be fully comprehended by the finite, human mind and, therefore,
God reveals himself in a way that accommodates the human level of understanding. At the same
time, the limitations of human cognition and language continue to plague the contemporary
interpreter and, therefore, it is not prudent to try to “get behind” this accommodative language. In
other words, the canonical approach takes the position that God depicts himself as accurately as

possible in human language via the divine self-revelation inscripturated in the canon. The

universal accommodative nature of Scripture, therefore, should not be used to dismiss the direct

asks: “What exactly are these anthropomorphic metaphors saying if they are not to be taken literally? It is
helpful to keep in mind that metaphors assert both ‘is” and ‘is not,” and thus may be indicative not of sheer
contradiction . . . but partial description.” Ibid. While I agree with Vanhoozer’s contention here that such
language is both like and not-like God, it is not the job of the human interpreter (since it is beyond one’s
abilities) to specify what the not-like consists of apart from canonical information and absent direct divine
self-revelation that reveals that which is like and not-like.

192 As mentioned above, since the level of correspondence between such analogical language and
God as he is is beyond investigation absent direct divine self-revelation, such analogical data derived from
God’s canonical self-revelation amount to the most accurate picture of God available to humans. Thus, it is
practically spoken of as corresponding quite accurately to God with the recognition that in the eschaton we
will see God as he truly is and surely find our view of God, at best, imprecise and incomplete and likely
filled with errors. However, such appropriate humility with regard to theology should not deter one from
the quest for rigorous correspondence to God’s canonical self-revelation, despite the recognition that our
conceptions will still fall far short of perfect correspondence to God. Beyond this one cannot go within the
framework of a canonical approach. To those who wish to speculate beyond Scripture such a canonical
approach encourages the submission (and continuing re-submission) of all analytical and philosophical
theology to the claims of the canon as a whole. If it does not fit, however beautiful the analysis appears, it
should not be dogmatically accepted. It may be a model of how it “could” function but not how it “does”
function (principle of humility).

13 This is not an extra-canonical presupposition but is derived from the frequent, canon-wide data
that describe God as always, and in all things, good (omnibenevolent). Again, one cannot objectively use
the concept of divine “perfection” to impose extra-biblical notions of perfection or infinite being since such
criteria leave wide room for interpretation. See the brief discussion of the way of eminence above and in
chapter 3.
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statements of God about himself, but such statements must continually be understood in the light

of the canon as a whole within the ongoing spiral of interpretation.’®*

Communicatio ldiomatum?

In dealing with the NT data regarding divine love, especially that which pertains to the
guestion of the emotionality of divine love, a decision had to be made with regard to the data
relative to the agency of Christ as incarnate. For instance, should the feelings and emotions that
Christ experiences as incarnate be utilized as evidence with regard to the nature of divine love?

Some might be predisposed to dismiss many of Christ’s experiences as merely human
and not divine, much in the same way that many figurative expressions of divine passibility are
dismissed as anthropomorphic/anthropopathic.'®® However, questions and problems similar to
those raised with regard to that interpretive maneuver pertain here. Specifically, what method or
rationale would be employed in order to differentiate that which pertains to Christ’s divine and
human natures, respectively, or both? It seems to me that a consistent and compelling method for
such distinctions is not found within the canon and, as argued above, a canonical approach does

not afford theological weight to extra-canonical suppositions beyond the level of commentary that

1% This issue is of great importance to the theological conception of divine love due to the
common presupposition that divine love is not emotive, evaluative, or motivated but a purposive, willed,
indifferent love totally distinct from any need or desire. Biblical expressions of divine emotion “are on this
view merely crude anthropomorphisms.” Badcock, “Concept,” 40.

195 This inclination has deep roots in Christian tradition in opposition to the claims such as those
made by Celsus, a 2nd—century critic of Christianity, that Jesus’ lamentation and prayer in Gethsemane
proved that he was not truly divine. Origen, The Trinity 4.2.23-26 (ANF 4:441-43). Notably, this is akin to
the impetus for the dismissal of so-called anthropomorphisms/pathisms. C. F. H. Henry, on the basis of his
view of divine immutability, rejects the idea of God suffering based on what he considers “its express
incompatibility with Scripture.” God, 6:290. Cf. ibid., 5:292. In short, he contends: “The premise that
Christ who suffered is true God and true man does not require the conclusion that God suffers.” Ibid.,
6:291. Other contemporary interpreters maintain that the emotions displayed by Jesus are purely human
emotions (so, for example, James A. Brooks, Mark [NAC 23; Nashville, Tenn.: Broadman & Holman,
2001], 55) while others believe that Christ’s emotions (at least some of them) express divine emotions. See,
for example, with regard to Christ’s anger, William L. Lane, The Gospel of Mark (NICNT; Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 1974), 123. With regard to Christ’s compassion as divine compassion, see Peter Thomas
O’Brien, Colossians-Philemon (WBC 44; Dallas: Word, 2002), 199.
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is to be subjected back to canonical claims.'® Thus, it seems to be imprudent and ungrounded to
assert a dichotomy between the human and divine natures of Christ such that one may distinguish
which dispositions and/or actions correspond to his divine and/or human natures.*®’

Indeed, according to the canonical data, Christ is himself the ultimate revelation of God.
Indeed, Christ came to reveal God and proclaimed in no uncertain terms: “He who has seen Me
has seen the Father” (John 14:9; cf. 1:14; 2 Cor 4:4; Col 2:9; Heb 1:3).108 With this in view, a
canonical approach is obliged to take seriously the manifestation of divinity set forth in the
person of Christ.’®® But how can this be done without collapsing the divine nature into the merely

human? In a tentative attempt to address this issue, without delving into the myriad of interpretive

1% Moreover, it is questionable how much assistance extra-canonical suppositions would provide
considering that the issue of the relationship of the divine and human natures of Christ have been the
subject of enormous (both in quantity and intensity) debates throughout the history of Christian theology,
not least of which the Christological controversies.

197 One should not confuse them in such a way that tends toward the obliteration of one or the
other but one must also not separate them such that Christ’s statement in John 14:9 becomes obsolete.

1% For Vanhoozer “the history of anthropomorphism takes a dramatic new turn in the New
Testament with the apostolic claim that Jesus is ‘the exact representation of God’s being’ (Heb. 1:3), a
claim that echoes Jesus’ own” in John 14:9. Remythologizing, 64. He further states, “The Son’s humanity is
the ultimate form of God’s self-presentation, Jesus is God’s definitive word and in his person and history
corresponds to what it is that makes God God. The Son is not only spoken by God but speaks as God: he is
the Word made flesh, upholding creation with his own word.” Ibid., 51. Thomas R. Schreiner adds, “To
separate the Father from the Son in the act of self-giving would grossly distort the NT.” Romans (BECNT
6; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 1998), 260. For Leon Morris, “Christ’s action is God’s action. Christ’s love
is God’s love” (Nygren).” The Epistle to the Romans (PNTC; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1998), 224.
In all this, “if our language about God is to be anything more than anthropological projection, then it must
be christomorphic. To speak well of God one must draw not from the repertoire of our best human
experiences, but from the recital of the economy of salvation.” Vanhoozer, Remythologizing, 162.
However, he qualifies: “What remains to be thought, however, is how, and to what the extent, the suffering
of Jesus, including his emotional life is equally an event in the life of God.” Ibid., 78.

19 As Alan J. Torrance puts it, “there can be no dichotomy between the divine and human agape
in Christ.” “Is Love the Essence of God?” in Nothing Greater, Nothing Better: Theological Essays on the
Love of God (ed. Kevin J. Vanhoozer; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2001), 135. Oord adds, “We can
safely assume that Jesus’ sorrow and joy testify to a God who feels the feelings of others and cares about
them.” Nature, 118. Likewise, Newlands contends: “God’s feeling for us is understood through God’s
involvement in death through the death and resurrection of Jesus.” Theology, 101. Gerald L. Borchert also
puts it well in stating: “The actions of Jesus, therefore, were the actions of the Father because in Jesus the
Father was in fact acting. One of the great heresies among Christians is to split Jesus from God in such a
way that somehow God does not participate in the work (and death) of Jesus. However one interprets the
great mystery of the incarnate work of Jesus, it must never be separated from the fact that Jesus was the
agent of God.” John 1-11 (NAC 25A; Nashville, Tenn.: Broadman & Holman, 2001), 238.
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problems and disagreements regarding the application of the communication of properties

110 . . )
between Christ’s divine and human natures, the canonical

(communicatio idiomatum)
investigation of this dissertation operates on the basis of the working hypothesis that the divine
nature of Christ is capable of experiencing that which the incarnate Christ experienced. In other
words, while the experiences of the incarnate Christ are certainly not “normal” to divinity, God is
not incapable of such experiences.

Significantly, it need not be assumed that the experiences of the incarnate Christ are
univocal to those of regular humans. To ascribe all the experiences of Jesus univocally to God
would require the conclusion that God becomes hungry, thirsty, tired, etc. But this is not
necessary to the working approach proposed here. It is only necessary, in this working approach,

111

to posit that divinity is capable of feeling hunger, thirst, fatigue, etc.” Here, the predication of

the experiences of Christ to a doctrine of God should be interpreted in light of the wider canonical

119 Consider, for instance, Luther’s view of the communicatio idiomatum in the discussion of his
view of divine love in chapter 2. My use of the phrase communicatio idiomatum, however, departs in
significant ways from Luther’s, especially when it comes to divine passibility. In my view, the canonical
text points toward the divine nature’s capacity to experience all that the human nature experiences, as I will
briefly explain further below.

11 That is, while the divine nature does not normally become “tired” in accordance with divine

omnipotence, God might lower himself to a state in which fatigue can be felt. In one sense, God is said to
be wearied (v2°) by the sins of his people (Isa 43:24; Mal 2:17). On the other hand, normally, the
“everlasting God . . . does not become weary [7v°] or tired [v3]” (Isa 40:28). The former appears to refer to
God’s emotional response to the continual rebellion of his creatures while the latter is in the context of
divine power as the one who has no equal. In this way, the wider canonical data allow for some sense of
divine “weariness” but disqualifies another sense from God as he is in himself. In this way, it is clear
canonically that the analogue attributed to God is not univocal. That is, God’s “weariness” in Jeremiah is
not like human weariness, but what it does consist of, who can tell? However, Isa 40:28 does not require
that God is incapable of assuming a form in which he can feel fatigue (at least analogically), as Jesus did,
but appears to mean that God as he is in himself does not become fatigued. Far from depreciating God’s
omnipotence this view actually radically affirms it since, here, God is not rendered incapable of feeling
things such as fatigue but possesses the power to assume a form (voluntary and temporary self-limitation)
in which such things, normally alien to God, may be experienced. That such self-limitation does not
necessarily amount to divesting of divine power is apparent in the devil’s temptations of Christ to turn
stones into bread, etc. Thus, such condescension is not the removal of power by self-limitation but the
willful control of one’s own power and impulses. Accordingly, Anthony C. Thiselton comments: “If the
sovereign, transcendent God freely chooses or decrees to allow himself to suffer, this is an enhancement,
not a diminution, of his sovereign freedom to choose how he will act.” The Hermeneutics of Doctrine
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2007), 478.
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data, though a significant degree of mystery will nevertheless remain. Here, again, it should be
remembered that the precision of the correspondence between the understanding of such
revelation and God as he actually is cannot be determined prior to the eschaton due to the
epistemic distance between God and humans and other human limitations (cf. 1 Cor 13:12).

The provisional nature of this approach must be emphasized. Indeed, to deal with this
issue sufficiently would require its own dissertation (indeed, probably many dissertations).
Nevertheless, the canonical rationale for taking the tentative approach that the divine nature of
Christ is capable of experiencing that which the incarnate Christ experienced is twofold. First, it
will prevent canonical data regarding the incarnate Christ from being dismissed from one’s
conception of what God is like, in accordance with the claims of Christ that he reveals the Father
(cf. John 14:9). Second, this approach is strongly supported by the wider canonical data,
especially in relation to the data pertinent to the canonical and systematic model of divine love.
The most powerful evidence is the correspondence between the characteristics of divine love of
Jesus and that exhibited by YHWH in the OT, especially the display of emotions with regard to
both (see chapters 4 and 5). For example, the divine compassion in the OT is strikingly similar to
that manifested by Christ in the Gospels.*? Similarly, the NT also suggests considerable overlap
in this regard. In some cases the same “compassion” is predicated simultaneously of the Father
and the Son (cf. Luke 1:58). Likewise, in numerous NT instances the love of Jesus is presented as
being of an identical quality and nature as that of the Father (cf. Rom 8:35, 39), complementing

the overlap between the descriptions of such love in the OT and NT.*

12 Of the instances of Christ’s compassion in the Gospels W. Gunther and H. G. Link write: “The
mercy and compassion shown by Jesus reveals the mercy and love of God.” “ayomam,” NIDNTT 2:543. So
Helmut Koster, “onlayyvov, omhoyyvilopot, ED6TANYYVOC, TOAVGTAYYVOC, acTAayyvos,” TDNT 7:554,
and N. Walter, “cmlayyviCopor,” EDNT 3:265. On the emotions of Jesus see also Benjamin Breckinridge
Warfield, The Person and Work of Christ (Philadelphia: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1950), 91-145.

113 In Rom 8:35, 39 the love of God and Christ are equated. G. Johnston comments, “God’s love is
precisely the same as Christ’s love (Rom. 8:28-39).” “Love in the NT,” in IDB 3:171. So Ethelbert
Stauffer, “ayomdo, aydnn, ayorntoc,” TDNT 1:49, and William Hendriksen, The Gospel According to John
(BNTC; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 1953), 2:282. For Douglas J. Moo, the “fact this love is identified
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Moreover, many of the passages that speak of Christ’s love and compassion for humans
not only correspond to the OT depictions of YHWH and the wider NT data, but the thrust of such
passages would also seem to be impoverished if they are taken to apply only to the human nature.
For example, Christ laments over his people: “Jerusalem, Jerusalem, who kills the prophets and
stones those who are sent to her! How often | wanted to gather your children together, the way a
hen gathers her chicks under her wings, and you were unwilling” (Matt 23:37; cf. Luke 13:34;
19:41)."* What is this display intended to communicate if not the passionate love of God for his
people? If it is taken merely as an outburst of Christ’s humanity it would not correspond to God’s
concern for his people and may even suggest that Jesus was more compassionate than God by
suggesting that the human nature of Jesus was compassionate but not his divine nature. On the
contrary, merely human compassion does not seem to do justice to the canonical intent of a verse
such as this. Indeed, notice the striking continuity between the display of God’s profound and

compassionate love with those in Hos 11:8-9 and Jer 31:20. Considering that Jesus is himself the

specifically as ‘the love of Christ’ in v. 35 and ‘the love of God’ here [v. 39] only shows again how much
Paul joined (without equating) God and Christ in the experience of the believer.” The Epistle to the Romans
(NICNT; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1996), 547. Cf. Morris, Romans, 338, and Abraham J.
Malherbe, The Letters to the Thessalonians (AB 32B; New York: Doubleday, 2000), 442. Schreiner adds in
this regard: “No ultimate separation should be erected between Christ’s love and God’s love.” Romans,
6:464. Cf. James D. G. Gunn, Romans 1-8 (WBC 38A; Dallas, Tex.: Word, 2002), 504. See also John
5:20; 15:9 (indeed all of John 14-16); Rom 5:8; Eph 5:1-2; 2 Thess 2:16; 1 Pet 2:3. With regard to 1 Pet 2:3
Beyreuther comments: “In Jesus Christ God’s fatherly kindness can be seen as in a mirror.” E Beyreuther,
“ypnotog,” NIDNTT 2:106.

4 Matthews comments in this regard: “In Christ we see God so moved by grief and love that he

chooses to take upon himself the very suffering of our sins. Do we not appeal to the incarnational role of
Christ as our vision of the nature of his Father (cf. Matt 23:37 par.)? God is not a dispassionate accountant
overseeing the books of human endeavor.” Genesis 1-11:26, 344. In this verse the question of the
correspondence of Christ’s will to God’s will is also raised. Here and elsewhere the will (at least the ideal
will, see chapter 6) of Christ is clearly unfulfilled (cf. Mark 7:24). Some attribute this merely to Christ’s
human will but not his “omnipotent will.” Gottlob Schrenk, “0glw, OeAnpo, BeAncig,” TDNT 3:48.
However, without delving into this extremely thorny issue of the nature and correspondence of the divine
and human natures at it relates to will, this is problematic with regard to Christology and hermeneutics
since there seems to be no objective, text-based, interpretive mechanism to determine what corresponds to
divinity and what corresponds to humanity (as is the case with regard to other aspects above). Therefore, no
artificial separation between the two is imposed on the data in chapter 5. See also the discussion of the
nature of divine will (especially in chapters 4 and 5), which supports a significant level of correspondence
between the divine will in the OT and elsewhere in the NT with Christ’s will on earth, even when
unfulfilled.
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ultimate revelation of God and that he manifests the same or similar emotions of love that are
elicited of YHWH in the OT in similar circumstances, does it not stand to reason that such love
corresponds not merely to Christ’s human nature but to his divine nature?

In all this, the canonical data strongly suggest correspondence between the nature of
divine love (especially with regard to the emotionality thereof) exhibited by Christ in the Gospels
and those that pertain to the divine nature according to the wider canonical data. For these
reasons, the manifestation of data with regard to divine love in the incarnation of Christ has not
been separated from the other manifestations of divine love in the canon. Rather, they are here
taken to accurately represent divine love. However, it should be recognized that the findings of
this dissertation do not hinge on this point since, with regard to the emotionality of divine love,
there is enough evidence of the emotionality of God’s love even without including the emotions
manifested by Jesus as incarnate. That is, with regard to this and the other aspects of divine love,
the canonical and systematic model of divine love posited by the non-incarnational data coheres
with that depicted in the incarnation but is not wholly dependent upon it. The NT data of Christ’s
incarnation and the wider canonical data of divine love are mutually supportive.

I am under no illusion that this issue is dealt with comprehensively or settled by this brief
excursus. Hopefully, however, this brief treatment of my working approach provides an
understandable rationale (if not agreeable to all) for why I have treated the passages pertaining to
Christ’s incarnation in the way that [ have in chapters 5 and 6. Overall, it should be remembered
that Christ is the true anthropomorph, not in the sense that he is attributed with characteristics that
he did not possess but in the sense that he was truly God who became truly human without
divesting himself of divinity.**®> The data from the incarnation thus demand attention with regard

to the wider doctrine of God and his love.

15 5o Vischer, “Words,” 9. As Vanhoozer writes: “The incarnation both ratifies and corrects all
previous anthropomorphism: the New Testament does not speak of God as though he were like a human
being but rather as a human being: Jesus Christ.” Remythologizing, 65. Cf. Rae, “Anthropomorphism,” 49.
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The Agency of Love and Ambiguous Genitives

Finally, a brief word should be said about the issue of the ambiguity of the agency of love
in some instances. This generally occurs in two ways. First, related to the previous discussion of
the communicatio idiomatum, it is not always clear whether the Father or Son is the intended
agent of love, especially when the term “Lord” is used (cf. 1 Tim 1:12-14). Scholars generally
agree that in most cases the term “Lord” in the NT refers to Christ, though it is not clear that this
is always the case. As seen above, however, the canon strongly suggests that the love of the
Father and Christ is identical. Therefore, | am not aware of any significant import with regard to
such instances of ambiguous agency. Secondly, the NT contains a plethora of ambiguous
genitives (genitives that might be subjective or objective), leaving the agency of love uncertain in
some statements which may be significant for divine love. The intended agency in some of these
instances can be decided with reasonable certainty, and these have been briefly treated in
footnotes throughout the NT chapter (chapter 5). However, others present significant uncertainty
and disagreement among scholars. Therefore, I thought it best to not depend upon one
interpretation or the other with regard to these ambiguities. Further, | am not aware of any
significant issues with regard to the canonical and systematic model of divine love derived from
the canonical data (see chapter 6) that would hinge upon one or the other interpretation of these
genitives. While such texts are by no means insignificant, the information that they would convey
as subjective or objective genitives is already apparent in other, clearer passages. With this
background, we now turn to a survey of the theological conceptions of divine love in the next two

chapters before turning to the canonical data to address the conflict of interpretations.

“The question, then, is who is in the image or morphe of whom?” Vanhoozer, Remythologizing, 64.
Eberhard Jiingel adds, “If ‘dogmatic’ anthropomorphism speaks of God like a man, the no less fatal
‘symbolic’ anthropomorphism forbids speaking of God as a man. Thus it contradicts what the Christian
faith asserts to be true: that God was among men as the man Jesus.” This “excludes in its uniqueness one
speaking of God arbitrarily like a man, but also opposes the prohibition of speaking of God as this
particular man.” God as the Mystery of the World: On the Foundation of the Theology of the Crucified One
in the Dispute between Theism and Atheism (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1983), 297.
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CHAPTER 2

A BRIEF SURVEY OF DIVINE LOVE IN HISTORICAL THEOLOGY

Plato’s Conception of Love

The purpose of this survey is to introduce the main themes and issues regarding divine
love and provide a glimpse of the long history that will offer context for this study. To serve this
purpose, major figures have been selected that demonstrate the nature of the issues involved.! The
issue of divine love in systematic theology has a long history, including a discernible connection
to Greek philosophy. Therefore, the roots of the discussion of divine love generally begin with
Plato.? At least three main points of Plato’s doctrine are essential to this study: (1) his ontology of
the two worlds, the supersensible and sensible, especially the veneration of timelessness,
simplicity, immutability, self-sufficiency, and perfection; (2) the notion of the highest love as

rational desire for the Good, the proton philon; and (3) the prominence of insufficiency and need

! Given the nature of this study, the historical survey is limited to a few thinkers who exemplify
the major issues and have had a large impact on the historical theology of divine love. An exhaustive
historical analysis of the issue of divine love would require a dissertation unto itself and is beyond the
scope of this work. The major figures have been chosen for their prominence and influence regarding
divine love down through the ages of Western thought. While others could have been included, these
figures provide an introduction that suitably frames the issues of primary interest to this dissertation, an
introduction that would not be significantly improved by an analysis of other historical figures. For more on
the historical theology of love see Denis de Rougemont, Love in the Western World (New York: Harper
Torchbooks, 1974); Anders Nygren, Agape and Eros (trans. P. S. Watson; London: S.P.C.K., 1953); Irving
Singer, The Nature of Love (vol. 1 of The Nature of Love; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987);
John M. Rist, Eros and Psyche: Studies in Plato, Plotinus, and Origen (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1964); John Burnaby, Amor Dei: A Study of the Religion of St. Augustine. The Hulsean Lectures for
1938 (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1960); Martin Cyril D’ Arcy, The Mind and Heart of Love (London:
Faber & Faber, 1954); Liz Carmichael, Friendship: Interpreting Christian Love (New York: T & T Clark,
2004); Brimmer, Model.

2 “In the philosophy of love . . . I am convinced that every discussion must start with Plato.”
Singer, Nature, 47.
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as conditions of desirous love, which is limited to human love in contrast to divine love. Among
other things, for Plato, eros is of a rational, purposive character and emotion is downplayed.®
“The Platonic lover rises above . . . leaving emotionality behind: his love is not an attempt to
express or purify sensuous feelings but rather to supplant them by sheer rationality.”* This fits
with Plato’s idealization of reason and the reflective life of the philosopher.’ Perhaps Plato’s most
discussed contribution, however, is the apparent emphasis on desirous love.® This conception of
love is discussed both in the Symposium and the Lysis. At the outset it is important to mention
that it is difficult to extract Plato’s own view from his writings with any certainty. Especially as it
regards the Symposium and the Lysis, numerous ambiguities arise.” For instance, the Lysis ends
by stating that no definition of friendship has been ascertained; the positions set forth before are
flawed somehow. But, it is not altogether clear what elements of Socrates’ conception remain and
what elements have been dismissed. In both the Symposium and the Lysis, Socrates is the primary
spokesperson, as is common in Platonic dialogues. However, at times the view of Socrates
himself is difficult to discern and beyond that, whether Socrates represents the viewpoint of

Plato.?

® For instance the ideal is “Socrates [who] is emotionally cool, unimpassioned, involved in the life
about him but also at a distance from it.” Ibid., 49. Accordingly, “Plato’s highest love is predominantly
intellectual.” Ibid., 73.

* Ibid. Thus, “wherever possible, Plato avoids the language of feeling.” Ibid.
® The true philosopher contemplates the world of unchanging forms. See Plato, Resp.

® This does not mean, however, that the motif originated with Plato. See, for instance, Nygren,
Agape, 162.

" The Symposium is a dialogue regarding love set at the house of Agathon (one of the characters)
and thus presents a diversity of opinions. Many interpret Diotima’s perspective to be the position of Plato
because Socrates does not overtly object to it and thus appears to accept it.

& Also, it is not always clear to what extent Socrates and/or Plato accepts the views of other
speakers and interlocutors. See Plato, Symp. 198d-e. For perspectives on Plato’s view of love, numerous
excellent, though conflicting, interpretations are available. See, for instance, Rist, Eros; Briimmer, Model;
David L. Norton and Mary F. Kille, Philosophies of Love (San Francisco: Chandler, 1971); Catherine
Osborne, Eros Unveiled: Plato and the God of Love (Oxford: Clarendon, 1994); A. W. Price, Love and
Friendship in Plato and Aristotle (Oxford: Clarendon, 1989); Gregory Vlastos, “The Individual as an
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The Symposium and Lysis

In the Symposium, love (eros) is presented as desire for the “everlasting possession of the
good.” This notion will be re-visited below since this, coupled with the above ontology, functions
as the lynchpin of Platonic influence on the conception of divine love in Christian theology.
Before this conception of love is unpacked, two important points must be kept in mind. First, in
Plato’s two-worlds ontology the world of the forms (eidon) is the world of reality. The sensible,
material world is merely a shadow of the real world of the forms, which is a realm of timelessness
and immutability.® Change is evidence of imperfection since anything that changes must change
either for the better or for the worse, meaning it was either already less than perfect or would
become so in changing.™ The Good is the ultimate, and as such the Good is perfect, self-
sufficient, immutable, timeless, etc.'* Secondly, if love includes desire, whatever else love means
for Plato (and regardless of whether eros is selfish), then love signifies a lack (of some kind) in
the subject of that love. Thus, desirous love is itself an evidence of imperfection and change.

At this point, the conception of love (eros) as desire warrants examination.** A

fundamental feature of eros (in Diotima’s view related in the Symposium) is that it is directed

Object of Love in Plato,” in Platonic Studies (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1981), 3—-34.

® See, for instance, Plato’s allegory of the cave in Resp. 2.7.514-520a. See also the analogy of the
divided line. Ibid., 6.509d-513e.

19 self-sufficiency is axiomatic to perfection in the classical view of Plato and Aristotle, developed
in Christianity especially in the scholasticism of Thomas Aquinas. Cf. Plato, Resp. (Benjamin Jowett, The
Works of Plato [New York: Tudor, 1937], 79); Aristotle, Metaph., 1074b; Aquinas, Summa theologica
1.1.9 (Fathers of the English Dominican Province, Summa theologica [3 vols.; Books for the Ages; Albany,
Oreg.: Ages Software, 1997], 1:92-96).

! Thus Singer states that the “Good is not like any other object. It is the principle of value and
would retain its form whether or not anyone desired it.” Nature, 86.

12 However, it must be remembered that Plato is clear that not all things that are called love are
equivalent, or love in the same sense. Plato’s Socrates states, “We have singled out a certain form of love,
and applying thereto the name of the whole, we call it love; and there are other names that we commonly
abuse.” Plato, Symp. 205b (Lamb, LCL). For instance, “those who resort to him in various other ways—in
money-making, an inclination to sports, or philosophy—are not described either as loving or as lovers, all
those who pursue him seriously in one of his several forms obtain, as loving and as lovers, the name of the
whole.” Ibid. 205¢—d. Plato also relates the view of Pausanius that love ““is not one . . . it would be more
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toward that which is good:; it is desire for the good and, ultimately, for happiness (eudaimonia).**
Accordingly, Diotima can assert that love (eros) is desire for the “everlasting possession of the
good.”14 Here, love is always directed toward something good or desirable, and as such, it entails
that the lover lacks (deficiency) that which she desires.” Hence, Diotima describes Eros not as a
god, but as a daimon whose mother is Poverty (Penia), and whose father is Resource or Plenty

(Poros).™ Eros does not possess beauty or goodness,'’ but rather desires the beautiful and good,

correct to have it previously announced what sort we ought to praise.” Ibid. 180c—d.

13 “Generically, indeed, it [eros] is all that desire of good things and of being happy—Love most
mighty and all-beguiling.” Ibid., 205¢—d. Diotima and Socrates dialogue on this: ““What is the love of the
lover of good things?” ‘That they may be his,” I replied. ‘And what will he have who gets good things?” . . .
‘he will be happy.” ‘Yes,” she said, ‘the happy are happy by acquisition of good things, and we have no
more need to ask for what end a man wishes to be happy, when such is his wish: the answer seems to be
ultimate.”” Furthermore, this “wish or this love [eros] . . . is common to all.” 1bid., 204e—205a.

Y Plato, Symp. (Jowett, Apology, 197). The reasoning goes like this: since men cherish what they
think is good Diotima asserts to Socrates that “what men love is simply and solely the good.” Plato, Symp.
206a (Lamb, LCL). Moreover, men don’t merely love the good but also desire that the good be their eternal
possession. In this way, Diotima and Socrates arrive at the definition (in another translation) that “love
loves the good to be one’s own forever.”” Ibid. Eternal possession of the good thus relates to eternal
happiness and here Brimmer sees a clear connection to Eudaemonistic ethics. “In this way Plato’s views on
love are directly connected with his eudaemonism in which the aim of all moral action is the perfection of
the soul which is ultimate happiness. In this way Platonic love becomes man’s greatest effort toward self-
perfection or arete.” Briimmer, Model, 111. Nygren, however, sees eros as a wholly acquisitive love: “The
most obvious thing about Eros is that it is a desire, a longing, a striving.” Agape, 175.

¥ “Love is a love directed to what is fair; so that Love must needs be a friend of wisdom, and, as
such, must be between wise and ignorant.” Plato, Symp. 204b (Lamb, LCL). Thus, “all who feel desire, feel
it for what is not provided or present; for something they have not or are not or lack; and that sort of thing
is the object of desire and love.” Ibid., 200e. Further, Socrates argues, “‘Has he or has he not the object of
his desire and love before he desires and loves it?” ‘He does not have it. . . . the desiring subject must have
desire for something it lacks, and again, no desire if it has no lack.”” Ibid., 200a—b. Thus a tall man does not
desire to be tall, a strong man to be strong, etc. Ibid., 200b—c. Nygren criticizes that “the logical
consequence is that love must inevitably die away when the possession of its object is secured.” Agape,
176.

1 Plato, Symp. 203c—d (Lamb, LCL). Eros desires and lacks the beautiful and good but the gods
do not. Therefore, Eros cannot be a god, as Agathon had supposed earlier in the Symposium, but must be a
daimon, an intermediary being. Ibid., 202c—d. Therefore Eros is “between a mortal and an immortal . . . a
great spirit [Acipwy péyec], Socrates: for the whole of the spiritual [6xipéviov] is between divine and
mortal.” Ibid., 202e. Daimons are the intermediaries between gods and men, since “God with man does not
mingle.” Ibid., 203a.

" However, this does not mean that Eros is wholly ugly or evil, but something in between. Ibid.,
202b.
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and all desire presumes a deficiency, lack, or need in the desirous lover.®® Since Eros desires
good, he must not be absolutely self-sufficient; he has need, like his mother, Poverty. Since love
includes desire, and desire entails a lack of the thing desired, love according to Plato is always
poor but never wholly resourceless." In this description, then, both need (or poverty) and desire
are fundamental to eros love. Although, this presents no difficulty for human love, it presents a
seemingly insoluble difficulty for divine love, as shall be seen.

Beyond this, the Symposium also presents a distinction between two kinds of desirous
love, or two Aphrodites.? Pausanius, another speaker at the gathering, presents an elder
Aphrodite, the daughter of heaven, whom he calls Heavenly; and a younger daughter of Zeus and
Dione, whom he calls Popular. The latter is the lesser love, a lover of the body rather than the
soul, a crude kind of love.? The former is the superior; it loves “what abides in the body” and

“compels lover and beloved alike to feel a zealous concern for their own virtue.”? While it is not

'8 Though one cannot desire what he possesses, he may desire that he possess his possessions
eternally. If one says he desires things he already possesses he is “merely saying—I wish these things now
present to be present also in the future.” Ibid., 200d.

19 “Now, as the son of Resource and Poverty, Love is in a peculiar case. First, he is ever poor, and
far from tender or beautiful as most suppose him: rather is he hard and parched, shoeless and homeless . . .
he ever dwells with want.” Ibid., 203c—d. Moreover, “the resources that he gets will ever be ebbing away;
so that Love is at no time either resourceless or wealthy, and furthermore he stands midway betwixt
wisdom and ignorance.” Ibid., 203e.

% Once again, it is not clear to what extent (if at all) Plato subscribes to such a view. It is placed in
the mouth of Pausanius rather than Socrates. Nevertheless, the conception is both influential and
controversial and must be introduced. Nygren traces the view of higher and lower loves as the heavenly
ladder (see discussion further below) down through the ages. He is highly critical of any such ascending
love and his analysis often appears biased thereby; but there seems to be little doubt that ideas similar to the
one related by Pausanius influenced some Christian thinkers. Nygren, Agape, 170.

?! This “is the love that we see in the meaner sort of men; who, in the first place, love women as
well as boys; secondly, where they love, they are set on the body more than the soul.” Plato, Symp. 181b
(Lamb, LCL). This love is shallow and fleeting, it “flutters off”” as soon as the “loved begins to fade.” Ibid.,
183e.

22 |bid., 185b—c. Not only Pausanius holds this but also Eryximachus who speaks regarding this
better, heavenly love saying, “This is the sort we should preserve; this is the noble, the Heavenly Love,
sprung from the Heavenly Muse. But the Popular Love comes from the Queen of Various Song; in
applying him we must proceed with all caution, that no debauchery be implanted with the reaping of his
pleasure.” Ibid., 187d-e.
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altogether clear that Plato shares the view of Pausanius, the distinction between a heavenly love
and a lower, earthy love fits Plato’s two-worlds ontology, as well as the conception of eros
related by Socrates in the Symposium. For instance, Socrates speaks of ascending a ladder of
loves, a metaphor that depends upon the notion of higher and lower loves. He does not position
these loves in absolute dichotomy but as stepping stones to the higher, truer love.” Thus, the
ladder is an upward path to the supersensible world of forms, in contrast to a downward path
toward materiality.?* This is directed toward an ultimate object of love (proton philon), which is
self-sufficient.?® Furthermore, it calls to mind the notion of the idealization of reason and rational
love. The soul that is led by reason will love the proton philon whereas those held captive by
appetite or spirit will desire lesser objects.?®

Some have harshly criticized Plato’s view, holding that eros love is a wholly, self-
centered, self-gratifying desire that seeks to pull itself upwards. However, others have contended

that Plato’s view of love should not be reduced to selfishness or even desirous love.?” One

%% The ascension is set forth thus. The true lover must first “make himself a lover of all beautiful
bodies. . . . But his next advance will be to set a higher value on the beauty of souls than on that of the
body.” Ibid., 210b. Eventually he is to “estimate the body’s beauty as a slight affair.” Ibid., 210c.
Therefore, “beginning from obvious beauties he must for the sake of that highest beauty be ever climbing
aloft, as on the rungs of a ladder, from one to two, and from two to all beautiful bodies; from personal
beauty he proceeds to beautiful observances, from observance to beautiful learning, and from learning at
last to that particular study which is concerned with the beautiful itself and that alone; so that in the end he
comes to know the very essence of beauty.” 1bid., 211c—d.

# This is Nygren’s major criticism of what he will call the eros motif. For him, “Eros is man’s
conversion from the sensible to the super-sensible; it is the upward tendency of the human soul; it is a real
force, which drives the soul in the direction of the Ideal world.” Agape, 170. Nygren’s very influential
conception of agape and eros will be discussed further below.

% «In Plato’s view, there are therefore two kinds of love: eros for the proton philon which is to be
desired for its own sake since only the possession of the proton philon constitutes eternal happiness; and
eros for everything else (including other people).” Briimmer, Model, 113. See more on this, related to
divine love, below.

% Consider Plato’s analogy of the chariot where the charioteer represents the rational, guiding part
of the soul, a white horse represents the rational part of the passionate nature, and a black horse represents
the irrational passions of the soul. The charioteer attempts to direct upwards toward the heavenly from
which the pre-existent soul had once fallen. Plato, Phaedr. 246a—254e (Fowler, LCL).

27 gee the discussion further below.
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primary basis for this latter assertion is the contents of the Lysis, to which we now turn. In this
dialogue, Socrates discusses the issue of friendship love (philia) with two boys, Lysis and
Menexenus.?® He mentions the fact that Lysis believes with certainty that his parents love (philei)
him.? However, he turns this conclusion on its head by arguing that no one loves someone who is
useless, but loves one who may address a need with skill, thus Lysis’s parents do not actually
love him.* To be loved, he counsels, Lysis should become wise, otherwise no one will love
him.* Here friendship love is clearly predicated upon utility on the part of the loved and need or
lack, which provides the context for usefulness, on the part of the lover.% Socrates also raises the
guestion of the mutuality of love. He seems to contend that friendship love need not be mutual
but can be unrequited, even to the extent of the loved one hating the lover.® But, then, who (if

n34

anyone) is the friend (philos) in friendship?™ Socrates appears to find logical difficulties with all

% Unless otherwise noted, it should be assumed that the word “love” as quoted or discussed
regarding the Lysis is from the philia root.

2 I suppose, Lysis, your father and mother are exceedingly fond [¢pLr€1] of you? Yes, to be sure,
he replied. Then if your father and mother are fond [¢LAel] of you, and desire to see you happy, it is
perfectly plain that they are anxious to secure your happiness.” Plato, Lysis 207d—e (Lamb, LCL).

% «“Then will anyone count us his friends [¢iroL] or have any affection [¢LA%oeL] for us in those
matters for which we are useless? Surely not, he said. So now, you see, your father does not love [¢buiet]
you, nor does anyone love anyone else, so far as one is useless. Apparently not, he said.” Ibid., 210c.

%1 “Then if you can become wise, my boy, everybody will be your friend [¢piAoL], everyone will be
intimate with you, since you will be useful and good; otherwise, no one at all, not your father, nor your
mother, nor your intimate connexions, will be your friends.” Ibid., 210c—d.

%2 This fits well with Plato’s view of the ideal society in the Republic where people love (philia)
the city as their own family. Here each one “must contribute to the well-being of the city and in this way
love the city and are loved for their contribution.” Briimmer, Model, 114.

% He states, “When one person loves another, which of the two becomes friend of the other—the
loving of the loved, or the loved of the loving? Or is there no difference? There is none, he replied, in my
opinion. How is that? | said; do you mean that both become friends mutually, when there is only one loving
the other? Yes, | think so, he replied. But I ask you, is it not possible for one loving not to be loved in
return by him whom he loves? It is. But again, may he not be even hated while loving?” Plato, Lysis 212a—
b (Lamb, LCL).

3 “Now in such a case, | went on, the one loves and the other is loved? Yes. Which of the two,

then, is a friend of the other? . . . Or again, is neither of them in such a case friend of the other, if both do
not love mutually?” Ibid., 212c—d.
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combinations, whether the friend be the lover, the loved, or both.® Perhaps, then, there is
something wrong with the question.*® He thus turns to the issue of the subject and object of love
as either alike or different.*” Yet, once again, Socrates finds difficulties with the available
positions, arriving at yet another apparent impasse. For instance, those alike, insofar as they are
alike, have no need or lack (and thus no desire) for the qualities of the other.® Once again, it is
emphasized that “if a man has no need of anything he will not cherish [&yamrgn]

anything. . . . And that which does not cherish [¢yecmein] will not love.”*®

On the other hand, if the like loves that which is opposite, one must say that the lover

must love the hater, being its opposite.*® But the bad cannot love; thus suppose that a third

* He maintains that if friendship requires mutuality, then the lover cannot be friend of a loved one
who does not return that love. Moreover, the loved object can also not be a friend to the lover. But it seems
that love does not always require mutuality. This ends in confusion. “What then are we to make of it, I
asked, if neither the loving are to be friends, nor the loved, nor both the loving and loved together? For
apart from these, are there any others left for us to cite as becoming friends to one another?” Ibid., 213c.

% «Can it be, Menexenus, I asked, that all through there has been something wrong with our
inquiry?” Ibid., 213c—d.

" He quotes Homer, “Yea, ever like and like together God doth draw.” Ibid., 214a.

38«5 like friend to like in so far as he is like, and is such an one useful to his fellow?” Ibid., 214d.

He goes, “when anything whatever is like anything else, what benefit can it offer, or what harm can it do, to
its like, which it could not offer or do to itself? Or what could be done to it that could not be done to it by
itself? How can such things be cherished [&yemm®@ein] by each other, when they can bring no mutual
succour? Is it at all possible? No. And how can that be a friend, which is not cherished [¢yen@to]? By no
means.” Ibid., 214d-215a. Moreover, “but, granting that like is not friend to like, the good may still be
friend to the good in so far as he is good, not as he is like? Perhaps. But again, will not the good, in so far
as he is good, be in that measure sufficient to himself? Yes. And the sufficient has no need of anything, by
virtue of his sufficiency. Of course.” Ibid., 215a-b.

* Ibid., 215h. Notice the use of the agapao word group, as in the footnote above. In parallel
fashion, one who has no use cannot be valued either. “So how can we say that the good will be friends to
the good at all, when neither in absence do they long for one another? How can it be contrived that such
persons shall value each other highly? By no means, he said. And if they do not set a high value on each
other, they cannot be friends. True.” Ibid., 215b—c.

“0 Socrates states the possibility, “for it was between things most opposed that friendship was
chiefly to be found, since everything desired [émBupeiv] its opposite, not its like.” Ibid., 215d—e. Thus, “the
unlikest things [must be filled] with friendship: since the poor man must needs be friendly to the rich, and
the weak to the strong, for the sake of their assistance, and also the sick man to the doctor; and every
ignorant person had to cherish [ayan@v] the well-informed, and love [$LAeiv] him.” Ibid., 215d. Yet, this
leads to absurdity, Socrates says, because “at once these well-accomplished logic-choppers will delightedly
pounce on us and ask whether hatred is not the most opposite thing to friendship.” Ibid., 216a.
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category, that which is neither good nor bad loves the good.** He utilizes the analogy of a body
that is neither good nor bad, which loves medicine. But, he adds, it seems that the body loves the
medicine because of the presence of evil, for if there were no evil, the body would have no need
of medicine and, hence, would not love it.* Socrates remains unsatisfied and raises the question
of motivations. To avoid an infinite regression of causes of love, he proposes the proton philon
such that “the truly dear or ultimate principle of friendship (proton philon) is not for the sake of
any other or further dear. . . . The truly dear is that in which all these so-called friendships
terminate.” Thus, evil is not the cause of love, but the “desires which are neither good nor bad
will exist even when the bad things are abolished.”* Thus, rather than evil, he suggests that desire
itself is the cause of friendship love.* Notably, the notion of desirous love is well represented in
the Lysis, here and elsewhere.*® Moreover, desire as the possible cause of love, as in the

Symposium, requires deficiency and lack, specifically lack of that which is natural or congenial to

! Thus he states, “One view then remains: if anything is friendly to anything, that which is neither
good nor bad is friendly to either the good or what is of the same quality as itself. For | presume nothing
could be found friendly to the bad. True.” Ibid., 216e. Earlier he had clarified, “the bad never enters into
true friendship with either good or bad.” Ibid., 214d.

*2 |bid., 217a—218b. For example, “those who are already wise no longer love wisdom, whether
they be gods or men; nor again can those be lovers of wisdom who are in such ignorance as to be bad: for
we know that a bad and stupid man is no lover of wisdom.” Ibid., 218a.

*® Plato, Lysis 220a—b (Jowett, Works, 75). He suggests that perhaps there is one thing that is the
true friend and other things are loved for the sake of that friend. An “original friend, for whose sake all the
other things can be said to be friends?” Lysis 219c—d (Lamb, LCL). The other things “which we cited as
friends for the sake of that one thing, may be deceiving us like so many phantoms of it, while that original
thing may be the veritable friend.” Ibid., 219d.

* 1bid., 221b.

% “Can it really be then, as we were saying just now, that desire [¢m8upia] is the cause of
friendship [¢LAlec], and the desiring thing is a friend to that which it desires, and is so at any time of
desiring; while our earlier statement about friends was all mere drivel, like a poem strung out for more
length?” Ibid., 221c—d. He states, “Is it possible for a man, when he desires [émOupodvta] and loves
[¢pcdvta], to have no friendly feeling [pLAeiv] towards that which he desires and loves? I think not.” Ibid.,
221b.

“® Socrates states, “There is a certain possession I have desired [’emt8nuév] from my

childhood . . . for the possession of friends I have quite a passionate longing [’ epwtikd¢], and would rather
obtain a good friend than the best quail or cock in the world.” Ibid., 211d-e.
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the lover.*’ Here again, Socrates purports to find an insoluble difficulty and thus ends his
ruminations on friendship explicitly acknowledging that “what a ‘friend’ is, we have not yet
succeeded in discovering.”*®

Despite the plethora of logical cul-de-sacs throughout the Lysis, a number of points are
important to understanding the issues that relate to divine love. For instance, it is significant that
Plato utilizes the eros, philia, and even agapao word group in his discussions, and in a way that
shows close relationships between them.*® For instance, need is the prerequisite for desire
(émBupie), and without need one will not cherish (&yamn), and the one who does not cherish
(&yamgm) will not love (¢Lrot), and the one who is not cherished (&yamgto) cannot be a friend
(diroc).>® Accordingly, desire (¢miBuuic) seems to be the requisite of friendship love (paioc); it is
not possible for a man who “desires (¢mOupotvte) and loves (épdvta), to have no friendly feeling
(¢pLA€lv) towards that which he desires and loves.””* Nevertheless, there is reason for caution
regarding the precise identification of Plato’s own view of these loves. For instance, Socrates is
explicitly unable to arrive at a settled position in the Lysis. On the contrary, he presents and

refutes many possible positions. Nevertheless, despite the lack of a clearly defined definition in

*" He suggests, “the desiring thing desires that in which it is deficient, does it not? Yes. And the
deficient is a friend to that in which it is deficient? | suppose so. And it becomes deficient in that of which
it suffers a deprivation. To be sure. So it is one’s own belongings [things that are proper or congenial to
one], it seems, that are the objects of love and friendship and desire; so it appears, Menexenus and Lysis.”
Ibid., 221e.

*8 Ibid., 223b. The nature of the difficulty here relates to the distinction, or lack thereof, between
the congenial and the like. Having ruled out that the like loves the like, there must be a distinction between
the congenial and the like to avoid equivocation here. Yet, Socrates supposes that the good is congenial to
the good, the bad to the bad, and that which is neither good nor bad to that which is neither good nor bad
and thus the reasoning appears to arrive at an impasse. 1bid. He thus states, “If neither the loved nor the
loving, nor the like nor the unlike, nor the good nor the belonging, nor all the rest that we have tried in turn
... if none of these is a friend, I am at a loss for anything further to say.” Ibid., 222e.

* The precise nature of the interrelationship of the linguistics is beyond the scope of this work.
Suffice it to note, however, that although the words are used distinctively, they are not set in opposition.

% bid., 214d-215b.

%1 Ibid., 221b.
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the Lysis, some facets of Platonic logic are clearly represented and remain influential, in
consideration of their continued prevalence in later discussions of these issues.’” For instance, in
the Lysis, as in the Symposium, the issue of deficiency and lack as a prerequisite for desirous love
rises to the fore.> Plato also presents the question regarding mutuality, or the lack thereof, in
friendship love.

It is possible, though it seems to me unlikely, that Plato intends to present the recurrent
issues related to desirous love in order to question the centrality of that presumed conception(s).>*
Conversely, he could be endorsing the position or calling into question other facets of that or any
number of conventional conceptions of love that were prevalent in his day. For instance, it is not
clear if Plato wishes to show that the popular conventions (such as the initially assumed parental
love for Lysis) regarding love are false, or that the view of love as desire is simplistic, or

something else entirely. Or does Plato wish to state that friendship is, in fact, inexplicable? There

appears to be no way to determine Plato’s own intent with certainty. Nevertheless, one can

52 See the remainder of this chapter and the next.

53 This issue is clearly seen regarding the love of Lysis’s parents for him, where utility is raised,
presuming deficiency. Price agrees that these emphases remain, saying, “For all its ostensible failures, the
Lysis ends its investigation of the grounds of desire . . . with two suggestions that Plato was not later to take
back: the object of desire is that which one lacks, and that which one lacks is that which one is deprived
of.” Love, 12. What remains unresolved, says Price, is how mutual friendship can exist, and how the
notions of likeness and goodness relate. Ibid. Incidentally, Price believes that Plato’s own view is
represented in these dialogues of Socrates.

> For instance, C. Osborne believes that the Lysis rules out eros as acquisitive love. To support
her view, she contends that the Lysis includes “three examples of love [that] are shown to be impossible on
the assumption that love is something self-seeking that expects to gain something of benefit to the lover.”
Eros, 58. Those three are Hippothales as unrequited lover of Lysis, Lysis and Menexenus as “like” friends,
and the love of Lysis’s parents for him. These three kinds of love are dismissed by Socrates, but she
suggests that this shows not that these kinds of love are false, but rather that the notions about love have
gone terribly wrong. She states, “Because we perceive that these are the most classic examples of love, and
that if they are inexplicable something has gone seriously wrong with the analysis of love.” Ibid., 59. Thus
“Plato could convincingly represent the common assumptions of Athenians about love as being
incompatible with an acquisitive analysis of love.” Ibid., 60. However, it is equally possible that Plato did
not view these types of love as true or adequate but was intending to criticize the Athenian notions.
Although he never does reconcile his own view here it does seem to assume many facets of desirous love
predicated on need and deficiency and this fits with Plato’s overall ontology. However, one cannot be sure
of either interpretation.
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recognize here the issues that are repeatedly raised in the discussions of love after Plato, including
the issues of perfection and self-sufficiency as opposed to desirous love that presumes
insufficiency, the priority of rational love for the heavenly over against vulgar love of the earthy,

and the parties and relationship (mutuality and reciprocality) of true friendship.

The Question of Egocentric Love in Plato

The ongoing debate regarding the Platonic conception of love must be further addressed.
As has been briefly mentioned, some interpret Plato’s conception of eros love to be acquisitive
love as represented by Diotima’s account in the Symposium. For some, this conception becomes
synonymous with thematic eros, a self-centered acquisitive love. Some contend that elements in
this account present a thoroughgoing egocentrism where a lover only loves for some expected
benefit that will address deficiency.> This kind of love is motivated purely by self-interest in
accordance with eudaimonistic ethics.* This stands opposed to the notion of love as
beneficence.>” On the other hand, it is sometimes argued that Platonic eros does not amount to
selfishness per se, but rather that loving others is inseparably connected to one’s own benefit

based on the interdependent nature of the world.”® Some, however, present Plato’s view as a

% For instance, the body loves medicine so that it can be improved. Plato, Lysis 215d. Even
parental love of children is chalked up to the desire for immortality in the Symposium, as is the willingness
for self-sacrifice of Alcestis and Achilles in mythology. Plato, Symp. 208c—d.

*® Nygren criticizes, “The very fact that Eros is acquisitive love is sufficient to show its egocentric
character; for all desire, or appetite, and longing is more or less egocentric. But the clearest proof of the
egocentric nature of Eros is its intimate connection with eudaemonia.” Agape, 180. “Of such a love it could
scarcely be said that it ‘seeketh not its own.”” Ibid., 181.

> «An Eros that was rich, and had everything it wanted, would be a contradiction in terms; and the
same is true, fundamentally, of any thought of Eros as freely giving anything away.” Ibid., 176.

%8 For Briimmer, Platonic “eros is love for the ideal humanity which all men share.” Model, 124.
As such, it is not selfish, even though it is self-love such that “I do not love you for yourself alone, but only
in order to achieve ultimate happiness for myself. In this sense all love is self-love.” Ibid., 115. Thus, while
it is true that “Platonic love was in the final analysis an eudaemonistic effort toward achieving for yourself
arete or that self-perfection which is identical with ultimate happiness.” Ibid. Nevertheless, “this does not
mean that love is selfish. It does not seek personal advantage at the expense of other people. On the
contrary, seeking my own good involves seeking the good of society as a whole and even of the universe as
a whole, since all these goods are intimately connected.” Ibid.
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deficient love for universals rather than persons, while others see it as love for the potential
(rather than actual) goodness of persons (self and others).”® Still others question whether Plato’s
view must be interpreted as acquisitive at all. Might Platonic love, and thus eros, rather be
inexplicable, as is perhaps implied by the inconclusive conclusion of the Lysis?®® For instance, in
the Lysis and even in the Symposium there are brief implications of other-centered love.** Perhaps
love is multifaceted such that an attempted reduction of it to one or two elements results in
absurdity.

Whatever the case may be, it is beyond the scope of this dissertation to enter into the

further intricacies of interpreting Plato’s own view. Nevertheless, the briefly examined

% Vlastos, in “Individual,” supposes Platonic love to be directed toward the eternal forms or ideas
and only secondarily for individuals, and then only as an instance, or exemplification, of the eternal forms
or ideas. This he finds to be the “cardinal flaw” in Plato’s theory, lack of true personal love but rather
limited to “love in persons . . . the ‘image”’ of the Idea in them.” Vlastos, “Individual,” 31. Norton and
Kille, on the other hand, see Platonic love not as egocentric, which is directed toward love of the actual self
(actuality), but as a love directed toward the “indwelling ideal” (potentiality) and its growth. Philosophies,
82. Because all of humanity is connected, this same love can also be directed toward the “ideal possibility
within the beloved which it is his or her destiny to fulfill.” Ibid., 81. It is not concerned with the present
imperfect condition but looks toward the perfect potentiality.

8 C. Oshorne contends that eros is not acquisitive love or love motivated by desire or self-interest
but is inexplicable according to the pattern of the Cupid mythology of arrows. For her, “the inexplicability
of loving someone is central to the traditional notion of eros.” Eros, 72. She does concede that, “if the
speech of Socrates in the Symposium is taken as an exposition of Platonic doctrine, it is easy to assume that
Plato’s principle analysis of love is akin to what Nygren identified as Eros, a selfish desire to possess an
inanimate good.” Ibid., 54. However, she does not take the Symposium to be a vehicle of Plato’s own view.
Rather, she contends that “Plato himself suggests the reasons why it [the Symposium] should not be taken
as suggesting that love is motivated by self-interest, or explained by appeal to the desirable nature of the
object of acquisitive love.” Ibid., 56. She believes the Lysis “effectively undermines the notion of love that
Nygren and many others have found in Diotima’s speech.” Ibid., 57. For her, it “make the uncritical,
acquisitive, reading of the Symposium impossible.” Ibid., 58. Rist, on the other hand, does see Diotima’s
account as including an acquisitive love that Plato would affirm, yet he also allows for some instances of
non-egoistic love in Plato’s writings, noting that Plato was not consistent in his system and allowed for
multiple positions that cannot be made into “a totally harmonious position.” Eros, 54. See further, ibid., 26,
33-37, 55.

® Though it is not from the mouth of Socrates, Phaedrus states, “Only such as are in love will
consent to die for others.” Plato, Symp. 179b (Lamb, LCL). He contends that the lover avoids the shameful
in order to be viewed more favorably by his beloved, thus making for a better citizen, and a better society.
Thus, even here there is some emphasis on utility. Moreover, in the Lysis, love from parent to child is
briefly mentioned as love that desires happiness for the beloved, though this parental love is itself
questioned. Plato, Lysis 207d. In another instance, according to Diotima, the beautiful may be partaken of
by lesser things, which does not detract from the self-sufficiency of the Beautiful. Plato, Symp. 211b.
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conflicting interpretations do shed light on what became major questions in the historical
theology of love. For example, should love in its highest and purest sense be limited to altruism
and beneficence or is there room for at least some degree of egocentrism? In other words, must
love empty itself of valuation and desire nothing for itself? These questions become very
prominent, and it does not seem necessary to pinpoint Plato’s own view to appreciate his
influence in highlighting these issues. Although Plato speaks primarily of human love, and that is
the locus of these questions for him, Christian theology will wrestle with these definitions as it
relates to divine love. Presently, we turn to the Platonic framework, which suggests the

impossibility of divine love.

Divine Love
The words of Socrates related by Plato in both the Symposium and the Lysis imply that

there is only one true object of love, the Good, the proton philon.® For instance, Plato writes,
“What men love is simply and solely the good.”® The proton philon, the supreme object of love,
is the ultimate Good.* This relates to the aforementioned analogy of progress toward higher and
better forms of love as “rungs on a ladder” toward the ultimate, singular, object of love.® In this
way, everything that is loved is loved for the good that it participates in or imitates, until we reach
the proton philon, that “for whose sake all the other things” are loved.®® In this ascent toward
higher love, the ultimate object of love is “the final object of all those previous toils . . . existing

ever in singularity of form independent by itself, while all the multitude of beautiful things

82 plato, Lysis 219c. For Plato “all lovers are really in love with the absolute.” Singer, Nature, 21.
% Plato, Symp. 206a (Lamb, LCL).

% Singer, Nature, 54.

% plato, Symp. 210b—c (Lamb, LCL).

% pJato, Lysis 219¢ (Lamb, LCL). This translation reads, “for whose sake all other things can be
said to be friends.” however, it can also be translated for whose sake all other things are loved (i €lval).
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partake of it in such wise that, though all of them are coming to be and perishing, it grows neither
greater nor less, and is affected [rdoxeiv] by nothing.”®” This “hierarchy of loves culminat[es] in
the proton philon which is the only object to be loved for its own sake,” the eternal ultimate
form.® The God of Christianity would later be associated with this proton philon, the impassible
one who desires nothing but is the true desire of all.

The Platonic ontology makes it clear that love as desire or utility is not appropriate to
divinity.®® As we have seen, love as desire suggests a lack or need in the lover that may be
satisfied by an object of love such that the lover is “ever poor” and in need.”® However, the Good
is the ultimate, and thus perfect, self-sufficient, immutable, timeless, etc.” Thus, divinity as
perfect must be completely self-sufficient and, consequently, “a god cannot love, since the gods

lack nothing.”72 Moreover, there could be no relational or friendship love between God and man

% Plato, Symp. 211a-b (Lamb, LCL). It is “ever-existent and neither comes to be nor perishes,
neither waxes nor wanes; next, it is not beautiful in part and in part ugly, nor is it such at such a time and
other at another, nor in one respect beautiful and in another ugly, nor so affected by positions as to seem
beautiful to some and ugly to others.” It is not in any instance, description, or location “but existing ever in
singularity of form independent by itself, while all the multitude of beautiful things partake of it in such a
wise that, although all of them are coming to be and perishing, it grows neither greater nor less, and is
affected by nothing.” 1bid.

%8 Briimmer, Model, 112.

8 At least in the sense of the absolute Good, the proton philon who is self-sufficient and “affected
by nothing.” Plato, Symp. 211b (Lamb, LCL). Rist draws attention to a number of possible instances of
outward-focused benevolence; Plato speaks of gods such as Zeus caring (in the sense of providing) for all
(Phaedr. 246e), an age past of divine or semi-divine philanthropy (Leg. 713d) and a fatherly description of
the Demiurge (Tim. 28c, 37¢). He suggests that “Plato has not worked out his thought into a fully coherent
system, but left some striking contradictions.” Rist, Eros, 33. Even if inconsistent with other elements of
Platonic ontology, such infrequent instances still cannot remove Plato’s overwhelming emphasis on the
timelessness, self-sufficiency, and impassibility that is central to the proton philon.

"0 plato, Symp. 203c—d (Lamb, LCL).

"™ “But again, will not the good, in so far as he is good, be in that measure sufficient to himself?
Yes. And the sufficient has no need of anything, by virtue of his sufficiency. Of course.” Plato, Lysis 215a—
b (Lamb, LCL). Thus Singer states that the “Good is not like any other object. It is the principle of value
and would retain its form whether or not anyone desired it.” Nature, 86.

2 Briimmer, Model, 111. Thus, Diotima states, “No gods ensue wisdom or desire to be made wise:
such they are already; nor does anyone else that is wise ensue it.” Plato, Symp. 204a (Lamb, LCL).
Moreover, she dialogues with Plato, “‘Tell me, do you not say that all gods are happy and beautiful? Or
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for “God with man does not mingle.”” Thus divinity is never the active agent of love (lover) but
may only be the object of love (loved).”

As shall be seen, the concept of eros as desire or as love for the useful becomes
significant in Christian theology. Thus, when Christians adapted Plato’s theory of the Good or the
proton philon to correspond to the Christian God, the issue of divine love became problematic.
For instance, the Good is absolutely simple, timeless, self-sufficient, immutable, and altogether
perfect. This means, of course, that the Good is in need of nothing, indeed incapable of need. The
proton philon is the object of all love but cannot be subject; since it already possesses the object
of all desire, it makes no sense to consider it a subject of desire; it lacks nothing. If God is
conceived in these terms, it follows that God cannot have any desire, and thus cannot exhibit the
kind of love that Plato described; if there is divine love it cannot have any semblance of the
supposedly Platonic eros love of desire; it must be something altogether different. This created a
great difficulty to Christianity, which must hold divine love of some sort to make any sense of the
gospel. One major attempt to overcome this difficulty will be seen in Augustine’s theory of divine

love. But first, the view of Aristotle must be considered.

Aristotle’s Conception of Love

The influence of Plato on Aristotle’s conception of love is vast, yet Aristotle broke from

his teacher in significant ways including the fact that he further emphasized rational love and

will you dare to deny that any god is beautiful and happy?’ ‘Bless me!’ I exclaimed, ‘not I.” ‘And do you
not call those happy who possess good and beautiful things?’ ‘Certainly I do.” ‘But you have admitted that
Love, from very lack of good and beautiful things, desires these very things that he lacks.” ‘Yes, I have.’
‘How then can he be a god, if he is devoid of things beautiful and good?” ‘By no means, it appears.”” Ibid.,
202c—d.

" Rather, the daimons are “the means of all society and converse of men with gods and of gods
with men, whether waking or asleep.” Ibid., 203a. Thus C. Osborne states, “It seems that Diotima’s
universe would be in danger of falling into two parts if intermediates were denied, due to a kind of dualism
that treats what are properly contraries as if they were contradictories.” Eros, 110.

™ «The relation between the two worlds is entirely one-sided; the movement is all in one direction,
from below upwards.” Nygren, Agape, 170.
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added nuance to Plato’s distinctions.” Essential to understanding Aristotle’s conception of love is
the ontology that underlies all of his thought. Aristotle’s ontology is one of substance. Substance
is a composite of form and matter (hylomorphe).” In opposition to Plato’s two-world ontology,
universals inhere in substances and do not exist independently. The form is the essence (what it is
made into) and the matter is what the substance is made of. There are essential qualities without
which something would not be what it is and also accidental qualities that are not necessary to
that particular thing. Aristotle further develops his ontology regarding the question of change by
employing the categories of actuality (energeia) and potentiality (dunamis), the former being
what something is and the latter being what something could become.”’

Despite Aristotle’s break from Plato’s two-world ontology and his development of the
ontology of substance and change, the veneration of timelessness, simplicity, immutability, self-
sufficiency, and perfection remain constant in the foundation of Aristotle’s ontology.”
Specifically, they are essential to the unmoved mover who is wholly impassible and immutable,

immovable and unalterable, pure act with no potentiality and wholly immaterial, without parts.”

5 “Even more than Plato, Aristotle associates love with reason as against emotion.” Singer,
Nature, 91. Nygren comments, “The relation between the Aristotelian and the Platonic theory of Eros
might be formulated briefly as follows: Aristotle presents us with an expansion of the Platonic theory, in
which the idea of Eros acquires cosmic significance.” Agape, 183.

"® See Aristotle, Metaph. 7.

" Actuality has priority over potentiality as its ground such that “the actually existence is
generated from the potentially existent by something which is actually existence” but there is no infinite
regress for “there is always a prime mover; and that which initiates motion exists already in actuality.”
Aristotle, Metaph. 9.8.5 (Tredennick, LCL). Nygren comments, “The whole process of nature is seen by
Avristotle as a movement, a successive ascent from matter to Form, from imperfection to perfection of
being, from potentiality to actuality.” Agape, 184.

"8 The “prime mover, which is immovable, is one both in formula and number.” Aristotle, Metaph.
7.8.18 (Tredennick, LCL). “The first principle and primary reality is immovable, both essentially and
accidentally, but it excites the primary form of motion, which is one and eternal.” Ibid., 7.8.3. See also
ibid., 7.9.2.

" For the logic regarding the notion of the prime mover see ibid., 7.8.3—4. The ultimate reality, the
unmoved mover, is Mind (nous) and the mind is wholly unaffected and undetermined by external reality.
Ibid., 7.9.1-2. It does not change, for the change would be for the worse, and anything of this kind would
immediately imply some sort of motion.” Ibid., 7.9.3. The unmoved, or prime mover, is the ultimate
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Once again, such a conception of the ultimate being greatly impacts the conception of divine
love, and in Aristotle’s case, the lack thereof. First, however, his conception of love must be

briefly examined.

Friendship Love

When discussing love, Aristotle prefers the term philia, which connotes a “rationalistic
friendship love” whereas the word eros he uses to connote sexual love.* Friendship love is
rational as opposed to the fleeting love of emotion or “excess of feeling.”®" However, despite the
difference in the nuance of preferred wording, a great deal of Plato’s conception of love towards a
worthy object remains.® For instance, Aristotle contends that the object of love must be useful,
beautiful (or pleasant), and/or good.® In this way he posits three kinds of friendship love (philia).

Friendship love based on utility is concerned with an expected benefit to the lover.?* Love of the

substance, separate from potentiality and materiality. Aristotle describes it thus: “There is some substance
which is eternal and immovable and separate from sensible things; and it has been shown that this
substance can have no magnitude, but is impartible and indivisible (for it causes motion for infinite time,
and nothing finite has infinite potentiality . . .); and moreover that it is impassive and unalterable; for all the
other kinds of motion are posterior to spatial motion.” Ibid., 7.7.12-13. This mind is entirely self-sufficient
and thinks only itself: “Therefore Mind thinks itself, if it is that which is best; and its thinking is a thinking
of thinking.” Ibid., 7.9.4.

8 Singer, Nature, 92. Aristotle “restricts the meaning of Plato’s word eros, using it only for the
lesser relationship of sexual love. For what he really wishes to recommend, friendship, he adopts the term
philia.” 1bid.

8 Aristotle, Metaph. 8.6 (David Ross, Metaphysics [Oxford World’s Classics; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998], 201). Again, for Aristotle the best love (friendship love or philia) is rational and
purposive as opposed to the fleeting love (philesis) of emotion. In fact, Rackham translates it as: “Liking
[¢ianoLc] seems to be an emotion [maBeL], friendship [piAie] a fixed disposition, for liking can be felt even
for inanimate things, but reciprocal liking involves deliberate choice, and this springs from a fixed
disposition.” Aristotle, Metaph. 8.5.5 (Tredennick, LCL). The love based on feelings is fleeting, but
rational love remains.

8 In fact, the majority of the difference in semantics relates to Aristotle’s usage of the category of
eros. As has been seen, philia and its word group was used by Plato to discuss friendship in similar fashion
to Aristotle.

8 «It seems that not everything is loved [¢pLAelo6et], but only what is lovable [¢p1intév], and that
this is either what is good, or pleasant, or useful.” Ibid., 8.2.1.

8 “Thus friends whose affection is based on utility do not love each other in themselves, but in so
far as some benefit accrues to them from each other. And similarly with those whose friendship is based on
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beautiful (pleasant) is likewise concerned with personal advantage. The first two kinds of
friendship love are thus closely connected as imperfect and inferior kinds of friendship.® In
discussing these types of friendships, Aristotle conveys his distaste for friendship based on
emotion, temporary pleasure, or profit. Notably, he ties the friendship (philia) based on emotion
with eros love.®® Likewise, he ties friendship of utility not to mutual love but mutual profit.®” He
thus somewhat reticently applies the term friendship (philia) to these first two types, finally
acknowledging that they are only friendships in an “analogical sense.”*®

In contrast to these first two types is the love of the good and virtuous, not merely for the
sake of utility but for those who are morally virtuous. This third kind of love amounts to perfect

friendship (philia), the highest kind of love.® Whereas the first two kinds are fleeting, the rare,

perfect friendship remains constant since it is based on the stability of virtue.”® Moreover, perfect

pleasure.” Ibid., 8.3.1.

8 Such friendships are imperfect not only because they are based on temporary advantage (use of
pleasure) but because such attachments are “accidental” and thus fleeting. Ibid., 8.3.2—3. These friendships
are easily broken off: “if no longer pleasant or useful to each other, they cease to love each other.” Ibid.,
8.3.4.

8 The young, he says, tend to form friendships of pleasure based on “emotion” (mdfoc). “Hence
they both form friendships and drop them quickly, since their affections alter with what gives them
pleasure, and the tastes of youth change quickly. Also the youth are prone to fall in love [épwrtikol], as love
[epwoTikiic] is chiefly guided by emotion [T06c], and grounded on pleasure [‘ndovnv]. . . . Hence they form
attachments quickly and give them up quickly, often changing before the day is out.” Ibid. 8.2.5.

87 «A friendship based on utility dissolves as soon as its profit ceases; for the friends did not love
[biroL] each other, but what they got out of each other.” Ibid., 8.4.2.

8 people use the word friendship for the lesser kinds thus “we must say that there are several sorts
of friendship, that between good men, as good, being friendship in the primary and proper meaning of the
term, while the other kinds are friendships in an analogical sense.” Ibid., 8.4.4.

8 “The perfect [terela] form of friendship [¢LAic] is that between the good, and those who
resemble each other in virtue [dpetrv ‘opolwr].” Ibid., 8.3.6. Thus, “perfect, complete friendship (teleia
philia) is contingent on virtue in both partners.” Carmichael, Friendship, 17. Singer questions this as a
basis of love, however, noting: “Reason may force us to recognize the virtuous character of a good man;
but nothing can force us to love him.” Nature, 96.

% «Hence the friendship of these lasts as long as they continue to be good; and virtue is a
permanent quality.” Aristotle, Metaph. 8.3.6 (Tredennick, LCL). “Because virtue is a stable state,
friendship based on it will have the perfection of permanence.” Carmichael, Friendship, 17. Singer
comments, “Perfect friendship is a state of justice because it enables good men to take cognizance of each
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friendship is not based merely on relative goods (that which is good in the view of the lover) but
absolute goods (that which is good regardless of perspective), and the virtuous lover recognizes
the absolute good.®* This type of friendship affords both utility and pleasure, though these
benefits are not its grounds, since the good man derives both benefits from the good that he
loves.” However, this friendship remains explicitly grounded on the worth of the object; its
superiority to the other two is based on loving what is higher, the worthy virtue, rather than the
baser, temporary attributes.”® Accordingly, despite perfect friendship being superior to imperfect
friendships, it is not thereby purely altruistic, as shall be seen below. All three types of love are
directed toward something lovable or worthy of love (useful, beautiful, or good) and thus
valuable to the lover.*

Accordingly, the question is raised, is perfect friendship altruistic and other-centered?
Notably, Aristotle seems to explicitly appeal to other-regarding love. Specifically, he mentions
friendship love as “wishing for him what you believe to be good things, not for your own sake but

for his, and being inclined, so far as you can, to bring these things about.”* In another place he

other’s character, thereby according one another the love that virtue deserves.” Singer, Nature, 95.

9% «All affection [pLAle] is based on good or on pleasure, either absolute or relative to the person
who feels it, and is prompted by similarity of some sort; but this friendship possesses all these attributes in
the friends themselves, they are alike, et cetera, in that way.” Aristotle, Metaph. 8.3.7 (Tredennick, LCL).
“Also, when men wish the good of those they love for their own sakes, their goodwill does not depend on
emotion but on a fixed disposition.” Ibid., 8.5.5.

% Thus, “it is between good men that affection [¢pLr€iv] and friendship [puaie] exist in their fullest
and best form.” Ibid., 8.3.7.

% Aristotle explicitly frames this friendship on worthiness stating, “You cannot admit him to
friendship or really be friends, before each has shown the other that he is worthy of friendship and has won
his confidence.” Ibid., 8.3.8.

% Singer contends that for Aristotle love “is always a response to external merit.” Nature, 97.
Thus Singer believes that for Aristotle as for Plato “love remains the search for an objective goodness in
the object.” Ibid. For this reason he believes that, “for all his originality, Aristotle still belongs to what is
often called (using Plato’s terminology) the eros tradition.” Ibid., 106.

% Aristotle, Rhet. 1380b-1381a (W. Rhys Roberts, Rhetoric [2 vols.; GBWW:; Chicago,
Encyclopaedia Brittanica, 1990], 2:626). Moreover, Aristotle does recognize that the benefactor in a
relationship loves more deeply than the one benefitted, like an artist loves his work more than it could love
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states that love involves “goodwill and wishing well to each other.”® Thus, Aristotle clearly
includes well-wishing and acting for the other’s good as a part of friendship, yet the question
remains, is regard for others the motivation of friendship love? This issue is further illuminated
by Aristotle’s brief discussion of self-sacrifice, stating, the good man “will if necessary lay down
his life in the behalf of friends and country.”’ However, for Aristotle, such self-sacrifice is rooted
in the self-interest of gaining nobility thereby.*® Elsewhere, Aristotle makes it explicitly clear that
in friendship each “loves his own good and also makes an equivalent return by wishing the
other’s good.”®*

Nevertheless, despite the appearance of benevolence (well-wishing), some have criticized
Aristotle’s conception, saying that loving others is not really for the sake of those others but

100

ultimately originated out of self-interest.™ Accordingly, Aristotle has been criticized for the

him if it were alive. Aristotle, Metaph. 9.7.3-4.
% Aristotle, Metaph. 8.2 (Ross, Metaphysics, 194).
°7 Aristotle, Metaph. 9.8.9 (Tredennick, LCL).

% He states, “For he will surrender wealth and power and all the goods that men struggled to win,
if he can secure nobility for himself. . . . And this is doubtless the case with those who give their lives for
others; thus they choose great nobility for themselves.” Ibid.

% Ibid., 8.5.5. Aristotle does state, “For these friends wish each alike the other’s good in respect of
their goodness, and they are good in themselves; but it is those who wish the good of their friends for their
friends’ sake who are friends in the fullest sense, since they love each other for themselves and not
accidentally.” Ibid., 8.3.6. However, this does not seem to refer to altruism but rather to love based on
recognition of virtue in the other. Thus, rather than being based on the accidents of utility or pleasure, this
kind of love is based on the person himself, specifically his virtue. It does not seem to mean that the good
man loves the other good man in order to benefit the other good man, although such benefit does mutually
accrue, but rather because it is the rational and virtuous course to love the good and virtuous. This is readily
apparent when Aristotle comments, “And in loving [¢pLAoDvtec] their friend [piiov] they love their own
good, for the good man in becoming dear to another becomes that other’s good. Each party therefore both
loves his own good and also makes an equivalent return by wishing the other’s good, and by affording him
pleasure; for there is a saying, ‘Amity [pLAdtng] is equality [Lodtng],” and this is most fully realized in the
friendships of the good.” Ibid., 8.5.5.

100 por instance, “the criticism is not,” comments Richard Norman, “that Plato and Aristotle
exclude altruism. It is that, because they justify it by reference to the agent’s own happiness, they reduce it
to a kind of enlightened self-interest, and so deprive it of its moral value.” The Moral Philosophers: An
Introduction to Ethics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1983), 57. For instance, consider H. A.
Prichard’s seminal criticism of self-interest, Moral Obligation and Duty and Interest: Essays and Lectures
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1968). However, Norman contends that perhaps Aristotle presents
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semblance of overarching self-interest.*!

Others, however, contend that Aristotle’s love is not
selfish but, simply, consistently directs itself towards that which is worthy of love, that is, the
good in the self or in others.'® Aristotle does explicitly emphasize the priority of self-love, saying
that every man “is his own best friend and ought to love himself best.”** For Atristotle, even
parental love is an example of self-love; parents love children as offspring of their own self.'**
However, the right kind of self-love is rational and directed toward virtue for the self.’®® This is in
accord with the Eudaimonistic ethics of Aristotle that one is best served by being good and

virtuous.'® Aristotle frames all action directed at happiness as the ultimate end, and happiness is

acting in accordance with reason, which itself is virtuous action.’” In this limited way, love for

concern for others as “constitutive of one’s own happiness” which for him would make their account “no
more suspect than the altruism of one who simply enjoys helping others.” Moral, 59. Nonetheless, Norman
remains unsatisfied and detects a form of egoism here. Cf. C. Osborne, Eros, 144.

191 For instance, C. Osborne critiques: Aristotle’s “persistent preoccupation with what you get out

of a relationship, and whether you or the other person are getting as much as you give, seems to fit ill with
our notion of how friends regard each other.” Eros, 144. Nygren comments that even “the nobler form of
love, is built in the last resort, according to Aristotle, on self-love.” Agape, 186.

102 I perfect friendship the apparent object of love is the goodness which the excellent person

instantiates.” Carmichael, Friendship, 22.
193 Aristotle, Metaph. 9.8 (Ross, Metaphysics, 235).

104 Aristotle states, “For parents love [otépyouat] their children as part of themselves.” Metaph.
8.12.2 (Tredennick, LCL).

195 |pid., 9.8.4-6. In fact, Aristotle contends that the wrong kind of self-love, specifically that
which tries to assign “the larger share of money, honours, or bodily pleasures,” has given it a bad name.
Ibid., 9.8.4. Carmichael believes that “capacity for friendship depends on right self-love, which is free of
selfishness in that the good | will for myself is the good of virtue, and the virtuous person is free of self-
seeking passion, and acts according to intelligent reason (nous).” Friendship, 22.

105 «“By suggesting that self-interest is best served by ministering to the higher elements of the self,
and that this is done by doing good, which itself benefits others as well as the self, he can argue that serving
others not only follows from looking after number one but also contributes to that task.” C. Oshorne, Eros,
151. C. Osborne contends that “Aristotle’s analysis of philia is not concerned with loving others” but “co-
operating with, or befriending, others in such a way as to operate in society as if their goals were your own
goals, or as if the pair of you, or group of you, had joint goals.” Ibid.

197 «“Now happiness above all else appears to be absolutely final in this sense, since we always
choose it for its own sake and never as a means to something else.” Aristotle, Metaph. 1.7.5 (Tredennick,
LCL). “Happiness, therefore, being found to be something final and self-sufficient, is the End at which all
actions aim.” Ibid., 1.7.8. For Aristotle, “Happiness consists in acting in accordance with reason.” Norman,
Moral, 39. In fact, the ultimate human function is to act rationally. This is the highest good toward
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others is like love for one’s self.X® Thus, for Aristotle, self-love presents no problem since it is
both rational and virtuous to direct love toward that which is good, thus the “good man ought to
be a lover of himself” since love is directed toward a worthy object and the good man is worthy

of self-love.’®

Mutuality and Community

For Aristotle, mutuality is an essential feature of all three types of friendship.™® This
mutuality includes equality whether it be exchange of equal pleasure, utility, or goodness.**

Because friendship is a relationship of mutuality, it also requires likeness as well as nearness.™?

happiness. Aristotle, Metaph. 1.7.14.

1% For Aristotle, “the extreme of friendship is likened to one’s love for oneself.” Aristotle,
Metaph. 9.4 (Ross, Metaphysics, 228). Carmichael comments that there seem two possibilities: “self-love is
the exemplar for all other loves, or that all love is fundamentally self-love. The exemplary meaning is
foremost when he says that very strong friendship ‘is likened to’ one’s friendship for one’s self.”
Friendship, 21.

199 Aristotle, Metaph. 9.8.7 (Tredennick, LCL). Moreover, as good “he will then both benefit
himself by acting nobly and aid his fellows.” Ibid. Thus, here again, the action is for nobility and a by-
product is the benefit of others.

10 Thus “the term Friendship [¢1A{a] is not applied to love [¢pLrrioed] for inanimate objects, since
here there is no return of affection [dvtidpiinoig], and also no wish for the good of the object—for instance,
it would be ridiculous to wish to a bottle of wine. . . . Whereas we are told that we ought to wish our friend
well for his own sake. But persons who wish another good for his own sake, if the feeling is not
reciprocated, are merely said to feel goodwill [edvoug] for him: only when mutual is such goodwill termed
friendship.” Ibid., 8.2.3. Moreover, the goodwill must be known, for mutual goodwill unknown cannot be
called friendship. Ibid., 8.2.4. Therefore he can state the three requisites of friendship, that “men must (1)
feel goodwill for each other, that is, wish each other’s good, and (2) be aware of each other’s goodwill, and
(3) the cause of their goodwill must be one of the lovable qualities mentioned above.” Ibid.

11 Thus, “the forms of friendship of which we have spoken are friendships of equality, for both
parties render the same benefit and wish the same good to each other, or else exchange two different
benefits, for instance pleasure and profit.” Ibid., 8.6.7. Aristotle does recognize that there are unequal
friendships and includes among them that of father-son, husband-wife, ruler-ruled. Ibid., 8.7.1. However,
he proposes that such should be balanced out by the ‘lesser’ bestowing more affection on the more
deserving party. “The affection rendered in these various unequal friendships should also be proportionate:
the better of the two parties, for instance, or the more useful or otherwise superior as the case may be,
should receive more affection than he bestows; since when affection rendered is proportionate to desert,
this produces equality in a sense between the parties, and equality is felt to be an essential element of
friendship.” Ibid., 8.7.2.

12 |bid., 8.5.5. Singer thus criticizes that Aristotle neglects “the joy or loving those who are not

like ourselves, persons who are not extensions of our own personality, but are really different, separate,
autonomous.” Nature, 102.
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In this way, reciprocal friendship love is predicated upon the parties of the relationship being part

113 Thus, Aristotle states, “community is the essence of friendship.”114 In fact,

of the community.
friendship love is what holds the community together. Moreover, the proper functioning
community is one of justice, and each actual society will “involve friendship just in so far as it
involves justice.”™® Justice includes love directly proportioned to merit, which “is what
55116 In

Aristotelian justice demands, and friendship cannot be authentic if it goes against justice.

this way, it seems that the notion of unmerited love (bestowal) is foreign to Aristotle.*’

Purposive Love
Another important characteristic of Aristotle’s conception is volition. For Aristotle,
higher love is not a passionate impulse or merely affection, but rather a deliberate choice. Philia
love is not directed by feelings of pathos; rather, Aristotle writes, “Mutual love involves choice
and choice springs from a state; and men wish well to those whom they love, for their sake, not as
a result of passion, but as a result of state.”*'® Here again we see the importance of philia as a

rational, willed love.™*® The rational man chooses to love objects that are worthy of love, and the

'3 This is “an ontological precondition or ground for friendship, the sharing in some kind of
‘communion’ (koinonia), which of itself engenders friendship between its participants.” Carmichael,
Friendship, 17. Therefore “when persons approve of each other without seeking such other’s society, this
seems to be goodwill rather than friendship. Nothing is more characteristic of friends than that they seek
each other’s society.” Aristotle, Metaph 8.4.3 (Tredennick, LCL).

14 Ipid., 8.9.1. Alternately translated, “friendship depends on community.” The Greek reads év
kKowavig yop ‘n dpila.

15 Aristotle, Metaph. 8.11 (Ross, Metaphysics, 112).
118 Singer, Nature, 95.

7 This does not rule out benevolence as part of the love relationship, but love still must be
grounded upon some worth in the object (usefulness, pleasantness, or goodness) and cannot thus be wholly
unmerited.

118 Aristotle, Eth. nic. 8.5.30-32 (Jonathan Barnes, The Complete Works of Aristotle: the Revised
Oxford Translation [Princeton, N.J.: Princeton UP, 1984], 1829).

119 He states, “A man of defective self-restraint acts from desire but not from choice; and on the
contrary a self-restrained man acts from choice and not from desire.” Aristotle, Metaph. 3.2.4 (Tredennick,
LCL). “Still less is choice the same as passion. Acts done from passion seem very far from being done of
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most rational man loves the highest good.°

Yet questions are also raised as to the apparent lack
of emotion in Aristotle’s conception of higher love. Aristotle makes a distinction between the
higher form of friendship love (philia) which is rational and purposive and the fleeting love
(philesis) of emotion.*”* Catherine Osborne contends that this friendship love is thus really a
pragmatic relationship of mutual benefit in society, less love than partnership or alliance.'” Why
does Aristotle not give more prominence to feeling love (philesis)? Osborne comments, “The
occasions on which Aristotle actually discusses whether the parties are fond of each other
(stergousi) are not many, though he occasionally takes it for granted that they would be,
particularly in relationships due to pleasure such as love affairs.”*** Nevertheless, it has already
been seen that affection is a byproduct of perfect friendship, but likewise Aristotle is clear that the
best kind of love (philia) is predicated not on affection but on choice.** The rational and
purposive nature of friendship love (philia) is again evidenced in Aristotle’s reservation of this
kind of love to human beings. Philesis (or other “phil” words) may be used to refer to affection or

fondness for lesser beings, and even inanimate things, but philia is reserved for reciprocal

relationships between rational beings that are capable of assessing and valuing the worthy object

deliberate choice.” Ibid., 3.2.6. For one thing, “Where love is governed by feeling, Aristotle remarks, one
can never be assured of reciprocity.” Singer, Nature, 93.

120 The best one lives “by principle” based on reason rather than “by passion.” Aristotle, Metaph.
9.8.6 (Tredennick, LCL).

121 This distinction in the semantics is clearly apparent, “Liking [p{AnoLc] Seems to be an emotion
[ma8ed], friendship [purla] a fixed disposition, for liking can be felt even for inanimate things, but
reciprocal liking involves deliberate choice, and this springs from a fixed disposition.” Ibid., 8.5.5.

122 She proposes that philia is “co-operation” which is different from love (philesis). C. Osborne,
Eros, 148. Here “the emphasis is not on feelings but on practical behaviour and choices.” Ibid., 149.
Osborne comments, “How the parties feel about each other is not directly relevant to the practical and
social implications of such partnerships.” Ibid., 151. Thus she believes perfect friendship is better not
because it is more virtuous but because of pragmatic cooperation.

123 1hid., 148.

124 C. Osborne contends that “love is relevant, then, but it is not the proper explanation of the co-
operative behavior of the partners in the resulting alliance.” Ibid., 149.
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of love.’” Therefore, the good man loves the virtuous rationally and purposely, not based on
fleeting emotions, pleasures, or profit, for such feelings change, but based on the purposive state

of appreciation for virtue for virtue’s sake.

Divine Love
For Aristotle, no less than Plato, the notion of divine love is impossible; such would
imply a lack of perfection, a need in the divine, which is impossible for the unmoved mover.'?
As has been seen, the absolute Mind is wholly self-sufficient and could attain no benefit (utility,

pleasure, or goodness) from any object of love.**

Moreover, God is altogether removed from the
creaturely realm, taking no action ad extra. Thus, there can thus be no friendship (philia) between
humans and God and certainly no mutual relations or fellowship. Aristotle states this clearly

saying, “When one party is removed to a great distance, as God is, the possibility of friendship

ceases.”*?® Thus God is an object of love but cannot be the subject of love. Aristotle’s God does

125 «phjlein and other phil-words may be used to indicate a ‘love’ or liking (philesis), even for
inaminate things such as wine; but love for inanimate things is not called ‘philia’, for two distinct reasons:
there is no return of love and no wishing well to the object for its own sake. We do not wish good to a
friend ‘for his sake’ . . . and this is only possible with a human being.” Carmichael, Friendship, 15-16.
Carmichael believes that “clearly underlying it is the intuition that only a human being can be loved ‘for
their own sake’ because only a human person can be, not only the object of love but also a subject in their
own right; but neither Aristotle nor any other ancient writer made this intuition explicit.” Ibid., 16.

126 Rather, God always enjoys his own happiness. “God is a living being, eternal, most good; and
therefore life and a continuous eternal existence belong to God; for that is what God is.” Aristotle, Metaph.
12.7.8 (Tredennick, LCL).

127 For both “Plato and Aristotle . . . the idea of mutual love between man and God would have
been blasphemous.” Singer, Nature, 107. Aristotle “rejects the very idea that God can love the world. God
is perfect and self-sufficient being and contains in himself all that he needs. For God to love anything
outside himself could only reflect some inner defect or deficiency.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation,
6:343. In one place, Aristotle does give a hint of divine love, but this is qualified by the hypothetical
assertion regarding the deities of man’s conception. He writes, “It seems likely that the man who pursues
intellectual activity . . . is also the man most beloved of the gods. For if, as is generally believed, the gods
exercise some superintendence over human affairs, then it will be reasonable to suppose that they take
pleasure in that part of man which is best and most akin to themselves.” Aristotle, Metaph. 10.8.13
(Tredennick, LCL). However, it seems that this statement is not intended to say anything about the actual
ultimate divine being but about the value of rationality.

128 Aristotle, Eth. nic. 8.7.4-5 (Barnes, 1831). Thus there is no mutual love between God and man.
Nygren notes that there can be no friendship with God for that “presupposes an equality between Divine
and human love which does not exist.” Agape, 92.
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not enter into relationship because this would mean that the divine is dependent on other than
God in some manner. But there can be no relationship between God (as so conceived) and man.
God is eternally a se, never interacting with others, entirely timeless, immutable, and
impassible.'?

God is the unmoved mover, but he does not create motion by moving, but by being the
object of love. Thus, the final cause “causes motion as being an object of love [¢pduevor],
whereas all other things cause motion because they themselves are in motion.”**® Notice, the love
that humans have for God is also not friendship love, for that requires mutuality, including
likeness, nearness, and equality, but God is absolutely superior and remote, and thus there can be
no such thing between God and man.*** Not only is mutual love ruled out, there can be no love
from God towards humans, for God thinks only of himself in absolute self-sufficiency.'*

Just as Plato (through neo-Platonism) provides the philosophical groundwork for
Augustine, Aristotle has a thoroughgoing impact on the intricate systematic theology of Thomas
Aquinas, who masterfully incorporates Aristotle’s conception of the divine and of love into the
Christian tradition. In both cases, modifications are required, however, to allow for divine love in
contrast to both Plato and Aristotle. Other elements of Aristotle’s conception shed light on issues

that will recur regarding divine love. For instance, his emphasis on rational, purposive love is

129 Aristotle, Metaph. 12.9.1-3 (Tredennick, LCL). See the discussion above.

30 |bid., 12.7.4. The most moved mover “causes movement in virtue of being an object of desire”

C. Oshorne, Eros, 132. He goes on to explain, “Since there is something which moves while itself
unmoved, existing actually, this can in no way be otherwise than it is.” Aristotle, Metaph. 12.7.7-8
(Barnes, 1694).

131 Nygren comments, “We thus find in Aristotle the Eros of Plato raised to the level of a cosmic
force.” Agape, 184. Further, although he is different from Plato otherwise, “with regard to the idea of Eros
he is Plato’s faithful disciple.” Ibid., 185.

132 Once again, God is entirely self-sufficient and thinks only of himself: “Therefore Mind thinks
itself, if it is that which is best; and its thinking is a thinking of thinking.” Aristotle, Metaph. 12.9.4
(Tredennick, LCL). This is because “the final good must be a thing sufficient in itself. . . . We take a self-
sufficient thing to mean a thing which merely standing by itself alone renders life desirable and lacking in
nothing, and such a thing we deem happiness to be.” Ibid., 1.7.6-7.
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continued by some theologians (see below) as the ideal, even for divinity. While Aristotle’s God
does not love, later Christian theologians would propose that he does, but as wholly rational. For
instance, is self-love inappropriate or even wicked? If it is, can God love himself or, in Christian
theology, the trinitarian persons? Moreover, if somehow the absolute separation between God and
humanity would be overcome, would God’s love be based on the worthiness of humans? Is love
for God from humans necessarily based on worth? Moreover, if God and man could enter into a
loving friendship, what degree of mutuality would such a relationship entail, if any? These and

other questions repeatedly rise to the fore, as shall be seen.

Augustine’s Conception of Love

The importance of Augustine’s contribution to Christian theology can hardly be

d."*3 One of his many lasting contributions was in the area of Christian love."** However,

overstate
Augustine did not approach the issue of love in a vacuum. The similarity of his ontology to

Platonic thought patterns (through neoplatonism) has been widely recognized.**® For Augustine,

133 “It is no exaggeration to say that the essential philosophical framework of Western Christianity

for at least the next thousand years is owed to him.” Carmichael, Friendship, 56.

3% Oord states, “For Augustine, love is the center of Christianity, and it is primarily due to him
that both Catholic and Evangelical Christianity take it as axiomatic that Christianity is a religion of love.”
“Matching Theology and Piety: An Evangelical Process Theology of Love” (Ph.D. diss., Claremont
Graduate University, 1999), 120.

135 For instance, Plotinus continued the emphasis on the impassibility of the One from which the
many emanate downwards toward the earthly but desire to return upwards toward the heavenly. See
Plotinus, Enn. (trans. Stephen McKenna; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1956), 191-201. Specifically,
“In Plotinus’ theology no god could suffer, nor love.” C. Osborne, Eros, 115. Despite emanation downward
the Divine Being is utterly self-sufficient and impassible and does not descend downward. See Plotinus,
Enn., 361-62. God is Eros but as the ultimate object of desire, never himself desiring, thus the Divine
Being is erasmon, the only one worthy of love. Cf. Nygren, Agape, 198-99; Singer, Nature, 117; J. C. M.
van Winden, “What Is Love? Eros and Agape in Early Christian Thought,” in Arché: A Collection of
Patristic Studies (ed. J. D. Boeft and D. T. Runia; Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 1997). This amounts to a
sharp dualism between God and matter, sometimes referred to as the Alexandrian world-scheme and the
divide is bridged by a plethora of intermediary beings (daimones). For an overview of neoplatonic
conceptions of divine love from the perspective of Plotinus, see Rist, Eros. Nygren states, “When the Eros
motif found its way into Christianity it was not exclusively, nor even primarily, in the form given to it by
Plato; it was primarily in the form, on the one hand, of Mystery-piety (as can be seen above all in Gnosti-
cism), and, on the other hand, of Aristotelian and Neo-platonic Eros-theory.” Agape, 183.
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God is absolutely timeless, self-sufficient, perfect, immutable, and simple.136 As such, nothing
can act upon God, for God is utterly impassible.**” Furthermore, God is himself the absolute

good, having no need and no desire.™®

Moreover, for Augustine, love is an ontological category,
the essence of God, thus “love is God.”*** Augustine describes love as the bond of the Trinity
(specifically the Holy Spirit).**° By extension, love is the grounding of all created beings.'*

However, beyond love as the ground of being itself, Augustine deals carefully with the love of

persons: love proper and improper, given and received.

13 For instance, Augustine speaks of God “whose being is perfect: it discerns also that the

perfection of His being is consummate because He is immutable, and therefore neither gains nor loses.”
Augustine, Letters of St. Augustin 118.3.15 (NPNF 1:877). Moreover, God has an “ineffably simple
nature.” Trin. 15.19.37 (NPNF 3:424). He is the “unchangeably eternal” one. Conf. 11.31.41 (NPNF
1:319). Further, he is the “eternal, spiritual, and unchangeable good.” Civ. 15.22 (NPNF 2:648).

37 Singer attributes this at least partially to the need to avoid an anthropomorphic conception of
God. Singer, Nature, 168. In fact, nothing at all happens that is not determined by the eternal divine will.
This is explicit when Augustine speaks of the divine “will of His which is eternal as His foreknowledge,
certainly He has already done all things in heaven and on earth that He has willed, — not only past and
present things, but even things still future.” Civ. 22.2 (NPNF 2:1013). He states elsewhere that, “nothing,
therefore, happens but by the will of the Omnipotent, He either permitting it to be done, or Himself doing
it.” Enchir. 95 (NPNF 3:523). Moreover, he states, “But however strong may be the purposes either of
angels or of men, whether of good or bad, whether these purposes fall in with the will of God or run
counter to it, the will of the Omnipotent is never defeated.” Ibid., 102 (NPNF 3:529). Augustine did,
however, attempt to maintain some semblance of free will alongside predestination. See Civ. 5.9 (NPNF
2:207-11).

138 For Augustine, all good is predicated on the “unchangeable good” and any good which changes
is not good in itself. Civ. 8.3.5 (NPNF 3:218-19). He cannot increase in goodness in any way.

139 Lewis Ayres, “Augustine, Christology, and God As Love: An Introduction to the Homilies on 1
John,” in Nothing Greater, Nothing Better: Theological Essays on the Love of God (ed. Kevin J.
Vanhoozer; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2001), 86.

101t is beyond the scope of this dissertation to deal with Augustine’s trinitarian ontology.
However it is interesting to note that Augustine frames the Trinity according to God as lover, beloved, and
love itself. Civ. 9.2.2 (NPNF 3:235). Thus intra-trinitarian love is described as love between the Father and
the Son (both functioning as lover and beloved), with the Holy Spirit as the bond of love. In this way
eternal divine love is self-love, with no need or desire for any love outside of the perfectly self-sufficient
Trinity. See ibid., 15.19.37 (NPNF 3:423-24).

141 . . . . . . . ..
Augustine’s view “proclaimed that man’s creation, in fact the creation of everything, originates

from an infinite source of love; and it offered the commandment to return love for love as the single but
thoroughly sufficient means of attaining salvation.” Singer, Nature, 164.
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Human Love

Only God is self-sufficient and thus has no desires, yet all others have desire, and such

f 142

desire is neither good nor bad in itsel The quality of love is determined according to the

object of desire.* In this way, love may be positive or negative depending upon its intended

object.***

Caritas is love for an appropriate object whereas cupiditas is love for an inappropriate
object.* In every case, God is the sole appropriate object of love (caritas) because he is the only

one having goodness in himself and the sole creator of all value.'*® Anything else, as an object of

142 . . . . . . .
For Augustine, human “love is a kind of desire.” Moreover, “that which is loved necessarily

affects with itself that which loves, it follows that what is eternal, loved in this way, affects the soul with
eternity.” Augustine, Div. quaest. 83.35.2 (David L. Mosher, Eighty-three Different Questions
[Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1982], 67). “Like Plato, Augustine approached
the concept of love from an eudaemonistic point of view: love is essentially the desire for ultimate
happiness.” Brimmer, Model, 118. “The key difference between them, from which all other differences
follow, was in their view on what constitutes eternal happiness. For Plato ultimate happiness consists in
knowing the Good; for Augustine it consists in enjoying God.” Ibid.

143 “The right will is, therefore, well-directed love [amor], and the wrong will is ill-directed love
[amor]. Love [amor], then, yearning to have what is loved, is desire [cupiditas]; and having and enjoying
[frui] it, is joy; fleeing what is opposed to it, it is fear; and feeling what is opposed to it, when it has
befallen it, it is sadness. Now these motions are evil if the love [amor] is evil; good if the love [amor] is
good.” Augustine, Civ. 14.7 (NPNF 2:574). Interestingly, he specifically defines that “charity [caritas]
denotes that whereby one loves those things whose worth, in comparison to the lover itself, must not be
thought to be of lesser value.” Augustine, Div. quaest. 83.36.1 (Mosher, Questions, 67).

4 Augustine is often noted for his so-called caritas synthesis. However, it should be noted that he
also uses amor and dilectio interchangeably with caritas. He states, “Some are of opinion that charity
[caritas] or regard [dilectio] is one thing, love [amor] another. They say that dilectio is used of a good
affection, amor of an evil love. But it is very certain that even secular literature knows no such distinction.”
Civ. 14.7 (NPNF 2:573-74). Just previous to this Augustine shows the interchangeable use of the terms in a
Latin translation of John 21:15-17 in an attempt to prove that Scripture also makes no distinction between
these terms. Nygren took this view as a caritas synthesis of agape and eros. Carmichael points out, “In
Latin translations of the Bible, agape had been rendered by two broadly interchangeable words, caritas and
dilectio, the latter being a post-classical coinage from the verb diligere, ‘to love’ with overtones of
choosing or regarding the beloved above others. Caritas, dilectio, and amor would all be used by
theologians down the centuries as close or exact synonyms, with caritas alone gaining the honour of use in
an exclusively ‘good’ sense and becoming the primary term for Christian love.” Friendship, 45.

15 Augustine defines caritas thusly, “I mean by charity that affection [motum] of the mind which
aims at the enjoyment of God for His own sake, and the enjoyment of one’s self and one’s neighbor in
subordination to God; by lust [cupiditas] | mean that affection [motum] of the mind which aims at enjoying
one’s self and one’s neighbor, and other corporeal things, without reference to God.” Doctr. chr. 3.10.16
(NPNF 2:1173). He states, “Love, but see to it what you love. Love to God and love to neighbor is called
Caritas; love to the world and love of temporal things is called Cupiditas.” Augustine, Enarrat. Ps. 31.2.5,
quoted in Nygren, Agape, 495.

14 Notice the similarity to Plato’s conception of the proton philon. “For He is the fountain of our
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love (cupiditas) in itself, is inappropriate.**’ Thus Augustine states, “God then alone is to be
loved; and all this world, that is, all sensible things, are to be despised,—while, however, they are
to be used as this life requires.”*® Thus, similar to Plato, proper human love (caritas) is directed
upwards whereas improper love (cupiditas) is directed downwards.

Nevertheless, though God is the only proper object of love in himself, this does not
exclude a proper kind of love for self and for neighbor. The key is that proper love’s ultimate
object is God, and all other lesser objects of love are loved for God’s sake, according to the order

149

of love (ordo amoris).”™ Thus, one who truly loves God loves self and neighbor, but always with

happiness, He the end of all our desires. Being attached to Him, or rather let me say, reattached,—for we
had detached ourselves and lost hold of Him,—being, | say, re-attached to Him, we tend towards Him by
love, that we may rest in Him. . . . For our good . . . is nothing else than to be united to God.” Augustine,
Civ. 10.3 (NPNF 2:397). For Augustine, the only one worthy of love in himself is God because only the
unchangeable, eternal, and perfect being is a proper object of love. Moreover, God is the source of all
goodness which might be loved. Thus he cautions not to love the gift (other than God) more than the giver
(God). “In the same manner, my brethren, as if a bridegroom should make a ring for his bride, and she
having received the ring, should love it more than she loves the bridegroom who made the ring for her:
would not her soul be found guilty of adultery in the very gift of the bridegroom, albeit she did but love
what the bridegroom gave her? By all means let her love what the bridegroom gave: yet should she say,
“This ring is enough for me, I do not wish to see his face now: what sort of woman would she be? Who
would not detest such folly? who not pronounce her guilty of an adulterous mind?”” Tract. ep. Jo. 2.11
(NPNF 7:941). “Well then, God gave thee all these things: love Him that made them.” Ibid.

Y7 Augustine states, “Therefore let each one question himself as to what he loveth: and he shall
find of which he is a citizen: and if he shall have found himself to be a citizen of Babylon, let him root out
cupidity, implant charity: but if he shall have found himself a citizen of Jerusalem, let him endure captivity,
hope for liberty.” Enarrat. Ps. 65.2 (NPNF 8:590). He writes in another place, “[Conceived] therefore,
either by desire or by love: not that the creature ought not to be loved; but if that love [of the creature] is
referred to the Creator, then it will not be desire (cupiditas), but love (charitas). For it is desire when the
creature is loved for itself.” Trin. 9.8 (NPNF 3:244).

148 Augustine, Mor. eccl. 20 (NPNF 4:86). As Oord describes it, “Cupiditas seeks happiness or rest
in that which is incapable of providing happiness and rest: created things.” “Matching,” 171.

19 Augustine states, “No sinner is to be loved [dilectio] as a sinner; and every man is to be loved
[dilectio] as a man for God’s sake; but God is to be loved [dilectio] for His own sake. And if God is to be
loved [dilectio] more than any man, each man ought to love [dilectio] God more than himself. Likewise we
ought to love [dilectio] another man better than our own body, because all things are to be loved [dilectio]
in reference to God, and another man can have fellowship with us in the enjoyment [frui] of God, whereas
our body cannot; for the body only lives through the soul, and it is by the soul that we enjoy [frui] God.”
Doctr. chr. 1.27.28 (NPNF 2:1105). The importance of love as enjoyment (frui) will be discussed further
below.
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God as the proper and ultimate object of love.**® God is the only object of love as enjoyment

(frui). Others should only be the objects of love as use (uti)."™

Therefore, proper human love of
God is enjoyment (frui) but God is not to be loved as use (uti). Proper human love of humans is
use (uti) but never enjoyment (frui).™®* Love outside of these boundaries (misdirected love) is the

cause of all disorder in the world.*

Divine Love
Divine love, however, is quite different from human love. God is the only appropriate
object of love because he is the Good, absolutely unchanging and fixed."™* In classical ontology,

as has been seen, such a being would be incapable of love (eros or philia) towards the world.

130 «For it is impossible for one who loves [dilectio] God not to love [dilectio] himself. For he
alone has a proper love [dilectio] for himself who aims diligently at the attainment of the chief and true
good; and if this is nothing else but God.” Augustine, Mor. eccl. 26.48 (NPNF 4:92). In this way “you love
[dilectio] yourself suitably when you love [dilectio] God better than yourself.” 1bid., 26.49 (NPNF 4:92).
On love of neighbors he adds, “Yea, verily; so that we can think of no surer step towards the love [amor] of
God than the love [caritas] of man to man.” 1bid., 26.48 (NPNF 4:92). Further, “What, then, you aim at in
yourself you must aim at in your neighbor, namely, that he may love [dilectio] God with a perfect affection
[amor]. For you do not love [dilectio] him as yourself, unless you try to draw him to that good which you
are yourself pursuing.” 1bid., 26.49 (NPNF 4:92).

! Humans are not to be loved for their own sakes, for if one is loved “for his own sake, we enjoy
him; if it is for the sake of something else, we use him.” Augustine, Doctr. chr. 1.22.20 (NPNF 2:1100).
Moreover, “no one ought to love even himself for his own sake, but for the sake of Him who is the true
object of enjoyment.” Ibid., 1.22.21 (NPNF 2:1100). Rather, God is the sole object of enjoyment because
“those only are the true objects of enjoyment which we have spoken of as eternal and unchangeable. The
rest are for use, that we may be able to arrive at the full enjoyment of the former.” Ibid., 1.22.20 (NPNF
2:1100). Thus, the “true objects of enjoyment, then, are the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, who are
at the same time the Trinity, one Being, supreme above all, and common to all who enjoy Him.” Ibid., 1.5.5
(NPNF 2:1090).

152 carmichael notes that “Augustine soon ceased employing the language of ‘use’ and
‘enjoyment’, but the popularity of De doctrina christiana [On Christian Doctrine] ensured its persistence
within the philosophical deposit he bequeathed to the Middle Ages.” Friendship, 65.

153 See Augustine, Civ. 12.8 (NPNF 2:498-99). On the other hand virtue is “the order of love.”
Ibid., 15.22 (NPNF 2:649). For Augustine disorder stems from misdirected love regarding the creature’s
love for other than God. See ibid., 12.8 (NPNF 2:498-99). Moreover, “two cities have been formed by two
loves: the earthly by the love of self, even to the contempt of God; the heavenly by the love of God, even to
the contempt of self.” Ibid., 14.28 (NPNF 2:608).

>4 For Augustine God alone is to be enjoyed, for Augustine states, “Among all these things, then,

those only are the true objects of enjoyment which we have spoken of as eternal and unchangeable.” Ibid.,
1.22.20 (NPNF 2:1100). Thus, all proper human love is ultimately love for God.
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However, for Augustine God does love human beings and this is an indispensable tenet of
Christianity.** Moreover, God even makes humans into friends.™® However, due to his adoption
of the classical ontology (immutability, timelessness, and self-sufficiency), divine love must be
defined (re-defined) accordingly. Specifically, divine love cannot be acquisitive or evaluative, for
God can neither acquire anything nor increase in value. He has no need nor desire, being entirely
impassible and self-sufficient in perfection.”®” In what way, then, does God love the world?
Augustine’s ontology thus prohibits a dynamic, reciprocal relationship between God and
creature. This again utilizes the distinction between love as enjoyment (frui) and love as use (uti).
Augustine writes,
In what way then does He [God] love us? As objects of use or as objects of enjoyment? If He
enjoys us, He must be in need of good from us, and no sane man will say that; for all the good
we enjoy is either Himself, or what comes from Himself. And no one can be ignorant or in
doubt as to the fact that the light stands in no need of the glitter of the things it has itself lit
up. . . . He does not enjoy us then, but makes use of us. For if He neither enjoys nor uses us, |
am at a loss to discover in what way He can love us.™®
Even in use love, God does not love any external goodness, but his own goodness.** In this way,

divine love is totally indifferent to its object; even use love is not at all advantageous to God.**°

185 «“For had not God loved sinners, He would not have come down from heaven to earth.”

Augustine, Tract. Ev. Jo. 94.5 (NPNF 7:542).
156 See ibid., 85 (NPNF 7:704-5).

%7 Divine love cannot be evaluative because God already possesses all value and there is no value
that was not created by God himself. “It is entirely through God’s will that value comes into being, he says,
yet by his very nature God is necessarily good.” Singer, Nature, 168. Augustine states, “God has no need,
not only of cattle, or any other earthly and material thing, but even of man’s righteousness, and that
whatever right worship is paid to God profits not Him, but man. For no man would say he did a benefit to a
fountain by drinking, or to the light by seeing.” Civ. 10.5 (NPNF 2:399).

158 Augustine, Doctr. chr. 1.31.34 (NPNF 2:1109). For Augustine, “to enjoy a thing is to rest with
satisfaction in it for its own sake. To use, on the other hand, is to employ whatever means are at one’s
disposal to obtain what one desires.” Ibid., 1.4.4 (NPNF 2:1090). Moreover, even God’s use of humans
God “has reference to His own goodness. . . . God is said to make of us has no reference to His own
advantage, but to ours only; and, so far as He is concerned, has reference only to His goodness.” Ibid., 1.32
(NPNF 2:1109-10).

159 «But neither does He use after our fashion of using. For when we use objects, we do so with a
view to the full enjoyment of the goodness of God. God, however, in His use of us, has reference to His
own goodness.” Ibid., 1.32.35 (NPNF 2:1109).
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Thus God cannot receive any enjoyment or value from human beings or the world.'** God loves
the world only in the sense of use, with reference to his own goodness.

Divine love beyond the trinitarian relationship is simply the unilateral beneficence from
God to humans, exclusive of reciprocal or mutual love.'** God bestows gracious love downward,
and humans love (desire) God as the good, the ultimate end of all desires. Not only does God
receive no benefit from human love, human love is itself the product of divine action, a divine
gift. God not only implanted the desire but himself determines who will love him.'®® God is thus
the only proper subject and object of love since only he is worthy of love and all love flows from
him."® Augustine’s view would function as the dominant view of Christian love down through

the ages.

160 Rather, “that use, then, which God is said to make of us has no reference to His own advantage,
but to ours only; and, so far as He is concerned, has reference only to His goodness.” Ibid.,1.32.35 (NPNF
2:1110). “In other words, because of God’s self-sufficient perfection, his love for us can in no way be a
form of need-love. It is purely gift-love, or agape.” Brimmer, Model, 125.

181 «“Finally, it is not to God’s advantage (or disadvantage) that we love our neighbour and bring
him to love God. Like Plato, Augustine held that, since divine perfection entails that God is self-sufficient
and lacks nothing, he can in no way be in need of my love or that of my neighbour.” Ibid., 124.

182 Burnaby considers this restriction of God’s love to a “one-way” relationship, one of giving

without any receiving, is “strangely inadequate.” Amor, 307.

163 “When God gives Himself to us in Christ, He gives us at once the object we are to love and the

caritas with which to love it. The object we are to love is Himself, but Caritas is also Himself, who by the
Holy Spirit takes up His abode in our hearts. Even the fact that we love God is itself entirely a gift of God.”
Augustine, quoted in D’ Arcy, Mind, 77. Cf. Augustine, Tract. Ev. Jo. 17.6 (NPNF 7:223). For Augustine
“no one has a desire for God—not a scintilla of it—who has not been predestined by God to have it.” James
Wetzel, “Predestination, Pelagianism, and Foreknowledge,” in The Cambridge Companion to Augustine
(ed. Eleonore Stump and Norman Kretzmann; Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 53.
Specifically, “The Grace of God makes a willing man out of an unwilling one.” Augustine, C. Jul. op. imp
3.122 quoted in Nygren, Agape and Eros, 528 (Nygren’s translation).

8% Oord comments, “The relation between love of God, self-love, and love for neighbor is
complicated in Augustine’s thought. Sometimes he speaks of self-love as the root of sin; this is cupiditas.
Sometimes he speaks of self-love as a natural condition whereby one uti loves oneself. The most authentic
love of self, however, is caritas whereby one seeks one’s own good in seeking God.” “Matching,” 174.
Accordingly, some scholars have asked, on this basis, whether all love is self-seeking love for Augustine.
This is the famous criticism of Nygren who decried the inclusion of desire (aimed at ascending toward
God) in Christian love, calling it the caritas synthesis of the motifs of agape and eros. See Nygren, Agape,
449-558. Singer interprets Augustine to mean that “all love, even the love of God, is self-love inasmuch as
the lover seeks his own good.” Singer, Nature, 85. Thus Singer also contends that Augustine “perceived it
with the eyes and ears of the eros tradition that his father represented. Platonic love was thus converted to
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Thomas Aquinas’s Conception of Love
In the middle ages, Aquinas continues the basic Augustinian premise regarding divine
love and the God-world relationship while adapting Aristotelian metaphysics and ethics to
medieval Christianity.'® In keeping with classical divine ontology, God is self-sufficient and
utterly immutable. He is the first, unmoved, mover. God’s existence is utterly necessary, and he is

166 :
Moreover, God’s essence is

the same as his essence of nature, purely act with no potentiality.
his existence. The divine essence and existence are identical, corresponding to potentiality and
actuality, respectively. Since God has no potentiality and is pure actuality there is nothing to
differentiate his essence from his existence, his essence being fully actualized.'®” As such, God is

absolutely simple, having no parts or composite nature.’®® It follows that God is thus absolutely

perfect, he is the absolutely simple, fully actualized, lacking nothing, the infinite one.'® God

Christianity while the Christian love of God assumed the configurations of Platonistic philosophy.
Thereafter neither would ever be the same.” Ibid., 164. Briimmer, on the other hand, sees Augustine’s view
not as a self-motivated love. He states, “It is important to note that for Augustine our own advantage is not
the purpose but ‘a sort of natural consequence’ of loving our neighbour.” Model, 124. He goes on, “If the
Summum Bonum is by its very nature the bonum commune, a good which can be possessed only by being
shared, then the desire and pursuit of it can never be the desire and pursuit of a bonum privatum.” Ibid. See
the discussion of Nygren below.

185 Aquinas adopts Aristotle’s metaphysics as well as the definition of love in his ethics and
utilizes them to present a conception of friendship, human and divine, presented below. Cf. Aquinas,
Summa 2.2.23.5 (Ages 3:264-65). “The theology of St. Thomas is the Platonist theology of Augustine,
shaped into a closer philosophical consistency by the use of two or three fundamental principles derived
from Aristotle, and resting ultimately upon the Hebrew-Christian doctrine of creation, accepted and thought
through with a more radical completeness than ever before.” Burnaby, Amor, 264. Burnaby notes further,
“St Thomas did not abandon the Platonism of Augustine, but he replaced Augustine’s degrees of existence;
the varying participations in true being, by the analogia entis, in which man’s being is neither part nor
equivalent of God’s, but a created likeness of it.” Ibid., 40-41.

188 I this way, he is pure form, but not matter at all since matter is potentiality and there is no
potentiality in God. Aquinas, Summa 1.1.3.1-2 (Ages 1:33-35). Aquinas methodically adopts and frames
Aristotle’s ontological conceptions. “The most important of these assumptions are the metaphysical theory
of matter and form, potency and act, and the ethical theory that all love is based upon self-love, ‘that a
friend is another self.””” Burnaby, Amor, 265.

187 Aquinas, Summa 1.1.3.4 (Ages 1:38-39).
1%8 1bid., 1.1.3.7 (Ages 1:43-44).

199 1bid., 1.1.4.1 (Ages 1:48).
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possesses all perfections of being, and for Aquinas, “Goodness and being are really the same,”

thus God is himself the ultimate goodness.'™

Furthermore, goodness is “what all desire” and thus
God is the ultimate desirable one, the true object of all desire.'”* As the ultimate perfect one, God
is altogether immutable. He cannot change or be affected since he is pure act with no

potentiality.'”

Moreover, he is eternal, for the divine being “bereft of movement . . . there is no
before or after” and the immutable one has no beginning nor end and no succession of time.'"
God thus has no need of anything, possessing absolute goodness, and accordingly, desires nothing
for himself. As first mover and ultimate cause, God’s will is sovereign and undefeated.'* As with
Augustine, this divine ontology rules out a mutually impactful relationship between God and the

world.'”> However, it does not preclude Aquinas from positing a friendship love (amicitia)

between God and humans, as shall be seen. First, we turn to the nature of human loves.

The Nature of Human Loves

Aguinas inherited many different words that relate to different aspects of love. He
specifically mentions four primary ones (amor, dilectio, caritas, and amicitia) and differentiates

them accordingly.*” For Aquinas, amicitia (friendship) is a habit, whereas amor and dilectio are

70 1bid., 1.1.5.1 (Ages 1:55). All other beings which are good insofar as they have being, are

“good by way of participation.” Ibid., 1.1.6.4 (Ages 1:71).

1 1bid., 1.1.5.1 (Ages 1:55). “All things, by desiring their own perfection, desire God Himself,
inasmuch as the perfections of all things are so many similitudes of the divine being.” 1bid., 1.1.6.1.2 (Ages
1:67).

72 1bid., 1.1.9.1 (Ages 1:92-94). According to classical ontology any change would be from
perfection to imperfection, and is thus wholly inappropriate to divinity.

3 1bid., 1.1.10.1 (Ages 1:98). Cf. ibid., 1.1.10.2 (Ages 1:100-101).

174 “God, who is the Prime Agent of all things, does not act as acquiring anything by His action,
but as by His action bestowing something (aliquid largiens).” Burnaby, Amor, 263-64.

175 «“The scholastic formulation aimed at excluding anthropomorphic conceptions of Deity. We are
not to think of God as of a person with a certain character, a subject of whom universal attributes are
predicable.” Ibid., 40.

178 1t is notable that he does not mention concupiscence here. As shall be seen below, Aquinas
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act or passion. Finally, caritas may express all of the above."”” For him, amor is the broadest
category; dilectio and caritas are always amor but not vice versa; dilectio implies a love of
rational, purposive choice and is thus not of passion but of will.'"® Caritas is a “certain perfection
of love, insofar as that which is loved is held to be of great price, as the word [carus, meaning
dear] itself implies.” "

For Aquinas, in human relationships love (amor) always has two aspects, the good which
is the immediate object of desire and the person for whom the good is willed."® In other words
love is always directed towards some good (amor concupiscentiae), which is willed toward
someone (amor amicitiae), whether oneself or another."®" The former, desirous love (amor

concupiscentiae), “is something pertaining to the appetite [desire]; since good is the object of

both” love and appetite.'®? The latter, love of persons (amor amicitiae), is the love for the person

speaks of love of concupiscence (amor concupiscentiae) which makes desire an aspect of love, but does not
define love as desire in itself.

17 Aquinas, Summa 2.1.26.3 (Ages 2:307-8).

178 Aquinas writes that dilectio “implies, in addition to love, a choice [electionem] made
beforehand as the very word denotes: and therefore dilection is not in the concupiscible power, but only in
the will, and only in the rational nature.” Ibid., 2.1.26.3 (Ages 2:308). This emphasizes the preceding
choice.

17 |bid. This, of course, means the object of caritas is of great value. Carmichael comments,

“Aquinas’s view arose within the context of Latin that had developed distinctions between the words for
love such that amor is a sensitive love of the passions, a lower love; dilectio is a higher, intellectual, willed
love; and amicitia is the mutual society of lover and beloved, who act from deliberate choice.” Friendship,
106.

180 Thys, he quotes Aristotle, “to love is to wish good to someone.” Aquinas, Summa 2.1.26.4
(Ages 2:309).

181 “Hence the movement of love has a twofold tendency: towards the good which a man wishes to
someone (to himself or to another) and towards that to which he wishes some good. Accordingly, man has
love of concupiscence towards the good that he wishes to another, and love of friendship towards him to
whom he wishes good.” Ibid. Burnaby comments, “Benevolence, wishing someone well, has a double
object—the good which is willed, and the person, whether self or another, for whom it is willed; and
Thomas distinguishes these two directions of benevolence by the not very happy pair of terms which he had
inherited from his predecessors: amor concupiscentiae and amor amicitiae.” Amor, 266-67.

182 Aquinas, Summa. 2.1.26.1 (Ages 2:304). For Aquinas something is loved if the lover’s desire
regards it as good and “since good is the object of the will, the perfect good of a man is that which entirely
satisfies his will. Consequently to desire happiness is nothing else than to desire that one’s will be satisfied.
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that the good is willed toward.*® Thus, in this context, desirous love (amor concupiscentiae) and
friendship love (amor amicitiae) are integrally connected and complementary.*** One who is
loved in the sense of amor amicitiae is loved in himself as an end, whereas the object of amor
concupiscentiae is loved for something else, as a means.'®® Nevertheless, he cautions:
Love [amor] is not divided into friendship [amicitia] and Concupiscence [concupiscentia],
but into love of friendship [amor amicitiae], and love of concupiscence [amor

concupiscentiae]. For a friend is, properly speaking, one to whom we wish good: while we
are said to desire, what we wish for ourselves. %

In this way, Aquinas can elsewhere contrast perfect friendship love with desirous love for self-
interest, which he calls concupiscence.'®” A perfect, complete friendship (amicitia) is actually

identical to caritas love.*®® In this context he speaks of perfect and imperfect love saying:

And this everyone desires.” Ibid., 2.1.5.8 (Ages 2:84-85). Cf. ibid., 2.2.23.4 (Ages 3:263). Nygren
criticizes Aquinas, believing that “for Thomas, as for Augustine, all love is fundamentally acquisitive love;
love corresponds to the acquisitive will, and this latter to the natural quest for happiness.” Agape, 642.
Burnaby adds, “But the complacency in which my love consists is satisfaction in an object as my own good.
The good which all things seeks is their own perfection.” Amor, 266.

183 Aquinas states, “To love anything is nothing else than to will good to that thing.” Summa
1.1.20.2 (Ages 1:282).

184 «“Friendship comprehends both friendship-love directed to the person as an end in themselves,
and desiring-love directed to the good things we wish for them as the means for their fulfillment.”
Carmichael, Friendship, 116. Thus, for Aquinas “friendship-love (amor amicitiae) and desiring-love (amor
concupiscentiae) rightly directed, are complementary and integral to one another. . . . Love for the person is
friendship-love, while the love that seeks to acquire goods for them is desiring-love.” Ibid., 115.

185 Aquinas, Summa 2.1.26.4 (Ages 2:309-10). Thus Burnaby comments, “Since the good desired
is desired for the sake of the recipient, amor concupiscentiae must be regarded as secondary to amor
amicitiae. It is the latter only which is love simpliciter, in which the object is loved ‘for itself” and not ‘for
the sake of anything else.””” Amor, 267.

186 Aquinas, Summa 2.1.26.4.2 (Ages 2:310).

187 He writes, still in Aristotelian categories, “When friendship is based on usefulness or pleasure,
a man does indeed wish his friend some good: and in this respect the character of friendship is preserved.
But since he refers this good further to his own pleasure or use, the result is that friendship of the useful or
pleasant, in so far as it is connected with love of concupiscence, loses the character to true friendship.”
Ibid., 2.1.26.4.3 (Ages 2:310).

188 Aquinas states, “Caritas signifies not only the love of God, but also a certain friendship with
Him.” Ibid., 2.1.65.5 (Ages 2:697). Cf. Aquinas 2.2.23.1 (Ages 3:256-58). Thus, “caritas is the same as
amicitia.” Quoted in Carmichael, Friendship, 105. Moreover, friendship (amicitia) “embraces all
definitions of love and manifests every possible aspect of it” and caritas is part of this perfect class. Quoted
in ibid., 107. For Aquinas caritas and amicitia “must be identical because they show love at its greatest.”
Ibid., 106. Moreover, “Thomas was the only scholastic to define Christian love, caritas, fully and in every
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Love is twofold: one kind is perfect; the other kind is imperfect. Love of something is imper-
fect when someone loves a thing not that he might wish the good in itself to the ‘thing,” but in
order that he might wish its good to himself. This is called by some ‘concupiscence,” as when
we love wine, wishing to enjoy its sweetness, or when we love some person for our own
purposes or pleasure. The other kind of love is perfect; in this the good of anything is loved in
itself, as when loving someone, | wish that he himself have the good, even if out of that fact
nothing falls to me. This is said to be the love of friendship, whereby anyone is loved for
himself (secundum seipsum). This is perfect friendship.*®

Love that is directed toward a good as a means to one’s own enjoyment, including when
a friend is loved ultimately for one’s own gratification, is imperfect love, in the literal sense of
being incomplete. It is not that love directed toward oneself is evil in itself, as if love for others is
the only virtuous love. Rather, love that loves things and persons as means to one’s own good and
not as ends in themselves falls short of perfect love, it is incomplete.**® For Aquinas, the lover is
always motivated by self-love, to some extent. In fact, aside from God who is to be the ultimate
object of love, Aquinas contends that humans ought to love themselves more than others, and of

191

course has been harshly criticized for this view.~ However, self-love is prior to love for others

not due to selfishness but because all other-love is patterned after self-love. Specifically, love for

f 192

others arises out of love for sel Nevertheless, in the process of loving, a person may come to

respect as friendship, amicitia.” Ibid., 105.

189 Aquinas quoted in Stephen J. Pope, The Ethics of Aquinas (Moral Traditions Series;
Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2002), 237. Pope’s translation.

190 Aquinas writes, “Now there is a perfect, and an imperfect love. Perfect love is that whereby a
man is loved in himself, as when someone wishes a person some good for his own sake; thus a man loves
his friend. Imperfect love is that whereby a man love something, not for its own sake, but that he may
obtain that good for himself; thus a man loves what he desires. The first love of God pertains to charity,
which adheres to God for His own sake; while hope pertains to the second love, since he that hopes, intends
to obtain possession of something for himself.” Summa 2.2.17.8 (Ages 3:201).

91 He states, “It is written, ‘Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.” Whence it seems to follow

that man’s love for himself is the model of his love for another. But the model exceeds the copy. Therefore,
out of charity, a man ought to love himself more than his neighbor.” Ibid., 2.2.26.4 (Ages 3:326). Nygren
comments, “His basic idea can be summarised in two sentences: (i) everything in Christianity can be traced
back to love, and (2) everything in love, can be traced back to self-love.” Agape, 643.

192 «“The love that a man has for others arises in man from the love that he has for himself, for a
man stands in relation to a friend as he does to himself. But a person loves himself inasmuch as he wishes
the good for himself, just as he loves another person by wishing him good. So, by the fact that one is
interested in his own good he is led to develop an interest in another person’s good.” S. Pope, Ethics, 238.
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desire, motivated by self-interest, to be a person who can will good to others for their own
sake.'* In this way, the person who desires good from an object comes to love that object who
provides the good, and is led to love them for their own self.*** In this relationship of perfect
friendship, benefits are derived from the friendship but those derivative benefits are not

themselves the motivation for the friendship.™®

Divine-Human Friendship

As mentioned previously, Aquinas posits a friendship between God and humans, which
for obvious reasons, is drastically different from friendship between humans.**® The very

possibility for such a friendship between God and humans is predicated on his analogy of being

197

(analogia entis).”" This allows Aquinas to move beyond Aristotle’s view that the distance from

Carmichael comments, “Through delight, the lover stands in relation to the beloved object as though it
were herself or part of herself.” Friendship, 114. Thus Aquinas goes on, “Now fellowship is a reason for
love according to a certain union in relation to God. Wherefore just as unity surpasses union, the fact that
man himself has a share of the Divine good, is a more potent reason for loving than that another should be a
partner with him in that share. Therefore man, out of charity, ought to love himself more than his
neighbor.” Summa 2.2.26.4.2 (Ages 3:327). Burnaby, however, is very critical of this approach. Amor, 269.

193 Thus, Aquinas states, “A man ought to bear bodily injury for his friend’s sake, and precisely in
so doing he loves himself more as regards his spiritual mind, because it pertains to the perfection of virtue,
which is a good of the mind. In spiritual matters, however, man ought not to suffer injury by sinning, in
order to free his neighbor from sin, as stated above.” Summa 2.2.26.4.2 (Ages 3:327).

194 “Hence, because a person hopes for good from some other person, a way develops for him to
love that other person in himself, from whom he hopes to attain the good. Indeed, a person is loved in
himself when the lover wishes the good for him, even if the lover may receive nothing from him. Now,
since by sanctifying grace there is produced in us an act of loving God for Himself, the result was that we
obtained hope from God by means of grace.” Aquinas, quoted in S. Pope, Ethics, 238.

19 «However, though it is not for one’s own benefit, friendship, whereby one loves another for
himself, has of course many resulting benefits, in the sense that one friend helps another as he helps
himself. Hence, when one person loves another, and knows that he is loved by that other, he must get hope
from him.” Aquinas, quoted in ibid.

19 However, as shall be seen, any suggestion of the mutuality of amicitia in the God-world
relationship is qualified by the divine ontology.

197 «“Here, then, we encounter just that feature in the Aristotelian account of Philia which seems

most incompatible with the character of Agape in the Christian sense—the love which is so little dependent
upon likeness as to show its nature most fully in forgiveness.” Burnaby, Amor, 267.

85



God to man is too great to allow for friendship.'%

However, it must be understood that friendship
love is not symmetrical but, rather, divine and human love are drastically different. Caritas (with
a human subject) refers to the “movement of the soul towards the enjoyment of God for His own
sake.”*®® Moreover, in divine-human “friendship,” God is the initiator, befriending humans first
as their benefactor,®® whereas humans love God as the ultimate object of goodness.?”* Although
humans love God, even their love is derivative from divine love.?? However, Aquinas employs a
compatibilistic approach that attributes all reality to the necessity of the divine will yet

differentiates between absolute necessity and a “conditional necessity which does not do away

with the liberty of choice.””® This allows Aquinas to preserve the power of humans to act in love,

19 Although Aquinas adopts much of Aristotle’s ontology, he does not agree that God is too far
removed for friendship but rather allows for friendship from God to man as willed beneficence, as shall be
seen below. Thus, “God is not so far removed from creatures as to render friendship impossible. Rather, he
is intimately present to and in all things, loving all creatures in that he wills their own natural good to
them.” Carmichael, Friendship, 107. In this way there is what Aquinas calls “the certain mutual return of
love, together with a mutual communion,” but as shall be seen this is not a symmetrical love but includes
different kinds of love attributed to both sides. Summa 2.1.65.5 (Ages 2:697). Moreover, “our obedience is
‘not the cause of divine friendship, but the sign’ which demonstrates that God loves us and we him.”
Carmichael, Friendship, 109.

199 Aquinas, Summa 2.2.23.2 (Ages 3:258-59).

200 «yye were not . . . friends in the active sense (amantes) but . . . friends in the passive sense of
those whom he loved (amanti).” Aquinas, quoted in Carmichael, Friendship, 109.

201 gee Aquinas, Summa 2.2.27.8 (Ages 3:358-59).

202 1 ove is given only by the Holy Spirit. “Therefore charity can be in us neither naturally, nor

through acquisition by the natural powers, but by the infusion of the Holy Ghost, Who is the love of the
Father and the Son, and the participation of Whom in us is created charity.” Ibid., 2.2.23.2 (Ages 3:275).
Thus, love “is primarily affirmed of God and only secondarily and in a derivative sense of the creature.”
Alan J. Torrance, “Is Love the Essence of God?” in Nothing Greater, Nothing Better: Theological Essays
on the Love of God (ed. K. J. Vanhoozer; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2001), 120. Moreover, “that
very celestial love by which we love each other is not only from God, but also is God.” Singer, Nature,
321. Accordingly, Aquinas comments further, “Moreover it is for this that the gift of charity is bestowed by
God on each one, namely, that he may first of all direct his mind to God, and this pertains to a man’s love
for himself, and that, in the second place, he may wish other things to be directed to God, and even work
for that end according to his capacity.” Aquinas, Summa 2.2.26.13 (Ages 3:343-44).

% |pid., 1.1.23.3.3 (Ages 1:313). Aquinas interprets reality in compatibilistic terms in an attempt

to preserve both guilt worthy of condemnation in the reprobate as well as merit in the saved. Thus he is
adamant that “reprobation . . . is not the cause of . . . sin; but it is the cause of abandonment by God. . . .
Guilt proceeds from the free-will of the person who is reprobated and deserted by grace.” Ibid., 1.1.23.3.2
(Ages 1:313). Nevertheless, “predestination is not anything in the predestined; but only in the person who
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and thus gain merit, in accordance with his sacramental soteriology.?®*

Not only is all love
ultimately from God, God is also the ultimate object of love, and all others are loved “for God’s
sake.”? It is God’s worth as the supreme goodness that makes him the object of all love, since
all desire goodness toward their own perfection and happiness.”®®

In Aquinas’s system, divine love is quite different from human love, in accordance with
classical divine ontology.?”’ In this system, God cannot desire anything for his own benefit. He

lacks nothing. Moreover, God is utterly impassible; “in God there are no passions,” and thus

divine love cannot be sensitive.?® God loves, but his is a passionless love; it is an “act of the will”

predestines. . . . Whence it is clear that predestination is a kind of type of the ordering of some persons
towards eternal salvation, existing in the divine mind. The execution, however, of this order is in a passive
way in the predestined, but actively in God.” Ibid., 1.1.23.2 (Ages 1:310-11).

24 Ibid., 2.2.23.2 (Ages 3:259). “Likewise, neither can it be said that the Holy Ghost moves the
will in such a way to the act of loving, as though the will were an instrument, for an instrument, though it
be a principle of action, nevertheless has not the power to act or not to act, for then again the act would
cease to be voluntary and meritorious, whereas . . . the love of charity is the root of merit: and, given that
the will is moved by the Holy Ghost to the act of love, it is necessary that the will also should be the
efficient cause of that act.” Ibid. Cf. ibid., 2.2.27 (Ages 3:356-58). Singer comments, “It is the notion of
human merit that determines the Thomistic argument.” Nature, 322. For Aquinas “an acceptable analysis of
caritas must not challenge its ability to provide merit for the loving individual.” Ibid., 321. “Infused
sanctifying grace lifts us towards God, the theological virtues transfigure our powers, caritas as
transforming virtue becomes a habit of our will, and this sharing of divine life makes it possible to
experience caritas as friendship with God.” Carmichael, Friendship, 111.

%5 «God is the principal object of charity, while our neighbor is loved out of charity for God’s

sake.” Aquinas, Summa 2.2.23.5.1 (Ages 3:265). In this way, even enemies can be loved; love extends to
enemies whom are loved by their relation to God. Ibid., 2.2.23.1.2 (Ages 3:257-58).

206 «“God will be to each one the entire reason of his love, for God is man’s entire good. For if we
make the impossible supposition that God were not man’s good, He would not be man’s reason for loving.
Hence it is that in the order of love man should love himself more than all else after God.” Ibid.,
2.2.26.13.3 (Ages 3:344). Thus Nygren comments, “The reason why we love God at all is that we need
Him as our bonum.” Agape, 642.

207 |n fact, divine love is so different that it is questionable whether Aquinas’s assertion of divine-
human friendship is not equivocal. Nygren comments, “It cannot be denied that the unity of Thomas’s
doctrine of love suffered from this addition” of friendship. Ibid., 644. For a sympathetic treatment of
Aquinas’s conception of divine love and immutability, see Michael J. Dodds, The Unchanging God of
Love: A Study of the Teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas on Divine Immutability in View of Certain
Contemporary Criticism of This Doctrine (Fribourg, Switzerland: Editions universitaires, 1986).

2% The first objection he addresses is related to the apparent discrepancy of divine love, if love is
considered to be a passion. “It seems that love does not exist in God. For in God there are no passions. Now
love is a passion. Therefore love is not in God.” Aquinas, Summa 1.1.20.1.1 (Ages 1:278). Aquinas
explains that God has virtues that are concerned with passion but only metaphorically, whereas properly his
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not an act of the “sensitive appetite.”?*® As opposed to passion, which operates in human love,
divine love is the procession of the will of God.”*® Accordingly, “the love of God for Aquinas is
God’s willing the good. God is benevolent (bene volere = ‘good willing’).”*** Such love is not
caused by its object but by God alone. For Aquinas, love, or caritas, is a purposive, rational act of
the will.*** Nevertheless, Aquinas continues, at least partially, love includes desire for some
good.?™ Even for God, love is directed toward a good object. But this is because every existent,
insofar as it exists, is good, although it is good only because God bestowed goodness.™* Thus

Aguinas can state that divine love includes desire of a very qualified type: desire for the good of

virtues are those that are concerned with “giving and expending; such as justice, liberality, magnificence”
and these “reside not in the sensitive faculty, but in the will.” Ibid., 1.1.21.1 (Ages 1:289). God does not
experience sorrow, according to Aquinas, rather “sorrow . . . over the misery of others belongs not to God.”
Ibid., 1.1.21.3 (Ages 1:292).

209 «“Therefore acts of the sensitive appetite, inasmuch as they have annexed to them some bodily

change, are called passions; whereas acts of the will are not so called. Love, therefore, and joy and delight
are passions; in so far as they denote acts of the intellective appetite, they are not passions. It is in this latter
sense that they are in God. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii): ‘God rejoices by an operation that is
one and simple,” and for the same reason He loves without passion.” Ibid., 1.1.20.1.1 (Ages 1:280). Further
Thomas speaks of the material and formal elements of the passions of sensitive appetite. But the material
element is not proper to God in any way and the formal element only in “passions” which “imply no
imperfection” (such as joy and love) and “without attributing passion to Him.” Ibid., 1.1.20.1.2 (Ages
1:280).

210 «“There are two processions in God, one by way of the intellect, which is the procession of the
Word, and another by way of the will, which is the procession of Love.” Ibid., 1.1.37.1 (Ages 1:460).

211 .
Vanhoozer, “Introduction,” 5.

2 For Aquinas, “the will also should be the efficient cause of that act” of love. Summa 2.2.23.2
(Ages 3:259).

213 «For nobody desires anything nor rejoices in anything, except as a good that is loved: nor is
anything an object of hate except as opposed to the object of love.” Ibid., 1.1.20.1 (Ages 1:279).

244 «| answer that, God loves all existing things. For all existing things, in so far as they exist, are
good, since the existence of a thing is itself a good; and likewise, whatever perfection it possesses.” Ibid.,
1.1.20.2 (Ages 1:281). C. Osborne is quite critical of Aquinas saying, “In the area of mutuality, equal social
status, co-operation, equal benefits accruing to both parties. This is the area in which Aquinas has to do
most violence to both sides, minimizing the demand for mutual benefit in Aristotle, and maximizing the
requirement of virtue in the beloved object in the caritas-tradition. In the tradition that Aquinas inherits
caritas is clearly not a co-operative virtue, but one that is directed towards another object, whereas philia
implies give and take, a relationship between two not towards another.” Eros, 157.
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others.?®

However, as seen above, this is by no means a passion; God is not affected in any way,
it is purely willed good and only passion metaphorically.?*® Since God has no lack or need of
anything, he does not actually gain satisfaction or value, he is beneficent by nature.?"’
Accordingly, Aquinas continues the emphasis on caritas as both the divine essence and that
which proceeds from God.*®

Although Aquinas had equated caritas with amicitia, he clarifies that God does not
actually love with friendship love (amor amicitiae) but with a desire (amor concupiscentiae) for

the good of others, a kind of benevolence.?*

This fits with his further specification of love: “to
love a person is to wish that person good.””??° This desire is strictly for their good; God gains
nothing by loving humans and willing their good. However, whereas human friendships are

relational, God has no actual relations with humankind.??* Moreover, because God’s will is

undefeated, divine love is not merely benevolence but also a universal beneficence for every

215 «Gtrictly speaking, therefore, God does not love irrational creatures with the love of friendship;
but as it were with the love of desire, in so far as He orders them to rational creatures, and even to Himself.
Yet this is not because He stands in need of them; but only on account of His goodness, and of the services
they render to us. For we can desire a thing for others as well as for ourselves.” Aquinas, Summa 1.1.20.2.3
(Ages 1:282).

216 5ee footnotes 208 and 209 above.

21 «“He can understand God’s own love in no other way: if God loves His creatures, He wills their

good for their sake, although, unlike our human love which is effect not cause of the goodness in its object,
the divine love is creative—infundens et creans bonitatem in rebus.” Burnaby, Amor, 266.

218 «“The Divine Essence Itself is charity” and further “the charity whereby formally we love our
neighbor is a participation of Divine charity.” Aquinas, Summa 2.2.23.2 (Ages 3:260). Moreover, God’s
love is eternal; all objects of divine love have been “in Him from eternity.” Aquinas states, “Although
creatures have not existed from eternity, except in God, yet because they have been in Him from eternity,
God has known them eternally in their proper natures; and for that reason has loved them, even as we, by
the images of things within us, know things existing in themselves.” Ibid., 1.1.20.2.2 (Ages 1:282).

219 “Strictly speaking, therefore, God does not love irrational creatures with the love of friendship;

but as it were with the love of desire.” Ibid., 1.1.20.2.3 (Ages 1:282).

220 «An act of love always tends towards two things; to the good that one wills, and to the person
for whom one wills it: since to love a person is to wish that person good.” Ibid., 1.1.20.1.3 (Ages 1:280).

221 Thus Aquinas comments, “Now a relation of God to creatures, is not a reality in God, but in the
creature; for it is in God in our idea only.” Ibid., 1.1.6.2 (Ages 1:68).
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existent.”? Whereas human love is moved or affected by its object, divine love itself “infuses and
creates goodness.”??* Divine love, then, is not dependent upon its object but actually creates the

goodness of its object.?*

God loves universally, but this does not mean that God loves all
equally.?® In fact, though God loves all in some way, he does not love all in willing their eternal
life.??® Some are predestined to salvation and others are reprobate.?*” Thus divine love is not

evaluative, or affected, but a purely creative, willed love that results in beneficence.?

22 e states, “God’s will is the cause of all things. It must needs be, therefore, that a thing has
existence, or any kind of good, only inasmuch as it is willed by God. To every existing thing, then, God
wills some good. Hence, since to love anything is nothing else than to will good to that thing, it is manifest
that God loves everything that exists.” Ibid., 1.1.20.2 (Ages 1:281-82).

22 God loves all, “yet not as we love. Because since our will is not the cause of the goodness of
things, but is moved by it as by its object, our love, whereby we will good to anything, is not the cause of
its goodness; but conversely its goodness, whether real or imaginary, calls forth our love, by which we will
that it should preserve the good it has, and receive besides the good it has not, and to this end we direct our
actions: whereas the love of God infuses and creates goodness.” Ibid.

224 «pyrther, God also loves himself and in this way moves himself. Therefore because God
understands and loves Himself, in that respect they said that God moves Himself, not, however, as
movement and change belong to a thing existing in potentiality, as we now speak of change and
movement.” Ibid., 1.1.9.1.1 (Ages 1:93).

225 Rather “we must needs say that God loves some things more than others. For since God’s love
is the cause of goodness in things, as has been said, no one thing would be better than another, if God did
not will greater good for one than for another.” 1bid., 1.1.20.3 (Ages 1:283-84). “I answer that, It must
needs be, according to what has been said before, that God loves more the better things. For it has been
shown, that God’s loving one thing more than another is nothing else than His willing for that thing a
greater good: because God’s will is the cause of goodness in things; and the reason why some things are
better than others, is that God wills for them a greater good. Hence it follows that He loves more the better
things.” Ibid., 1.1.20.4 (Ages 1:285).

226 «God loves all men and all creatures, inasmuch as He wishes them all some good; but He does
not wish every good to them all. So far, therefore, as He does not wish this particular gopod—namely,
eternal life—He is said to hate or reprobated them.” Ibid., 1.1.23.3.1 (Ages 1:313). Moreover, God
“extends friendship . . . to all ‘antecedently (antecedente)’ but ‘finally (consequente)’ only to the elect,
willing for them the same good that he himself enjoys, ‘the vision of himself, and the fruition with which
he is blessed.”” Aquinas, quoted in Carmichael, Friendship, 107.

227 See the discussion of compatibilism above.

228 A J. Torrance comments, “In radical contradistinction to the thrust of idealism, it [God’s love]
is a love that creates value by giving value to what it loves. It does not desire to receive, or to fulfill itself; it
simply gives—and its human object may be worthless and degraded.” “Is Love the Essence,” 130.
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Martin Luther’s Conception of Love

Martin Luther breaks with the traditional doctrine of love primarily as it regards human
love. However, there is a great deal of complementarity between Luther’s view of divine love and
the classical theologians before him.?*® At the same time, Luther pushes the conception of divine
love further toward altruism while relegating all human-originated loves to egocentrism.**
Although Luther never seems to have fully or systematically worked out a divine ontology,
perhaps due to his belief in divine incomprehensibility,”*" he seems to adopt central tenets of
Augustine and other theologians and from the primacy of the divine will all else flows, thus

232

amounting to a monistic determinism.”** Luther’s break from traditional theology was therefore

only partial. He maintained the axiom of God’s aseity and utter freedom, locating God’s

independence in the divine will. Thus, Luther’s view is voluntaristic. Everything is dependent

2
f 33

upon God’s eternal will, even the divine nature itself.””* God is accordingly absolutely self-

229 1t is important to note that the magisterial reformers did not break significantly with the
classical doctrine of God as it relates to aseity and impassibility. For instance, John Calvin took it for
granted: “God certainly has no blood, suffers not, cannot be touched with hands.” Institutes of the Christian
Religion 2.14.2 (Henry Beveridge, Institutes of the Christian Religion [Books for the Ages; Albany, Oreg.:
Ages Software, 1997], 506).

%0 peter Abelard was likely the first to suggest that only altruistic love suffices; he pointed out that
“if man loved God on the basis of self-love, then he did not love God properly.” Quoted in Singer, Nature,
338. However, Luther breaks considerably, reserving altruistic love for divine love alone.

1 L uther contends, “If we knew his ways, he who is marvelous would not be incomprehensible.”
Luther, Works, 38:22. This is in accordance with his method of avoiding speculation regarding the divine
majesty, “I follow this general rule: to avoid as much as possible any questions that carry us to the throne of
the Supreme Majesty. It is better and safer to stay at the manger of Christ the Man. For there is very great
danger in involving oneself in the mazes of the Divine Being.” 1bid., 2:45. Thus Luther avoided
construction of a divine ontology.

2 Dennis Ngien argues that “the denial of divine passibility occurred because of the influence of

Greek metaphysics upon the church’s reading of Scripture, and that the platonic principle of divine apathy,
in particular, held in its grip what many of the fathers believed may or may not be said of God.” Ngien, The
Suffering of God according to Martin Luther’s Theologia crucis (vol. 181 of American University Studies:
Series 7: Theology and Religion; New York: Lang, 1995), 3.

%% God wills his own nature. “God Himself determines Himself to be divinely loving and good,

says Luther, and is not determined in any way by the attitude or condition of those upon whom goodness
and kindness are divinely bestowed.” Ibid., 110.
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sufficient, depending upon nothing outside of himself, but purely moved by his own will.** It
follows that God is immutable and impassible according to his “immutable, eternal, and infallible
will.”?® God is infinite and eternal, and the divine will is never defeated since God’s power is
inexhaustible and irresistible.”*®

This attribute of impassibility plays a central role in defining divine love, negating
affected passion, as shall be seen. For this reason it is beneficial to carefully define Luther’s view
of impassibility. For Luther, as the tradition before him, God cannot be affected from without.
However, it has been proposed that Luther did, in fact, allow for some divine passibility. This is
suggested in light of Luther’s theology of the cross, which focuses on the suffering savior Jesus,

who is himself God.?" First, Luther clearly presents divine impassibility stating, “God is not

capable of suffering.”238 Nevertheless, because Jesus is both God and man in one person, Luther

%4 God alone has free will and relies upon no other. Luther states, “It follows now that free choice
is plainly a divine term, and can be properly applied to none but the Divine Majesty alone; for he alone can
do and does (as the psalmist says [Ps. 115:3]) whatever he pleases in heaven and on earth.” Luther, Works,
33:68. Again, “free choice is a divine term and signifies a divine power.” Ibid., 33:107. Ngien comments,
“God’s ‘aseity’ consists in the fact that God is totally independent of others, and correspondingly
absolutely free.” Suffering, 27.

% «God foreknows nothing contingently, but that he foresees and purposes and does all things by

his immutable, eternal, and infallible will. Here is a thunderbolt by which free choice is completely
prostrated and shattered, so that those who want free choice asserted must either deny or explain away this
thunderbolt, or get rid of it by some other means.” Luther, Works, 33:37. “Nothing can change, and resist
God’s will. God cannot be affected or changed by anything that the creatures do, otherwise God would not
be God.” Suffering, 27.

236 Cf. Luther, Works, 17:29. “The omnipotence of God makes it impossible for the ungodly to
evade the motion and action of God, for he is necessarily subject to it and obeys it.” Ibid., 33:176.
Moreover, “Since, then, God moves and actuates all in all, he necessarily moves and acts also in Satan and
ungodly man. But he acts in them as they are and as he finds them; that is to say, since they are averse and
evil, and caught up in the movement of this divine omnipotence, they do nothing but averse and evil
things.” Ibid. Luther explains, “God is immutable and unchanging in His counsel from eternity. He sees
and knows all things; but He does not reveal them to the godly except at His own fixed time.” Ibid., 2:45.
Luther qualifies necessity as “necessity of immutability,” which retains the important fact that God acts
freely. Ibid., 33:64.

7 For instance, Ngien theorizes that Luther’s theology actually requires divine passibility, in
Suffering. For another study of Luther’s theology of the cross see Alister E. McGrath, Luther’s Theology of
the Cross: Martin Luther’s Theological Breakthrough (Oxford: Blackwell, 1985).

2% |_uther, Works, 38:254. He also acknowledges that, “the Deity surely cannot suffer and die.”
Ibid., 37:210. Elsewhere, Luther explicitly states that “from eternity he has not suffered; but when he was
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“ascribe[s] to the divinity, because of this personal union, all that happens to humanity, and vice
versa” (communicatio idiomatum).?* In this way, it can be said that God suffers, not in Godself,
but in Christ.** Nevertheless, Luther opposes patripassianism. The Father does not suffer in
himself.

Thus, Luther may allow for a qualified divine passibility, only as it relates to the cross.**

Whether Luther’s theology of the cross is compatible with his simultaneous view of divine

made man, he was passible” and goes on to refer to Christ as the “impassible Son of God.” Luther, quoted
in Ngien, Suffering, 82.

2391 uther, Works, 37:210.

0 Thus Luther states, Christ “is truly God, and therefore it is correct to say: the Son of God
suffers. Although, so to speak, the one part (namely, the divinity) does not suffer, nevertheless the person,
who is God, suffers in the other part (namely, in the humanity). And in reality it is so.” Ibid. Cf. ibid.,
24:106. Paradoxically, Luther just before had seemed to suggest that the divine nature truly suffered saying,
“For if I believe that only the human nature suffered for me, then Christ would be a poor Savior for me, in
fact, he himself would need a Savior.” Ibid., 37:209. However, this assumes the communicatio idiomatum,
specifically that “we should ascribe to the whole person whatever pertains to one part of the person,
because both parts constitute one person.” Ibid., 37:210. Thus God suffered in Christ. Luther extends this
further saying, “The two natures, the human and the divine, are inseparable. They are so united in one
Person that the properties of the one nature are also attributed to the other. For instance, mortality is
peculiar to human nature; now that the human nature is united in one Person with the divine, death,
exclusively the attribute of the human nature, is also ascribed to the divine.” Ibid., 22:492. He goes on,
“Since God and man are one Person, the properties characteristic of humanity alone are attributed to the
deity; for the properties of the two natures are also united. . . . Yet these two natures are so united that there
is only one God and Lord, that Mary suckles God with her breasts, bathes God, rocks Him, and carries
Him; furthermore, that Pilate and Herod crucified and killed God. The two natures are so joined that the
true deity and humanity are one. . . . The deity and the humanity joined not only their natures but also their
properties, except for sin.” Ibid., 22:492-93. Notably, Luther himself elsewhere cautions that the divine and
human natures are not to be confused but presented in such “a way as to identify and recognize each nature
properly.” 1bid., 24:105-6.

241 Ngien comments, “The Father does not ‘suffer’, only the Son does. But of course the Son, too,
is God. That is how Luther affirms Theopaschitism but repudiates Patripassianism as the early Church
does.” Suffering, 1. Ngien asserts that because the suffering of Christ was eternally in the heart of God, it
reaches the Trinity. Thus he states, “If God is in Christ then whatever God the Son suffers becomes the
suffering of God by the union of the persons of the Trinity. . . . In this manner the Father, though He does
not suffer dying as the Son does on the cross, suffers through divine unity with the Son.” Ibid., 27 This is
an interesting interpretation of Luther. However, it appears that Ngien extrapolates Luther’s position
beyond what is made explicit by Luther himself. He himself admits that Luther “did not develop a theology
of relationships in which the suffering and dying person of the Son affect God the Father and God the Spirit
in the inner divine life,” presumably because “Luther sees no need to dwell on the ad intra life of God.”
Ibid.

2 Others agree with Ngien. For instance, Paul Althaus considers Luther to be the first major
theologian to break with impassibility. Althaus, The Theology of Martin Luther (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1966), 197. Cf. John Kenneth Mozley, The Impassibility of God: A Survey of Christian Thought
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9, 66

impassibility is an open question. This apparent tension may be overcome if God’s “passion” or
“suffering” is understood not to result from any external cause but from the divine will resulting
in self-willed suffering. Thus divine impassibility for Luther need not mean that God has no
passions, but that divine passions are purely willed by himself; he has no externally caused
passions but he may will his own passion or suffering.”*® Thus Christ can suffer as God but even
this suffering is not a suffering inflicted against God’s will or by free agents outside of God.?** In
all this, Luther does not waver from his position that God cannot be changed or affected by

anything outside of himself.2*

God in Christ chooses to suffer and this is in keeping with
Luther’s radical voluntarism, which evidences the influence of nominalism, along with his utter
determinism, which hearkens to Augustinian predestination.

Luther is heavily influenced by the nominalism of William of Ockham, transmitted to

Luther by Gabriel Biel.**® Primarily of interest to this study, Luther adopted the premise that

(Cambridge, UK: The University Press, 1926). Nevertheless, Luther’s theology of the cross does not make
God passible to external influence.

#3 «God’s passion is divine action, for He wills to bring upon Himself the deepest humiliation in

the Son and enacts His will: The suffering that God undergoes in Christ’s passion is a divine act, not out of
a deficiency of God’s being but out of God’s ‘boundless love.”” Ngien, Suffering, 27 Compare the view of
Richard E. Creel that God cannot be “causally influenced” by any other. Creel, Divine Impassibility: An
Essay in Philosophical Theology (Cambridge, N.Y.: Cambridge University Press, 1986), 11. As Ngien puts
it, “It is God’s glory to give, to act, and to love freely. The immutability of God’s freedom must be
affirmed alongside of the passibility of God’s love in order to avoid attributing to God creaturely passion.”
Suffering, 27.

4 Suggestions to the contrary in biblical languages are merely due to the language of
accommodation. Therefore, regarding the grief of the Spirit in Gen 6:7, Luther comments, “Such an
emotion is attributed to God, not as though He were thus moved, but the holy prophets, Moses, and Noah
conceived of Him in this way.” Luther, Works, 17:358. Further he states, “One should not imagine that God
has a heart or that He can grieve. But when the spirit of Noah, of Lamech, and of Methuselah is grieved,
God Himself is said to be grieved. Thus we should understand this grief to refer to its effect, not to the
divine essence.” Ibid., 2:47.

245 «“For the counsel of God is not changed by either the merits or demerits of anyone. For He does

not repent of the gifts and calling which He has promised, because the Jews are now unworthy of them and
you are worthy. He is not changed just because you are changed, and therefore they shall turn back and be
led again to the truth of the faith.” Ibid., 25:432.

248 |_uther acknowledged the influence of Biel upon him. However, it should be noted that Luther
breaks from Biel’s view of merit where congruent merit can be earned. “I know what Gabriel Biel says, and
it is all very good, except when he deals with grace, love, hope, faith, and virtue. To what an extent he there
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essence is known in act, in other words, something is what it does.?*’

Moreover, God’s power is
such that it is beyond any restriction; God does whatever he pleases and all, even the definition of
goodness and evil itself, is subject to the divine will.**® This voluntaristic worldview is apparent
throughout Luther’s system, perhaps most clearly in Luther’s predestinarian view of the bondage
of the will. God alone is free. All others are determined by the eternal, sovereign, omnipotent will
of God.*® Here Luther adamantly supports Augustine’s view of predestination and election,
locating all reality as determined solely by the divine will.>* Luther differentiated between the
God hidden (deus absconditus) and the God revealed (deus revelatus) such that the mystery of the

divine will regarding evil and the election of some but not others to eternal life is relegated to the

hidden God.?** Nevertheless, Luther himself struggles to understand how God can unilaterally

Pelagianizes together with his Scotus.” Martin Luther, Lectures on Romans (trans. W. Pauck; vol. 15 of
The Library of Christian Classics; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1961), liii.

%7 God is what God does such that “whoever understands His works correctly cannot fail to know
His nature and will, His heart and mind.” Luther, Works, 21:331. Cf. William Occkham, Summa logicae
(New York: The Franciscan Institute, 1957).

248 «For Occkham, God and the good are not to be trapped in universals, if the good is whatever
God ordains. God has absolute power (potentia Dei absolute), according to which God is free to change the
good.” Ngien, Suffering, 21.

9 Luther states that since God “leads us to act by his infallible and immutable counsel and power
... there is no such thing as free choice.” Works, 33:191. Further, by God’s omnipotence “I do not mean
the potentiality by which he could do many things which he does not, but the active power by which he
potently works all in all [cf. 1 Cor 12:6], which is the sense in which Scripture calls him omnipotent. This
omnipotence and the foreknowledge of God, I say, completely abolish the dogma of free choice.” Ibid.,
33:189.

20 Thus Luther comments, “In relation to God, or in matters pertaining to salvation or damnation,
a man has no free choice.” Ibid., 33:70. Further, God “moves and works of necessity even in Satan and the
ungodly. But He works according to what they are, and what He finds them to be: which means, since they
are evil and perverted themselves, that when they are impelled to action by this movement of Divine
omnipotence they do only that which is perverted and evil.” Martin Luther, The Bondage of the Will (trans.
0. R. Johnston; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Books, 2003), 204. For a discussion of Luther’s view of the
bondage of the will see Peckham, “Canon.”

1 Ronald Goetz comments: “Luther, who in his theology of the cross affirmed the suffering of
God even unto death, seemed to take back much of what he said in his equally foundational doctrines of
predestination and the Deus Absconditus” thus portraying “the purposes of the hidden God” as “inscrutably
impassible, divine sovereignty.” “The Suffering God: The Rise of a New Orthodoxy,” ChrCent 103 (1986):
385. Ngien adds, “Goetz is right to identify the deus absconditus as ‘an inscrutable impassible, divine
sovereignty’ who devours sinners without regret. . . . But he fails to grasp Luther’s emphasis which sets the
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damn some eternally and save others and yet be a God of love, but he proclaims it nevertheless.??
The extent of divine voluntarism drastically affects the conception of divine love, as shall be seen

further below.

Human Love

Luther is primarily interested in two aspects of love, love from humans to God and love
from God to humans. It is in the first category that he makes a definitive break from his
background as an Augustinian monk. Specifically, Luther reacted strongly to the traditional
concept of caritas love. This reaction was motivated primarily by Luther’s strong soteriology of
sola gratia. Luther thought it impossible for humans to love God.?? Because of intrinsic
sinfulness, humans are ontologically incapable of love.”* The separation between a sinless God
and sinful human underscores the immense divine-human otherness, a difference so vast that
there can be no true friendship between God and humans.?®® Accordingly, Luther sees “the very

idea that man can love God a dangerous snare of the devil.”®® As has been seen, Luther utterly

preached/revealed God against the not preached/hidden God.” Suffering, 27.

%2 «Doubtless it gives the greatest possible offence to common sense or natural reason, that God,
who is proclaimed as being full of mercy and goodness, and so on, should of His own mere will abandon,
harden and damn men, as though He delighted in the sins and great eternal torments of such poor
wretches. . . . And who would not stumble at it? | have stumbled at it myself more than once, down to the
deepest pit of despair, so that | wished | had never been a man. . . . This is why so much toil and trouble has
been devoted to clearing the goodness of God, throwing the blame on man’s will.” Luther, Bondage, 217.

253 «“The next phrases, however—*with the whole heart, the whole soul, the whole might’—are
difficult. No saint could fulfill them if God did not forgive. Yes, who is there who does not fail in both
respects: in having as well as in loving one God?”” Luther, Works, 9:68. Thus humans may only “love God
by admitting your utter and total inability to love God.” Singer, Nature, 327.

2% Thus Singer comments, “Between God and man, however, there could be no significant
equality.” Ibid., 202.

23 «without equality there could be no friendship; and sinner that he was, man could never hope
to equal the divine. But if friendship was impossible, how else could man raise himself into the love of
God? To which Luther replies: he cannot.” Ibid.

% |pid., 325. He states, “No one is able to love God from his whole heart, etc., and his neighbor
as himself.” Luther, Works, 34:309. There is a love from humans to God which itself is the gift of God. “No
one can love Him unless He makes Himself known to him in the most lovable and intimate fashion. . . . But
where there is this experience, namely, that He is a God who looks into the depths and helps only the poor,
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denies free will. Hence, he vehemently rejects Aquinas’s conception of love, which allows for

merit. %’

Merit is excluded both soteriologically (sola gratia) and metaphysically (determinism)
and thus love cannot be an action of any subject other than God himself.?*®

When humans do exhibit love, it is God who loves through the human.?® As water that
passes through a tube, so the human may be a passive conduit of divine love.?® Thus, “man
himself cannot love, but he can receive love and pass it on to his neighbor.”261 Nygren contends
that such neighbor (human to human) love is greater than the Augustinian neighbor love, which is
actually directed at God as the ultimate good. “Thus, unlike Augustine’s caritas, which can only
use the neighbor to get to God, Luther’s agape love addresses the neighbor as neighbor. In fact,

Luther claims that love for God is none other than love for neighbor.”262 Yet, here the love is

truly directed towards others but it does not originate with humans but with God. God is the

despised, afflicted, miserable, forsaken, and those who are nothing, there a hearty love for Him is born. The
heart overflows with gladness and goes leaping and dancing for the great pleasure it has found in God.”
Ibid., 21:300.

57 «you see that nothing is held out to human trust in any work but the undeserved love of God,
by which He is moved to approach us with His Word and promise even before we are born. It is out of the
question that He should requite anything after we are born or begin to serve Him. . . . We should deem
ourselves to be nothing as regards our merit, but to have, receive, and find power to do everything only by
His mercy and love, to His glory—mercy which He first promises by His Word and then also confirms
afterward by a work which He does through us.” 1bid., 9:85.

258 «Byt for Luther it is not man, even perfected man, who really acts: it is God.” Singer, Nature,
340.

9 [ uther states, “But this concupiscence is always in us, and therefore the love of God is never in
us, unless it is begun by grace, and until the concupiscence which still remains and which keeps us from
‘loving God with all our heart’ (Luke 10:27) is healed and by mercy not imputed to us as sin, and until it is
completely removed and the perfect love for God is given to the believers and those who persistently
agitate for it to the end.” Works, 25:262.

80 Thys, “faith and love, by which man is placed between God and his neighbour as a medium
which receives from above and gives out again below, and is like a vessel or tube through which the stream
of divine blessings must flow without intermission to other people.” Luther, quoted in Nygren, Agape, 735.
The tube/Christian makes no contribution to the character or shape of this love.

%1 Singer, Nature, 329. For Nygren, “the Christian is not an independent center of power
alongside God.” Agape, 734.

%2 Nygren, Agape, 736.
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universal subject of this love as opposed to Augustine’s universal object.”®® This still falls short of
a human other-love; it merely makes God the subject of all love rather than its sole object. All
true love flows from God downwards not from human upwards. Luther thus categorically rejects
the conception of adequate love from humans to God and accordingly rejects any synthesis of

eros and agape.

Divine Love

Divine love, however, remains quite in accord with the tradition of Augustine and others.

For Luther, love is the essence of God, and this love is outflowing beneficence manifested in the

264

cross of Christ.” Divine wrath is overcome by God’s “omnipotent love” through Christ’s

atonement.”®® This love has no regard for its own good or for the worth of its objects but

I 266

manifests itself in pure bestowal.”™ Accordingly, divine love does not enjoy good but confers

good.?®” Even if human nature was capable of loving God, he would remain unaffected by such

%63 However, one may rightly question whether this is a fair understanding of Augustine, for whom
love originates with God’s efficacious will. See, for instance, Augustine, Spir. et litt. (NPNF 5:108).

264 For Luther, “God is nothing else than love.” Works, 30:300. “The affirmation that God is love
consistently appears throughout the entire corpus of Luther’s works.” Ngien, Suffering, 104. Divine love
was itself the motive for the suffering and death of Christ on the cross for us. Luther, Works, 26:127. Cf.
ibid., 26:92, 127.

%5 God in Christ “conquered hell through his omnipotent love.” Luther, Works, 42:107. Wrath is
an essential element of love; therefore Luther himself speaks of God’s love as “wrathful love” (Zornige
Liebe). Ngien, Suffering, 27. “The work of God’s love works in a twofold way in relation to God's wrath:
(2) In relation to us, the work of God's love itself works wrath (God's alien work) in order to move us to
dependence upon God'’s love (God’s proper work). (2) In relation to God, God'’s love moves God to come
to us, thus abolishing His distance from us, which would mean wrath for us. Two contraries are resolved:
(1) God’s blessing and curse in His dealings with us; and (2) God’s blessing in coming to us as opposed to
the curse of His remaining at a distance from us.” Ibid.

266 «“God does not love because of our works; He loves because of His love.” Luther, Works,
30:300. For Luther, it is “God’s nature to give, to bestow, to sacrifice himself and to have mercy.” Paul
Althaus, The Theology of Martin Luther (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1966), 191. God’s loving descent is “a true
‘bestowal of being,” a sharing of the nature of the divine with the creature.” Singer, Nature, 339. God
“gladly waste[s] . . . kindness on the ungrateful.” Luther, Works, 14:106. This divine love is “ineffable” and
is given “to the wayward multitude, which has not merited this but, on the contrary, should reasonably
expect to be doomed and damned.” Ibid., 22:373.

%7 Thus, for Luther, “in relationship to men, God’s creative activity is pure giving and helping. . . .
He is goodness and love, constantly engaged in giving.” Althaus, Theology, 115. However, it is not only
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love according to his self-sufficiency and impassibility.?®® The gratuitous love of God
(characterized thematically as agape) is to be differentiated from all human types of love.® As
Luther puts it: “Rather than seeking its own good, God’s love flows forth and bestows good.?”
Therefore, sinners are attractive because they are loved; they are not loved because they are

attractive.”*’* God receives nothing from humans but gives out of his extravagant goodness.?"

good that divine love confers but also chastening. “For God leads down to hell and brings back (cf. 1 Sam

2:6). Now you see His back parts, and God seems to be shunning you, but sometime later you will see His

front parts and His face. This is what it means for Him to love those whom He chastises. This love must be
learned from experience, nor should chastisement be avoided and shunned.” Luther, Works, 6:151.

268 |t should be noted that Luther at times speaks of divine love by employing passionate language.
For instance, he speaks of God’s love as the “blood of love.” Luther, Works, 30:300-301. He also speaks of
the zeal of the Lord against the enemies of God’s people. Ibid., 16:102. Forcefully he even comments, “If I
were to paint a picture of God | would so draw him that there would be nothing else in the depth of his
divine nature than that of fire and passion which is called love for people. Correspondingly love is such a
thing that it is neither human nor angelic but rather divine, yes, even God himself.” Luther, quoted in
Althaus, Theology, 115-16. In these cases, nevertheless, divine love is a willed love that remains
unaffected by external influence. Yet he can even state poetically that “the cross was the altar on which He,
consumed by the fire of the boundless love which burned in His heart, presented the living and holy
sacrifice of His body and blood to the Father with fervent intercession, loud cries, and hot, anxious tears.”
Luther, Works, 13:319. Here again, the cross is the locus of divine passion, but passion in Christ, a willed
beneficence.

%9 D, D. Williams, Spirit, 78.

2% The thought that God bestows love on the unworthy was comforting to Luther considering his
own struggle regarding personal salvation and acceptance with God. This view of love allowed him to have
peace saying, “If God loved me so that He gave His only Son for my salvation, why should I fear His
anger?” Luther, Works, 22:365.

™! Ibid., 31:57. “I love thee, not because thou art good or bad, for I draw my love not from thy
goodness as from an alien spring, but from mine own well-spring.” Singer, Nature, 328. For Luther, divine
love is an overflowing spring. See Luther, quoted in Nygren, Agape, 730. Luther writes, “God’s love (amor
Dei) does not find, but creates, its lovable object; man’s love is caused by its lovable object. . . . Sinners are
lovely because they are loved: they are not loved because they are lovely. That is why human love shuns
sinners and evil men. As Christ said, ‘I came not to call the righteous but sinners’ (Matt 9:13). And that is
what love of the cross means. It is a love born of the cross, which betakes itself not to where it can find
something good to enjoy, but where it may confer good to the wicked and the needy.” Luther, quoted in
Nygren, Agape, 725-26.

22 uther compares this to a furnace saying, “If anyone would paint and aptly portray God, then
he must draw a picture of pure love, as if the Divine nature were nothing but a furnace and fire of such
love, which fills heaven and earth.” Quoted in Nygren, Agape, 724. In fact, God hates some who think they
are loved. Luther states, “‘Those other counterfeit saints, who are beyond reproach in their zeal for the
Law, who hope to be loved, who are ready to die for their righteousness, and who suppose that with their
strivings they are a delight to God—these are the ones whom Thou dost hate with a divine and insuperable
hatred. Thou lovest only truth in secret. Thou dost not love those hypocrites and proud saints who go about
in fictitious religion.’ . . . Hence we cannot assume so glibly that we are loved by God, as can those who

99



Thus, divine love is indifferent to its object, bestowing goodness on whatever objects God wills
to love.?”® In this way, divine love is a voluntaristic, willed love. The ultimate act of divine love
was itself willed by God from all eternity.?” In this way, love is a one-way relationship from God
to humans. Daniel D. Williams states, “The Protestant Reformation understands the love of God
as grace, as forgiveness given to man, rather than as a spirit which can be directly and
immediately realized in man.”?” Thus, the idea that love includes desire, or eros, is
fundamentally opposed to the idea of love as grace (divine bestowal). Simply put, “Divine nature
is nothing else but pure beneficence.”?’ Luther thus vehemently rejected the caritas of
Augustine, finding no place for human love toward God (eros), but only divine love (agape),
which is, effectively, grace. Despite this reaction to the definition of love (specifically as it relates
to human nature), Luther’s view of God remains dependent upon the classical axioms of aseity
and impassibility (among others) interpreted in accordance with divine voluntarism. The
sovereign power and will of God is central to Luther’s view so much so that “pure love . . . must

: 277
defer to coercive power.”

live in lies and brag with a loud voice that they are loved. . . . The counterfeit saints claim God’s love
though they are under hate.” Works, 12:355.

2% God “loves sinners, evil persons, fools, and weaklings in order to make them righteous, good,
wise, and strong. Rather than seeking its own good, the love of God flows forth and bestows good.” Ibid.,
31:57. Thus God “is good by nature, and that His goodness does not stand or fall by the vice or virtue of
another, as human goodness may stand on the virtue of one and fall by the vice of another, and even
become worse than he is.” Ibid., 14:106. Divine love is “free and overflowing bestowal. Indifferent to the
worthlessness of its object, it lavishly makes all things good.” Singer, Nature, 328.

21 «God’s self-sacrifice in His Son unveils His atoning will to reconcile humanity unto Himself.
For Luther, God’s atoning will in Christ has already existed in the heart of God in eternity before the
historical work of redemption on the cross. Already there is a cross in God in eternity before the wood is
seen on Calvary (Rev 13:8).” Ngien, Suffering, 27. “Christ would not have shown this love for you if God
in his eternal love had not wanted this, for Christ’s love for you is due to his obedience to God.” Luther,
Works, 42:13.

2> D, D. Williams, Spirit, 76.
278 |_uther, quoted in Nygren, Agape, 720.

" Henry, God, Revelation, 352.
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Anders Nygren’s Conception of Love

No survey of divine love would be sufficient without considering the influence and
impact of Anders Nygren who wrote the classic work on the distinction of agape and eros.?”® In
conjunction with consideration of Nygren’s view, it will also be beneficial to consider the
reaction to his landmark framing of the issues. Consideration of this reaction will shed further
light on the time-tested and long-lasting issues that revolve around divine love and provide
further context for the contemporary conflict. Through Nygren’s work the categories of agape
and eros in thinking about divine love have become incredibly influential such that nearly every
serious work on the topic of love deals with these categories, and with Nygren’s study.?’® He uses
what he calls motif analysis, avoiding the semantic argument regarding agape and eros and
focusing on a thematic dichotomy. For Nygren, eros and agape are opposites that represent
egocentrism and theocentrism, respectively.?®® He chastises the early church for what he
considers to be a devastating synthesis between eros and agape by accepting the eros worldview

and attempting to integrate it with Christianity. He hypothesizes that the eros motif stems from

Orphism?®®! and thus consists of a desire toward ascending and agape to be the love of

278 Nygren, Agape.

?® Gene H. Outka goes so far as to state, “Nygren so effectively posed issues about love that they
have had a prominence in theology and ethics they never had before. . . . Thus, whatever the reader may
think of it, one may justifiably regard his work as the beginning of the modern treatment of the subject.”
Agape: An Ethical Analysis (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1972), 1. Cf. Carmichael,
Friendship, 36; James Barr, “Words for Love in Biblical Greek,” in The Glory of Christ in the New
Testament (ed. L. D. Hurst and N. T. Wright; Oxford: Clarendon, 1987); Edward Collins Vacek, Love,
Human and Divine: The Heart of Christian Ethics (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press,
1994). For a contemporary proponent of Nygren’s view of agape, see Colin Grant, “For the Love of God:
Agape,” JRE 24 (1996): 3-21.

%80 He contends that eros and agape “represent two streams that run through the whole history of
religion, alternately clashing against one another and mingling with one another. They stand for what may
be described as the egocentric and the theocentric attitude in religion.” Nygren, Agape, 205. “There seems
in fact to be no possibility of discovering any idea common to them both which might serve as the starting-
point for the comparison; for at every point the opposition between them makes itself felt.” Ibid., 209.

8! Further, “he identifies it both with the inclination toward the sensual that is expressed in

mystery-piety and with the drive to transcend the sensual that is expressed, in its highest form, in Plato.”
Oord, “Matching,” 117.
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Christianity.”®

Nygren identifies a higher and lower eros, which he traces throughout the history
of the motif, a vulgar eros that is love for this world and heavenly eros that strives for the higher
world of forms.?® In both cases, he identifies the central element of longing and desire for that
which one does not possess and the self-interest to which such a conception of eros love is
disposed. However, vulgar eros has been identified as inferior long since (see Plato); for Nygren
it is heavenly eros that presents the rival motif to Christian agape.?®*

Nygren writes from a Lutheran perspective and fleshes out Luther’s concept of gratuitous

%85 He positions Luther as the bulwark defender of the true

love as specifically opposed to eros.
Christian conception of love as beneficence, which Nygren considers under the agape motif. For
Nygren, the only true Christian love is agape, which he describes as (1) Spontaneous and
unmotivated; (2) Indifferent to value; (3) Creative; and (4) Initiator of fellowship with God.?* His
perspective is further laid out in a series of antitheses. He contends that “Eros is acquisitive desire

9 ¢

and longing” while “agape is sacrificial giving.” “eros is an upward movement, man’s way to
God” while “agape is sacrificial giving” which “comes down . . . God’s way to man.” “Eros is
man’s effort” while “agape is God’s grace.” “Eros is determined by the quality, the beauty and

999

worth, of its object, it is not spontaneous but ‘evoked’, ‘motivated,”” while “agape is sovereign in

relation to its object, and is directed to both ‘the evil and the good’; it is spontaneous,

282 «pgape is the center of Christianity, the Christian fundamental motif par excellence.” Nygren,
Agape, 48. Moreover, for him, “nothing but that which bears the impress of agape has the right to be called
Christian love.” 1bid., 92.

283 This distinction is clear in the writings of Plato, see above.

%84 He contends that Christianity’s translation into Platonic terms transformed agape toward eros,

leading toward the famous (or infamous, depending on one’s view) caritas synthesis. Nygren, Agape, 54. It
is quite interesting, however, that Nygren sees Platonic influence as distorting agape when it appears that a
Platonic or neo-Platonic presuppositional doctrine of God underpins the requirement of love to be purely
self-sufficient and disinterested.

8 «Behind Nygren lay the Lutheran understanding of justification by faith alone, by God’s action
and not by human striving.” Carmichael, Friendship, 36.

%8 Nygren, Agape, 75-81.
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‘overflowing’, ‘unmotivated’.””®” As such, any integration or conflation of eros and agape is
utterly rejected by Nygren. For this reason he vehemently criticizes the so-called caritas synthesis
of Augustine because, he believes, it includes the fundamental eros motif of ascent to God.” For
Nygren, such ascent upward toward God is in stark contrast to the view of Luther that humans are
incapable of ascent and that God descends to man, not vice versa.”®®

Since God, in Nygren’s view and in keeping with Luther, lacks nothing and thus desires
nothing (perfection and self-sufficiency), the eros motif is inappropriate to any conception of
divine love. Accordingly, divine love in Christianity (agape) is not emotive, evaluative, or
motivated but a purposive, willed, indifferent love totally distinct from any need or desire.
Biblical expressions of divine emotion “are on this view merely crude anthropomorphisms.”?®
All other types of love, eros, philia, etc., are not Christian love.?®! Rather, friendship love is
inappropriate due to the vast inequality between God and humans. He claims that agape was a

theme specifically chosen by the NT writers to convey this sola gratia type of love that is

“indifferent to human merit” and to exclude all other concepts of love.?** Thus, he believes that

%7 |bid., 210. For Nygren, “Eros is need-love which is motivated by the desire for what it lacks.
Agape is gift-love which flows spontaneously from its own abundance. Thus God’s love for us is not eros
but pure agape.” Brummer, Model, 128. Moreover, eros is self-love and agape is divine love toward others.

288 5ee Nygren, Agape, 449-558. Moreover, Christian love (agape) is opposed to nomos and thus
a denial of the Jewish scale of values. Ibid., 210. As such, agape excludes justice. Ibid., 88.

%9 «“There is thus no way for man to come to God, but only a way for God to come to man: the

way of divine forgiveness, divine love. Agape is God’s way to man.” Ibid., 80-81. Nygren’s analysis seems
motivated by a polemic against Catholicism; he writes, “The deepest difference between Catholicism and
Luther can be expressed by the following formula; in Catholicism: fellowship with God is on God’s own
level, on the basis of holiness; in Luther fellowship with God is on our level, on the basis of sin. In
Catholicism, it is a question of a fellowship with God motivated by some worth—produced, it is true, by
the infusion of caritas—to be found in man; in Luther, fellowship with God rests exclusively on God’s
unmotivated love, justification is the justification of the sinner, the Christian is ‘simul iustus et peccator.””
Nygren, Agape, 690.

20 Badcock, “Concept,” 40.
21 Nygren, Agape, 92.

22 1hid., 57. In fact, he goes so far as to consider it a “new creation of Christianity.” 1bid., 48.

Notably, Nygren dislikes the Johannine conception of love in preference for a Pauline conception. See
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the NT conception of love is different from the meaning of love in the OT.?* Here the only true
agent of love is God; humans in themselves are incapable of agape love.

Thus, a human loves God only “because God’s unmotivated love has overwhelmed him
and taken control of him, so that he cannot do other than love God. Therein lies the profound
significance of the idea of predestination: man has not selected God, but God has elected man.”***
As for Luther, human to human agape love is likewise not originated by humans but divine love
that flows through humans.”®® “What we have here is a purely theocentric love, in which all
choice on man’s part is excluded.”**Agape love is thus unconditional love predicated only on the
divine will which itself is in accordance with the superabundance of the divine nature of agape;

d 297

divine love thus could never be earned or merite Moreover, Nygren states that agape

“excludes completely the principle of justice from the religious relationship.”*®

ibid., 127, 151-59. Thus, Nygren “claims that St. Paul rarely speaks of man loving God because God’s love
was the only kind he recognized.” Singer, Nature, 296. However, Carmichael points out, “More objective
scholarship suggests that the appearance of agape is to be attributed, not to theological motivation but to the
natural evolution of the Greek language.” Friendship, 36.

23 Nygren, Agape, 62. This is in keeping with his view of discontinuity between Judaism and
Christianity.

24 |bid., 214. Badcock states, “According to Nygren, God loves but somehow does not love us.”
“Concept,” 45.

25 Thys, “to the extent that man participates in the divine, and only to that extent, is it right for me
to love him.” Nygren, Agape, 215. Nygren thus takes up Luther’s tube analogy. Ibid., 215. See above.
Thus, “strictly speaking, agape cannot be the love of one human being for another. It can only apply to the
love of God for human beings whereby he uses one human being as an instrument through which he
funnels his agape to another.” Briimmer, Model, 136. “It is therefore not we but God who does all the
loving.” Ibid.

2% Nygren, Agape, 213.

27 «God’s love is ‘groundless’ though not, of course, in the sense that there is no ground for it at
all, or that it is arbitrary or fortuitous. On the contrary, it is just to bring out the element of necessity in it
that we describe it as ‘groundless’ our purpose is to emphasise that there are no extrinsic grounds for it. The
only ground for it is to be found in God himself. God’s love is altogether spontaneous.” Ibid., 73. “God
does not love that which is already itself worthy of love, but on the contrary, that which in itself has no
worth acquires worth just by becoming the object of God’s love.” Ibid., 78.

2% |pid., 88. In contrast to nomos in Judaism.
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Nygren further states that “God does not love that which is already in itself worthy of
love, but on the contrary, that which in itself has no worth acquires worth just by becoming the
object of God’s love. . . . The man who is loved by God has no value in himself; what gives him
value is precisely the fact that God loves him. Agape is a value-creating principle.”**® The God-
world relationship of love is a one-way relationship wholly predicated on the sovereign will of
God.*® God gains no value from this relationships; divine love is utterly gratuitous.®* Nygren’s
view has come under a great deal of criticism, but it still remains a very influential study, and

%02 However,

many of his conclusions remain prominent in biblical and systematic theology.
before considering criticisms of Nygren’s view, it is important to recognize that Nygren explicitly

states that he is not conducting a linguistic analysis or making a linguistic argument but rather a

29 1pid., 78.

300 «“The fact that God loves the world derives solely from God himself, who is in himself
unchanging, so that the love of God for the world is a function of the unchanging being and life of God.”
Badcock, “Concept,” 40.

%01 «God does not love in order to obtain any advantage thereby, but quite simply because it is his
nature to love with a love that seeks, not to get, but to give.” Nygren, Agape, 201. Thus, “God’s love for us
has its origin in God himself, i.e. in the abundance of his own agape, and not in us, i.e. in some advantage
which he desires to receive from us. But did not Plato argue in a similar way about the Good? It too was
self-sufficiently perfect and could have no need-love; but it too could have gift-love which imparts of its
own abundance ‘to the ever-growing and perishing beauties of all other things.” And this form of divine
agape became even more explicit in neo-Platonism since, according to Plotinus, God (‘the One’) created
the world out of the superabundance of his own nature, by a process of overflow or emanation. From this it
follows that the sole reason for God’s creativity and love is his own nature, which spontaneously overflows
itself without suffering the least depletion.” Brummer, Model, 129.

%02 Nygren’s theology of divine love is criticized by D. D. Williams who sees it as inconsistent.
Spirit, 38. “Niebuhr explicitly criticizes Nygren for making the distinction between agape and human love
too sharp.” Reinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man: A Christian Interpretation (2 vols.; New
York: Scribner, 1964), 2:84. Many others have pointed out that the distinction between agape and other
words for love, specifically the philia family, is not supported by the linguistics. Badcock states, “The
Bible itself does not actually make the rigid distinction that Nygren presupposes between Christian love,
agape, and other forms of human love.” “Concept,” 37. Cf. Stephen G. Post, A Theory of Agape: On the
Meaning of Christian Love (Lewisburg, Pa.: Bucknell University Press, 1990), 88—-89. John A. T. Robinson
harshly criticized Nygren and finds “something of unfulfilled desire in agape.” He states, “It is, indeed,
utterly true that Agape does not require for its stimulation appreciation of, or desire for, a beauty or
goodness external to itself. . . . But this is no way excludes the truth that Agape desires response, and
desires it passionately. . . . Love yearns for a loving response. In this sense there is a need in the very heart
of God, a divine discontent which must ever burn until it be satisfied.” “Agape and Eros,” Theology 48
(1945): 99. Many others have criticized Nygren’s conception; others will appear later in this work.
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motif analysis.*®®

However, this leaves Nygren a great deal of room to apply definitions to
thematic agape, which seem to stem from Luther’s definition more than the Bible and contrast
that with the tradition that Luther explicitly condemned. In this way, the study seems to
presuppose the conflict from a Lutheran perspective. The question is whether either of the motifs
of eros or agape was ever widely seen in such stark terms prior to Luther.

Nygren’s basic premise regarding the categories of need love (corresponding to eros) and
gift love (corresponding to agape) continues to be influential in some circles.** At the same time,
Nygren’s study has come under considerable criticism. For instance, Nygren’s interpretations of
historical theology have been questioned regarding certain figures, such as Augustine.*® Many
theologians question the adequacy of a conception of divine love that rules out a meaningful
mutual relationship between God and humans.®®® As might be expected, this criticism of Nygren
extends to his deterministic metaphysics.*” Another issue is the sharp dichotomy between eros

and agape. While Nygren considers them to be opposing motifs, others see eros and agape as

complementary.®® Moreover, the contention that the agape motif is the only true Christian

%03 Nygren, Agape, 33. However, he does note the lack of the word eros in the NT. It is admitted,
on the other hand, that the Bible uses philia words for love positively. Ibid., 153-55.

%4 For instance, these categories were adopted and popularized by C. S. Lewis in The Four Loves
(New York: Harcourt Brace, 1988). “The Need-loves, so far as | have been able to see, have no
resemblance to the Love which God is.” Ibid., 127. There can be no need loves in God, only gift love,
charity. Even Pope Benedict XVI has weighed in, dealing with these categories at length in his first
encyclical, Deus Caritas Est, in which he claims that “eros and agape—ascending love and descending
love—can never be completely separated. The more the two, in their different aspects, find a proper unity
in the one reality of love, the more the true nature of love in general is realized.” Benedict XVI, Deus
caritas est, encyclical letter on Christian love, Vatican website, December 25, 2005, http://www.vatican
.va/holy_father/benedict_xvi/encyclicals/documents/hf_ben-xvi_enc_20051225 deus-caritas-est_en.html.

% Burnaby, in Amor, critiqued Nygren’s view in a classic study on Augustine’s theology of love,
specifically taking issue with Nygren’s interpretation of Augustine and the so-called “caritas synthesis.”

%06 Byrnaby, in Amor, sees the supposition of a unilateral love relationship from God to humanity
as wholly insufficient. See chapter 3 below.

%97 Oord is harshly critical of this worldview. “Matching,” 113.

%98 For instance, D’ Arcy also directly responds to Nygren’s critique from a contemporary Catholic
perspective, claiming that “Eros and Agape are not enemies but friends.” D’ Arcy, Mind, 304. Nevertheless,
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conception of love has likewise been questioned.*® It is also questioned whether desire can be
excluded from the Christian conception of love.*® Perhaps the strongest criticism of Nygren,
despite his claim to not be making a semantic argument, is the apparent biblical testimony against
Nygren’s motifs.*" Such criticisms recall the primary issues that have recurred in the historical
theology of love and will be seen further in the contemporary conflict of interpretations between

the transcendent-voluntarist and immanent-experientialist models.

Conclusion

As has been seen, throughout the historical conceptions of divine love, many important

aspects of divine love remain prominent and under contention. The historical discussion of divine

when it comes specifically to divine agape, D’ Arcy himself retains the unilateral nature of divine love. Paul
Tillich differs even further from Nygren claiming that “if eros and agape cannot be united, agape toward
God is impossible.” Systematic Theology (3 vols.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1951), 1:281. For
further discussion, see chapter 3 below.

%09 «“Although he contends that agape is the only authentically Christian love, | join others in
disagreeing with this contention.” Oord, “Matching,” 114. Cf. D. D. Williams, Spirit.

%19 Briimmer, while dealing with similar categories of gift and need love, is highly critical of the
sharp dichotomy that Nygren proposes. For him, the separation of love from desire is unnecessary. “This
would amount to accepting a form of quietist ‘pure love’ which, as we pointed out in section 4.1 above,
renounces all desire, including the desire for God.” Briimmer, Model, 137. However, C. Osborne criticizes
Briimmer, stating: “While otherwise sensitive to some of the inadequacies of previous work on the subject,
still starts by adopting and developing categories of love on the lines of C.S. Lewis’s ‘need-love’ and ‘gift-
love’, which leaves us stuck in the motivational contrasts Nygren so disastrously proposed.” Eros, 6.

%11 Geraint Vaughan Jones says, “There are enough exceptions, however, and examples of
overlapping, to show that the hard-and-fast distinction upon which Nygren and others insist cannot be
maintained, and the infrequency of the use of agape in the Synoptic Gospels is striking; agapao is often
used in the sense of phileo.” “Agape and Eros: Some Notes on Dostoievsky,” ExpTim 66 (1954-55): 3. Cf.
Roy F. Butler, The Meaning of Agapao and Phileo in the Greek New Testament (Lawrence, Kans.:
Coronado, 1977), 70. Oord presents a sustained criticism of Nygren’s biblical interpretation, finding
numerous examples that, he contends, contradict Nygren’s thesis. He writes, “Nygren’s thesis that agape is
the only authentically Christian love—excluding all other loves as legitimate—collapses under a careful
examination of Scripture. His thesis cannot stand because it is not supported by the very structure he
assumes to be its primary foundation: the Bible.” Oord, “Matching,” 123. James Moffat points out that
agape is used to convey meanings that fall outside of Nygren’s definition of agape. Love in the New
Testament (New York: Harper, 1930). Further, Rist contends that Nygren has simply selected “those
passages which might suit the theory that agape and eros are inhabitants of different worlds and then
dragoon the other passages into harmony.” John Rist argues, however, that “they are both recognized in the
New Testament.” “Some Interpretations of Agape and Eros,” in The Philosophy and Theology of Anders
Nygren (Carbondale, Ill.: Southern Illinois University Press, 1970), 172.
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love displays a great deal of continuity with the Platonic and Aristotelian ontologies and theories
of love. Specifically, the pre-eminent features of deity as simplicity, timelessness, perfection,
self-sufficiency, immutability, and impassibility, retain priority down through the ages in the
theologies of Augustine to Aquinas to Luther. Despite the radical upheaval between the Catholic
and Protestant traditions in the reformation, the conception of God as a whole, and divine love
specifically, remained relatively constant. While the meaning and nature of human love is
diversely conceived, divine love is restricted by the possibilities afforded by the divine ontology.
Specifically divine love must be unilateral, unmotivated, unaffected, gratuitous beneficence,
which entails no passion but rather, purposive rationality.

However, the classical views on divine ontology, and thus divine love, have been
increasingly questioned. In the next chapter, the immanent-experientialist model represents the
primary alternative to the classical models and their contemporary modification, which is
represented by the transcendent-voluntarist model. As shall be seen, the contemporary conflict of
interpretations between these models revisits the issues that have been introduced in the survey
above. Specifically, the question of the mutuality of the divine-human relationship becomes
prominent. Further questions also arise, for instance, whether love is beneficence in part or in
whole, or whether aspects such as desire, enjoyment, and/or appraisal of value are permissible for
conceptions of divine love. Moreover, what is the extent of divine love, and how does this
correspond to God’s relatedness or unrelatedness to the world and its history? As shall be seen,
these issues are integrally connected to the issues of ontology and metaphysics. With these
considerations in mind, we now turn our attention to an influential, recent evangelical
modification of divine love in Carl F. H. Henry. This is followed by a direct assault upon the
classical conception that many view to be the most compelling alternative to traditional

conceptions of divine love, that of Charles Hartshorne.
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CHAPTER 3

CONFLICTING MODELS OF DIVINE LOVE

Introduction

This chapter presents an analytical description of the transcendent-voluntarist model and
the immanent-experientialist model, focused upon selected exemplars of both models. Carl F.H.
Henry’s conception is a well-known and influential exemplar of the transcendent-voluntarist
model, and Charles Hartshorne’s seminal process theology is representative of the immanent-
experientialist model." To provide context to understand these models of divine love one must
look at the methodological and ontological frameworks, respectively.” Because the conceptions of
divine love flow out of the respective ontologies, they will be understood more easily after the
introduction of the theological systems. First, the basic methodological tenets will be
summarized, followed by the transcendent-voluntarist model’s intentional modification (at least
in presentation) of some aspects of classic theism. The ontological framework will then be
examined, especially the emphasis on the sovereignty of the divine will and the closely related
axiomatic conceptions of simplicity, timelessness, omniscience, immutability, and omnipotence.

Then, the divine relationship to the world will be addressed regarding divine transcendence and

! The term voluntarist is being utilized to denote that the divine will is the basic factor in the
universe. It does not connote, however, that the will is necessarily in opposition to reason or the intellect.

% The need for a treatment of ontology is increasingly important. D. D. Williams expresses this
quite clearly saying, “Why this concern with ‘being’? . . . Our answer can be put quite simply—it is beings
who love.” Spirit, 9. D. D. Williams also states that “the traditional Christian interpretations of love have
been largely influenced by one kind of philosophical thought about being.” Ibid., 122. Cf. Hartshorne,
Vision, 114-20.
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immanence, freedom, and providence. This leads to the conception of election love, which is
required by the wider ontology of the transcendent-voluntarist model.

For the immanent-experientialist model Hartshorne’s basic methodology is presented
first. Then, his departure from traditional theology in positing the necessity of the absolute
relatedness of God to the world is outlined. This chapter then proceeds to explore Hartshorne’s
ontological framework beginning with his process ontology of the world, then his divine ontology
of dipolar theism, and concluding with his panentheistic metaphysics of the God-world
relationship. Then, the conception of divine love, especially the important aspects of sympathy
and value, is examined in light of the ontological framework and its implications for the God-
world relationship. The presentation of these two models is followed by an examination of the
extent of the conflict of interpretations between the two main models. The extent of the conflict is
presented according to numerous recent theologians who express dissatisfaction with the two

main models.

The Transcendent-Voluntarist Model
Methodological Framework
Basic Methodological Tenets
Henry’s method is explicitly based upon propositional, biblical revelation, which reveals
God in “objectively reliable form.” Thus, the “way of special biblical revelation declares God

himself and his revelation to be the only objective intelligible basis for statements about his

% C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:99. Henry defines “propositional revelation” as “a divine
communication to man of objective knowledge of the nature of God as he is, both in his eternal glory and in
his relations to man.” Ibid., 5:98. “That God can be known, that divine revelation is rationally given and is
to be rationally understood, is a basic presupposition of biblical theology.” Ibid., 5:381. Cf. Carl F. H.
Henry, Toward a Recovery of Christian Belief: The Rutherford Lectures (Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway Books,
1990), 35-60, and idem, The God Who Shows Himself (Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1966), 1-2. For an
exposition of the evangelical view of revelation see Gordon Haddon Clark, “Revealed Religion,” in
Fundamentals of the Faith (ed. C. F. H. Henry and G. H. Clark; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1969).
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nature.” Accordingly, divine attributes are “determined by a logically ordered exposition of an
inscripturated revelation.” Every question of divine nature is thus to be subordinated to
Scripture, yet also “within biblically revealed principles to the demands of logical consistency.”®
Yet reason also plays a prime role in Henry’s theological method including the stating and
assessing of “the claims of both the theological and secular philosophical traditions.”” However,
he opposes the traditional “way of analogy” in favor of univocal predication because of the
former’s reliance on presupposition. Accordingly, he rejects any method that posits “a divine
being or essence ontologically distinguishable from divine personality and knowable apart from

God’s selthood” since “only non-biblical motives would require us to speak of God’s existence

% C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:99. Reliable, propositional information communicated
through divine revelation is the only “confident basis for expounding the divine attributes.” Ibid., 5:99. See
also C. F. H. Henry, “The Interpretation of the Scriptures: Are We Doomed to Hermeneutical Nihilism?”
RevExp 71 (1974): 197-215. Henry thus rules out any naturalistic or empirical methodology. God,
Revelation, 5:90. Cf. Carl F. H. Henry, Notes on the Doctrine of God (Boston: Wilde, 1948), 66-68. For
Henry’s criticism of modern theology and a call to biblical theism see Frontiers in Modern Theology
(Chicago: Moody Press, 1966), and The Protestant Dilemma: An Analysis of the Current Impasse in
Theology (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1949), 43—-124. Although the intricacies of Henry’s
presuppositionalist epistemology are beyond the scope of this dissertation, some elements must be noted.
C. F. H. Henry, Recovery, 55. His theory of knowledge stems from God as mind and the rational Logos
behind all order and structure in the universe. C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:334-37, 381. All reality is
dependent upon God’s ideas thus “the ultimate world of ideas is not a ‘given’ to which God is himself
subject; it is, rather, the very mind or thought of God.” Ibid., 5:335. Accordingly, humans “think his
[God’s] thoughts after him.” Ibid., 5:16. Henry has often been criticized for being too rationalistic. For
instance, McNeal criticizes his emphasis on the objective which he believes leads to a less than dynamic
picture of God. Thomas Reginald McNeal, “A Critical Analysis of the Doctrine of God in the Theology of
Carl F. H. Henry” (Ph.D. diss., Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, 1986). For a more positive
appraisal of Henry’s epistemology in conversation with other noted Evangelicals see Kelvin Neal Jones,
“Revelation and Reason in the Theology of Carl F. H. Henry, James 1. Packer, and Ronald H. Nash” (Ph.D.
diss., Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 1994).

®C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:100. “The legitimacy of what we may say about God’s being,
essence, nature, substance, attributes, or whatever else, stems solely from the living God who makes
himself known and from the divinely inspired Scriptures.” Ibid., 5:49.

® Ibid., 5:132-33. He thus rejects any attempt “to derive a comprehensive analysis of the attributes
of God from an a priori metaphysics.” Ibid., 5:99.

" Ibid., 5:223. He states, “The revelation of the triune God . . . can be significantly maintained only
if divine revelation is intelligible and by expounding its content without resorting to paradox and logical
contradiction.” Ibid., 5:51.
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before we discuss his nature disclosed in divine revelation.” ® This leads to opposition toward
Hartshorne’s adapted use of the way of analogy.

Axiomatic to this methodology are the requisites of transcendence and immanence
requiring both “God’s independence of the created universe,” and a description of “God’s relation
to the universe in a way that makes God accessible to human experience and assures knowledge

of him as he truly is.”®

Henry also presupposes that a distinction must be made regarding
“anthropomorphic passages.”™® Although anthropomorphisms and other wrinkles of divine
revelation must be distinguished, Henry generally requires “univocal meaning” to “avoid
agnosticism and skepticism” as well as “equivocation.”** He does allow, however, the way of
negation and the way of eminence, as long as they are not “separated from divine revelation.”*?
The requirement of univocal predication is tied to Henry’s supposition of propositional and
rational divine revelation, which assumes that God reveals His essence in the Bible and thus

humans are not limited to the mere “knowledge of God-in-relation to us” but may ascertain

thereby “metaphysical knowledge of God-as-he-is-in-himself.” In this context, Henry advocates

® Ibid., 5:185. The way of analogy “assigns to God in an eminent degree all perfections found in
creaturely existence.” Ibid., 5:86. He considers the way of analogy prone to “secretly presuppose in
advance certain facts about the very nature of God that it professes to establish only by analogical
reasoning.” Ibid., 5:87.

° Ibid., 5:101.

19 “The Bible requires a distinction between anthropomorphic passages that speak of God’s ‘hand,’
‘arm,” ‘eyes,” and so on, and ontological teaching that depicts personal distinctions in the nature of God.
Those who consider the latter just as figurative as the former do so on interpretative principles that erode
the reality of God. Scripture itself authorizes and requires a distinction between what we may say literally
or figuratively about God.” Ibid., 5:197.

1 Ibid., 5:87. He thus asks, “Does a relational likeness of goodness when predicated of God and
man make sense if its ascriptions to both the divine and the human have no univocal overlap? When thus

conceived the analogy of proportionality channels into equivocation and hence into agnosticism.” Ibid.,
5:86.

12 Ibid., 5:88. Thus, “within the guidance of special revelation both methods [negation and
eminence] may be employed simultaneously.” Ibid.

B3 Ibid., 5:96. Specifically, he states, “If divine revelation is cognitive and propositional, then God
can reveal information about his immanent nature. Because of his intelligible revelation we can speak
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caution against the proliferation of divine attributes, especially when based merely upon the
nuances of biblical terms.'* This becomes especially important as it relates to the traditional

agape-eros distinction, as shall be seen.

Differentiation from Classic Theism

Henry prefers the term evangelical theism as a descriptor of his doctrine of God. He
explicitly differentiates his views from what he calls the Thomistic emphasis on “Greek
philosophical motifs” rather than “Judeo-Christian biblical categories.”*> Accordingly, Henry
seems to tweak doctrines such as immutability and impassibility, at least as a matter of
presentation. However, he still relies on the classic tradition, seemingly assuming that the Nicene
and ante-Nicene fathers were biblical in their theology.*® Thus, as shall be seen, Henry’s doctrine
has much in common with classic theism. Some might consider it to be a modified or nuanced

form of classical theism, and others might see it as a new evangelical theism. Whatever the label,

authentically about both his transcendent being and about his relations to man and the world.” 1bid., 5:102.
Therefore, Henry believes God’s immanent nature is accessible due to propositional divine revelation while
yet implying at least a semantic distinction between God’s immanent and economic natures. However, he
does remove the inaccessibility of divine nature saying, if “God’s revelatory activity includes the divine
disclosure of truths about God (valid information that stipulates the meaning of God’s redemptive acts and
unveils information also concerning God’s transcendent selthood and his divine goals) then no need arises
for such rigid distinction between the self-revealed God and God-in-himself (since in self-revelation God
conveys objectively valid knowledge of his eternal nature and will).” Ibid., 5:51.

“ Ibid., 5:139. “Scripture is not immune to the use of synonyms. Yet careless scriptural exegesis
may dismiss certain significant vocabulary divergences as merely synonymous when in fact they are
intended to convey special shades of meaning. In the long run what must decide the adequacy or
inadequacy of competing representations of the number and kind of divine perfections is a faithful and
consistent handling of the biblical text.” Ibid.

1> He states that Aquinas “orients the doctrine of the immutability of the God of the Bible to Greek
philosophical motifs and develops theistic doctrine more in Greek than in Judeo-Christian biblical
categories.” Ibid., 5:45. One specific break is the traditional substantialist ontology that Henry considers to
be unnecessary. “This realistic, substantialist view elaborated by Roman Catholic theologians in line with
Aristotelian metaphysics, Protestant orthodoxy then took over without questioning whether theology based
upon special biblical revelation necessarily requires such a view.” Ibid., 5:113.

16 «Contrary to Nicene and ante-Nicene fathers who expounded the doctrine of God in terms of the
Scriptures, church fathers familiar with Greek philosophy in some cases readily subscribed to the unbiblical
notions that the purity and spirituality of the divine are best maintained by stripping God of all logically
meaningful predication.” Ibid., 5:85.
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it is clear that Henry’s doctrine can neither be wholly differentiated from the tradition of classic
theism nor can it be wholly identified with it.'” As such, it is a worthy representative of the

progression of recent Evangelical thought.

Ontological Framework

In the transcendent-voluntarist model, God “is a sovereign will.”*® He is conceived as
perfect, simple, timeless, immutable, impassible and totally self-sufficient.'® God is absolutely
sovereign and “stands completely and intrinsically independent of the created order.”® There is
no will that threatens God’s will, and thus non-divine decisions do not determine God in any

way.”! God is prior to and unequivocally other—yet not “wholly other”—than the world.?? God

" Ronald H. Nash, for instance, does not identify classical theism with Christian theism saying, “It
is extremely important to recognize that the relationship between classical theism and Christian theism is a
matter of some dispute.” “Process Theology and Classical Theism,” in Process Theology (ed. R. H. Nash;
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 1987), 3. He summarizes the broad tenets of classic or Thomistic theism using
eight attributes: Pure actuality, immutability, impassibility, timelessness, simplicity, necessity,
omniscience, omnipotence. Ibid., 8-12. He bases this breakdown on David Ray Griffin, God, Power, and
Evil: A Process Theodicy (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976). If classic theism is limited to the above eight
attributions it is difficult to see anything like a clean break between Henry’s Evangelical theism and classic
theism.

18 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:130.

19 Henry summarizes his ontology by referring to God as he “who stands, and stays.” Ibid., 5:10.
God “stands” means that he “is the personal sovereign containing in himself the ground of his own
existence.” 1bid. The “God who stays” is in reference to the “providence” of God and the “eschatological
consummation of his dramatic plan.” Ibid.

2 |bid., 5:12. God “stands free of the universe both as its voluntary creator and voluntary
preserver.” Ibid. This means that “the universe is not necessary either to divine being or to divine
perfection. God stands free of such dependence; he alone, moreover, stands completely and intrinsically
independent of the created order.” Ibid. Cf. Carl F. H. Henry, “The Nature of God,” in Christian Faith and
Modern Theology: Contemporary Evangelical Thought (ed. C. F. H. Henry and J. O. Buswell; New York:
Channel, 1964), 91. Norman L. Geisler concurs and connects this with divine necessity. Systematic
Theology (vol. 2 of God, Creation; Minneapolis, Minn.: Bethany House, 2002), 58—73.

21 God “is invulnerable to assault.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:13. Further, “the self-
disclosed God, this One who ‘stands,’ exists forever in a self-specified condition free of external
determination; his reality, purpose and activity are not contingent on the universe. He continues steadfast,
unimpaired and immutable.” Ibid., 5:11. Cf. Harold B. Kuhn, “God: His Names and Nature,” in
Fundamentals of the Faith (ed. C. F. H. Henry and G. H. Clark; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1969),
49.

2 Yet God is not “in all respects wholly other than man who bears his image.” C. F. H. Henry,
God, Revelation, 5:87. Henry emphasizes: “God is the unique and irreducible Other, the unconditional
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wills his own life in absolute and independent freedom; he thus depends on nothing (aseity) and is
affected by nothing (impassibility) but rather “sustains himself in voluntary self-determination.””
In other words he is “wholly free to be himself” and there is nothing external or internal to God
that is not determined by God himself.** Thus, all divine relations are external relations.”® God is
necessary, perfect, and complete. He cannot grow and is “not in process, in a condition of change,
[or] in motion toward perfection.”® Divine plenitude extends even to his perfections such that
each of “his attributes is perfect and unlimited.”?" Henry is careful to point out, however, that God
is “ontologically changeless,” yet not static and thus the “eternal and majestic” one “speaks and

acts 2928

Ought, the transcendent Self.” Henry, God, Revelation, and Authority, 5:87; Henry, “The Nature of God,”
71.

% Henry, God, Revelation, and Authority, 5:214-15. Cf. ibid., 5:69. God’s “self-determination”
means “free agency or spontaneous voluntariness. God has free will, a will that is self-moved. His thoughts
and acts are shaped neither by external necessity nor by internal limitation except as he is self-determined
in what he thinks and does. Only God alone, moreover, is a totally free agent.” Ibid., 5:214-15. Further
“God perpetually wills and purposes his own being; this being depends upon nothing external to himself
yet is not internally necessitated as if he exists forever whether he wills to do so or not. He wills eternally to
be himself in the fulness of his independent vitality, and never ceases to be himself.” Ibid., 5:69.

2 1bid., 5:69. Even the “attributes or perfections of God are virtues that he himself wills in
sovereign freedom. They are not external constraints to which God’s nature and will must conform. . . .
God alone establishes truth and the good; they have no existence independently of his will.” Ibid., 5:215.

% Thus he states, “The Infinite can comprehend the finite without active relationships between the
two. But the finite comprehends the Infinite only because the infinite Creator has fashioned the finite and
relates himself to it.” Ibid., 5:223.

% |pid., 5:12. He states, “God is incapable of increase or diminution.” Ibid.
7 Ibid., 5:22.

% |bid., 5:9. But, “if by static is meant indifferent, the complaint can be countered by biblical
theology; if by static is meant unchanging, then that is indeed the case. . . . The self-revealing Creator-
Redeemer God of the Bible is ontologically changeless.” 1bid., 6:291. God “is the eternally active God. . . .
[He] is not an indifferent and static divinity like the impersonal or remote gods of many ancient
philosophers.” Ibid., 5:12-13. Similarly, Carson stresses that God is “unchanging in his being, purposes,
and perfections” yet this does not necessarily mean that God “cannot interact with his image-bearers in
their time.” Difficult, 55. Geisler adds, “Neither does impassible mean immobile: God can and does act.
However, others do not move Him, for He is the Unmoved Mover of all else.” Systematic, 112.
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Simplicity, Essence, and Attributes

For Henry, in keeping with classic theism, God is absolutely simple, a unity.”® The
absolutely simple and unified God is also triune.*® The trinitarian persons are not “independent
beings” but are “hypostases alongside the living God and as subordinate deputies active in the
creation and history of the universe.”*! This simplicity flows from the unitary and supremely
rational divine will.** Accordingly, all divine perfections are willed perfections and “God’s

. . . 33
essence and attributes are identical.”

Timelessness and Foreknowledge

The perfection of God is also associated with divine timelessness. The issue of divine
timelessness has been one of great debate, and the nature of the issue and the ongoing debate is

well known to Henry, who attempts to avoid absurdity in his conception.** Yet, though he

# Simplicity means “God is not compounded of parts; he is not a collection of perfections, but
rather a living center of activity pervasively characterized by all his distinctive perfections. The divine
attributes are neither additions to the divine essence nor qualities pieced together to make a compound.”
C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:131. As such, God is “noncomposite, and his essence and existence are
identical.” 1bid., 5:132. Geisler sees God’s absolute simplicity as vitally connected to God’s “pure
actuality.” Systematic, 30. For Geisler’s articulation of the continuity with the classical Christian tradition

see ibid., 30-57.

% He states “that three eternal persons coexist within the one divine essence—][this] is the
distinctive Christian affirmation about deity.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:197.

*! Ibid. These hypostases “are not simply divine representatives but personal realities whose being
and that of the loving God are somehow integrated.” 1bid.

%2 “The God of the Bible is a sovereign will; as such he is a living unity of perfections that
coordinately manifests the divine essence.” Ibid., 5:130.

% Ibid. Therefore, “all God’s attributes known through his self-revelation are to be identified with
what theologians properly designate as God’s being, essence, nature or substance. . . . The divine essence is
not to be differentiated from the divine attributes, but is constituted by them; the attributes define the
essence more precisely.” Ibid., 5:127. Grudem comments, “Every attribute is completely true of God and is
true of all God’s character.” Systematic, 179. As unified and yet distinct all “divine attributes in the nature
of God” require “equal ultimacy.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:52. Therefore, “all divine attributes
are one in God . . . differentiated only within the created situation,” and thus “mutually inclusive.” Ibid.,
5:132. Moreover, all “the divine perfections apply equally to the Father, the Son, and the Spirit.” Ibid.,
5:186.

* He even states that the explicit biblical teaching is “inconclusive” on the matter. lbid., 5:268.
For Henry “God is not in time” but that “does not mean He is timeless in such a way as to negate time. . . .
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attempts to make qualifications to preserve coherence, he maintains the traditional doctrine of
timelessness in its essential points, in accordance with his other ontological suppositions such that
the perfection of God includes perfect, time independent (timeless) knowledge.* For Henry, the
very omniscience of God is bound up with timelessness and the two cannot be separated.*® Hence,
not only is divine knowledge atemporal and a priori, it is derived solely from divine decree, never
from non-divine objects.*” Thus, there is no real distinction between foreknowledge and

foreordination.*® Although Henry seems to go out of his way to leave room for the significance of

The supremacy of eternity over time is not the Greek notion of timelessness which negates or annuls

time . . . in which the whole creaturely world loses significance from an eternal perspective.” C. F. H.
Henry, Notes, 132. For a recent defense of the traditional view of divine timelessness see Paul Helm, “Is
God Bound by Time?” in God under Fire: Modern Scholarship Reinvents God (ed. D. S. Huffman and E.
L. Johnson; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 2002).

% He states, “What creaturely minds grasp in their time sequences God knows immediately as a
comprehensive totality; his decree to create a specific universe involves knowledge of all its eventualities
and possibilities.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:277. Further, “divine omniscience and divine
sovereignty imply that divine knowledge is timeless and rule out temporal succession in the activity of
divine knowledge.” Ibid., 5:270.

% <t is futile, therefore, to try to preserve God’s omniscience if his timelessness is denied. Some
theists redefine divine eternity in terms of everlasting temporality and thus try to preserve divine
omniscience. . . . But if God is a being to whom temporal predicates apply, then he has time-location.” Ibid.
For him, God knows everything “in a single act” but this does not require a “temporal Now” but a “timeless
intellectual vision whereby he eternally knows all things.” Ibid., 5:271.

¥ God’s “knowledge of man and the world has its source in his self-knowledge, because God
knew what he would make. God’s knowledge of what will be is grounded in his knowledge of his eternal
purpose.” Ibid., 5:269.

% bid., 5:277. “Given the view of God’s timeless eternity, the distinction between divine
foreknowledge and divine foreordination falls away.” 1bid., 5:284. However, though he is adamant that
God’s knowledge is based on his own decree, he concurrently contends that “God has knowledge of the
universe as a created reality. He knows it now not simply as something purposed from eternity, but as a
creaturely reality preserved and judged by him and in which he manifests his grace.” Ibid., 5:277. Although
if read in one way this might imply that God does in fact have knowledge based on the reality of the world,
in conjunction with the rest of Henry’s statements this does not seem to be the intended meaning.
Therefore, to be consistent, this statement could not be taken to mean that God “now” knows what he did
not know before but rather it means that due to God’s omniscience he is aware of the situation that is
“present” for the world. Henry unequivocally states, “The fact of divine omniscience does not imply that
God’s knowledge is dependent upon his creation.” 1bid. Nevertheless, Henry can say that “God does know
human decision and human activity in its dramatic day-to-day and age-to-age occurrences. He distinguishes
the presently actual in the space-time realm from the yet future and from the irrecoverable past.” Ibid. This
is possible because all reality is based on divine decree. “Christian theology separates God’s intrinsic
nature (known on the basis of his self-revelation) from his works—creation, preservation, providence,
redemption, and so on—by delineating the decrees. These decrees relate only to realities and relationships
outside God, that is, to whatever depends optionally on his will.” Ibid., 6:80.
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space and time,* this does not negate his position that God is utterly timeless.*® God’s knowledge
is thus based on his eternal decree and is not a knowledge derived from being in time or
dependent upon contingencies; all reality is determined and known according to divine volition.*
The equation of foreordination and timeless foreknowledge has implications for predestination
and human freedom.** Henry’s solution is the compatibilist view that freedom is not removed but

humans act in accordance with their own volitions.* In “compatibilism,” freedom does not entail

% He states, “The time sequences of human history are crucially important both in God’s sight and
in man’s. The space-time universe owes its very existence and continuance to God, and is the cosmic
setting for the divine incarnation in Jesus Christ, the final triumph of righteousness, and the doom of
injustice.” Ibid., 5:277. He adds, “God is not limited to simply one track of relationships to the temporal
order; he knows all historical factualities and contingencies through his eternal decree, and he knows them
in personal presence in the historical order.” Ibid., 5:276. Elsewhere he states, “The triune God not only has
eternal personal relationships within his own timeless being, but also engages in interpersonal patterns with
creatures to whom he manifests himself in righteousness and wrath and love and mercy.” Ibid., 5:275.

0 He states, “The biblical view, it seems to me, implies that God is not in time; that there is no
succession of ideas in the divine mind; that time is a divine creation concomitant with the origin of the
universe; that God internally knows all things, including all space-time contingencies; that this knowledge
includes knowledge of the temporal succession prevalent in the created universe. . . . But God’s nature need
not itself be time-structured in order for him to know simultaneously all events and also to know them in
the way that his creatures know them.” 1bid., 5:276. Here “in the way” must mean in the sense that he
knows them truthfully, certainly not “in the way” in the sense of manner of knowing.

! Although God has knowledge of succession he does not have “an a posteriori knowledge
somehow derived through his observation of the universe, even if that knowledge is said somehow to
transcend time.” Ibid., 5:279.

“2 1t is “the purposing will of God, and not omniscience, that governs the certainty of events.”
Ibid., 5:284. “There can be no other ground of divine foreknowledge of nonexistent processes, events and
creatures if they were not divinely purposed. God’s purposes are eternal, and effectuate all futurities.” Ibid.,
5:283-84. For an excellent and thorough collection of the ongoing contemporary debate on foreknowledge
and free will see Robert Kane, ed., The Oxford Handbook of Free Will (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2002). For open theism’s critical analysis of God’s foreknowledge in relation to his freedom see Pinnock et
al., Openness; William Hasker, God, Time, and Knowledge (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1989);
and Clark H. Pinnock, The Grace of God, the Will of Man: A Case for Arminianism (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Academie Books, 1989). Open theism has been challenged in numerous responses; one prominent example
is Norman L. Geisler, H. Wayne House, and Max Herrera, The Battle for God: Responding to the
Challenge of Neotheism (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Kregel, 2001). For an excellent and brief discussion of the
historicity of God and foreknowledge in relation to free will see Fernando Canale, “Doctrine of God,” in
Handbook of Seventh-day Adventist Theology (ed. R. Dederen; Hagerstown, Md.: Review & Herald, 2000),
105-159. For a critique of timelessness and presentation of God’s historicity and analogical temporality see
Canale, Criticism.

* He contends that “God’s foreknowledge does not involve determination that cancels voluntary

action, but God knows what man will voluntarily choose.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:282. That
compatibilism is Henry’s position is clear when he states, “Voluntary action does not, however, depend
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the ability to do otherwise (libertarianism) but rather means freedom from external compulsion.

Therefore, everything ultimately happens according to the eternal divine decree.

Unchanging/Immutable
In accordance with absolute perfection, God is immutable and immune to “increase or

44
decrease.”

However, God’s immutability is both moral and ontological.”® The idea of a suffering
God is hence explicitly opposed. God is impassible. There is nothing external to God that can

affect him or impinge upon him.*® Henry is adamant that “the biblical view is that the living God,

upon intellectual doubt or divine ignorance, or upon arbitrary subjective power to reverse our each and
every decision and deed. It depends rather upon voluntary choice. If humans voluntarily choose to do what
God foreknows to be certain, then the conditions of voluntary human agency are fulfilled.” Ibid. For a
contemporary presentation of compatibilism see Millard J. Erickson, What Does God Know and When
Does He Know It? (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 2003). For a view for divine foreknowledge but
against compatibilism see William Lane Craig, Divine Foreknowledge and Human Freedom: The
Coherence of Freedom (New York: Leiden, 1991), and idem, “Hasker on Divine Knowledge,”
Philosophical Studies 67 (1992): 52—78.

“C.F.H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:286. “The God of the Bible is absolutely sovereign and
omniscient. . . . Change and process do not apply to the Godhead.” Ibid., 6:67. Compare with the classical
view of Plato and Aristotle, developed in the scholasticism of Aquinas. For classic critiques of the doctrine
of immutability see Norman Kretzmann, “Omniscience and Immutability,” Journal of Philosophy 63
(1966): 409-21, and Nicholas Wolterstorff, “God Everlasting,” in Contemporary Philosophy of Religion
(ed. S. M. Cahn and D. Shatz; New York: Oxford University Press, 1982), 77-98.

*® «Scripture stresses especially God’s moral constancy or ethical stability. It underscores God’s
faithfulness to his holy will and to his promises.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:287. Yet, beyond this,
God’s immutability cannot be limited to “God’s moral nature” but further he is not at all susceptible to
“ontological change.” Ibid. Cf. ibid., 5:65.

% «God conceived primarily as our ‘fellow sufferer is not the immutable God of the Bible. All
talk of the final liberation of man . . . must end in a question mark if God himself is a struggling, suffering
deity.” Ibid., 5:292. It must be understood, however, that in this model divine impassibility does not mean
that God is uncaring or “utterly devoid of any feelings.” Millard J. Erickson, God the Father Almighty: A
Contemporary Exploration of the Divine Attributes (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Books, 1998), 161.
Carson states, “God cannot ‘fall’ in love in the way that we do, nor is his ‘love’ suddenly elicited by
something he had not foreseen. In that sense, we may usefully affirm God’s impassibility even while we
affirm, with the greatest delight, God’s passionate love—indeed, so great a love that, while we were yet
sinners, Christ died for us.” Donald A. Carson, “How Can We Reconcile the Love and the Transcendent
Sovereignty of God?” in God under Fire: Modern Scholarship Reinvents God (ed. D. S. Huffman and E. L.
Johnson; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 2002), 308. Geisler posits that God may have emotional states
but “His feelings are not the result of actions imposed upon Him by others.” Geisler, House, and Herrera,
Battle, 170. Moreover, “Scripture does teach that God cannot be acted upon by anything outside of
Himself.” Ibid., 171. “God cannot undergo passion or suffering; nothing in the created universe can make
God feel pain or inflict misery on Him. This does not mean that God has no feelings, but simply that His
feelings are not the results of actions imposed on Him by others. His feelings flow from His eternal and
unchangeable nature.” Geisler, Systematic, 112. The central idea is that God cannot be affected, thus if God
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alone worthy of worship, is timelessly eternal and that immutability characterizes all his
perfections. He does not change either for better or for worse for he possesses all perfections from
eternity.”*’ Nevertheless, Henry holds that this “unchanging and unchangeable God” is somehow
“active in temporal processes and historical events, and in the incarnation steps personally into

8 Yet, at the same time, Henry is unequivocal “that ontological change is predicable only

history.
of the world, and not of God.”*® While affirming and re-affirming God’s timelessness and

immutability, Henry seemingly strains to hold on to God’s interest in the world.* It is clear that

has emotions they are purely willed, unaffected emotions.

" C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:289. This is in close keeping with the classical conception of
immutability. Bruce A. Ware points out (with numerous examples) that “the idea that a simple being is
incapable of change is perhaps the most prominent notion invoked in the rational proofs for divine
immutability.” “An Evangelical Reexamination of the Doctrine of the Immutability of God” (Ph.D. diss.,
Fuller Theological Seminary, 1984), 151.

*8 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:292. This qualification of Henry is perhaps influenced by the
modern restructuring that Ware points out: “The doctrine of divine immutability has seen some major
restructuring in the modern period. The primary attention that has been devoted to God as the living and
active God has called for a restatement of the theological affirmation of God’s unchangeableness so that
two fundamental results, one negative and the other positive, could be secured: first, the immutability
proper to God must not be conceived so as to allow any threat to God’s free and active love, as is the case
when immutability is seen as immobility; and second, the appropriate conception of God’s changelessness
provides full and unwavering assurance that the God who shows himself in free and sacrificial love always
was, is, and will be the same in and through all changes.” “Evangelical,” 239-40. Accordingly, Ware points
out that if in “divine immutability it is meant that God is distant, unfeeling, uncaring, static, and in every
way unchanged and unaffected by the human condition, then it is highly doubtful that this conception of
God is useful for one’s religious experience.” Ibid., 11.

* C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:292. Henry is aware of the biblical texts that are often used
to call into question the immutability of God. He points out that some degree of so-called
anthropomorphism is to be expected in the biblical text. This, however, implies a break from purely
univocal language about God. Nevertheless, “none of these considerations implies that God changes either
in his eternal being or his eternal purpose. When all due allowance is made for the literal and objective
truth conveyed by figurative statements, divine repentance is itself an anthropomorphic representation.”
Ibid., 5:304. Thus “divine ‘repentance’ can be viewed as the temporal fulfillment of a possibility eternally
present to God and foreknown and foreordained by him.” Ibid., 5:302-3. See ibid., 5:301ff. for a further
discussion of repentance texts.

% Although “the world does not alter God ontologically . . . that is hardly to say that God is
indifferent to the created universe. . . . Nor does God’s immutability dwarf the fact that the incarnation of
the Logos conjoins human nature enduringly to the Son of God.” Ibid., 5:292. He also comments, “Surely
God realizes values in and through the world; he ascribes worth to the created universe (Gen. 1:9 ff.). But
to hold that this requires change in God, or implies that he is personally incomplete, as does process
philosophy, is gratuitous and unjustifiable.” Ibid. But in what way can an utterly immutable God “realize
value?” That Henry does not actually allow for value to increase in God’s experience or enjoyment is clear
in his criticism of George A. F. Knight’s emphasis that “God has gained something throughout the
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God is absolute for Henry, that is, all God’s perfections are infinite. But the question then
becomes: How can God actually be related to the world at all? Despite this paradox, Henry
maintains that God did come to the earth as a human, yet this did not entail a change in divinity.**
Thus, God is utterly perfect and immutable and history takes place according to his divine decree

without affecting Godself.

Determinism: Sovereignty and Omnipotence

Henry’s conception of sovereignty and omnipotence might best be summed up: God wills
everything. It is not God’s nature that determines God’s will, but vice versa, and God’s will
foreordains everything.*® As sovereign will, God is omnipotent and “exists in absolute plenitude
and power.” Thus, a “fixed divine decree” of predestination is central to God’s sovereignty and
such an all-encompassing decree includes even the evil in the world, though this does not make

God culpable.” The divine decree is not to be equated with “mechanical determinism,” which

centuries as a result of what has happened in the sequence of time; God has himself grown in experience as
a result of his gracious love for man.” Quoted in ibid., 5:306. Henry adamantly opposes this idea
commenting, “Advocacy of a changing God is but a confusing declaration that Change is god.” Ibid.

*! Rather, “the permanent inclusion even of this glorified human nature in the experience of the
Godhead did not involve a new mode of deity, however, even though it brings into profound and intimate
interrelationships the timeless experience of God and the context of time-structured experience in which the
exalted Christ rules as head of the Church.” Ibid., 5:292-93.

%2 History is determined by the will of God, he “plans and decrees the world and man. . . . He
ordains the future.” Ibid., 5:13.

%% Ibid., 5:69. Divine omnipotence is simply “power over all other power and powers.” Ibid.,
5:318. Henry contends that the Bible (despite the lack of the specific term “omnipotence”) and all the
church fathers teach divine omnipotence. Ibid., 5:308, 310. The concept of omnipotence has undergone
considerable debate in contemporary theology. For an excellent dialogue on the issues see David Basinger
and Randall Basinger, “Divine Omnipotence: Plantinga vs. Griffin,” Process Studies 11 (1981): 11-24, and
Alvin Plantinga, “Reply to the Basingers on Divine Omnipotence,” Process Studies 11 (1981): 25-29.

> C. F. H. Henry states, “The foreordination of an evil act is not itself evil, since God need not
will what he wills for the reasons others may will them.” God, Revelation, 5:315. The doctrine of
predestination is quite important to the transcendent-voluntarist model. However, it comes under severe
criticism in different circles. For instance, Thomas Talbott severely criticizes the theory of predestination as
“blasphemy” which must “inevitably attribute Satanic qualities to God.” “On Predestination, Reprobation,
and the Love of God: A Polemic,” The Reformed Journal 33, no. 2 (1983): 11. He contends that there are
several inconsistencies for a loving God to elect some to salvation and others to damnation including: (1)
“God himself fails to love some of the very persons whom he has commanded us to love.” (2) “The very
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amounts to involuntary causation, but rather to “teleological law,” which includes voluntary
causation.” Moreover, there is no “ontological or logical or moral order independent of God to
which God must conform his omnipotence.”*® Omnipotence means that whatever God wills he is
able to do.”” The divine will cannot be thwarted nor externally limited or affected since “only the

sovereign Lord governs all realities and possibilities.”®

God’s Relationship to the World

In this model God’s relationship to the world requires a clear distinction between the

merely natural and the supernatural. Henry dismisses naturalism and considers supernaturalism to

God who commands us to love our enemies fails to love his enemies.” (3) “Loving-kindness is not an
essential property of God, nor part of his essence.” This includes an argument from logical impossibility:
“If loving-kindness is an essential property of God, then it is logically impossible for him to act in an
unloving way.” (4) “God is less loving, less kind, and less merciful than many human beings.” 1bid., 13. He
also questions, if God doesn’t really love our loved ones, could we really love Him? John Piper responds
and accepts “Talbott’s statement that the doctrine of predestination implies that there is nothing beyond
God’s own will and nature which stops him from saving people. . . . I also accept the inference that there
are people who are not objects of God’s electing love.” Piper, “How Does a Sovereign God Love?: A
Reply to Thomas Talbott,” The Reformed Journal 33, no. 4 (1983): 10. Piper responds that God does show
kindness in the sense of common grace to all, and this relates to the kind of love that humans are called to
show in differentiation from the election love, which it is not proper for humans to exercise. Ibid., 10.
Thomas Talbott’s view culminates in universalism (The Inescapable Love of God [Parkland, Fla.:
Universal, 1999]) whereas Piper’s amounts to double predestination.

S C.F.H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:50. It is the “doctrine of God’s eternal decrees” that
“distinguishes the biblical view of predestination from mechanical determinism.” Ibid., 6:80. Henry is wary
of all-pervasive causation and claims that “in the Bible creation is not a mechanistic causal reality; it
involves, rather, a constant reenactment of God’s presence and power. It is important to distinguish
voluntary from involuntary causation.” Ibid., 6:49.

% Ibid., 5:319. However, “God’s will or nature implies certain limitations on his actions and
normatively defines the very conception of omnipotence in terms of his own omnipotence. That God will
not alter his own nature, that he cannot deny himself, that he cannot lie and cannot sin, that he cannot be
deceived, and that, moreover, he cannot die, are affirmations which historic Christian theology has always
properly associated with divine omnipotence and not with divine limitation or divine impotency, because
the ‘possibility” as stated is a logical impossibility.” Ibid.

> Henry sees God’s omnipotence “in terms of his free will that is grounded in his nature yet not
necessitated by it. God discloses in his omnipotence that he is able to perform whatever he wills.” Ibid.,
5:325. This excludes the conundrum of God creating a rock that is too heavy for him to lift since “God
himself is the ground of all possibility. To postulate contradictions constitutes nonsense; logically
impossible projections can hardly impose actual limits on divine sovereignty.” Ibid., 5:319.

%8 1hid., 5:318. “No one can frustrate God’s will.” Ibid.
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be “the only logically consistent alternative.”* In contrast to secular representations, God is not at
all dependent upon nature, but absolutely independent. He is “eternally perfect and not in process
of development or growth,” creator “ex nihilo” and most certainly “not himself the substance of
the universe.”® Creation is based on divine volition and not subject to any constraints,
compulsion, or external motivation whatsoever.®* Central to Henry’s view of transcendence is the
“emphasis on God’s objective ontological transcendence of the universe.”® However, though
God “transcends the created universe,” he is also “pervasively immanent in it.”®® In fact, Henry
may even speak of “Christianity’s insistent emphasis on divine immanence,” though he cautions
against the extremes of transcendence and of immanence that might teach that God is in any way
to be identified with the world (immanence) or that God is utterly detached and unrelated to the

world (transcendence).®*

% Ibid., 6:28. “God and God alone is supernatural, the sovereign eternal creator, the lord and judge
of the whole space-time process.” Ibid., 6:25-26. For a criticism of scientific naturalism see C. F. H. Henry,
“Science and God’s Revelation in Nature,” Bulletin of Evangelical Theology 3, no. 2 (1960): 25-36.

0 C F H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:27. Cf. ibid., 6:33. God is the “absolute transcendent
Being . . . independent of all compulsory relations to anything and anyone outside himself; he is the
ultimate source of all reality and of all authority.” Ibid., 6:37.

% God is the creator of all and thus “ontologically other than the created universe . . . creator ex
nihilo of the cosmic process, the ultimate cause of all that is.” Ibid., 6:37. Cf. ibid., 6:120. God freely
created the world. It “is a wholly contingent reality, not a product of divine necessity. Divine creation is not
motivated by some inner divine need or lack.” Ibid., 6:111.

%2 Ibid., 6:43. God is “totally distinct in being from the world of finite things.” Ibid., 6:38. He
alone “has aseity; alongside God nothing has an independent reality. He is the absolute creator and
sustainer of the universe.” Ibid., 6:120.

% Ibid., 6:36. He is the transcendent one and yet “the living and eternal God [who] is personally
present and active in the universe by preserving it and by working out his sovereign purposes in and
through it.” Ibid., 6:35. Thus, “divine transcendence and immanence are corollary conceptions. God is not a
divine being who acts only behind, outside or between cosmic and historical processes; he is present in
these processes and works in them. The universe does not exist without his support and concurrence. God
both acts on the events of nature and history from without and is purposefully and meaningfully engaged
within the universe as well. He is not indifferent to the world and to man.” Ibid., 6:48.

% Ibid., 6:25. For Henry, God is not “wholly remote from nature” yet neither may he be identified
with the world such that the world is “necessary to God’s being.” 1bid., 6:39.
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It remains difficult, however, to conceive of divine immanence in the universe if God
“retains his independence of space-time realities in whole or in part,” and is thus utterly
transcendent of space and time.® Henry himself recognizes the issue at hand and asks, “If God is
eternal, transcendent being, how, it may be asked, can he act in the world? The answer given by
biblical theism is that God acts by predestination and that he is immanent in as well as
transcendent to his created universe.”® Thus divine immanence is equated with God’s causation
of the world according to eternal predestination. This is in accord with the impassibility of God,
which entails that all divine relations must be such that they do not impinge upon God (external
relations) but rather “God’s thoughts and will are the ultimate cause of the creation” past, present,
and future.”’” Thus, divine “action” is non-spatio-temporal, expressed “in repetitive cosmic

processes and events, or in once-for-all acts.”®®

Election: The Predestinating Freedom of God

Clearly, the sovereign will of God is vital to the transcendent-voluntarist model wherein,
through eternal decree, God is omnicausal.®® The centrality of God’s sovereign will is emphasized

further in the doctrine of election. For Henry, predestination is an essential “theme” that “the

% Ibid., 6:34. “As the personal and free creator and preserver of the universe he [God] is immanent
throughout the cosmos; he fellowships with ‘his own,” moreover, although even in the most intimate
relationships with his creatures he retains his independence of space-time realities in whole or in part.”

Ibid.

% 1hid., 6:48.
7 1bid., 6:49.
% hid., 6:50.

% “God is the supreme and sovereign rational will.” Ibid., 6:15. “Standing perpetually in
providential relationships to man and the world, God is no less implicated in the falling of the rain than in
the resurrection of the Redeemer.” Ibid. “If you throw a pair of dice, what numbers come up lies in the
determination of God.” Carson, Difficult, 49. However, Henry also speaks of secondary causes. C. F. H.
Henry, God, Revelation, 6:48-49. Yet, he also questions whether secondary causes ought to be considered
at all. Ibid., 6:49.
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Bible itself thrusts upon us.”” Predestination flows from God’s absolute freedom and lack of any
external necessity.” Henry does not shrink from utter determinism, even comparing humans to
inanimate objects controlled by the sovereign decree.’® Divine election is “pretemporal,
superhistorical eternal election. . . . Its existence is suspended on the eternal plan of the
unchanging God who is free to decree as he pleases and who in his ‘good pleasure’ decrees a
space-time matrix that by his willing becomes as necessary as is God himself.”"

However, he emphasizes that “divine decree is not, however, identical with the external events,
since God’s thoughts become creative only through an act of divine will.”"* God’s providence is
thus not the same as God’s decree but, rather, illustrates the living God, the one who “stands,”
“stoops,” and “stays.”” Such providence, however, operates according to God’s timeless,
absolute decree. Accordingly, providence is not general but specific, amounting to meticulous

providence.’

™ Ibid., 6:76. “The singular uniqueness of Judeo-Christian revelation rests upon the governing

premise of divine election; the truth of revealed religion stands or falls on the factuality of that election.”
Ibid., 6:83.

™ «At the heart of the election doctrine throbs God’s freedom. God is not bound by any necessity
of nature to the universe. . . . He is free to create if and as he wills, free to provide or not to provide
salvation for fallen creatures, free to covenant or not to covenant with the Hebrews or any other peoples or
with no one at all.” Ibid., 6:76.

"2 Henry is adamant that “everything that God does is the outworking of his sovereign decree. In
this respect man is no different from the stars or from the sands of the sea; that humans stand at a definite
place in history is no more an accident than that the planets move in their orbits and that the nations have
their given bounds.” Ibid., 6:78.

" bid.

™ Ibid. One especially troubling statement says, “God still wills what he willed in eternity past,
although now he wills the effects of what he willed in the eternal decrees; and in all that he wills, he
remains, moreover, the living God.” 1bid., 6:85. Of course, this statement is riddled with the language of
temporality, but if God is completely independent of spatio-temporality, how could it be that he “now”
wills?

™ “God who stands—who eternally exists—and who stoops—first in voluntarily creating the
finite universe and then in voluntarily redeeming his fallen creation—is also God who stays to preserve and
to renew and finally to consummate his purposive creation.” Ibid., 6:455.

"® Henry claims, “The biblical view of providence is dramatically specific; it unqualifiedly affirms
particular divine providence, that is, that God works out his purposes not merely in life’s generalities but in
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Emphasis on unilateral divine volition gives rise to the objection that “such divine
foreordination or election casts God in the role of an arbitrary despot indifferent to human
choice.””" Henry expresses concern over theories that “erode moral responsibility and significant
human choice, and that obscure divine election of both Jesus Christ as the messianic substitute,
and of sinners in Jesus Christ their Savior.”’® Accordingly, he attempts to leave room for the
ethical responsibility of humans.” Of course, it must be remembered that freedom, in Henry’s
system, is compatibilistic, meaning that freedom does not require the “freedom of contrary
choice” or the ability to do otherwise than one does.?’ Thus all reality still stems from God’s

eternal decree according to his “one sovereign purpose.”® This includes the outcome of

the details and minutiae of life as well. . . . Nothing falls outside God’s will and concern. . . . Even
seemingly chance events should be considered divine providences.” 1bid., 6:459. This assures God’s final
victory in bringing the greatest good out of all things. Ibid., 6:483. He criticizes: “This is in marked contrast
also to process theology whose God suffers along with the world. . . . Process theology can therefore offer
no final guarantee of victory; the ultimate outcome remains in doubt.” Ibid., 6:464.

" Ibid., 6:78. Henry dismisses this complaint as usually coming from “Western secular humanists
and atheistic existentialists who consider man himself and not God personally determinative and creative in
regards to truth, morals, and human destiny.” Ibid., 6:78-79.

"8 Ibid., 6:82. Confusingly, he also states, “Apart from personal faith the fact of divine election
does not of itself guarantee participation in the benefits of redemption. Scripture correlates divine
predestination with the indispensability of personal spiritual decision and faith in the Savior.” Ibid., 6:85.

" For instance, he writes, “Nor is the God of the Bible the sole volitional agent that pantheism
projects. If divine omniscience is said to mean that God makes the only decisions and is the only volitional
agent, then human decisions and deeds become totally irrelevant to man’s final destiny. The fact is that
even the most predestinarian passages of Scripture (e.g., Acts 2:23) emphasize man’s accountability for his
actions.” Ibid., 6:82. Further he maintains that “all Christians, whatever doctrine of election they hold,
insist that God preserves man’s responsible moral agency and that divine election in no way transforms
human beings into robots. Scripture affirms that God foreknows human actions as aspects of his plan; while
these actions are certain as to their future occurrence, human beings are nonetheless ethically responsible
for their personal actions.” Ibid., 6:84.

8 |bid., 6:85. “To be morally responsible man needs only the capacity for choice, not the freedom
of contrary choice. Man is accountable for the choices he makes even if his sinful nature vastly restricts that
range of choices. Human beings voluntarily choose to do what they do. The fact that God has foreordained
human choices and that his decree renders human actions certain does not therefore negate human choice.”
Ibid. Here, it seems that Henry muddles the conversation by not clearly distinguishing between (1) the lack
of alternatives due to divine decree and (2) the lack or lessening of alternatives due to the depravity of
human nature.

8 |bid., 6:84. “The divine decrees coalesce in God’s one sovereign purpose; his plan is a
comprehensive unity. . . . God’s decrees will eventuate with certainty whether they come to pass solely by
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individual human salvation, for God does eternally reject some and not others.?? Henry’s
emphasis on God’s absolute sovereignty leads to the question of theodicy. The extent of divine
determinism is beyond question when he states, “God created a universe in which humans cannot
act other than they voluntarily do.”® Yet, though God predestines all history he “does no evil”;
God is the “cause” of evil but Henry is not willing to call God the “author” of evil.** In the
eschaton, “God’s providential purpose and presence in history and experience subordinate all the
pain and suffering of regenerate believers to a higher good” yet in the meantime, God’s purpose

is “partially revealed yet somewhat inscrutable.”®®

his own causality or through the agency of his creatures.” Ibid.

8 He states, “Barth’s denial that God hardens and rejects some persons clearly runs counter to
what Scripture itself teaches.” 1bid., 6:102. “The scriptural good news is not an eternal salvific election of
all mankind in Christ that no one can resist or annul; it is the fact, rather, that the holy Lord has chosen
some who despite the wickedness of humanity can through personal faith in Christ experience forgiveness
of sins and renewal.” 1bid., 6:104. For him, even “verses that imply God’s sincere and strong wish for
human salvation are not necessarily inconsistent with the divine election of only some to eternal life. Those
who contend that it would impugn divine love and justice were God to elect only some fallen creatures
without extending the same prerogatives to all are mistaken. . . . God shows his love in electing some
undeserving human beings to salvation and his justice in redemptively passing over others who are equally
undeserving.” Ibid., 6:106—7. That Henry nevertheless struggles with the tension regarding predestination
and human responsibility is evident. He states, “While God’s sovereignty is absolute it is not tyrannical; he
does not use his power unjustly and he coerces no one into personal salvation apart from individual
decision for Christ. . . . On the other hand human unbelief cannot and will not frustrate God’s election of
some” even though “that election is ineffective, however, without individual repentance and faith in
Christ.” Ibid., 6:107.

8 bid., 6:273.

8 «God does not sin.” Ibid., 5:283. God “does not even stimulate evil desires in man.” Ibid., 6:86.
Cf. Carson, Difficult, 56. In fact, C. F. H. Henry contends that Isa 45:6—7 “speaks of Yahweh as creator of
both good and evil, and in this sense, therefore, as their cause.” God, Revelation, 6:293. Moreover, “since
the distinction between good and evil is grounded in God’s will, the sovereign God in some sense creates
sin. But to say that God commits sin is unthinkable, for Scripture throughout depicts sin as abhorrent to
him.” Ibid., 6:294. Henry proposes a “distinction . . . between cause and author” such that “God can be an
ultimate cause of evil, as orthodox theism conceives him, without himself being an aspect of evil, or of evil
being an aspect of him as its cause.” Ibid., 6:293-94. God’s “decree renders certain not only good acts but
wicked acts as well” but “God is not a sinner” and “himself effectuates no acts as sinful.” Ibid., 6:86.

% Ibid., 6:304, 296.
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God Who Stays, Lives, and Becomes

As the one who stays, God is always there. Among God’s many actions, he “publishes his
holy will to the human race, as the living God relates himself to the forces of the cosmos and the
experiences of mankind, hears the prayers of his creatures, providentially governs the fortunes of
the redeemed (Rom. 8:28) and sovereignly influences the direction of human history toward the
sure and final triumph of righteousness.”® Of course, this is all understood within the context of
the eternal divine decree. Surprisingly, Henry leaves room for the “becoming” of God but only
when contrasted with the static nature of Greek philosophy and the contemporary misapplication
of process philosophy.®” God comes in “personal divine relationships to the created finite
universe,” yet this coming, and all that it entails, is purely voluntary” and “in sovereign
determination,” exemplified in Christ’s incarnation, the “divine condescension.”®® The
incarnation also provides the context of “divine becoming” as “forcibly stated in the prologue of
John’s Gospel: The Word became flesh.”® Such divine becoming is strictly limited to the
incarnation.”® However, the incarnation does not require alteration of the divine nature, and

indeed could not, since the divine and human natures are mutually exclusive and “distinct

% hid., 5:81.

87 «To be soundly scriptural any exposition of God must deal with all three: God’s being, God’s
coming and God’s becoming. In the Christian view divine becoming is a climactic reality that contrasts at
once with ancient Greek notions of abstract being and becoming, and with modern process philosophy
misconceptions of divine becoming that postulate change in the very nature of God.” Ibid., 5:56. Rather,
being and becoming correspond to the “eternal world” and the “spatio-temporal world” respectively. Ibid.,
5:57.

% 1bid., 5:53.
8 Ipid., 5:57.

% For Henry, “this is the only doctrine of divine becoming authorized by Scripture.” bid., 5:58.
However, this “becoming” is not really becoming for Henry. He appeals to the exegesis of C. K. Barrett
who “says of egeneto in John 1:14: ‘It cannot mean “became,” since the Word continues to be the subject
of further statements—it was the Word who “dwelt among us,” and whose glory “we beheld”; the Word
continued to be the Word.” Barrett thinks the sense may be that ‘the Word came on the (human) scene as
flesh, [as] man.”” Ibid., 5:59.
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ontological entities.”®* Thus, the divine becoming in the incarnation, whatever it may mean, most

certainly does not mean that God changes.

Divine Love
Divine Paternity
A prominent metaphor for God’s relationship to the world is that of father. God is the
“almighty sovereign” and “personal father” and yet “also self-giving lover.”% However, for
Henry, God is the father of his chosen rather than the father of all in an undifferentiated sense.”
At the same time, God is the creator of all and in this sense one may speak of a universal love in a

limited sense.” Yet, the special fatherhood of God is based upon divine election.*® Although they

*! |bid. Henry frames his view in keeping with Chalcedon of “one person (divine), two natures
(divine and human)” in that “the Logos did not become a human person at all.” In other words God does
not become “a creature . . . [thus] to formulate divine becoming in this way makes it seem the absolute
antithesis of divinity.” Ibid., 5:60. Henry thus positions his view directly against process theology. Ibid.,
5:62.

2 1hid., 6:322.

% Thus he states, “The notion of El as father of all, moreover, cannot be squared with the
particular Hebrew view of Elohim as father of the chosen people Israel.” Moreover, “reluctance of Old
Testament writers to speak of God’s fatherhood in a universal sense reflects theological commitments. . . .
Such emphasis explains why Yahweh’s fatherhood is specially correlated with Israel.” Ibid., 6:307. He
even states, “That God’s love reaches beyond Israel is only implicit in the Old Testament. Even the
reference to Yahweh’s universal fatherhood (Mal. 2:10) is connected more with his creation of all mankind
than with his love.” Ibid., 6:345.

% «God being the God that he is, his love is for all he has made.” Morris, Testaments, 80. There is
a kind of universal divine fatherhood, but differing from the special elective fatherhood. “Like Judaism
Christianity, too, affirms a universal divine fatherhood on the basis of creation and acknowledges the
special fatherhood of the Creator-Redeemer God in the Old Testament community of faith.” C. F. H.
Henry, God, Revelation, 6:323. J. I. Packer speaks of this motif as the universal and particular divine love.
Particular love reaches those whom God has sovereignly elected to love while universal love corresponds
to God’s common grace. “The Love of God: Universal and Particular,” in Still Sovereign; Contemporary
Perspectives on Election, Foreknowledge & Grace (ed. T. R. Schreiner and B. A. Ware; Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Baker Books, 2000), 356. Thus God “loves all in some ways” and he loves “some in all ways.”
Ibid., 283.

% “For the Jews divine fatherhood was no abstract cosmological principle that reflects God’s

relationship to the universe, but rather Yahweh’s personal relationship to the people of God’s choice.” C. F.
H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:310.
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are related, Henry distinguishes “divine paternity” from “divine love.”% Salvation is not
conveyed “on the basis of divine paternity alone, but especially in view of divine agapé which, as
divine self-giving, gains in Christ a decisive significance for human destiny.”®’ Thus, emphasis
on God’s election fatherhood “prevents attaching to it a sentimental universalism that robs divine

paternity of moral meaning.”*®

Holiness and Justice

This relates closely to the absolute holiness, righteousness, goodness, and justice of God,
which are very important to Henry’s conception of divine love.*® The goodness of God is closely
related to his love such that “Scripture everywhere views God’s righteousness as coextensive
with his love.”™® Mercy is likewise closely connected to divine love, yet not required by the

101

divine nature.” Divine justice, however, is to be differentiated from divine benevolence.'®

% Ibid., 6:322. “The New Testament makes plain that God’s love is more than paternal
benevolence; it is a divine gift manifest in Jesus Christ. . . . It is because of God’s agapé and man’s
appropriation of a divinely gifted redemption, and not simply in view of divine paternity, that regenerate
sinners can once again be called the sons of God.” Ibid., 6:322-23.

" Ibid., 6:316. “Only as God’s redeeming love is additionally implied by references to his
fatherhood can salvation be associated with the term Father.” Ibid.

% Ibid., 6:321-22. Paradoxically, Henry speaks of God’s fatherhood being “frustrated.” He states,
“How Israel’s disobedience frustrated the fatherhood of God is reflected by Yahweh’s lament” in Hos
11:1-2. Ibid., 6:308.

9 See the chapter “The Holy Love of God” in C. F. H. Henry, Notes, 103-13. There he states
regarding the impoverished view of God’s holiness, “God’s love then tends to be a concurrence in man’s
imperfections, or a certain divine sympathy which tolerates the temporary identification of sub-divine ends
as legitimate human goals, or a partnership in which God and man strive together for higher ideals without
any genuine sense of man’s moral and spiritual discontinuity with the essential divine holiness.” Ibid., 111.
For Henry, “it is the God who regards sin solemnly who is the God of holy love—and none other.” Ibid.,
110.

190 C_ F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:350. Cf. ibid., 6:258.

108 Justification from divine wrath is a “voluntary act of mercy” and “does not flow from the
justice of God as an inner necessity of God’s nature.” Ibid., 6:410. Moreover, divine love does not dissolve
“the need of substitutionary and propitiatory atonement.” C. F. H. Henry, Himself, 80. “The witness of
Scripture is that divine love and divine righteousness, already united in the simplicity of God, find their
historical meeting ground the reality of justification by faith.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:356. Of
course, in the simplicity of God, “love and righteousness (or holiness) express different aspects of the same
quality in God’s being.” Kuhn, “God,” 53.
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Henry is concerned that divine love might eclipse the reality of divine holiness, goodness, justice,

1% He therefore insists on biblical divine wrath that “preclude[s] any promotion of

and judgment.
love at the expense of righteousness.”104 Divine wrath, including the terror of hell, is real. Divine
love does not remove this biblical emphasis or the fact that God must be “placated.”®
Paradoxically, it seems that divine wrath may be elicited, whereas divine love cannot be.

However, divine “love does not intercept God’s final punishment of evil; in fact, God
vindicates his essential nature by eschatological retribution.”*® However, divine wrath should not
be thought of as “an uncontrollable outburst of passion.”'*” Divine wrath is rightly understood

within the context of “the one sovereign God, the self-revealing God of holy love.”'® Thus, Jesus

is just as much the “revelation of divine wrath” as the “revelation of divine love.”'® In all this,

192 I there is in God no divine perfection of justice distinguishable from sheer benevolence then
there need be no justification—indeed, there can be no justification.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation,
6:356.

1% Henry blames “exaggerated and distorted concepts of divine love” and “sentimental
alternatives supposedly grounded in divine love” for the downplaying of divine holiness and judgment.
Ibid., 6:328. Cf. C. F. H. Henry, Notes, 107. Morris points out that “we often confuse love with
sentimentality. . . . There is a stern side to real love.” Testaments, 25.

104 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:325.

1% 1bid., 5:303. “God is not a vague universal cosmic love but is wrathful toward fallen humanity
and needs to be placated.” Ibid. “That God’s enmity toward sinners is not merely a passive attitude but one
of active hostility may seem incompatible with the doctrine of God’s love. Yet it was while we were
considered God’s enemies that Christ as the gift of divine love died for us.” Ibid., 6:358. “Christ, agapé
incarnate . . . makes it patently obvious that no correct view of final judgment can be elaborated that
empties hell of its terrors and depicts God’s last judgment as benevolent toward the impenitent and
ungodly.” Ibid., 6:351-52.

19 Ipid., 6:353. The alternative, “self-cancelling justice is not only unbiblical, it also implies
amoral love.” Ibid., 6:354. He states that “outside the Biblical tradition, wherever the attributes of holiness
and love are applied to deity, the application is such that either the divine love or the divine holiness is
seriously compromised.” C. F. H. Henry, Notes, 103.

97| eon Morris, The Apostolic Preaching of the Cross (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1955),
184. Carson also emphasizes the controlled nature of this anger saying, “God’s wrath is not an implacable,
blind rage. However emotional it may be, it is an entirely reasonable and willed response to offenses
against holiness.” Difficult, 69.

198 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:330.

19 1bid., 6:332. He goes on, “Divine love and mercy open a way of escape from divine wrath:
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divine judgment is perfect and God will be shown as “holy, loving, and compassionate, and
indeed working all things for good to believers, and by his sovereignty sheltering even the fallen

cosmos and history from purposeless destruction.”**°

Love and the Divine Essence

Although, the concept of love is very important to the transcendent-voluntarist model,
Henry maintains that God’s essence should not be limited to love."* Love is not “exhaustive of
the totality of God’s being, [but] is nevertheless intrinsic to God’s very nature.”*** The main
rationale for this decision is Henry’s apparent fear that love will dominate the discussion of God’s
nature to the exclusion of other aspects.** However, some that align with this model in most

other ways maintain that God’s very essence is love."** The difference in this model minimally

Christ’s substitutionary, propitiatory death provides deliverance from both the present wrath and the wrath
to come.” Ibid., 6:334. For Henry, wrath is not merely an outgrowth of divine love since the terms for
wrath certainly “do not intrinsically express divine love; only the grace of God can mitigate such actions
against the sinner.” 1bid., 6:327. Therefore, the “wrath of God is not . . . simply the reverse side of his love,
although that may well be the case in his relations with the objects of his election. . . . Among the people of
God what provokes God’s wrath is insensitivity to his love while among unbelievers it is enduring hostility
that perpetuates God’s wrath.” Ibid., 6:331.

119 1hid., 6:303.

1 “The agapé of God is in fact the very lifeline of the Bible.” Ibid., 6:346. Nevertheless, “the
Johannine declaration does not imply, therefore, that the divine nature at its depth is only love and nothing
more.” Ibid., 6:341. Henry notes that John not only declares that “God is love” (1 John 4:8) but also that
“God is light” (1 John 1:5). Ibid., 5:81-82.

112 pid., 6:348. “Love is not accidental or incidental to God; it is an essential revelation of the
divine nature, a fundamental and eternal perfection. His love, like all other divine attributes, reflects the
whole of his being in specific actions and relationships.” Ibid., 6:341.

3 He is therefore concerned about making one understanding of an attribute dominate the entire
ontology such that “when we ascribe goodness to God properly, we at the same time ascribe justice and
omnipotence. If we ascribe love in a way that moderates divine righteousness, or righteousness in a way
that cancels mercy, then we depict the totality of God’s nature improperly.” 1bid., 5:135. “If God’s nature is
self-communication which goes ‘out of Himself” to others, then ‘creation’ becomes a necessity, the
universe a necessary ‘emanation,’ for God’s nature can hardly be conceived out of necessary relations to
the universe.” Ibid., 5:117.

1 For instance, both Carson and Morris consider love the very essence of God; however, they do
not focus on ontological implications from this position and seem to be more interested in affirming love as
a foundational to how God should be understood. Carson states, “Love is bound up in the very nature of
God. God is love.” Difficult, 39. Morris also unequivocally sees love as the essence of God since God is
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impacts the definition and nature of love itself. Although Henry does not allow for any one
“attribute” to be central or the sole essence, he actually makes every attribute, rightly understood,
the essential attribute, due to the co-inherence of the divine attributes in divine simplicity.™
Thus, God is love, yet not to the exclusion of other perfections of his unitary nature.*'® Since
God’s essence is all his attributes and all attributes are mutually inclusive, there can be no tension

between love and “other” attributes in the divine simplicity, and love, rightly conceived, would

still be applicable to sum up the nature of God.""’

Departure from the Classical
Model of Divine Love

This model of divine love interacts with the critique of the classical Greek idea of God,
specifically the concept that God does not love anything outside of himself."*® In doing so it
recognizes some of the shortcomings of classical theism. D. A. Carson frames the issue well

when he asks, “What does such love look like in a God who is omnipotent, omniscient, sovereign,

love “means more than that God is loving; it means that love is of the essence of his being.” Testaments,
136.

15 Thus “all God’s perfections are equally ultimate in the simplicity of his being.” C. F. H. Henry,
God, Revelation, 5:132. He states, “We insist on the unity of the divine essence in which any and every
divine attribute implies the others.” Ibid., 6:322. Moreover, “all God’s attributes have an absolute divine
character; each attribute is involved in every other attribute.” Ibid., 5:135. Thus he can state, “God and
holiness, and God and love, are mutually exhaustive synonyms; Scripture itself testifies that ‘God is love’
(1 John 4:16), and not simply that love is in God.” Ibid., 5:132.

18 1n other words, just as long as the conception of divine love already took into account the
mutual inclusivity with the attributes of justice, omnipotence, and the like, God’s essence may be thought
of as love in this qualified sense. For instance, Henry allows that “no doubt an effective discussion of
divine attributes requires an orderly arrangement and exposition involving logical priorities. But such
exposition does not require certain divine perfections to be submerged to others on the premise that some
attributes are ontologically inferior.” Ibid., 5:136.

7 The love of God is thus foundational to the whole doctrine of God since “God’s interpersonal
love for himself and for his creatures is the measure of all that passes for love in the universe he makes and
preserves; it is the shaping principle of his creative and redemptive work.” Ibid., 6:341. On the everlasting
nature of this love see Morris, Testaments, 10.

18 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:340.
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and transcendent (i.e., above space and time)?”"* Henry differentiates his view from Aristotle’s
view, which makes divine love for other than God impossible, contending that “no philosopher
has affirmed divine love to be an attribute of the Infinite except through the influence of
Christianity.”** However, the “God of the Bible . . . is the personal Creator of the universe and
the source of redemption.”**" Accordingly, “whatever Christian theology means by the
impassibility of God, it does not mean that God’s love, compassion and mercy are mere figures of
speech.”'? Yet, the break is by no means total. For Henry, divine love is not elicited by anything

external to God but is solely motivated by God’s eternal decree.’?®

The Agape-Eros Distinction

That there is a good deal of continuity, though not identity, between the transcendent-
voluntarist model and the tradition of love may be seen by considering the traditionally dominant

agape-eros distinction. In addressing this issue, Henry rightly acknowledges the complexity

119 Carson, Difficult, 45. Vanhoozer points out that “it is becoming increasingly difficult for
classical theists to defend the intelligibility of the love of God as an apathetic and unilateral benevolence.”
“Introduction,” 10.

120.C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:233. Cf. ibid., 6:343. “Aristotle’s spirit does not love the
world like God the creator and preserver of the universe and redeemer of the penitent loves the world.”
Ibid., 5:215.

121 |bid., 5:340. Again, this is in explicit distinction from Aristotle’s unmoved mover. Thus it is
“only a deity view which conceives God already as communicative personality that the notion of divine
love possesses any genuine meaning at all; a loving God is not a divine hermit.” C. F. H. Henry, Notes,
104.

122C F.H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:349. In fact, Henry is able to speak of “God as having a
tender concern for man, and loving man as sinner as well as creature, despite his moral revolt.” Notes, 109.
Carson discourages “attempts to strip God’s love of affective content and make it no more than willed
commitment to the other’s good. The philology does not support this view.” Difficult, 46. He is adamant
that an emotionless God (such as may be implied in the Westminster Confession of Faith) is “profoundly
unbiblical and should be repudiated” though he later argues for a form of impassibility. Ibid., 48. There is a
“fervor” to divine love as Morris states that God “does not simply tolerate the people [Judah]—he loves
them with all the fervor of his holy nature.” Testaments, 11.

123 Thus, “compassionate response is not induced in God by the distress of creatures, as if they
were able to effect a change in the nature of an otherwise uncompassionate being; rather, response is
grounded in the living God’s essential nature, that is, in his voluntary disposition.” C. F. H. Henry, God,
Revelation, 6:349.
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124

involved in the different biblical words for love.™ No simplistic distinctions or definitions of

biblical words for love suffice.'?®

He thus correctly notes that “it is hardly the case, then, as some
exegetes argue, that the Bible gives terms like agape a wholly new meaning.”*?® Yet, on the other
hand, he contends, along with Nygren, that there is a unique “biblical view of divine agapeé,” a
“distinctive meaning of love, [that] is found exclusively in the Judeo-Christian Scriptures.”**’ He
does, however, qualify this by acknowledging that “to compress the biblical view of divine love
solely into the term agapé can raise unnecessary misunderstanding.”**® Nevertheless, he contends

that “the inspired writers deliberately employ agapé—both when they speak of self-love and

when they refer to neighbor-love.”**® He states, “Because of its very colorlessness as a nonbiblical

124 | inguistically, the sharp dichotomy regarding the biblical words for love (such as philia) is
rejected based on the bare semantic facts. Henry does recognize his dependence upon Nygren’s study
stating, “No scholar has contributed as influentially as Anders Nygren to the contemporary contrast of
agapé and eros (Agape and eros). At the forefront of Swedish theological research into the fundamental
motifs of the Christian faith, Nygren emphasizes the distinctive importance of agapé for understanding
biblical religion.” Ibid., 6:342. He states, “Some scholars have inferred, for example, that all terms for love
except agape are inappropriate to the God of the Bible; the fact is that Jesus in the Gospel of John uses the
verb philed when he states that ‘the Father loves the Son’ (John 5:20), and does so as well when speaking
of the Father’s love for the disciples (John 16:27). Jesus’ love for Lazarus (John 11:3, 36), for the apostle
John (John 20:2), and for other believers also (Rev. 3:19) is characterized as philea-love. Both philes and
agapao are therefore used not only of Christian love for others but also of Jesus’ love for his disciples, as
well as for the Father’s love of the incarnate Son. Moreover, the anathema that Paul pronounces at the end
of 1 Corinthians (16:22) is directed at those who, amid the problems besetting the congregation at Corinth,
‘love (philed) not the Lord Jesus.”” 1bid., 6:343. His familiarity with the semantic overlap of the terms begs
the question as to why he adopts the thematic dichotomy.

125 Henry emphasizes the fact that “meaning is conveyed not by single words but by logical
constellations of words.” Ibid., 6:344.

128 |bid. For instance, Henry recognizes the use of agape in the LXX for situations such as the lust
of Amnon for Tamar his sister (2 Sam 13:15).

127.C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:343. Although Henry acknowledges many passages that
speak of “love” he claims it is used in “God-man relationships much less frequently and much more
cautiously than does Greek mythological literature.” Ibid., 6:344.

128 1bid., 6:343. Carson as well recognizes that Nygren’s “understanding of love cannot be tied in
any univocal way to the [agapao] word group.” Difficult, 26.

129 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:343-44. He thus adopts the belief that the verb form of
agape was “an indefinite word often implying no more than to ‘like’ or to ‘be content with’” and could thus
be utilized by the Bible with an infusion of the meaning of a rational, willed love. Thus he contends that
“The least definite term for love in this classical Greek word cluster was agapan, whose common emphasis
was a lover’s free and decisive act in behalf of another.” Ibid., 6:345. He cites C. E. B. Cranfield:
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term the biblical writers could impart to agapaé a highly selective intention and a distinctive
connotation.”** Furthermore he states, “And, most importantly, when God’s love-relationship to
man is in view the New Testament uses agapé almost entirely.”**! Thus, despite glaring semantic
ambiguities, this model utilizes the agape-eros distinction to ground the specific discussion of
divine love in opposition to classical Greek conceptions. *** Accordingly, a thematic (as opposed
to semantic) distinction between agape and eros is posited.

Thematically, Henry sees eros as “essentially one’s quest for a value that compensates for

an inner need or defect.”**® In another place he states, “Eros is self-serving passion; it seeks it

“Although used for euphony as a synonym for philec and eras, agapao lacked the warmth of the former
and the intensity of the latter. . . . Of the verbs used for love in classical Greek, agapad was therefore the
least specific.” Cranfield, “Love,” Theological Wordbook of the Bible (ed. Alan Richardson; New York:
Macmillan, 1950), 134. Yet, to be fair to Henry he does reject Cranfield’s contention that agape was
chosen because it lacked the erotic connotation of eros. He does so by referring once again to the instance
of Amnon and Tamar. C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:346.

139 1bid. Morris accurately points out that the use of the word agape “was not entirely new, but it

was not common before the New Testament.” Testaments, 124. Despite this, Morris also holds to the thesis
that the NT writers intentionally employed this word “because they had a new idea about the essential
meaning of love. In saying this I am not claiming that the linguistics prove this point.” Ibid., 125. It must be
noticed, then, that this is a theological and thematic rather than exegetical and linguistic argument. Thus, he
clarifies that “the meaning aris[es] because of the way the Christians used the concept, not the word.” Ibid.
In fact, more than once Morris goes out of his way to emphasize that the case cannot be made from the
linguistics. He states, “A. Nygren has often been criticized for making too sharp a distinction between
agape and eras. So perhaps | should repeat that | am not basing my argument on the linguistics, though |
find them interesting and see in them a pointer. The main thrust of the argument depends on what the New
Testament writers meant when they used the love words, not on their terminology.” Ibid., 128. Carson,
however, proceeds with greater caution saying, “There are excellent diachronic reasons in Greek philology
to explain the rise of the [agapao] word group, so one should not rush too quickly toward theological
explanations.” Difficult, 27.

BLC. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:343-44. Morris also recognizes that phileo and agapao can,
at times, be used interchangeably. Nevertheless, he does not see phileo as an adequate representation of
love. He states, “We must dismiss this term . . . if we are looking for the essential New Testament idea of
love. . . . In short, it does not indicate Christian love.” Testaments, 119. However, as shall be seen, the
semantic evidence does not seem to support such a dogmatic stance in favor of agape as opposed to other
NT words for love.

132 For instance he states, “Christian love (agape) is the antithesis of worldly hate, but it is much
more; it is the antithesis of worldly love (eros) in all its forms. The gods of our time are but brittle images
of eros-love.” C. F. H. Henry, Himself, 13. “The empirical approach to the nature of God soon coalesced
God into man and blurred agapé into eros.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:343.

133 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:343.
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objects for the fulfillment of the lover’s own need or gratification.”*** Henry locates the problem
in this Greek conception of love as eros saying, “Here the misunderstanding of love in terms only
of eros leads Aristotle to reject the very possibility of God’s love for the world or for
mankind.”**® Thus, Henry’s solution to the classical view of divine love is a re-definition of love.
Accordingly, Henry utilizes a concept of love differing from the Greeks, agape, which is
supposed to suit the timeless and perfect ontology. Hence, agape cannot entail anything that

contradicts the concept of a simple, timeless, self-sufficient, and immutable God."*

Agape Love as Election Love

As has been seen, this model of divine love places an emphasis on the distinction
between God and the world. God is sovereign and transcendent over the world, and love is freely
willed by God with no necessity and no external motivation. Thus, divine love is a sovereign,
volitional love, not the result of any “inner divine necessity”” or emanation, but rather purely
based on the totally free divine volition."*’ Likewise, there is no external compulsion or even
motivation for divine love. God’s love, then, is not an impersonal force but is supremely personal,

although exclusive of sexuality."® Moreover, interpersonal love is part of God’s trinitarian

3% |bid., 6:345. For Morris, “basically, eras is romantic love, sexual love.” Testaments, 120.
Although Morris points out that eros is not inherently evil, he nevertheless concludes that “love is
something quite different from a passionate human longing, even a longing for the good and for God.”
Ibid., 123.

135 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:343. He comments that the NT avoids eros “because of the
misconception to which it is prone. The inspired writers deliberately employ agape.” Ibid., 6:344.

138 However, Carson adds a very important qualifier saying that “doubtless God’s love is
immeasurably richer than ours, in ways still to be explored, but they belong to the same genus, or the
parallelisms could not be drawn.” Difficult, 48. Thus, there is not an absolute dichotomy between divine
and human love.

B C.F.H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:116. Henry states, “God is sovereign from eternity and from
eternity is personally active in self-giving holy love.” Ibid., 5:292.

138 bid., 5:297-98. Albert C. Knudson states, “Without personality love would be a mere
abstraction.” Knudson, The Doctrine of God (New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury, 1930), 352, quoted in ibid.
“Biblical religion is what imparted dimensions and distinctions of love and fellowship found nowhere else;
because these terms gain their meaning in a context that heightens rather than lessens personal realities, it
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nature.™*®

However, God’s love is not only intra-trinitarian but also includes other than God,
according to sovereign election.

It follows from the aseity of God that the sovereign, rational will of God is the sole origin
of God’s agape love for mankind. As Carson puts it, God “does not ‘fall in love’ with us; he sets
his affection on us.”**® This means that all divine love is predicated solely upon the eternal

predestinating divine decree, independent of human action and/or response.**!

Henry adds,
“Divine love is here not destructive of reason but is intrinsically rational; man’s love for God,

moreover, is not primarily emotional but volitional.”** Thus, emotion is de-emphasized in favor

of a rational will. Henry thus partially defines agape as “the incomparable love of the holy God

seems incredible and it is in fact impossible to ground them in subpersonal or impersonal relationships or
processes.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:156-57.

139 There is an “eternal interchange of holy love between the persons of the self-revealed
Godhead.” Ibid., 5:172. “God is continually engaged in intercommunion, in internal self-revelation and
holy love. This activity is not an addition to his nature; it is God’s essential being in tripersonal activity.”
Ibid., 5:155-56. Cf. Carson, Difficult, 39.

1 |bid., 61. Though the will is clearly emphasized Carson does caution that “Christian love

cannot be reduced to willed altruism.” Ibid., 28. Nevertheless, he adds that “all of God’s emotions,
including his love in all its aspects, cannot be divorced from God’s knowledge, God’s power, God’s will. If
God loves, it is because he chooses to love; if he suffers, it is because he chooses to suffer. God is
impassible in the sense that he sustains no ‘passion,” no emotion, that makes Him vulnerable from the
outside, over which he has no control, or which he has not foreseen.” Ibid., 60. Yet he claims that God’s
love is not to “be dissolved in God’s will,” but is in complete accord with God’s will and thus “unlike
ours,” his love does “not flare up out of control.” Ibid. C. F. H. Henry states, “Judaism and Christianity
therefore expound a distinctive love relationship between God and the universe and between mankind and
God. In the Old Testament God’s love centers in his choice of a people utterly unworthy of his love as a
covenant community.” God, Revelation, 6:340. For a homiletical discussion of election love from a
Reformed perspective see John MacArthur, The God Who Loves (Nashville, Tenn.: Word, 2001).

YL C. F. H. Henry, Notes, 111. Accordingly, “God wills to love men and he loves according to his
own purpose of election, not according to the actions of men.” Morris, Testaments, 160. Further, “neither
his love nor his hate is to be explained by the way men act.” Ibid., 159. Carson also emphasizes what he
calls “God’s particular, effective, selecting love toward his elect.” Carson, Difficult, 18.

2. C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:341. This is expressed further when Henry states that
sometimes agape “was used to convey the thought of love that expresses not merely an emotion but rather
an act of will; here it borders on the New Testament sense.” Ibid., 6:346. Morris states, “It might be argued
that God loves the people because there is something in them that delights him, but . . . it seems that God
delights in this people simply because he chooses to do so.” Testaments, 93.
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for rebellious sinners whose only destiny would otherwise be unmitigated doom.”*** Here God’s
love is not merited or won by humans, but is totally gratuitous.** God does not need to bestow
love nor does he gain from the loving relationship, for he already lacks nothing. Love is
beneficence, “bestowed not upon a worthy object and not for the personal advantage of the Lover
but solely for the benefit of the undeserving recipient.”*** Hence, the love of God is quite
comparable to the grace of God and the divine-human relationship is not reciprocal.**®

This emphasis on divinely willed love also relates to the theme of election that is
prominent in this model; thus Morris states unequivocally that “predestination and love go

together.”™*” Thus, the love of God is defined as purely willed by God and uncaused by its object.

3 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:343. “And, most importantly, when God’s love-relationship
to man is in view the New Testament uses agape almost entirely.” Ibid., 6:344. Morris defines that divine
agape “is not a love of the worthy, and it is not a love that desires to possess. On the contrary, it is a love
given quite irrespective of merit, and it is a love that seeks to give.” Testaments, 128. Any human response
is also the work of God and not man according to divine election. Thus, “God produces love in his elect; it
is certainly not their own achievement.” Ibid., 182. This is, of course, exactly what Nygren proposed when
he said that man loves God “because God’s unmotivated love has overwhelmed him and taken control of
him, so that he cannot do other than love God,” which is the “profound significance of the idea of
predestination: man has not selected God, but God has elected man.” Ibid., 191. Cf. Nygren, Agape, 231.

144 «God loves not because the objects of his love are upright and winsome, but because he is a
loving God. . . . The constancy of his love depends on what he is rather than on what they are.” Morris,
Testaments, 12. C. F. H. Henry adds, “The agapé of God confers on the unworthy an undeserved value or
boon.” God, Revelation, 6:342.

5 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:343. Geisler contends that the “Greek word agape used of
God’s love means ‘benevolence,’ a self-less ‘sacrificial”’ love.” Systematic, 367.

18 In fact C. F. H. Henry goes so far as to say that, “only where the love of God is discerned in
terms of grace—in terms of a divinely provided redemption bestowed as unmerited divine favor—that the
love of God is conceived aright; in every other religious or philosophical tradition, the divine love is
misconstrued.” Notes, 108. “Here the Lover does not seek to satisfy some personal lack or to remedy an
inner need, for God has none, but bestows a benefit on the one he gratuitously loves.” C. F. H. Henry, God,
Revelation, 6:343. Morris sees such an emphasis on the gratuitousness of God’s love in the OT use of the
ahab word group saying, “These words appear to signify love freely given, love given when there is no
sense of obligation. When used to refer to God they imply his grace.” Testaments, 12. However, it is
questionable whether such a case is semantically demonstrable. Nevertheless, the identification of divine
love as self-giving or self-communication, is quite common. For instance, “love in God approaches very
nearly the definition given by Charles Hodge of God’s quality of goodness, including ‘benevolence, love,
mercy and grace.”” Kuhn, “God,” 53. Cf. Carson, Difficult, 41; Grudem, Systematic, 198; and Robert
Duncan Culver, Systematic Theology: Biblical and Historical (Ross-shire, UK: Mentor, 2005), 102.

147 Morris, Testaments, 191. As Norman Henry Snaith remarks, “Either we must accept this idea
of choice on the part of God with its necessary accompaniment of exclusiveness, or we have to hold a
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Divine love is solely based on God’s sovereign decree independent of the nature of the object.*®

Although, in this model, all God’s love is solely a product of his free choice, the so-called “elect”
are not the only objects of love.'*® Moreover, God’s love does not diminish his righteousness or

holiness, nor preclude his judgment.™®

This concept of love builds on a concept of God as utterly
transcendent and sovereign and is also very closely related to a soteriology of election and sheer

gratuity in accord with the idea of volitional, unmotivated, and unaffected agape.'

doctrine of the love of God other than that which is biblical.” The Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament
(London: Epworth, 1944), 139. C. F. H. Henry states, “Yahweh’s sovereign love explains his choice of
Jacob; had he wished, might have chosen Esau instead.” God, Revelation, 6:347. Henry adds, “The
prophets, especially Hosea, Jeremiah and Isaiah, expound God’s love as the basic theme of his electing
work.” 1bid., 6:345.

18 Morris thus states, “The constancy of his love depends on what he is rather than on what they
are.” Testaments, 12. Packer adds, “The love of God is thus sovereign love, and must always be
acknowledged as such.” “Love,” 280.

149 carson, Difficult, 22. “If the love of God refers exclusively to his love for the elect, it is easy to
drift toward a simple and absolute bifurcation.” 1bid., 22. For Geisler, God is “omnibenevolent.”
Systematic, 367.

%0 Thus C. F. H. Henry states, “God is love in the sovereign freedom and power of his eternal
being, and as such has revealed himself definitively and decisively in Scripture and in Christ. While his
election-love is free, nonetheless it is limited in application even as his effective call to the unregenerate is
withdrawn at physical death.” God, Revelation, 6:349. In regard to God’s elected people in the OT, Morris
points out that they will be punished and judged but “this does not mean that God has stopped loving the
people.” Testaments, 24. This is because God’s love is not dependent upon the response of the people. He
has sovereignly decreed to love them and nothing can thwart that election love. Interestingly, Morris does
acknowledge the OT emphasis that “the Lord’s beloved must live as the beloved of the Lord. If they do not,
they cut themselves off from the blessing that God’s love is always offering.” Ibid., 31. This would seem to
have to be understood as the ability to cut oneself off from temporal blessing considering that God’s
elective love is not dependent upon any condition. Thus he states, “We must clearly recognize that God’s
love is unconditional. But it is also true that the God who loves his people loves certain qualities—for
example, righteousness.” Ibid. However, God’s love is not dependent upon righteousness for Morris, God’s
love “is not a love given to the worthy or to those God charitably assumes to be worthy; it is lavished on
sinners.” Ibid., 131. Thus, it seems that ambiguity remains here.

1 The emphasis on the soteriological aspect of the God-world relationship is made clear when
Carson states, “If the love of God is exclusively portrayed as an inviting, yearning, sinner-seeking, rather
lovesick passion, we may strengthen the hands of Arminians, semi-Pelagians, Pelagians, and those more
interested in God’s inner emotional life than in his justice and glory, but the cost will be massive . . . made
absolute. . . . It steals God’s sovereignty from him and our security from us.” Difficult, 22.
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The Impassibility of Divine Love

At the heart of the transcendent-voluntarist model of love is the emphasis that God acts,
but is not acted upon. In this way, divine love is not elicited but is uncaused.'** Henry states,
“God’s agape is comprehended in voluntary relationships that stem from his creative and
compassionate personality. As represented in the Bible God’s love presupposes the exclusive
voluntary initiative of the sovereign divine being whom no external power can manipulate.”***
Accordingly, God’s love is unmotivated (and certainly unmerited) by any external factors.'™

Hence, since love is based on eternal decree God’s love is constant and steadfast.*> Accordingly,

divine love is non-evaluative and human love toward God cannot bring him value.”® God’s

152 Thus Morris can state, “God loves not because the objects of his love are upright and winsome,

but because he is a loving God.” Testaments, 12. Morris further points out that “two things about God’s
love are repeatedly emphasized: it is constant, and it is exercised despite the fact that the people God loves
are so unworthy.” Ibid., 100.

B3C.F.H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:349. Morris comments, “Men do not persuade God to be
loving and gracious—he is loving and gracious by nature.” Testaments, 35. Packer defines four truths
regarding agape, in contradistinction to storge, eros, and philia. Agape is (1) “a purpose of doing good to
others.” (2) Agape is “measured by . . . what it does, and more specifically by what of its own it gives.” (3)
Agape “does not wait to be courted, nor does it limit itself to those who at once appreciate it, but it takes the
initiative in giving help . . . and finds its joy in bringing others benefit.” “Love,” 278. Thus, “agape means
doing good to the needy, not to the meritorious, and to the needy however undeserving they might be.” (4)
Agape is “precise about its object.” Ibid., 279. All of these define the sovereign, impassible, elective love of
this model.

> The love of God is the motivation of His redemptive work, but it is a purely internal
motivation. C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:340. Thus Morris contends that “we must see it [divine
love] as something that does not proceed from any attractiveness in those God loves.” Testaments, 135.
God’s “love emanates from his own character; it is not dependent on the loveliness of the loved, external to
himself.” Carson, Difficult, 63. Thus God could say, “I love you anyway, not because you are attractive, but
because it is my nature to love.” Ibid.

155 C. F. H. Henry comments, “In interpersonal communion he maintains eternal fidelity in love.
He is the steadfast God, not a vacillating sovereign.” God, Revelation, 5:13. “Because God is God he will
never cease to love.” Testaments, 77. Morris stresses that “God’s love is firm and sure and steadfast,
continuing no matter what happens.” Ibid., 19.

1% Morris states, “But we are all wrong if we think that we are conferring some great favor on God
by coming to him. Agapé is not eros. We do not bring anything valuable to God—in fact, we acquire value
only because we are the recipients of his love.” Testaments, 142. Piper adds, “To be God is to be incapable
of being a beneficiary of any person of power in the universe.” “How?” 11. Further, “‘God is love’ is this:
it belongs to the fullness of God’s nature that he cannot be served but must overflow in service to his
creation. The very meaning of God is a being who cannot be enriched but always remains the enricher.”
Ibid., 11.
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delight is not affected by the actions of human beings, thus whatever is done does not increase or
decrease God’s perfection or love.®” Anything otherwise might signify a lack or a need in God.
Furthermore, since God is not acted upon, human love for him does not affect him.™® In this
model, then, love does not include suffering. Rather divine suffering is ruled out by God’s
absolute immutability, and all kinds of theopaschitism are explicitly ruled out. **® Divine
impassibility is maintained despite the fact of the incarnation: “The premise that Christ who
suffered is true God and true man does not require the conclusion that God suffers.”*®® The fact of
the “suffering servant” leads Henry to propose a nuanced (yet strained) form of impassability in

order to simultaneously maintain the suffering incarnate and divine self-sufficiency.

57 <t seems that God delights in this people simply because he chooses to do so.” Morris,

Testaments, 93. Further, although “it might be argued that God loves the people because there is something
in them that delights him, but there is never an indication of what brings about this delight.” Ibid.

158 1t is not clear what C. F. H. Henry means when he states that God’s “love is wounded,
moreover, when they [Israel] are disobedient to his covenant.” God, Revelation, 6:345. This seems to imply
the ability in God to be affected by the obedience or disobedience of His people. Most likely, however, in
the context of Henry’s ontology it cannot mean that God is actually externally affected but rather that this
“wound” is either metaphorical or inflicted by his own sovereign decree. Carson also briefly struggles with
this issue when he questions how one is to reconcile a love “which is clearly a vulnerable love that feels the
pain and pleads for repentance? John, after all, clearly connects the two.” Difficult, 59. However, he
Mmaintains that any vulnerability does not entail that God is “vulnerable from the outside.” Ibid., 60.

159 “God conceived primarily as our ‘fellow sufferer’ is not the immutable God of the Bible. All
talk of the final liberation of man—psychological, moral, spiritual, political—must end in a question mark
if God himself is a struggling, suffering deity.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:292. The idea of God
suffering is rejected due to what Henry considers “its express incompatibility with Scripture.” Ibid., 6:290.
To affirm “‘the subjectivity of God in the whole of Christ’s suffering’ and to make ‘God Himself . . . the
subject of the suffering in substitutionary self-surrender’ . . . seriously confuses the scriptural revelation of
Christ’s mediatorship.” Ibid., 6:291. Carson declares, “A God who is terribly vulnerable to the pain caused
by our rebellion is scarcely a God who is in control or a God who so perfect he does not, strictly speaking,
need us.” Difficult, 60. He states further that “at its best impassibility is trying to avoid a picture of a God
who is changeable, given over to mood swings, dependent upon his creatures. Our passions shape our
direction and frequently control our will. What shall we say of God?” Ibid., 49.

180.C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:291.
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Divine Love in History

161

Divine election love manifests itself in history.”™ God’s love is displayed in the

unmerited favor, or grace, that is displayed toward his elect.*®?

God is the one who “stoops” in
that he “condescends to go to the cross—to death on the cross—in holy covenantal love.”*®® This
stooping love is an act of his will; “God voluntarily forsakes his sovereign exclusivity.”'** By
stating the loving action of God in history, Henry draws the distinction between divine love in
action and “the inflexible mathematical regularities of a causal network of nature that are
considered benevolent or from the mechanical relationships of an impersonal divine Absolute
manifest as nature and man.”*® Hence, “God freely engages in compassionate and merciful
acts.”*®® In the ultimate act of love, Christ exemplifies the infinitude of God’s love.® In fact, he

states that “Jesus Christ is the meaning of divine agape,” the ultimate manifestation of the love of

God.*®

181 For instance, Henry sees divine love in the creation of man in the divine image, the ejection of
Adam and Eve from the garden to avoid eternal sinfulness, the enmity placed between humans and Satan,
the promise of victory, the sparing of Noah and his family, and the promise to never again destroy sinful
man, among many others. Ibid., 6:346-48.

192 |bid., 6:349. Henry makes “grace” a significant term for love, in accordance with Nygren’s

conception. Beyond this he also refers to divine lovingkindness in terms of grace. Ibid.

183 1bid., 5:15. In fact, the cross is the ultimate symbol of both the holiness and the love of God.
C. F. H. Henry, Notes, 108.

184 C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 5:15. This is a “stooping that manifested the outgoing
righteousness and love of God who stands.” Ibid.

185 1hid., 6:349.
188 1hid.

167 «“That it is the God of infinite righteousness and love who goes to Calvary to salvage penitent
humans is made manifest in word and life by the incarnate Christ. If Jesus does not overtly expound divine
infinity in propositional form, he nonetheless exhibits divine infinity, as the Scripture affirms, in his own
life by his servanthood.” Ibid., 5:233.

1%8 bid., 6:356. Cf. C. F. H. Henry, Himself, 13. “In manifesting his love in Christ God unleashed
a floodtide of agapé into the sin-devastated cosmos.” C. F. H. Henry, God, Revelation, 6:341. Further,
Henry comments, “In the synoptic Gospels, Messiah Jesus is at once subject and object of God’s love.
Divine agapé is presented not only in word, but also in the Word become flesh, in the deed supreme; the
climactic evidence of the Father’s love is the person and mission of the Son. . . . Christ Jesus is the supreme
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The Relationship of Divine Love to Ontological Suppositions

The transcendent-voluntarist conception of divine love, then, is bound up with the
entirety of its ontology.*® This starting point of a transcendent, immutable, and self-sufficient
God places precise limits upon the nature of divine love. For such a God, love cannot be
immanent, love cannot change God, and God can have no need or desire of love. Divine aseity
rules out divine desire while immutability requires that God be incapable of change or
newness.'” Furthermore, God as perfect could have no deficiency, thus love can add no value or
enrichment to the divine life. Accordingly, the thematic eros love is utterly ruled out being
impossible according to the nature of deity. On the contrary, God as sovereign, rational will
entails a sovereign, rational, and willed love; hence election love. This corresponds to the
thematic (but not linguistic) agape. God’s love is thus limited to gratuitous benevolence without
regard for its object. God is not at all affected by external reality or the decisions of creatures but
orders all history and bestows love sovereignly and independently of external causes. Since God
as omnicausal cannot be acted upon; there is no power that could impact divinity; God’s love is
unaffected by spatio-temporal reality. In this way, God is impassible. Although the transcendent-
voluntarist model insists that God has passions, is not indifferent to the world, and may have
compassion and mercy, this does not mean that God can be impacted by other than God. Rather,
all God’s “emotions” are caused purely by the eternal decree. Accordingly, God’s relationship to
the world is an external one (the relativity required by an internal relation is impossible for a

timeless, immutable God). God’s loving action, which is manifested in time and space, thus stems

gift of God’s love to fallen humanity.” Ibid., 6:347-48. Thus “God’s relationship to his covenant people
reaches its climax in messianic redemption by suffering love.” Ibid., 6:345. In light of his ontology it is
difficult to understand what Henry means here by the words “suffering love.”

189 Which itself is summed up by Henry thus, “The living self-revealing God is eternally self-
sufficient, the voluntary creator of the universe and sovereign monarch of all.” Ibid., 6:67.

170 Accordingly, Henry considers it “unpersuasive that a deity conceived as self-giving love
requires in its reciprocal interrelationships that the universe be an aspect of the divine life.” Ibid., 6:62.
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only from the timeless providence of God according to the eternal decree (predestination). God is
internally related only to himself as triune, and any potential need for love is fulfilled by intra-
trinitarian love.'™

Consequently, divine love for other than God is superfluous to God, not only as needed
but even as desired or valued. Once again, this fits with the absolute perfection of God, which
entails that God is already utterly complete, thus there could be no new experience for God,; all is
eternally bound in the divine nature according to the eternal sovereign will of God. Moreover,
since God is absolutely simple, divine love is but one aspect of describing the utterly unitary
essence of God. Love is thus qualified by all other perfections of God, which together are actually
merely the simplicity of the sovereign will of God. All history is determined according to God’s
sovereignty and omnipotence. God is only the loving father of whom he chooses (election love).
Divine love is not opposed to holiness, wrath, justice, and eschatological judgment/damnation—
all of which take place purely according to the perfect sovereign will of God. In all this, the
transcendent-voluntarist model of love, despite its significant and intentional breaks from classic
theism in some areas, is nevertheless beholden to many of the classical axioms (though qualified)
regarding divine ontology including transcendence, timelessness, simplicity, aseity, perfection,

immutability, impassibility, omniscience, and omnipotence.

The Immanent-Experientialist Model
Methodological Framework
Basic Methodological Tenets
Hartshorne’s stated goal is to free the conception of God from self-contradictions and
present a coherent and complementary picture such that God “can be conceived without logical

absurdity, and as having such a character that an enlightened person may worship and serve him

L «In classic Christian theism the Trinity of persons within the eternal Godhead serves this
purpose [of divine love] very adequately. Depicting divine interpersonal relationships apart from trinitarian
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with whole heart and mind.”*" It must be noted from the outset that, in contrast to Henry,

Hartshorne’s method does not include the requisite of compatibility with the Bible or any other

173

revered text.”” Rather, his is a natural theology; nature “is the real ‘word of God’ concerning the

174
general structure of the cosmos.”

Though he has some regard for what he calls “religious
doctrine” in distinction from purely metaphysical viewpoints, he assumes no infallible text but
rather seeks the “main kernel of religious doctrine.”" In so doing, Hartshorne is more than aware

that all proofs will depend upon presuppositions.'’

Despite this, he seeks to produce a
meticulously rigorous logic of God, to “discover a logically complete classification of possible

ideas about God.”*"” Hartshorne’s method seems to be an eclectic one, utilizing aspects of

empiricism in making experience a primary source of information’® while recognizing the

doctrine buttresses the argument that God requires a universe as an object of his love.” Ibid.

172 Charles Hartshorne, The Divine Relativity (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1964), 1.
He suggests that “some definitions of God, at least, contain discoverable self-contradictions, and hence
suffice to disprove the God so defined.” Vision, 77.

173 He states, “The validity of revelation, or of religious experience as furnishing knowledge, is not
a necessary assumption of the argument of this book.” Ibid., xiv. Thus, although this study will later
compare the biblical data to the models of love we must realize that Hartshorne made no attempt to follow
such a method. Nevertheless, he allows the possibility that one working from revelation may contribute to
the discussion saying, “A theology which in principle accepts revelation as affording knowledge to those
able to assimilate it may have light to throw upon truths otherwise likely or perhaps certain to be missed or
seen less clearly.” Ibid., 67. However, he frequently questions the epistemological reliability of revelation.
See Hartshorne, Divine, 129, and idem, Omnipotence, 41.

1% Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 73. He adds, “In science no book settles once for all what is to be
believed.” Ibid., 111.

15 He wants to find that kernel “without assuming the infallibility of scriptural texts or their
complete consistency.” Hartshorne, Vision, 90-91. Yet, he does not “assume that religion has any kernel
that makes sense.” Ibid., 91.

176 «All proofs for God depend upon conceptions which derive their meaning from God himself.
They are merely ways of making clear that we already and once for all believe in God, though not always
with clearness and consistency. With no belief in God no belief could be arrived at.” Hartshorne, Vision,
274.

Y7 1bid., x.
178 He states, “We have painfully learned (all but one or two groups of philosophers) that the way

to evaluate ideas is to deduce their consequences and compare these with the relevant data of experience!”
Ibid., 25. However, Santiago Sia questions whether Hartshorne’s approach that assumes God “exemplifies
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insufficiency of pure empiricism.'” Neither does he rule out “a priori analysis,” but for him this
refers not to “analysis unrelated to experience, but analysis related to the strictly general traits of
experience.”*® Thus, everything may be judged by “metaphysical necessity or empirical facts.”*®!
Accordingly, Hartshorne employs the mutually correcting “criterion of consistency” and that of
“adequacy to experience” and what he calls the “ethical sense.”*®* He contends that such rigorous
analysis will leave only one coherent conception of God.**®

Hartshorne posits that “God is the one individual conceivable a priori. It is in this sense

that concepts applied to him are analogical rather than simply univocal, in comparison to their

the metaphysical set-up” does not beg the question. “To assert that it [empirical knowledge] also helps us to
know God is actually to pre-define the applicability of the metaphysical categories to include God. Instead
of showing conclusively that it is indeed God we are talking about, Hartshorne’s metaphysical route is
reducible to an explanation of how we can know God, provided God is regarded as coming within
metaphysics.” Santiago Sia, “Charles Hartshorne on Describing God,” Modern Theology 3 (1987): 199.

¥ Hartshorne states that empiricism “in theology as it is usually conceived is there shown to be an
insufficient procedure.” Vision, xii. Cf. Charles Hartshorne, “In Dispraise of Empiricism,” American
Journal of Theology & Philosophy 10 (1989): 123-26.

180 Hartshorne, Vision, 29.

181 |bid., 31. He contends that the traditional error of pitting one against the other resulted in
atheism (pure empiricism) and classic theism (pure rationalism). The resultant classic theism disallowed
contingency while including only necessity whereas Hartshorne’s method allows for a necessary and
contingent divinity, as shall be seen. “If we exclude contingent knowledge from theology, we thereby deny
contingent aspects to God; if we exclude a priori knowledge, we exclude non-contingent or necessary
aspects.” Ibid., 61. He states, “Now the only type of theism, which is compatible with the validity (in
theology) of both methods, empirical and metaphysical, is second-type theism; for it alone admits
contingent features in the necessary being.” Ibid., 64. Accordingly, he assumes the adequacy of the “self-
evident formal structures of pure logic and mathematics” and the “data of experience so vivid that . . . they
are universally admitted to occur.” Ibid., 62. For a further discussion of method see Charles Hartshorne,
Creative Synthesis and Philosophic Method (London: S.C.M., 1970).

182 Hartshorne, Vision, 125. The priority of experience is clear when he states, “Our only reason
for any conclusion is some form of experience, and the harmony of secular experience with religious (as
yielding the idea of God) is surely a reason for increased confidence in both.” Ibid., 337. Though he allows
ethical judgment to play a large role he points out that “we have an independent check on our ethical
insight—the logic of metaphysical concepts; and we have an independent check on our metaphysical
reasoning—our ethical sense.” Ibid., 144.

183 He maintains that “we must strive for formally exhaustive divisions, since to reject at the outset

as patently absurd, or to overlook altogether, a formally possible view is to forget that all the views but one
will prove patently absurd when their pretended meaning is adequately scrutinized.” Ibid., 82.
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other applications.”*®* With this in mind, he determines the nature of God by numerous methods,

185 . .
He also favors the way of eminence, for example: “Whatever is

including the way of analogy.
good in the creation is, in superior or eminent fashion, ‘analogically not univocally,” the property
of God.”® The ways of analogy and of eminence are in contrast to the traditionally predominant
way of negation, which Hartshorne considers a great historical error. He contends that “whereas
the way of eminence, if consistently executed, treats the categories impartially, the way of
negation plays favorites among the categories.”*® This consistent execution is posited to function
by conceiving God “by analogy with our virtues . . . our other-regarding desires, and habits of

acting upon them.”**® Thus, Hartshorne’s method favors “other-regarding” categories,

anticipating what he will later define as love itself.

The Polemic against Classic Theism
Hartshorne categorically rejects classic theism, considering it a total failure in

maintaining any meaningful relationship between God and the world.*®® He thus frames his

184 Hartshorne, Divine, 31. Among their other applications are symbolical (or material) and literal
(or formal). See Charles Hartshorne, The Logic of Perfection and Other Essays in Neoclassical
Metaphysics (LaSalle, I1l.: Open Court, 1962).

185 Hartshorne, Vision, 59. He cautions against the influence of anthropomorphism while
concurrently realizing that the classic reaction, that of negating so-called “human traits,” was itself a great
error. He states, “We should be willing to give careful attention to religious anthropomorphism, as well as
to philosophical attempts to transcend it, without too much initial confidence that either one, in traditional
form, can be entirely accepted.” Ibid., 88-89.

18 Hartshorne, Divine, 77. “Thus knowledge, purpose, life, love, joy, are deficiently present in us,
eminently and analogically present in God.” Ibid. Sia explains that for Hartshorne “God is symbolically
ruler, literally necessary, but analogically conscious and loving.” “Hartshorne,” 195. However, elsewhere
he contends that there is at least some sense of univocal meaning. For Hartshorne, “the formal [or literal]
predicates of deity are not exclusively negative, and accordingly, some positive properties of deity can be
connoted by non-symbolic designations.” Hartshorne, Logic, 134-35. For “if there is in no sense any
univocal meaning then theology is pure sophistry.” Hartshorne, Vision, 194.

87 Hartshorne, Divine, 78. Cf. Charles Hartshorne, “Love and Dual Transcendence,” USQR 30
(1975): 96.

188 The alternative is “conceiving him by analogy with our vices, for example, our most truly and
deeply ‘selfish’ wish for self-sufficiency.” Hartshorne, Reality, 142.

189 He states, “They made God, not an exalted being, but an empty absurdity, a love which is
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system of theology in direct contrast to classic theism, which “turns upon such terms as
perfection, infinity, absoluteness, self-dependence, pure actuality, immutability.”*® Leaving no
doubt regarding his stance, Hartshorne states, “I am convinced that ‘classical theism’ (as much
Greek as Christian, Jewish, or Islamic) was an incorrect translation of the central religious idea
into philosophical categories.”*** A major factor in this error is the assumption of negative
theology. Hartshorne contends that while some attributes of divinity derived from religious
experience may be preserved, these must be extracted from the “non-religious tenets” of classical
philosophy that have dominated the last two millennia with “an insufficiently analyzed notion of
perfection and a preference for materialistic (and prescientific) rather than truly spiritual

conceptions.”#

simply not love, a purpose which is no purpose, a will which is no will, a knowledge which is no
knowledge.” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 31. See Shubert Miles Ogden, “Must God Be Really Related to
Creatures?” Process Studies 20 (1991): 54-56, and idem, The Reality of God and Other Essays (New York:
Harper & Row, 1966), 46; Charles Hartshorne, “Redefining God,” American Journal of Theology &
Philosophy 22 (2001): 107—13; and D. D. Williams, “The New Theological Situation,” ThTo 24 (1968):
446, and idem, “How Does God Act? An Essay in Whitehead’s Metaphysics,” in Process and Divinity: The
Hartshorne Festschrift: Philosophical Essays Presented to Charles Hartshorne (ed. E. Freeman and W. L.
Reese; LaSalle, 111.: Open Court, 1964). For example, “knowledge seems to imply an internal distinction
between subject and object—but God is said to be simple. Volition seems to imply change—but God is
changeless. Purpose seems to imply a present lack of something—but God is perfect; and for him there is
no contrast between present intent and future realization. Love involves sensitivity to the joys and sorrows
of others, participation in them—»but we cannot infect God with our sufferings since he is cause of
everything and effect of nothing), and our joys can add nothing to the immutable perfection of God’s
happiness. Though in religion one speaks of ‘serving’ God, in reality, according to technical theology, one
can do nothing for God, and our worst sins harm God as little as the finest acts of sainthood can advance
him.” Hartshorne, Vision, 114.

1% Hartshorne, Vision, 5. It should be noted, however, that Hartshorne is often criticized for his
treatment of classical theism. For instance, although appreciative and somewhat sympathetic to Hartshorne,
W. Norris Clarke contends that Hartshorne “systematically misunderstands—to my mind—some of the key
metaphysical issues which St. Thomas is trying to come to grips with.” “Charles Hartshorne’s Philosophy
of God: A Thomistic Critique,” in Charles Hartshorne’s Concept of God.: Philosophical and Theological
Responses (ed. S. Sia; Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer, 1990), 103.

91 Hartshorne, Divine, vii. Of Aquinas he states, “[Though] his doctrine was shipwrecked on
certain rocks of contradiction, has he not left us an admirable chart showing the location of the rocks!”
Ibid., xii. For D. D. Williams, “The result is that the active, temporal, creating, suffering side of God’s
being does not come sufficiently into view. It cannot do so because it contradicts the absolutist doctrine of
perfection.” Spirit, 100.

192 Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 4. These include timelessness, foreknowledge, impassivity, creation
ex nihilo, simplicity, impassibility, and the lack of will related to “anticipatory and consummatory
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Perhaps the most troubling aspect of classic theism for Hartshorne is its seeming
incongruity with any real relatedness of God to the world, considering it to be “metaphysical
snobbery toward relativity, dependence, or passivity.”**® Such widespread and influential
shortcomings have excluded the possibility of God’s enjoyment of the world, since he must
“contain actually all possible value” and “being perfect, he cannot change.”*** The outgrowth of
such errors, according to Hartshorne was that “the purely absolute God was, by logical
implication, conceived as a thing, not a subject or a person; as ignorant, not conscious and
knowing, as indifferent, not interested in things and their relations.”® Most important for this
study, he contends that classic theism ruled out the possibility of the genuine love of God: “Since
love involves dependences upon the welfare of the beloved, and in so far is a passion, God, being

passionless, wholly active, is necessarily exempt from it” in classic theism.'%

Ontological Framework

In Hartshorne’s system the God-world relationship is referred to as panentheism (literally

“all in God”) meaning that God is essentially related to the world such that God includes the

experience.” Hartshorne, Vision, 95. It is his contention that such ideas, along with utter immutability,
omnipotence which excludes all other power, and either absolute transcendence or absolute immanence,
have fueled rejection of theism in general as well as obscured the foundations of “such attributes as love or
goodness.” Ibid., 97. For Ogden, classical theism combines “the conceptions of God both of classical
metaphysics and of Holy Scripture” and thus posits a God “without real internal relations to the contingent
beings of which he is the ground” though also predicating “of God the personalistic perfections found in
Scripture, all of which entail . . . real relations.” Reality, 140.

193 Hartshorne, Divine, 50. Hartshorne further contends that classic theism “is one-sided, meager,
incomplete in its use of experience to arrive at the nature of God.” Vision, 125. “It simply denies certain all-
pervasive, infinitely fundamental aspects of life—change, variety, complexity, receptivity, sympathy,
suffering, memory, anticipation—as relevant to the idea of God.” Ibid.

194 «“From the assumption, God is a purely actual, impassive being, the absolutely independent
cause upon which all other things depend, it follows that he contains actually all possible value, or is
perfect. Being perfect, he cannot change; possessing all ‘perfections,” he must know all things by an
immutable act above time; he must have power, will, love, all the truly positive attributes in maximal
degree.” Ibid., 96.

1% Hartshorne, Divine, 17. Thus, “a well-meaning attempt to purify theology anthropomorphisms
purified it of any genuine, consistent meaning at all.” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 29.

150



world and yet is more than the world.**” In order to better understand divine love in the context of
the God-world relationship, it is important to distinguish between the entities of the relationship

198 Thus, this section will first

(God and the world) and the relationship itself (panentheism).
consider Hartshorne’s process ontology of the world (panpsychism), then his divine ontology

(dipolar theism), followed by the metaphysics of the relationship between the two (panentheism).

The Process Ontology of the World

For Hartshorne, all reality consists of creative minds relating to one another as subjects
and objects (panpsychism) within a pantemporal process of events.® Becoming, or “process,” is

the basic form of reality in direct opposition to the supposedly static ontology of classic theism.*

1% Hartshorne, Vision, 115.

9" Hartshorne defines panentheism as “an appropriate term for the view that deity is in some real

aspect distinguishable from and independent of any and all relative items, and yet, taken as an actual whole,
includes all relative items.” Ibid., 89. God thus transcends the world in being more than the world but not in
the classical sense of total otherness or distance. This God-world relationship should not be confused with
classic theism which posits God as wholly other than the world nor with pantheism which makes God and
the world identical. The world is not identical or equivalent to God.

19 As shall be seen, the nature of the God-world relationship in Hartshorne’s metaphysics is
interdependent such that God and the world cannot exist separate from one another. Nevertheless, for the
sake of clarity the two may be distinguished analytically.

199 The nature of panpsychism will be unpacked further below.

20 Hartshorne, Reality, 17. He affirms, ““becoming’ is reality itself (Bergson), and being only an
aspect of this reality.” Charles Hartshorne, Creative Synthesis and Philosophic Method (London: S.C.M.,
1970), 13. Hartshorne is heavily influenced by his teacher Alfred North Whitehead. See Whitehead’s
seminal work Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1929). However, though Hartshorne’s dipolar view is compatible with Whitehead’s “notion of the
primordial and consequent natures of God” there are differences between them. John P. Mahoney, “Charles
Hartshorne’s Dipolar Conception of God” (M. A. thesis, University of Fribourg, 1974), 13. Most notably,
“Whitehead’s conception of God is not fully worked out, even in Process and Reality.” Ibid. For a
discussion of Hartshorne’s and Whitehead’s differences see Lewis S. Ford and William Lad Sessions, eds.,
Two Process Philosophers: Hartshorne’s Encounter with Whitehead (AAR Studies in Religion;
Tallahassee, Fla.: American Academy of Religion, 1973), and L. S. Ford, “Hartshorne’s Interpretation of
Whitehead,” in The Philosophy of Charles Hartshorne (ed. L. E. Hahn; The Library of Living
Philosophers; La Salle, 11l.: Open Court, 1991), 313-38. Hartshorne is also indebted to the contributions of
Bergson and Morgan. See Cf. Henri Bergson, L évolution créatrice (Bibliothéque de philosophie
contemporaine; Paris: Alcan, 1909), and C. Lloyd Morgan, Emergent Evolution: The Gifford Lectures
(London: Williams & Norgate, 1923). Despite agreement within process thought it should not be
considered monolithic, rather the complexity involved leads to considerable nuance between thinkers.
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This process ontology is directly contrary to timeless substance ontology such that all reality is
temporal and ever-changing.”®* Thus, rather than substances enduring through time, minds exist
in successive occasions, or events.?” In this thoroughly temporalistic ontology, “reality is the
succession of units” or “experient occasions.”** Time is thus the succession of moments (units)
and all reality is consecutive moments consisting of spatio-temporal events.”® The present is
internally related to the past such that the past is included in the present and in that sense
permanent.?® All actuality is thus temporal, and thus continually changing.”®® In this way
becoming is “cumulative”; each instant includes the past as relata and partially determines the

207

present.”" That reality is thoroughly temporal excludes the existence of a timeless realm or

2 Hartshorne’s “social theory, is temporalistic, the denial of any notion of a purely timeless or
immutable existent.” Reality, 134. D. D. Williams states, “Time, freedom, and historical existence are the
central realities of our self-understanding.” Spirit, 5. Likewise Ogden writes of “a reality which is through-
and-through temporal and social.” Reality, 64.

202 «“Eyents are the final nouns.” Charles Hartshorne, “Strict and Genetic Identity: An Illustration
of the Relation of Logic to Metaphysics,” in Structure, Method, and Meaning: Essays in Honor of Henry
M. Sheffer (ed. P. Henle; New York: Liberal Arts, 1951), 251. This may be called event pluralism; see
Hartshorne, Creative, 173-204. The “absolute identity of the concrete or particular is given in an event or
occasion, not in a thing enduring through time” or substance. Hartshorne, Reality, 102.

203 Charles Hartshorne, “Personal Identity from A to Z,” Process Studies 2 (1972): 210. Such
experient occasions are also called “unit realities.” He considers these “analogous . . . to momentary human
experiences.” Ibid.

24 This theory of time finds its basis in Whitehead’s “epochalism” which Hartshorne also calls
“temporal atomism or chronological pluralism.” Charles Hartshorne, “Panpsychism,” in A History of
Philosophical Systems (ed. V. Ferm; New York: Philosophical Library, 1950), 450. “The mathematical
continuum of point-instants is the system of all possible divisions of space-time; the atomic-epochal units
are the actual divisions at a given moment.” Ibid.

205 Thus previous events are data for present events. This is his asymmetrical theory of time: the
past is externally related and “thus the present may contain the past as its relatum without thereby infecting
the past with its own presentness.” Hartshorne, Divine, 69. This is based on Whitehead’s doctrine of
prehension. Hartshorne sums it up thus: every “occasion has intrinsic reference (somewhat as in Peirce’s
theory of reaction) to preceding occasions, with which it has some degree of sympathetic participation,
echoing their qualities, but with a new over-all quality of its own as it reacts to them.” Hartshorne,
“Panpsychism,” 451. Thus, “once an event has occurred it is a permanent item in reality.” Hartshorne,
Omnipotence, 35.

2 . . . .
% Hartshorne comments, “Prior experiences . . . are taken into and thus qualify subsequent
experiences.” “Personal,” 210.

27 |pid., 211.
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eternal present where being is static. Accordingly, for Hartshorne, becoming is reality and being
is an aspect of reality.

The nature of Hartshorne’s “actual entities” or “experient occasions” will be clarified by
considering his ontology of panpsychism, which refers to the view that all things (even at the
subatomic level) consist of minds (souls) or “units of experiencing.”*®® Panpsychism is a form of
idealism that opposes materialism yet differentiates itself from simple idealism in that it supports
the reality of the “spatio-temporal world.””®® Minds, of which all reality consists, function both as

210 However, the fact that all

subjects and objects relating to one another in a social process.
reality consists of minds should not be taken to mean that every object of human perception is
sentient. Rather, all perceived things are actually compounds of “smaller [sentient]
individuals.”?* There are two kinds of compounds, aggregates and compound individuals.

Aggregates are not sentient since they do not have a mind (soul), whereas compound individuals

have an emergent mind such that the compound individual is conscious, including other

%8 In Hartshorne’s words it is “the view that all things, in all their aspects, consist exclusively of
‘souls,” [or minds] that is, of various kinds of subjects, or units of experiencing, with their qualifications,
relations, and groupings or communities.” “Panpsychism,” 442.

9 Hartshorne even refers to this as “panpsychical realism” as well as “realistic idealism” to
emphasize the break from traditional forms of idealism. Ibid. Nevertheless, Hartshorne’s system is not
realism in the traditional sense. “The constituents of this world are, for panpsychists, just as real as human
minds or as any mind.” Ibid., 442. At the same time he contends that “no one has proved or can possibly
prove . . . that there is any ‘matter,” apart from social terms and relations.” Hartshorne, Divine, 29.
Moreover, “it is naive to suppose that merely because molecules, atoms, etc., are invisibly small, they
cannot be social beings, in relation to their neighbors, or their constituents, or both.” Hartshorne, Reality,
36. Thus, “mere matter as such is abstract or collective, and that only panpsychism can give content to it as
concrete and singular.” Ibid., 101.

219 These minds are themselves extended. Therefore, “extendedness is then not a property capable
of distinguishing ‘mere matter’ from mind, since minds, as entering into communal relations with one
another, must exhibit extendedness. A mind, according to most panpsychists, is not simply outside the
space-time world. It is also not at a mere point in that world, and nothing remains than that it be in an area
of the world.” Hartshorne, “Panpsychism,” 445-46.

2 1 “perceiving the non-human world we are always apprehending collectives.” lbid., 450.

However, “all individuals apparent to the senses are compounded of numerous much smaller individuals.”
Charles Hartshorne, “The Compound Individual,” in Philosophical Essays for Alfred North Whitehead (ed.
F. S. C. Northrop; New York: Russell & Russell, 1936), 194. Further, “psychicalism . . . does not hold that
everything feels. . . . Collections require collectors, sums summators.” Hartshorne, Creative, 141.
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individuals but not thereby removing their (or its own) individuality.?** As shall be seen, in
Hartshorne’s system, God is the supreme compound individual.

Hartshorne’s panpsychism is further explained in terms of subject-object relations where
every soul or mind functions both as subject and object, in different respects. This is understood
within the context of four theses, which attempt a synthesis of realism and idealism.”** First, the
“principle of objective independence,” which maintains that “an ‘object,” or that of which a

particular subject is aware, in no degree depends upon that subject.”***

Yet, the object is “within”
its subject “for relation-to-O includes O.”** This is the theory of internal relations, which will be
discussed below. Second, the “principle of subjective dependence” means that “a ‘subject,” or
whatever is aware of anything, always depends upon the entities of which it is aware, its
objects.”?*® In this way, knowledge is by nature relative.?’” The third principle is that of

“universal objectivity,” which states, “Any entity must be (or at least be destined to become)

object for some subject or other.”?® Fourth, the “principle of universal subjectivity” teaches that

212 Here | use the term emergent to mean more than the sum of the parts, in contrast to a reductive
view of mind. | do not, however, mean to imply that mind emerges from matter. For a further discussion of
the compound individual see Hartshorne, “Compound.”

213 The first two are beholden to realism whereas the last two are related to idealism, with the
fourth specifically referring to panpsychism. Though these four theses are at times considered
contradictory, Hartshorne considers them to be “complementary or mutually supporting.” Hartshorne,
Reality, 71.

24 |bid., 70.
215 Hartshorne, Divine, 112. See the discussion of internal and external relations below.

218 Hartshorne, Reality, 70. Thus, “determinate subject-object relations are found in subjects, not in
objects. Subjectivity as such is relativity, objectivity as such is nonrelativity.” Hartshorne, Divine, 110.
“Nothing is so variously relative, dependent, as the knower.” 1bid., 8.

21 «Minds, as knowers, must somehow contain reference, relation, to their objects, or they are not
knowers and (at the limit) not minds; but the entities which certain minds know and call their objects need
not have this status in themselves.” Ibid., 105.

218 Hartshorne, Reality, 70. Hartshorne explains, “So it may be held that any entity must be known
by some subject or other, even though being known by any particular subject is external to the entity.”
Hartshorne, Divine, 108. He extends this, saying that since “any object is constitutive of the knower, then
one’s own being-known, so far as one knows this, is constitutive.” Ibid., 124.
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“any concrete entity is a subject, or set of subjects; hence, any other concrete entity of which a
subject, S1, is aware, is another subject or subjects (S2; or S2, S3, etc.).”** These four tenets
amount to Hartshorne’s panpsychism, or psychicalism, which he otherwise refers to as the “social
theory of reality.”?*® Thus, all knowers are relative. As shall be seen, God is the supreme, cosmic
mind or soul; and as supreme knower he is supremely relative. Panpsychism thus maintains the
reality of the spatio-temporal world and that the world consists of creative minds.?*

In Hartshorne’s system every mind is creative, meaning that it possesses some degree of
freedom so that even when acted upon (limited) options remain open for reaction.??? In other
words, causes are the necessary condition, but never the sufficient conditions, for effects; effects
are not merely the simple result of their causes but each “mind” has the ability to freely react to a
cause within a limited number of possibilities; thus individuals “can only be influenced, they

cannot be sheerly coerced.”?® In this way every mind is a co-creator of reality such that the whole

world is interdependent; each mind contributes to the reality of all others.?* In this way, each

% Hartshorne, Reality, 70. A concrete entity is any particular thing in the actual world, even at the
subatomic level.

220 |bid., 71. For an early presentation of Hartshorne’s view see Charles Hartshorne, Beyond

Humanism: Essays in the New Philosophy of Nature (Chicago: Willett, Clark, 1937), 165-210. The
importance of panpsychism to Hartshorne’s ontology cannot be overstated. He states, “I agree that the
falsity of panpsychism implies that of much else in my philosophy.” “Could There Have Been Nothing? A
Reply,” Process Studies 1 (1971): 25.

221 Hartshorne, Creative, 272. Cf. Charles Hartshorne, “Whitehead’s Novel Intuition,” in Alfred
North Whitehead: Essays on His Philosophy (ed. G. L. Kline; Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1963).

222 A1l minds have “some degree of freedom or self-determination, even in the lowest orders of
psyches.” Hartshorne, ‘“Panpsychism,” 371. Thus, “all happenings are to some extent by chance.”
Hartshorne, Reality, 106. “Novelty and freedom are fundamental to life and to all harmony.” Ibid., 51.

22 Hartshorne, Vision, xvi. “The notion of cause as completely determining its effects is a
metaphorical confusion of logical consequence with temporal sequence.” Hartshorne, Divine, 39.

224 Thus every mind contains “a spark of freedom and creativity.” Ibid., 146. “We make each other
what we are, in greater or lesser degree.” Ibid., 29. This interdependence is predicated on process
philosophy’s doctrine of universal creativity wherein “To be is to create.” Hartshorne, Creative, 272.
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mind is partially dependent and independent, partially determined and self-determined.?*
Accordingly, each mind plays a part (though by no means an equal part) in interdependently
forming each moment of reality (co-creative). This is an indeterministic, non-coercive, creative
synthesis of social relativity.?*°

This creative synthesis is predicated upon the relationships of minds to one another—
Hartshorne’s crucial theory of internal and external relations. First, we should recognize that
relations are identified by Hartshorne in terms of feeling: “That all is psychic means, all is
feeling, in reaction with other feeling.”??’ In fact, although it seems to be an imprecise
classification, feeling even includes “all the qualitative content of sensation, often classed under
cognition.”??® Minds function as both subject and objects of feeling. As subject a mind is
internally related to its object so that its relata is actually included in, and constitutive of, the

229

subject.”™ Thus, an internal relation changes and affects the subject (feeler) of that relation and is

inclusive of its object (that which is felt). On this basis, Hartshorne summarizes, “To include

22 |bid., 146. Moreover, change is pervasive throughout all concrete actuality such that “with each
change we have a new concrete reality, not simply the identical reality with new qualities.” Hartshorne,
Omnipotence, 104.

226 Here social is being used technically to describe minds (subhuman, human, and divine) relating
to one another and should not be confused with human social relations.

227 Hartshorne, “Panpsychism,” 449. Further, “Feelings react with other feelings, but in this

reaction is involved some degree of participation in the qualities of these other feelings. A feeling feels the
feelings to which it reacts. Feelings echo to some extent the feelings around them, and this is the basis of
the possibility of relationships among realities by which they constitute a world of things relevant to one
another.” Ibid., 450. Thus “the unity of actuality is given as a felt unity, and its laws are laws of feeling.”
Hartshorne, Reality, 100. Thus feelings are relations between minds, whether immediate and distinct or
mediated and indistinct, and this is the basis of all reality.

??% Hartshorne, “Panpsychism,” 449.

?2% Thus “the entity to which the relation is internal is a concrete whole of which the externally
related entities are abstract aspects.” Hartshorne, Vision, 235. He describes this by stating that the subject
must thus be conceived as “‘outside’ the object, as it were surrounding it but not penetrating it.”
Hartshorne, Divine, 112. For Hartshorne, even human subjects include the objects of their knowledge,
though in an imperfect manner. Ibid., 143—-44. He states, “If it seems otherwise, this is because of the
inadequacy of human personal relations, which is such that the terms are not conspicuously and clearly
contained in their subjects.” Ibid., 144. See the discussion of metaphysical contraries below.
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relations is to include their terms. Hence to know all is to include all.”%° On the other hand, a
mind functioning as object is externally related such that it is unaffected by the relation.
Hartshorne defines that an external relation is “such that the entity [mind] said to be externally
related could have been the same had the relations not obtained.”?** Such subject-object relations
are the building blocks of the creative synthesis of social relativity. It should be noted that this
doctrine of internal and external relations does not mean that each entity is included in every
other entity as a whole, but rather what is known in relation is constitutive of the knower (the
subject) without affecting or changing that which is known (the object). There is thus a “mutual
immanence of individuals™?* as socially related, yet this “does not depreciate individual
distinctness” but recognizes individuality and distinction between minds, including between God
and other minds.?* Thus every mind functions both as subject and object (according to
Hartshorne’s principles of universal subjectivity and universal objectivity) and as such has
internal and external relations. All reality is accordingly an interdependent creative synthesis of
partially determined and self-determined minds interacting as both subjects and objects in

process.

The Divine Ontology of Dipolar Theism
Having considered Hartshorne’s ontology of the world (panpsychism), | will now direct

attention to his divine ontology (dipolar theism). Importantly, God is not exempt from the

% Hartshorne, Divine, 76. This means that “if there is any wholly genuine description of A which
entails every genuine description of B, then and only then A is relative to B; but this means that every state
description affirming A also affirms B. If there is no wholly genuine description of A entailing every
genuine description of B, then and only then is A nonrelative to B; but this means that at least some state
description affirms A and denies B.” Ibid., 107.

21 1pid., 95. Hartshorne adopts G. E. Moore’s definition. See “External and Internal Relations,”

Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 20 (1919-20): 40-62. Moore argued for the validity of external
relations, disputing F. H. Bradley’s thesis that external relations involve an infinite regress.

%2 Hartshorne, “Panpsychism,” 443. Hartshorne comments, “Individuals generally are not simply
outside each other (the fallacy of ‘simple location’) but in each other.” Ibid.
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metaphysical tenets of panpsychism. Rather, God himself is a mind, but not just any mind. He is
the supreme mind, also subject to indeterministic, relativistic, spatio-temporalistic panpsychism.
God is not identical to the world but distinct from it, though essentially related.?®* God is partially
dependent and independent, partially determined and self-determined; the eminently moved
mover of all. He is the all-knowing feeler of all feelings, the supreme mind whose knowledge is
perfectly adequate to the state of the world. Such relational characteristics will be unpacked when
the discussion moves specifically to the God-world relationship. However, the divine nature must
first be discussed since it is important to first understand the differentiation that Hartshorne makes

in his usage of absolutist terminology.

Hartshorne’s absolutist terminology
of perfection

Hartshorne makes extensive use of terms such as absolute, perfection, necessary,
eminent, et al.”** However, Hartshorne qualifies these terms in a manner that differentiates his
usage from the traditional meanings associated with classic theism. Hartshorne finds much of this
terminology to be riddled with ambiguities and thus he calls for precision.?*® The key to

Hartshorne’s solution to such rampant ambiguity is his re-consideration of the “idea of infinity or

233 | pid., 442. In other words, “‘within’ does not contradict ‘other.”” Hartshorne, Divine, 99-100.

23 The nature of this essential relation will be discussed when attention is turned to the God-world
relationship (panentheism).

2% For instance, the very “uniqueness of God is his maximality.” Hartshorne, Vision, 231. He
emphasizes perfection as well as the necessity of God’s existence. “God is the only unconditionally
‘necessary’ existent. What is unconditionally necessary in God, however, is not all of God, though it is
unique to him.” Hartshorne, Divine, 87. Yet, he also points out that “necessity is a negative or at least an
abstract conception.” Ibid., 33.

% He states, “If there is to be argument about the reality, or even the meaningful conceivability,
of an absolute or perfect being, we ought to have before us a systematic analysis of the rationally possible
variations or analogous forms implied by the meanings, or at least pseudo-meanings” of such terms.
Hartshorne, Reality, 111. Although Hartshorne himself utilizes them extensively, he nevertheless points out
“how hopelessly ambiguous phrases like ‘perfect being,” ‘finite God,” ‘absolute,” and the like” are.
Hartshorne, Vision, 10. For him, “such insufficiently examined concepts . . . sidetracked theology.”
Hartshorne, Reality, 66.
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perfection.”®’ He accepts the traditional view that God must be perfect, but he does not accept
the traditional meaning of such perfection, finding it “dangerously loaded with the connotation,
complete, therefore unincreasable, therefore without relations.”® Hartshorne seeks to overcome
this traditional notion of absolute perfection that excludes growth by noting three possibilities,
specifically that God may be perfect in all, some, or no ways.?*® That God is perfect in all ways
(absolute, complete, self-sufficient, etc.) is the conception of classic theism, whereas the position
that God is perfect in no ways is atheism. He finds the possibility of complete or absolute
actualization, meaning that all of the infinite potentialities are actualized, to be impossible
because not all potentialities are compossible.?*® Hartshorne avoids these views by positing that
God is “perfect in some ways,” meaning “perfect in one sense and capable of increase in value in

another”; this is called surrelativism.?* The nomenclature of surrelativism, however, emphasizes

37 «perhaps this idea is ambiguous, perhaps there is a sense in which God should be conceived as

perfect, another sense in which perfection cannot apply to God, because (it may be) this sense involves an
absurdity or, in other words, is really nonsense.” Hartshorne, Vision, 6.

28 Hartshorne, Reality, 114. He goes on, “Such an idea, however legitimate, is not that of su-
periority. Non-reflexive transcendence is what has generally been called perfection, with the unproved
assumption that to be best among possible beings is necessarily to be in the best (or only) possible state of
this best being.” Ibid.

29 Hartshorne thus presupposes as “a minimal definition, God is an entity somehow superior to
other entities.” Vision, 6.

0 There simply cannot “be a concrete maximum of attributes like goodness, knowledge, or
power.” Ibid., 89. Hence, God is only potentially absolute, not actually absolute since the actualization of
all potentialities simultaneously is impossible. Furthermore, “God alone is ‘complete’ in potency. But
completeness in actuality (‘pure actuality’) is meaningless, and the attempt to conceive it only results in a
concept whose object must be less than the least of actualities because it is not actual at all.” Ibid., 244. Cf.
Hartshorne, Divine, 144.

21 Hartshorne, Vision, 158. Cf. Hartshorne, Reality, 156. Hartshorne contends that the primary
mistake of tradition was overlooking the categories of “all,” “some,” or “none.” Vision, 33. Cf. Hartshorne,
Reality, 112. Thus, there are only three options: first, God is absolutely “perfect and complete” and thus
unable to change or “in any way increase in value” the God of classic theism. Ibid., 155. Third, is the view
that God is “not in any respect entirely perfect” or atheism. Ibid. The second view, Hartshorne’s model, “is
that he is perfect and complete in some respects, but not in all.” Hartshorne, Reality, 155. For Hartshorne,
the first view must be dismissed because it leaves God incapable of relationship and the third must be
rejected because it proposes a God who is in no way perfect.
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that God may increase in value and thus surpass himself, though no others can ever surpass him.
Thus he is the self-surpassing surpasser of all.

In this way, Hartshorne defines God’s perfection as perfection in all ways that are
meaningful and logically compatible (way of eminence) such that God “has everything in the
highest degree which is capable of a highest degree.”*** However, not only possibility but also
admiration comes into play such that God has “all properties that deserve admiration” in “the
highest degree admirable.”**® Of course, admirability is to some extent a subjective category.
Beyond the risk of subjectivity, the magnitude of the ambiguity surrounding these conceptions,
despite Hartshorne’s modifications, begs the question whether one ought to begin by speaking of

God in terms of philosophical perfection at all.***

He answers, “There is need for perfection, that
we may have a cause infinitely worthy of our devotion. For though we may make reservations
about all ordinary causes, there must be a deeper cause that we wholly accept (even though we
cannot sharply formulate it).”***> Of course this assumes that perfection of this or any other type is
valuable and thus a requisite for a conception of a God worthy of worship. As shall be seen below

the commitment to this notion, even with Hartshorne’s modifications, entails other ontological

conclusions.

2 Hartshorne, Vision, 97. He determines what is capable of a highest degree by “knowing
otherwise of the attributes” and that “they are not deficiencies.” 1bid. He states, “Only essentially negative
predicates need or should be absolutely negated of the perfect.” Ibid., 122. Of course the question remains
as to the precise differentiation of positive and negative predicates.

283 Hartshorne, Divine, 42.

¥ To be sure, Hartshorne tweaks the definitions. However, it is not certain that he escapes from
all of the classic presuppositions and/or connotations.

25 Hartshorne, Vision, 158.
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The divine nature

God is the supreme mind who functions both as the supreme subject and the supreme

2% This is a partial description of God’s dipolar nature or dual transcendence.””’ The

object.
dipolar conception of God does not mean that God has a polarized nature but, rather, the same
God as supreme mind eminently exemplifies the admirable characteristics of both poles. These
ontologically distinguishable yet ontically inseparable poles may be labeled according to
numerous metaphysical contraries including: absolute-relative, abstract-concrete, potential-actual,
necessary-contingent, and universal-particular, among others.

In Hartshorne’s thinking, God must be supremely admirable, thus having “all properties
that deserve admiration.”®*® It will not do to simply attribute to God only the traditional, absolutist
categories; this was the mistake of classical theism, which subjectively assumed the superiority of
one pole.”” In direct opposition to this tendency, Hartshorne conceives God as having all
admirable properties (as far as compossible) in an eminent manner.?° For Hartshorne,
metaphysical contraries such as necessary and contingent, infinite and finite, absolute and
relative, potential and actual, and others may be attributed to the same being (though not in the
same sense), and there are estimable and inestimable manifestations of both poles.”®* Here the

modification of absolutist language, specifically the categories of all, some, or none become

integral to understanding Hartshorne’s view of the divine nature and his application of the

246 The meaning of God as supreme subject and supreme object will be discussed further below.

27 Hartshorne favored the term dual transcendence later in his career. Although he uses the terms
synonymously, it seems he wanted to avoid some of the potentially dualistic connotations of dipolarity.

%8 Hartshorne, Divine, 42.

29 Charles Hartshorne and William L. Reese, Philosophers Speak of God (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1953), 2.

%0 The term “compossible” here and elsewhere is used to mean possible in the light of all other
relevant factors.

%1 Hartshorne, Creative, 268.
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metaphysical contraries to the divine nature. The application of absolute in some ways, for
instance, leads to the conclusion that God is “unsurpassable except by itself.”*** This modifies
perfection from simple illimitability or “completeness,” to “unsurpassability or maximal value in
any respect in which ‘better’ and ‘worse’ are possible, or as the property of that which, in a given

23 This is what he calls “transcendent

dimension of value, could not be better than it is.
excellence.”®* Thus God is perfect in some ways (dipolar theism), but not perfect as utterly
complete or infinitely actualized (classic theism). Accordingly, God is not accurately described in
monopolar terms where only one aspect of the metaphysical contraries is affirmed. Rather, God
must be described in dipolar terms since he eminently exemplifies the admirable characteristics of
both poles.*

Further application of the categories (all, some, or none) to the metaphysical contraries of
necessity and contingency leads to the conclusion that God may be necessary in some ways and
yet also contingent. For instance, Hartshorne posits that God is a necessary being, though only in
respect to existence. In other words, that God exists is necessary but the particularities of his

256

existence are contingent.” Whereas the divine existence is necessary, there are also accidents,

22 Hartshorne, Vision, 7. Cf. Hartshorne, Divine, 20.

%3 Hartshorne, Vision, 124. “Consequently, if we are to conceive of the truly perfect One, the One
who is eminently good, it can hardly be otherwise than as the supreme exemplification of these very ideas,
as himself the supremely social and temporal reality . . . the eminently relative One, whose openness to
change contingently on the actions of others is literally boundless.” Schubert Miles Ogden, “Toward a New
Theism,” in A Colloquium on the Credibility of ‘God’ (New Concord, Ohio: Muskingum College, 1967),
16.

4 Hartshorne, Divine, 21. Thus ““divine relativity’ . . . includes all the divine absoluteness (or
eternity) that logical analysis shows to be conceivable without sheer contradiction.” 1bid., ix.

%5 Of course this raises the question of the objectivity of Hartshorne’s conception of God
considering a given characteristic may be admirable to some but deficient to others. See Donald Wayne
Viney, “Philosophy after Hartshorne,” Process Studies 30 (2001): 211-36.

26 Hartshorne states, “Deity exists necessarily, in a sense in which men, for example, do not, even
though not all the factors in God—for example, his actual cognitions—can be necessary.” Divine, 14.
Ogden adds, “The scriptural witness to God can be appropriately interpreted only if his nature is conceived
neoclassically as having a contingent as well as necessary aspect.” Reality, 122—-23. Cf. Ogden, “Toward,”
14. Hartshorne interestingly adds, “If it be thought suspicious that the ontological argument argues from a
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and thus contingency, in God.?*’ This amounts to Hartshorne’s important distinction (not
separation) between existence (that an entity is) and actuality (the particularities of the existing

entity).?®

Thus, God’s existence is necessary but his actuality is contingent.

Accordingly, God may be absolute in some ways and yet relative, abstract in some ways
and yet concrete, and so on. God as relative is “the integral totality of all ordinary causes and
effects” yet as absolute he is “conceivable in abstraction from any particular, contingent
being(s).”**® This divine dipolarity may be further analyzed in terms of a concrete aspect and an
abstract aspect of God.*® Hartshorne builds on his previously discussed theory of relations, which

maintains that a subject includes its object. Since the abstract may only function as object, the

concrete (as subject) is inclusive of the abstract.?® In fact, the concrete aspect is all-inclusive.?®?

unique relation of God to existence (though one deduced from the normal relation plus the definition of
perfection), let it be remembered that, by definition, God’s relation to every question is unique. He is the
unigue being, unique because maximal, the only unsurpassed and unsurpassable being (in senses A and
R).” Vision, 309. Yet, if God is altogether unique, what sense does it make to try to describe him at all?

27 «“In concrete or surrelative aspect, God, like all existents, has qualities that are accidental, that

do not follow from any necessity of his essence.” Hartshorne, Divine, xiii. Moreover, “an infinity of
accidents must belong to God.” Hartshorne, Vision, 132.

258 «“That God exists is one with his essence and is an analytic truth. . . . But how, or in what actual
state of experience or knowledge or will, he exists is contingent in the same sense as is our own existence”
Hartshorne, Divine, 87. See Viney, “Philosophy.”

%% Hartshorne, Vision, 348. It should be noted that God requires particulars, though it matters not
which particulars.

%0 Hartshorne defines “the abstract” as “what can be abstracted, detached in thought and, at least
potentially, in actuality, from various relationships or contexts, and yet in this detachment still be the
identical entity.” Divine, 68.

%1 «The concrete includes the abstract, and since the absolute or immutable is abstract, it can
perfectly well constitute an aspect of a being which concretely or as a whole is relative and mutable.”
Hartshorne, Reality, 168. Hartshorne contends that tradition reversed the relation between abstract and
concrete. “The fact is that traditional theology makes the abstract the basis of the concrete, whereas the
reverse relation is logically correct. The abstract is reached by abstracting from some aspects of the more
concrete.” Vision, 113.

262 Therefore, “since the abstract is in the concrete, any concrete case contains the entire unlimited
form.” Hartshorne, Divine, 144. Or put differently, “In their abstract or more or less general predicates
things do not contain particular other things: but in their concrete being qualify each other reciprocally; and
this is the social nature of reality.” Hartshorne, Vision, 296.
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The supreme divine mind is both concrete (relative) and abstract (absolute), with the abstract
aspect included in the concrete aspect. In this way God can be absolute in some ways without
ruling out the divine relativity. God’s abstract or absolute aspect is the abstraction of his essence
from his contingent actuality (concrete aspect).?® In this way God as concrete (relative) is an
actual individual consciousness whereas God as abstract (absolute) is non-actual and included in
the concrete.?®* For example, God is absolute in that no other can surpass him, yet he is
supremely relative in that he is all-inclusive and thus ever-growing according to all growth in the

world.?® Thus God is always superior to every other individual (surrelative).?®® In concrete

263 Furthermore, in whatever respect God is “Absolute (in eminent sense),” he is the transcendent,
perfect one, superior to all others, “the non-reflexive form . . . the abstract maximum; the self-unsurpassing
surpasser of all others. (God as mere self-identical essence abstracted from the fullness of his accidents, the
contingent contents of his awareness.)” Hartshorne, Reality, 116. Notice that this does not imply that God
has an abstract nature in which he is absolute in all ways. On the contrary, the abstract (non-actual or
potential) aspects of God are “abstractions” from the concrete (actual). On the other hand, God as concrete
is relative. As “relative (in eminent sense; superrelative)” God is “the reflexive form . . . the concrete
maximum; the self-surpassing surpasser of all, (God as self-contrasting life, process, or personality).” Ibid.
“Relativity is the inclusive, concrete conception; non-relativity or non-reflexiveness (for as we have seen,
these go together) is the reduction of this concrete conception to a partly negative and more abstract case.”
Ibid., 115.

264 In this way Hartshorne technically distinguishes: (1) an absolute aspect which is abstract and
non-actual, and (2) a relative aspect which is actual as well as “preeminently . . . mutable and passive.”
Vision, 128. “The absolute, infinite side is abstract and concerns the divine potentiality or capacity to have
values, while the finitude or relativity concerns the divine actuality.” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 45.
Moreover, the divine absolute aspect “is everything in the form of possibility, nothing whatever in the form
of actuality. God merely as absolute is non-actual; God as person [relative] is at least actual.” “What we
can clearly infer as to God is only his abstract essence, and the wholly abstract is no actual value.”
Hartshorne, Divine, 92.

265 Hartshorne defines an absolute term as “abstract, object, cause, predecessor, constituent . . . in
any relation in which the term is absolute.” A relative term is conversely “concrete, subject, effect,
successor, whole.” Ibid., 70.

266 Qurrelativism means “to be absolutely guaranteed superiority to every other individual that
comes to exist.” 1bid., 21. This conception of supreme relativity is also called: dual transcendence,
absolute-relative ontology, second-type theism, and most popularly process theology. In God’s concrete,
all-inclusive, actuality, then, “God himself is a supreme relativist, his absoluteness consisting in the ideally
exhaustive way in which he relativizes his evaluations to all factors in the concrete actual world.” Ibid.,
129.
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actuality, God is supremely relative.?®” This supreme relativity will be unpacked in the discussion

of the God-world relationship further below.

God’s Relationship to the World as Panentheism
God as Supreme Subject and Supreme Object

With Hartshorne’s ontology of the world (panpsychism) and divine ontology (dipolar
theism) in mind, attention must be turned to the relationship between God and the world
(panentheism) so that one may better understand how God can include the world and yet be more
than the world without equivocation. Once again, the world is in God, but is not identical or
equivalent to God. God as the supreme mind is both internally and externally related to all other
minds, yet distinct (non-identical) from other minds. As the supreme mind (and in accordance
with the way of eminence) God is the supreme or universal subject. This means that God knows
all other minds immediately (directly and non-mediated) with perfect distinctness. Since
functioning as a subject entails an internal relation, God includes all objects as the all-knowing
and thus all-inclusive mind.?® It is in this way that God is supremely relative, the “subject of all
change,” being eminently affected according to his maximal flexibility.”®® It must be understood
that though God is the universal subject, related to all minds, he is not the only subject. All minds
function as subjects and enter into relationships as part of the interdependent temporal process
(creative synthesis). Moreover, being included in God does not remove the distinctness of the

individual minds. They retain individual consciousness and some degree of freedom according to

%7 God is not merely relative but “super-relative, a ‘super-eminent’ type of relativity, since it
involves, as we have seen, an element of absoluteness, of maximality.” Hartshorne, Reality, 113. For
Ogden, God is “the eminently relative One.” Reality, 65.

%68 Thus, “since the omniscient as such knows whatever else exists, the non-omniscient is
contained in the omniscient as known in the knower.” Hartshorne, Divine, 88.

29 Maximal refers to the greatest degree of flexibility which is admirable and compossible. As
maximally relative, God “can be all things to all things, whose all-sympathetic teleology assumes all the
changing states of the universal striving.” Hartshorne, Vision, 259.
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the nature of creativity as seen above. The same God is also the supreme or universal object.
Once again, the language of universality does not mean that God is the sole object but rather that
because of his greatness (eminence) he is an object (though not the only object) for every

subject.?”®

Thus every mind is related to God, though lesser minds do not know God with perfect
distinctness. Only God’s knowledge is perfectly distinct and thus absolute in adequacy.?”* The
knowledge of other minds is partial and not related to all. God is thus the only supreme mind and
he functions both as the supreme subject and the supreme object and all other minds relate to him
and to one another as lesser subjects and objects.?’”? As universal subject of the world, God is thus
affected by every event of the world (supreme relativity). God as universal object means,
conversely, that the world (every mind) is relative to, and thus affected by, God. Although God is
relationally all-inclusive, he cannot be wholly identified with (pantheism), nor wholly

differentiated from (classic theism), the world. He includes the world, yet is more than the world

(panentheism). This relationship is further clarified in Hartshorne’s organic-social analogy.

The Organic-Social Analogy

Hartshorne’s organic-social analogy is itself an amalgamation of two analogies: the

relationship between the human mind (soul) and body and a theory of social reality. " Since

2% Hartshorne states, “Only God can be so universally important that no subject can ever wholly
fail or ever have failed to be aware of him.” Divine, 70. Thus, God as “absolute is [also] object for all
subjects.” Ibid. He states, “The absolute is a divine object in the divine subject and for the divine subject. It
is an essence, not an existence.” Ibid., 87.

2™ This is important because it means that no other mind includes God as a whole, having only
partial and indistinct knowledge of him. Thus God is partially in other minds as their object, “in some sense
God must be in man.” Ibid., 92. Yet only partially, for instance, human knowledge is often inadequate to its
object and thus only inclusive of the limited relata that it knows (feels). However, it must be remembered
that being known is an external relation and external relations do not affect the knower. Thus God is not
affected by being the universal object but by being the universal subject.

22 Hence, “God is universal object as well as universal subject.” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 110.

273 Interestingly, Hartshorne rejects numerous other analogies as useless, or worse. He dismisses
any idea of God as monarch out of hand as “the most shockingly bad of all theological analogies.” Vision,
203. He also forcefully rejects the analogy of God as father. Ibid., 175. Cf. Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 56.
For him, “much more appropriate is the idea of a mother, influencing, but sympathetic to enhance influence
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neither fully encapsulates Hartshorne’s metaphysics, he combines the two. In the mind-body
analogy, the God-world relationship is analogous to the human mind-body relationship. He
explains that humans have “immediate awareness of the feeling of our own cells.”?”* In other
words, the human mind is internally related to its body such that the mind is the “supercellular

9275

individual of the cellular society called a human body.”“" Likewise, “God is the super-creaturely

individual of the inclusive creaturely society.”?® In this way the world is analogous to God’s

body, which is “a society of individuals.”*"’

In this analogy, God’s mind is internally related to
his body, such that he is immediately (non-mediated, direct) related to all. Accordingly, the
cosmic body is a society of living individuals, specifically of minds (panpsychism).””® God is
more than the world in a way analogous to the human consciousness, which Hartshorne considers
to be more than the mere human body.279 The world is in God, but God is more than the world, he

is the supreme individual of the world.?®

by, her child and delighting in its growing creativity and freedom.” 1bid., 58. Yet, even this lacks the
sufficient “radical superiority.” Vision, 202.

% Ibid., 289. “The living human body is a society of cells (relatively low-grade individuals) plus
one high-grade individual, the human personality whose body it is.” Hartshorne, Reality, 133. “Thus a
body, to the best of our knowledge, is really a world of individuals, and a mind, if the body is one having a
mind (or one capable of thinking and feeling), is to that body something like an indwelling God.”
Hartshorne, Vision, 177.

28 Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 59.

278 |bid. Yet “God has no separate sense organs or muscles, because all parts of the world body
directly perform both functions for him. In this sense the world is God’s body.” Hartshorne, Vision, 185.
Rather, “every physical individual in the Body becomes as a nerve or brain cell to the Soul.” Hartshorne,
Omnipotence, 121. Thus “God’s volition is related to the world as though every object in it were to him a
nerve-muscle, and his omniscience is related to it as though every object were a muscle-nerve.” Hartshorne,
Vision, 185. Accordingly, “God is that mind which enjoys the fullest intimacy with all things, and therefore
in an undiluted sense has all the world for body.” Ibid., 200.

" Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 59.
278 -
Hartshorne, Vision, 155.
2% 1t must be understood that the soul is not “located” in the same manner as visual objects. Minds
are neither “simply outside the space-time world” nor located at “a mere point in that world.” Hartshorne,

“Panpsychism,” 445-46.

%0 God as the supreme compound individual will be discussed further below and add further
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However, the mind-body analogy is insufficient for Hartshorne’s system because the
relations in the mind-body analogy are not obvious.?®* Since God is internally related to all minds
and thus all-inclusive, he has immediate (non-mediated, direct) relations. This is illustrated in the
social analogy which illustrates that all reality consists of the interaction and interdependency of
minds and as such reality is essentially and undeniably social.”®” The “social” is defined as “the
appeal of life for life, of experience for experience. It is ‘shared experience,’ the echo of one
experience in another.”?® This shared experience, or feeling, is the fundamental characteristic of
Hartshorne’s social analogy. He describes it alternately as “sympathetic understanding” whereby
we know “others most intimately.”?* Importantly, the social analogy illustrates that reality is
“pan-psychistic, pan-indeterministic (or pan-creationistic), pan-relativistic, and pan-temporalistic,
in the sense that every concrete being [including God] has psychic, free or creative, relative, and
temporal aspects.”?®® Under this analogy “the only conceivable God is a ‘social being whose
creatures must also be social throughout.”?*® However, the social analogy (in its usual form) is

likewise an imperfect analogy since it “does not explain how one mind is able to communicate its

clarity. Again, God is not to be simply identified with the world (pantheism) but rather the world is
included in God and God is more than world (panentheism).

281 «For while it is a fact that mind has immediate relations to the body it cannot be said that the
nature of these relations is obvious.” Hartshorne, Vision, 186.

282 For instance “there is no such thing as the mere individual, conscious of himself as such, to
whom membership in one or more groups may be added as a complication. We all recognize that to be a
human individual, and to be a member of at least one or two groups of such individuals, are inseparable
aspects of one and the same thing.” Hartshorne, Reality, 53.

28 1pid., 34.

%4 Hartshorne, Vision, 186. “Hence nothing can be social that is without experience. The
minimum of experience, let us further agree, is feeling. Creatures are social if they feel, and feel in relation
to each others’ feelings.” Hartshorne, Reality, 34.

25 1hid., 135.
286 1hid., 33.
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feeling to another immediately. ”®" Hartshorne thus posits the combined organic-social analogy in
order to make the social relationship explicit while preserving the immediacy (unmediated nature)

of the relations; hence “the mind-body relationship is immediately social.”?®

The Supreme Compound Individual

To better understand the precise nature of God’s relationship to the world, one must go
beyond the analogies to the reality of God as supreme individual of the world, his divine relativity
and activity, and the nature of the divine-world interaction. First, the inseparability of God from
the world must be recognized (panentheism). God is essentially related to the world and thus
dependent upon it. In accordance with the axioms of eminence, perfection, and necessity (closely
related to his ontological argument) Hartshorne maintains that the possibility of a world that is
external to God’s whole being would entail the unacceptable conclusion that there is something
greater than God (the world plus God).?®® Thus God and the world are inseparable. Although God

290

does not need any particular world, he does need some world in order to exist.”" This means that

27 Hartshorne, Vision, 186-87.

%88 |bid., 187. In the analogy “cells possess humble forms of feeling or desire to reach the position
that the human mind influences and is influenced by them through immediate (there is nothing to mediate
it) sharing of feeling, with much indistinctness on both sides.” Ibid., 188. He considers this an entirely
defensible and appropriate analogy that demonstrates “the doctrine that the world is God’s body, to whose
members he has immediate social relations, and which are related to each other, directly or indirectly,
exclusively by social relations.” Ibid., 192. “Is this not the principle, and the only principle with any
analogy in our experience, by which divine love (free of the ‘indistinctness’ i.e., imperfection) could know
and sway the world?” Ibid., 188.

289 «If the relation of the absolute to the world really fell wholly outside the absolute, then this
relation would necessarily fall within some further and genuinely single entity which embraced both the
absolute and the world and the relations between them—in other words, within an entity greater than the
absolute.” Ibid., 238. Cf. Hartshorne, Divine, 79. For more information regarding the ontological argument
of Hartshorne, see Hartshorne, Logic, 28-117; idem, “What Did Anselm Discover?” in The Many-Faced
Argument (ed. J. Hick and A. C. McGill; New York: Macmillan, 1967); and idem, “Rationale of the
Ontological Proof,” ThTo 20 (1963): 278-83. For another analysis of Hartshorne’s view see John B. Cobb
Jr., “‘Perfection Exists’: A Critique of Charles Hartshorne,” Religion in Life 32 (1963): 294-304, and
Eugene H. Peters, “Charles Hartshorne and the Ontological Argument,” Process Studies 14 (1984): 11-20.

20 M. L. Taylor, God, 354. “It is one thing to say God could exist without us, or without any
creature or group of creatures you wish to specify; it is logically quite another to say he could exist were
there no creature at all.” Hartshorne, Vision, 108. Some have questioned whether this means there could
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God could not have created the world ex nihilo, rather it is necessary that some world always
existed.” God is thus dependent upon a partially free and undetermined world.*? This
conception of God’s essential relation to the world requires a drastic departure from utter
determinism (traditional omnipotence) to a broad indeterminism where both God and non-divine
entities are free and partially determined according to the nature of social relativity (the
aforementioned creative synthesis of minds).

As the supreme compound individual, Hartshorne calls God “the supreme case of
personality.””*® God is the supreme person, an “individual conscious being.”*** However, in

Hartshorne’s view of temporality as the succession of units, a “conscious being” is itself

have been nothing. Hartshorne finds this to be a logical impossibility: “To ask about the possibility of there
being no creative process is to ask about the possibility of there being no possibility, even logical, for
thought has no other function than to express, guide, or enrich that process.” Hartshorne, “Could?” 26.

2! Hartshorne sees “creation” as “supreme influence on growth” and sees this as a possible
interpretation of Genesis. Vision, 193. The world is not eternal but is created out of a still “earlier world.”
Ibid., 230.

292 We are “integral self-determined members of his present reality, rivulets poured into his ‘ocean
of feeling.”” Hartshorne, Divine, xvii-xviii.

2% |bid., 25. “What is a person if not a being qualified and constituted by social relations, relations
to other persons? And what is God if not the supreme case of personality?” Ibid., 25. Further, he states that
God is “truly individual and personal.” Hartshorne, Vision, 250. God is a concrete person for “the abstract
does not act, only the concrete acts or is a person.” Hartshorne, Divine, 143. This view of divine personality
has close affinities to Whitehead as well as Buddhism. Hartshorne, “Personal,” 209.

% Hartshorne, Vision, 249. Since “individual” can simply mean a group considered as a unit,
Hartshorne is consistent with his ontology to define personhood in this way. For him, individuals “are best
understood as societies of events which are extended in time.” Ronald Steph Cole-Turner, “God’s
Experience: The Trinitarian Theology of Jurgen Moltmann in Conversation with Charles Hartshorne”
(Ph.D. diss., Princeton Theological Seminary, 1983), 177. This alone rules out a trinitarian conception of
God. However, some wonder how an all-sensitive, supremely relative being can yet be considered a
person? See Albert Shalom and John C. Robertson Jr., “Hartshorne and the Problem of Personal Identity,”
Process Studies 8 (1978): 169-179, and Randall E. Auxier, “God, Process, and Persons: Charles
Hartshorne and Personalism,” Process Studies 27 (1998): 175-99. For an excellent discussion of
Hartshorne’s view of God’s personhood in contrast to personalism see Hartshorne, “Personal,” and Peter A.
Bertocci, “Hartshorne on Personal Identity: A Personalist Critique,” Process Studies 2 (1972): 216-21. One
primary difference may be summarized, “The important personalistic thesis is that the (temporal) person,
whenever he begins to be, is the kind of being who is never a sequence or a succession of units
[Hartshorne’s view] but a unity who can succeed himself by virtue of his ability to relate his world to
himself on his own terms (within limits).” Bertocci, “Hartshorne, ” 220. Cf. James Porter Moreland, “An
Enduring Self: The Achilles’ Heel of Process Philosophy,” Process Studies 17 (1988): 193-99.
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actualized in a specific moment. The conscious being of the next successive moment is thus not
identical with the conscious being of the previous moment, but rather is ever-changing in
temporal process. This means that the “absolute identity of the concrete or particular is given in
an event or occasion, not in a thing enduring through time, like a person or a body.”**® This is
what Hartshorne calls “genetic identity” as opposed to “strict identity.”**® Genetic identity is “the
abstract description of a sequence or group of occasions,” whereas strict identity requires that
God in moment A and God in moment B be totally identical, which militates against the notion of

an ever-changing temporality.?”’

Nevertheless, God does endure through time. He is the supreme
conscious being, “an enduring society of actualities, [though] not a single actuality.”**®® God thus
has an enduring character (abstract) actualized (concrete) in successive instances.”® God “is

concretely and in part new each moment, and each new divine self sympathizes with its

predecessors and . . . anticipated successors.”*® God is able to sympathize with the past because

% Hartshorne, Reality, 102.

2% «“The merely relative identity of the latter may be called, with Levin and Scholz, genetic
identity, Genidentitat.” Ibid. Genetic identity is different from strict identity. Strict identity would hold that
John Doe as a child and John Doe as an adult are identical identities; genetic identity holds a looser form of
identity over the discontinuous instances of time. Thus he holds, “But John Smith on Monday and John
Smith on Tuesday are two realities, numerically as well as qualitatively distinguished.” Hartshorne,
Omnipotence, 104-5.

273.p. Mabhoney, “Hartshorne, ” 39. Cf. Hartshorne, “Strict,” 244.

2% Charles Hartshorne, “The Dipolar Conception of Deity,” The Review of Metaphysics 21(1967):
287. This is in contrast to Whitehead who does define God as a “single actuality” enduring through time.
Hartshorne comments, “Here I think Whitehead was just mistaken.” Ibid., 287. Whether God is a single
actual entity or an enduring society of actualities is a disputed point among process theists. For instance,
Griffin considers the former to be Whitehead’s “greatest blunder.” David Ray Griffin, Reenchantment
without Supernaturalism: A Process Philosophy of Religion (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2001),
152.

299 For Hartshorne, this is analogous to the human person which is an ever-changing being,
specifically “a different person every moment; but equally he is the same person every moment.” Vision,
109. Here Whitehead’s concept of the self is valuable. A man is a new “actual entity” in every moment or
“specious present.” Character, or the man as self-identical, is an abstraction from the sequence of concrete
experiences each with its own intrinsic “subject” or “agent.” Hartshorne, Reality, 209. Hartshorne thus
explicitly rejects an ontology grounded in substance. Rather, “events are the final nouns.” “Strict,” 251.
This may be called event pluralism; see Hartshorne, Creative, 173-204.

%00 Hartshorne, Vision, 351. Indeed, all of reality is not continuous but discontinuous, consisting of
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the determinate past is permanent in God’s perfectly adequate memory, thus there is an
“immortality of the past.”*** God as the enduring society of actualities is the supreme compound
individual of the world. God therefore includes within himself the entirety of reality. God, the
supreme mind, is supremely relative as universal subject and is affected by all (supremely
moved).

However, it might be wondered how God can be the compound individual of the world
and yet not be identical with the world. In other words, in what way is God more than the world
(panentheism)? First, if it is true that if God is supremely relative and all-inclusive, then we are
members of God and (to a partial extent) vice versa.**® As supremely relative, God is all-
inclusive. Conversely, to the extent that any non-divine subject knows God (which never amounts

to perfect knowledge of God), the known relata is constitutive of and thus included in the non-

discrete instances. For Hartshorne, “the result is that Whitehead has, not a less but a more, ‘personal’ deity
than Augustine or Thomas, if personal means being an individual with a character expressible freely in acts
of knowledge, choice, and love. God ‘shares with each creature its actual world’; he takes into his actuality,
as ‘consequent’ upon process, the life of the world, somewhat as we (in infinitely less adequate fashion)
take into ourselves experiences of our friends. He does not plot it all out in eternity, and with a single
moveless stare register the result.” Reality, 202. However, some have argued that Whitehead’s doctrine
would be more coherent without God. See Donald W. Sherburne, “Whitehead without God,” in Process
Philosophy and Christian Faith (ed. D. Brown, R. James, and G. Reeves; Indianapolis, Ind.: Bobbs-Merrill,
1971), and idem, “The ‘Whitehead without God’ Debate: The Rejoinder,” Process Studies 1 (1971): 91—
100. For a critique of such a view, see John B. Cobb Jr., “The ‘Whitehead without God’ Debate: The
Critique,” Process Studies 1 (1971): 91-100.

%01 Hartshorne, Vision, 129. “To say an event is ‘past’ for God does not mean that it is absent from
his present awareness; it means that it is not the ‘final increment” of determinate detail contained in that
awareness, the final increment being that which involves all the others though it is involved by none, the
‘next to last” being that which involves all the others but one, and is involved solely by that one, etc. To say
a past experience is part of present experience is not a contradiction, for the date of present experience as a
whole is the date of its final increment, not of its non-final increments, this being the meaning of date.”
Ibid.

%02 «Are we and God members one of another? Again the answer is, Yes, but with a difference in
principle in this supreme case, as contrast it to ordinary ones.” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 110.

Interestingly, Hartshorne sees the divine mind or soul as analogous to Plato’s “world soul” in the Timaeus,
yet this should not be taken to mean that Hartshorne adopts the two-worlds duality of Plato. See ibid., 134.
However, it should be noted that each member of God’s body has a minute impact on God as a whole just
as “each cell in our body is almost as nothing in comparison with ourselves as conscious individuals.” 1bid.,
55. Interestingly Hartshorne appeals to Plato’s analogy of an ideal society in The Republic for support.
Hartshorne, Vision, 153, and idem, Omnipotence, 53.
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divine knower. This co-inherence is illustrated in the organic-social analogy of Hartshorne.**
However this does not detract from the individuality of God or that of other minds.

This leads us to the question of extension and the locus of consciousness. It has already
been established that Hartshorne builds on panpsychism such that all reality consists of minds
interrelating. In this system, extension is thus a property of interrelating minds, but nothing can

1133

thus be reduced to mere matter, in fact “‘matter’ is a form of manifestation of ‘mind’ . . . and is
nothing simply on its own.”** While it is true that aggregates (groups of minds that lack a
compound individual consciousness) do not feel, the aggregate is nevertheless made up of
individual minds that do feel.** All actuality can thus only be reduced to interrelating minds.
There is no mind-matter dualism in Hartshorne’s panpsychism. If minds, then, are not located in
matter, where are they? For Hartshorne, minds are not located outside the spatio-temporal world,
nor are they located in a point in the spatio-temporal world, but they occupy an area (included in
God himself). God as the compound individual of the world, the supreme mind, is likewise not

located outside the spatio-temporal world, or in a specific location, but overlaps the entire area of

spatio-temporality.>® This is understood according to the view of God as universal subject and

%03 «“The conception of God which our argument leads to is that of a social being, dominant or
ruling over the world society, yet not merely from outside, in a tyrannical or non-social way; but rather as
that member of the society which exerts the supreme conserving and coordinating influence.” Hartshorne,
Reality, 40.

%4 Hartshorne, “Personal,” 210. For Hartshorne, even “space is essentially a system of relations”
such that “the volume even of singulars would be meaningless apart from some community of singulars.”
“Panpsychism,” 445—46. Thus, “extendedness is then not a property capable of distinguishing ‘mere
matter’ from mind, since minds, as entering into communal relations with one another, must exhibit
extendedness.” Ibid.

%% In fact “all individuals apparent to the senses are compounded of numerous much smaller
individuals.” Hartshorne, “Compound,” 194.

%06 «A mind, according to most panpsychists, is not simply outside the space-time world. It is also
not at a mere point in that world, and nothing remains than that it be in an area of the world.” Hartshorne,
“Panpsychism,” 445-46. See also Hartshorne, “Compound.” Cf. John B. Cobb Jr., “Overcoming
Reductionism,” in Existence and Actuality: Conversations with Charles Hartshorne (ed. J. B. Cobb and F.
I. Gamwell; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984). Hartshorne’s view is in distinction from
Whitehead who held God to be spatially nonextended.
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universal object. The whole world is inclusive to God as universal subject, thus nothing can be
outside him. As universal object, however, God is partially included in every mind and since
interrelating minds are extended, the divine supreme mind overlaps the entire spatio-temporal
area. Once again, this does not detract from the individuality of the supreme or lesser minds. God
and the world are not identical; the world is included in God but God is more than the world
(panentheism). Just as lesser minds always retain at least partial creativity (independence and
self-determination) as individuals, God likewise retains a partial independence and self-
determination as the supreme compound individual. God’s consciousness is not reducible to the
parts of the world that are included in himself as the supreme mind. Thus God and the world are

inseparably related, yet not identical.

Divine Knowledge as Supreme Relativity

As the supremely relative compound individual of the world God is internally related to
all minds and thus the immediate feeler of all feelings. As such, God’s knowledge is perfectly
adequate to the actual state of the world. This is in contrast to the view of classic theism, which
inexplicably reverses the relation between subject and object only when it relates to God himself
by positing that God as subject changes the object of knowledge while God himself remains
unaffected.®’ Classic theism thus makes God’s knowledge omni-causal and thus “constitutive” of
the world itself, requiring sheer determinism.>*® Hartshorne considers this traditional view of
wholly transcendent, unrelated knowledge to be unfounded. Rather, God is the universal subject,
partially dependent upon the world but not equivalent to it. This provides an example of the

manner in which the same being can be supremely absolute and supremely relative, considering

%97 Hartshorne, Divine, 8. “It is admitted by Thomists, for example, that God’s knowledge is to his
objects as the objects of human knowledge are to the knower! . . . Here the analogy is exactly in reverse.”
Hartshorne, Vision, 135. He explains that according to classic theism “God knows all things, but in such
fashion (it was held) that there is zero relativity or dependence in God as knower, and maximal dependence
in the creatures as known.” Hartshorne, Divine, 8.

38 1hid., 123.
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Hartshorne’s supposition that the relative (concrete) includes the absolute (abstract) within
itself.**® This ““panentheism,” distinguishes God from the ‘all” and yet makes him include all” in
accordance with the supreme relativity.**° Although God is supremely relative and ever-changing,
Hartshorne nevertheless holds that “there is in God something absolute or nonrelative,

311 I other words, God’s cognitive adequacy is absolute in

[specifically] his cognitive adequacy.
the sense that it is always perfectly adequate to the actual state of the world in any instant, and
thus absolutely relative.

Since God is the supremely relative universal subject, the content of divine knowledge is
provided by the “total of actuality.”*? God’s knowledge, to be knowledge at all under
Hartshorne’s definition, must depend directly upon the state of the world in a given instant.*?
Adequate knowledge is defined in terms of perfect and immediate (unmediated) feeling where
“the adequate knower himself is relative, relative to what he knows.” ** In fact, Hartshorne states

that feeling is “the only adequate knowledge.”*" Thus, true knowledge amounts to the knower

feeling an object’s feeling as “one’s own” or immediately.*'® Yet, it is limited to present and past

%09« God, in his relative aspect, is the only unqualifiedly inclusive being, as, in his absolute

aspect, he is the only unqualifiedly exclusive one.” Ibid., 94.

310 Hartshorne, Vision, 348. Nevertheless, “it can be said without equivocation that God is the
totality of reality in that God includes all of reality within Godself.” M. L. Taylor, God, 345.

311 Hartshorne, Divine, 122.

312 «God knows as actual whatever is actual.” Ibid., 14-15. In this way, “omniscience is an infinite

class of relationships.” Ibid., 121.

13 «“God’s knowledge differentially implies, and thus in our defined sense is relative to, the actual
state of all existence, i.e., its relativity is unrestricted in scope.” Ibid., 11.

4 Ibid., 121-22. It must be remembered that feeling for Hartshorne includes even cognition. See
the discussion of feeling regarding panpsychism above.

313 |bid., xvii. “There seems but one way to know a quality, and that is to feel it.” Hartshorne,

Vision, 223. For a discussion of the importance of “feeling” in Hartshorne’s ontology see Keeling L.
Bryant, “Feeling as a Metaphysical Category: Hartshorne from an Analytical View,” Process Studies 6
(1976): 51-66.

%1% Hartshorne comments, “If we saw the individuality and vividness of the feeling, we would have
the feeling.” Vision, 163. However, Henry Simoni-Wastila questions whether universal immediate feeling
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knowledge since the future is indeterminate, and, as such, Hartshorne contends that it is
unknowable as not “there to be known.”*"” Nevertheless, such perfectly adequate knowledge of

the present and past is immediate, with “no error or ignorance” and no vagueness whatsoever, in

318

contrast to the indistinctness of the knowledge of non-divine subjects.™ Omniscience, then, is

direct knowledge with “a certain completeness and clarity of experience” and reality is “the
content of such an experience.”®!® Because God is internally related to all and thus all-inclusive,

God changes and grows in accordance with the feelings of the world, that is, all of reality.**

%21 This adequate knowledge (omniscience)

Nothing escapes God’s universal knowledge (feeling).
is all-inclusive and immediate feeling in accordance with the divine nature of transcendental
relativity. In this way, God is supremely relative to the world as the universal subject. Yet, how

does God then act? This leads to the consideration of divine will and action.

is in fact possible. For instance, how could God sympathize with the feelings of temporary life and finitude
when the divine life is eternal? Moreover, “the idea of God being able to fully appreciate ignorance seems
categorically impossible.” “Is Divine Relativity Possible? Charles Hartshorne on God’s Sympathy with the
World,” Process Studies 28 (1999): 99.

37 Hartshorne, Vision, 98. Cf. Hartshorne, Reality, 201. The “conception of a knower who sees
past, present, and future—or all time from eternity—sees them but reserves no right to make further
choices with respect to them, is, I submit, a mythical one which fails to describe even what we wish
knowledge to be.” Ibid., 91. Cf. D. D. Williams, Spirit, 128.

318 Hartshorne, Vision, 38. “All we have to do to conceive omniscience is to banish all such
vagueness from the idea of experience, but leave that vagueness which defines the futurity of what is
future.” Ibid., 328.

%19 |pid., 330. Hartshorne refers to this as “absolute distinctness.” Ibid., 325. Once again we see the

importance of the absolute as a category of logical reasoning. Hartshorne explicitly tells us that God’s
knowledge is not “discursive” but his “field of distinct perception is the de facto whole itself. No thinking
is thus needed to get to the whole from the part.” Omnipotence, 93. This implies that God does not “think”
at all but merely perceives absolutely in each new instance the whole of actuality that is there to be known.

%29 Hartshorne, Vision, 14. Such growth includes the “possibility of an increase in aesthetic
satisfaction derived from his knowledge.” Ibid., 38. Thus, God “finds his own joy in sharing their lives,
lived according to their own free decisions, not fully anticipated by any detailed plan of his own.”
Hartshorne, Divine, xvii.

%21 «What God ignores he equally, and thereby, destroys or prevents from occurring.” Hartshorne,
Vision, 265.
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Divine Power as Persuasive Power

As has been seen, God is the supreme creative being, yet he is not the only creative being
in the indeterministic creative synthesis where each mind plays a part as co-creator of reality.
Although each mind is undetermined, every mind is also dependent upon other minds, including
the divine mind. Since God is dependent (as the supremely relative universal subject), he is
partially determined by other minds in the world.*** Thus, he is not omnipotent in the classical
sense of omnicausality. Nevertheless, though God is moved by all events of the world, he retains
freedom in reaction to events, such that he is partially self-determined. Thus, God does possess
the power to act freely, although, like others, his options are severely limited by other minds.**
Thus God’s eminent passivity does not equate to total passivity.

God can and does act, but he acts not through coercion (unilateral determinism), but
through persuasion.®** In fact, since an effect is only partially determined by its cause, there is no
such thing as sheer coercion. In this way, God may choose his action or reaction, but his choice

does not overrule all other choices. Thus, in direct contrast to classic theism, God’s will does not

determine reality, but is the most powerful will among other wills.**® Thus, every entity always

%22 In this way, the world partially determines God since “by sympathetic union with our volitions
God wants, not by choice, what we choose to want.” Ibid., 291. Yet God remains free to respond and “the
radical difference between God and us implies that our influence upon him a slight, while his influence
upon us is predominant.” Hartshorne, Divine, 141.

%23 «“God presumably wills much that we do not will, but he cannot force our will and hence must

enjoy and suffer what we enjoy and suffer on the basis of our limited and faulty willing.” David Platt,
“Does Whitehead’s God Possess a Moral Will?”” Process Studies 5 (1975): 120.

3% God “is not a supreme autocrat, but a universal agent of ‘persuasion.”” Hartshorne, Divine, xvii,
138. See John W. Lansing, “Persuasive and Coercive Power in Process Metaphysics,” Process Studies 3
(1973): 153-57. “God must suffer all things, for he must participate in all things to know them, but he
cannot be said to choose all things, for he has granted choices also to the creatures.” Hartshorne, Vision,
197.

%25 Thus, it can be said that God passively wills the desires of other creatures but since all wills are
not compossible he actively wills in response to the decisions of other creatures. “God passively wishes
with and for the creatures what they wish for themselves, but his activity lies in deciding how to resolve the
conflict of interests which he has thus taken into himself.” Ibid., 292. As such, our interpersonal conflicts
are “through the divine sympathy made God’s problem of self-harmonization.” Ibid., 293. Although this
leaves room for God’s decision it is far removed from the idea of a sovereign will of God.
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has the ability to respond to a cause within a limited range of options.*?® Persuasion refers to non-
unilateral self-determination which requires other minds to react to God’s movement. Persuasion
operates according to the notion of God as supreme object; the world is affected by knowing God
(however indistinctly), such that when God moves himself, he thereby creates the necessary
condition (but not the sufficient condition) for the effect of the world as social process.*” In other
words, God acts upon the world by persuasion, by moving himself, such that every mind is
required to react to his self-movement while retaining some degree of freedom among (limited)
options.328 Because he is universal subject, he is the most moved mover, but the same God is also
the universal object and thus the persuasive mover of all, possessing the greatest compossible
power.3#

Since all minds possess some creative power, God cannot possess all the power in the
world; he is not omnipotent in the sense of having “all the power that exists united into one

individual power.”*® Thus as opposed to classic theism, he cannot enact his will unilaterally.

32 Hartshorne states, “An object always influences, but cannot dictate, the awareness of itself” and
thus “we influence God by our experiences but do not thereby deprive him of freedom in his response to
us.” Divine, 141.

%27 «“Then, as this [divine] object changes, we are compelled to change in response.” Ibid., 139.

Further, “God orders the universe, according to panentheism, by taking into his own life all the currents of
feeling in existence. He is the most irresistible of influences precisely because he is himself the most open
to influence. In the depths of their hearts all creatures (even those able to ‘rebel” against him) defer to God
because they sense him as the one who alone is adequately moved by what moves them.” Ibid., xvii.

%28 In other words, due to God’s intimate connection to all minds “to alter us he has only to alter
himself. God’s unique power over us is his partly self-determined being as our inclusive object of
awareness.” 1bid., 139. He compares this with Plato’s “self moved mover of others.” Thus, “the total or
concrete divine mover is self-moved, as Plato correctly said.” Ibid., 142. But this self-movement does not
exclude that God is also the most moved.

%29 David Basinger sees some inconsistency in the process account. He makes a distinction
between “strong” and “weak™ coercion, arguing that coercion in the weak sense happens inevitably in
human experience and thus it would be expected that God would also exercise the weak sense of coercion.
Thus one can grant that God does not totally determine the world and yet leave many questions of God’s
influence in the world unanswered. Divine Power in Process Theism: A Philosophical Critique (Albany:
State University of New York Press, 1988), and idem, “Human Coercion: A Fly in the Process Ointment?”
Process Studies 15 (1986): 161-71.

330 Hartshorne, Vision, 30. According to Hartshorne, the traditional doctrine of omnipotence “is a
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Rather, God has all the power that is compossible with the pan-indeterminism and pan-relativity
of the world and in this sense he is “the greatest possible power.”**! God’s power is thus not
purely absolute as in classic theism but rather “absolute in adequacy,” it is unrivaled, eminent
power. Any individual can influence it, none can threaten it.”*** Accordingly, God “takes account
of the freedom of others, and determines events only by setting appropriate limits to the self-
determining of others.” ** God tolerates the maximal indeterminism that could yet be considered
harmonious according to his maximal relativity.*** He thus orders the world so as to prearrange
“the course of events so far as it would be friendly to do so.”*® Yet, such prearrangement is

severely limited by the nature of social reality.**

piece of unconscious blasphemy, condemning God to a dead world, probably not distinguishable from no
world at all.” Omnipotence, 18. Accordingly, “Whitehead saw an ultimate ethical contrast between brute
force or coercion and persuasive love.” Alfred North Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas (Harmondsworth,
UK: Penguin Books, 1942), 26.

%1 Hartshorne, Vision, 30. God’s “power is absolutely maximal, the greatest possible, but even the
greatest possible power is still one power among others, is not the only power. God can do everything that a
God can do, everything that could be done by ‘a being with no possible superior.””” Hartshorne, Divine,
138. Accordingly, for D. D. Williams, “the power of God, however, is not that of absolute omnipotence to
do anything. It is the power to do everything that the loving ground of all being can do to express and to
communicate and fulfil the society of loving beings. God’s power expresses his love, it does not violate it.”
Spirit, 137. Thus Richard Rice states that “God’s power simply is the appeal of unsurpassable love.” Rice,
“Process Theism and the Open View of God: The Crucial Difference,” in Searching for an Adequate God:
A Dialogue between Process and Free Will Theists (ed. D. R. Griffin, J. B. Cobb, and C. H. Pinnock;
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2000), 186.

%32 Hartshorne, Divine, 134. The “adequacy of cosmic power” means “power to do for the cosmos
(the field of divine social relationships) all desirable things that could be done by one universal or cosmic
agent.” Ibid. “Adequate cosmic power is power to set conditions which are maximally favorable to
desirable decisions on the part of local agents.” Ibid., 135. For Hartshorne, “adequacy is the measure of
greatness.” Ibid., 134.

%33 Ibid., xvii, 138. “God is supremely sensitive. . . . In his rule he allots to us a privilege of
participation in governing which goes infinitely beyond a mere ballot. It means that with every decision,
however secret, that takes place in our minds we are casting a vote which will surely be taken account of
and will surely produce effects in the divine decisions.” Ibid., 51.

%34 See Charles Hartshorne, “God as Composer-Directer, Enjoyer, and, in a Sense, Player of the
Cosmic Drama,” Process Studies 30 (2001): 242—60. Cf. Hartshorne, Vision, 265. Hartshorne is adamantly
opposed to determinism. For him, a predestinating God is an “absolute tyrant.” Ibid., 105. Cf. Hartshorne,
Omnipotence, 67. He asks, “Are we to worship the Heavenly Father of Jesus . . . or to worship a heavenly
king, that is, a cosmic despot?” Ibid., 14.

%35 Hartshorne, Vision, 105. An aspect of providence is to set “the best or optimal limits to freedom
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This leads directly to the question of theodicy, which seems to motivate Hartshorne’s
axiomatic conception of pan-indeterminism.**” God cannot prevent evil in the world, but rather
enforces “a maximal ratio of chances of good to chances of evil.”**® Conflict is inevitable due to
the pan-indeterministic nature of social reality and “tragedy is thus inherent in value.”**®
Accordingly, God is not responsible for evil; theodicy is merely a “false problem” that stems
from “a faulty or non-social definition of omnipotence.”**® God is rather the one “to whom all
hearts are completely open because his sensitive sympathy is absolute in flexibility.”*** This has a
deep impact on the concept of love as shall be seen. As the universal object God is the supreme

agent of persuasion, himself partially determined, yet nevertheless the most important co-creator

of the interdependent creative synthesis of social process.**?

(as any good government will do, in its drastically more limited providence).” Hartshorne, Reality, 41.

33 “There is as much that God cannot make us do or be as there is that we cannot make him do or
be, and the former ‘cannot’ expresses our deficiency, not God’s.” Hartshorne, Vision, 293. Accordingly,
“the [simplistic] alternative, chance or providence, is invalid.” Hartshorne, Divine, 137.

%7 See Hartshorne, Logic, 161-90, and idem, Beyond, 111-64. This is at least partially due to a
polemic stemming from the issue of theodicy. For instance, Hartshorne contends, “The notion of an all-
arranging, chance-excluding Providence is doubly tragic; it is cruel, for it compels us to try to imagine that
our worst tortures are deliberately contrived for our own or someone’s good by an allegedly all-loving
being, and it is dangerous, for it suggests that we need not use our own resources to avert evil where
possible and to help others in danger and privation.” Reality, 107. Moreover, “predestination, in the sense
of determination by something less than personal will, would destroy the meaning of love.” D. D. Williams,
Spirit, 116. He explicitly rules out the compatibilistic view for stating that “power to cause someone to
perform by his own choice an act precisely defined by the cause is meaningless.” Hartshorne, Divine, 135.

8 Hartshorne, Reality, 107.

%9 |bid. Because of the different interests of different organisms “conflict and suffering cannot be

wholly excluded.” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 127. Thus, there “is no such mixture which would guarantee
the elimination of evil; for if there is any freedom in a multiplicity of beings, there is potentiality of discord
between them, a potentiality the total nonrealization of which is infinitely unlikely.” Hartshorne, Reality,
190. For “some risk there must be if there is to be any opportunity, any existence in the social sense.” Ibid.,
41.

0 1bid., 41.
31 Hartshorne, Vision, 265.

2 In this way, “God can rule the world and order it, setting optimal limits for our free action,

presenting himself as essential object, so characterized as to weigh the possibilities of response in the
desired respect.” Hartshorne, Divine, 142.
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Thus Hartshorne’s highly complex metaphysical system presents the supreme, all-
inclusive mind, which is the compound individual of the world, not identical or equivalent to the
world, but more than the world. The divine-world relationship is understood within the context of
the indeterministic, relativistic, spatio-temporalistic, panpsychism. All reality is accordingly an
interdependent creative synthesis of partially determined and self-determined minds interacting as
both subjects and objects in process. Minds are related both internally and externally where the
subject of an internal relation includes and is thus affected by its relata and the object of an
external relation remains unaffected. God is the supreme subject, internally related to all and thus
supremely relative and all-inclusive, as well as the supreme object, an object (but not the sole
object) for every subject. The supreme mind as universal subject and object corresponds to the
dual transcendence (dipolarity) of the divine nature wherein God eminently exemplifies the
admirable characteristics of metaphysical contraries. These poles are ontologically
distinguishable yet ontically inseparable such that God is the absolute-relative, abstract-concrete,
potential-actual, necessary-contingent, universal-particular, supreme compound individual. For
example, God is absolute in that no other can surpass him, yet he is relative in that he is all-
inclusive and thus ever-growing according to all growth in the world. Just as the subject includes
its object, God as the universal subject (concrete and relative) includes the universal object
(abstract and absolute). He is the self-surpassing surpasser of all, the transcendental relativity.

As has been seen, panentheism means that God is internally related to (and thus all-
inclusive of) the world, the supremely relative, concrete subject. It also means that God is
(imperfectly) known by the world, the absolute, abstract object. Since God is internally related to
all minds and thus all-inclusive, he has immediate (non-mediated, direct) relations, meaning that
he feels all the feelings of the world and changes accordingly. At the same time, God is neither
wholly independent nor dependent, neither wholly determined nor self-determined, but is the
supreme co-creator of the creative synthesis. While God is universally affected as universal

subject, he may also act by persuasion (not coercion) upon all others as universal object such that
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when God moves himself he thereby creates the necessary condition (but not the sufficient
condition) for the effect of the world as the interdependent, creative synthesis of social process.
God is thus the most moved but also possesses the greatest compossible power. This system

determines the meaning of divine love.

Divine Love

Divine love is inseparably linked with the notion of divine feeling as sympathy. This is
predicated on God as the all-inclusive universal subject, internally related to all other minds and,
thus, feeler of all feelings. This universal and immediate feeling is sympathy. In this way God is
passible, the all-sensitive.?** As such, this universal sympathy is “relative in the eminent sense”
and must be understood to include all the joy and suffering of the world by immediate feeling

according to God’s “infinite sensitivity.”*** Thus, God is the all-serving, he “who grieves in all

3 Hartshorne states, “By sensation we mean that aspect of experience which is neither thought
nor volition, neither meaning nor action, but qualitative feeling.” Vision, 199. For a systematic discussion
of divine passibility see Jung Young Lee, God Suffers for Us: A Systematic Inquiry into a Concept of
Divine Passibility (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1974). See also Marcel Sarot, God, Passibility and
Corporeality (vol. 6 of Studies in Philosophical Theology; Kampen, The Netherlands: Kok Pharos, 1992);
Paul L. Gavrilyuk, The Suffering of the Impassible God: The Dialectics of Patristic Thought (The Oxford
Early Christian Studies; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); Paul S. Fiddes, The Creative Suffering of
God (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988); and Joseph M. Hallman, The Descent of God: Divine
Suffering in History and Theology (Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress, 1991), and The Coming of the Impassible
God: Tracing a Dilemma in Christian Theology (Piscataway, N.J.: Gorgias, 2007). For an Evangelical
argument in favor of impassibility see Geisler, House, and Herrera, Battle. For an argument that God may
be impassible and yet really love in the sense of his predetermining loving “responses” see Creel, Divine.
Cf. George W. Shields, “Hartshorne and Creel on Impassibility,” Process Studies 21 (1992): 44-59. For a
landmark discussion of the issue in the OT prophets see Heschel, Prophets. For an overview of the issues
and a suggested approach based on Jeremiah see John C. Peckham, “The Passible Potter and the Contingent
Clay: A Theological Study of Jeremiah 18:1-10,” Journal of the Adventist Theological Society 18 (2007):
130-50.

34 Hartshorne, Divine, 76. This is necessary according to Hartshorne’s ontology; he states, “It
could not be that an inclusive mind excluded the suffering of the world from itself. Nothing is more
irrational than the notion of an all-knowing mind that does not know suffering, in the only conceivable way
in which suffering can be known—by feeling it.” Reality, 172. Therefore, “divinity is not the privilege of
escaping all sufferings but the exactly contrary one of sharing them all. Unlimited companionship in the
tragedies which freedom makes more or less inevitable is the theologically most neglected of divine
prerogatives.” Hartshorne, Vision, xvi. Yet, though God suffers, “joy predominates.” Hartshorne, Reality,
42.
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griefs.”*® This is essential to Hartshorne’s conception of love, “whereby what happens in one
individual produces partially similar occurrences in another individual aware of this
happening.”**® In other words, literal “sympathy” is integral to the concept of divine love, where
God feels “the feelings of all the subjects composing the world.”**’ God is the all-sympathizer as

the all-inclusive universal subject.

Value: Ethical Immutability
and Aesthetic Perfectibility

Before Hartshorne’s full conception of love is presented, it is important to understand the
foundational importance of value to Hartshorne’s conception of love. He frames his discussion of
value in the categories of ethics and aesthetics, conceived as appropriate to the different aspects
of God as the supreme mind. For instance God is ethically immutable but aesthetically
perfectible; this means that God never acts unethically, but he is able to grow aesthetically. God
always acts ethically because he always takes account of all the feelings of the world.>*® In this

way, then, God is ethically immutable and with regard to ethics is “already as perfect as anything

5 Hartshorne, Vision, 203. Hartshorne even calls God “the slave, nay, the scourged slave, of all,
infinitely more passive to others, more readily ‘wounded’ even, than anyone else can ever be.” Ibid., 204.
Yet, though he is “infinitely more passive” than others he is not absolutely passive for “the merely passive,
that which has no active tendency of its own, is nothing.” Ibid., 89.

%8 |bid., 186. Thus, “love involves suffering, the freedom to be acted upon by the other.” D. D.
Williams, Spirit, 165. Therefore, God as love “is not the being whose life is sheer joy and beauty, but the
cosmic sufferer, who endures infinitely more evil than we can imagine.” Hartshorne, Vision, 331.

*7 Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 28. Hartshorne describes the Whiteheadian foundation of this
concept. For Whitehead “the basic relationship in reality is ‘prehension,” which in the most concrete form
(called ‘physical prehension’) is defined as ‘feeling of feeling,” meaning the manner in which one subject
feels the feelings of one or more other subjects. In other words, ‘sympathy’ in the most literal sense.” Ibid.,
27.

8 God’s character of ethical immutability (goodness) consists in the fact that “he guides his
action [persuasion] by concern for all the interests affected by his actions [supreme relativity]” and this is
the “maximal case of goodness.” Hartshorne, Vision, 36. “There can be no ethical appeal beyond the
decision of the one who in his decision takes account of all actuality and possibility.” Hartshorne, Divine,
125. In this way, for God, “ultimately knowing and deciding are mutually inseparable.” Ibid., 126.
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could be.”®° In other words, because of his nature as the all-sympathizer (feeler of all feelings) it
is necessary that God always act ethically; however, the particular acts of God are not necessary
but contingent (relative, concrete). The ethical immutability of God thus corresponds to his
abstract aspect, but the particular actions that are always ethical correspond to the concrete, both
aspects referring to the same supreme mind, without separation.

Whereas Hartshorne considers it impossible (by the definition of ethics) for God to grow
ethically, the area of aesthetics is always open to growth and thus divine happiness is not
absolute.®® Thus, God actually grows aesthetically according to the level of beauty in the actual
world. The abstraction from this is that God always has the maximal aesthetic value that
corresponds to the world in that moment. However, in each new moment the world grows
aesthetically and thus God is ever-growing as the concrete and supremely relative (universal
subject) compound individual of the world. For Hartshorne, panpsychism is the maximal
ontology of beauty, a “cosmic harmony” of minds.**" This is according to Hartshorne’s view that
“the most generally recognized principle of beauty” is “the principle of organic unity, or unity in

variety.”** Panpsychism, referring to the pan-indeterministic, interdependent, creative synthesis

%9 Hartshorne, Reality, 157. The holiness of God consists in “the single aim at the one primary
good, which is that the creatures should enjoy rich harmonies of living, and pour this richness into the one
ultimate receptacle of all achievement, the light of God.” Hartshorne, Divine, 128. He thus rejects what he
calls the “strange reconciliation of justice and mercy, each somehow an ultimate principle of value.” Ibid.
Thus Hartshorne refers to God as a “slave to his goodness.” Ibid., 138. “But he can express this goodness as
he pleases in any world arrangement that is not inferior to any possible other, so far as God determined or
might determine it.” Ibid.

%50 All values are not compossible instantaneously and, thus, “an absolute maximum of beauty is a
meaningless idea.” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 10.

%1 Ibid., 119.

%52 Hartshorne, Vision, 212. See John Hospers, “Hartshorne’s Aesthetics,” in The Philosophy of
Charles Hartshorne (ed. L. E. Hahn; The Library of Living Philosophers; La Salle, Ill.: Open Court, 1991).
“Since the beautiful must contain contrast, it is as necessary that there be variety, multiplicity, in God as
that there be unity.” Hartshorne, Vision, 217. This “unity in variety” is harmony. See Hartshorne, Reality,
45,
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of minds, maximizes beauty as an organic unity.**

Hartshorne’s conception of beauty leads us
directly to the importance of value to Hartshorne’s view of divine love.

According to Hartshorne’s aesthetics, change and growth are axiomatic and as such God
is the ever-growing compound individual who continues to increase in value.** As supremely
relative, God experiences all value in the world in accordance with God’s perfect adequacy
(internal relation) to the feelings of all as universally related.*® God as universal subject is thus
the universal subject of value.*® In turn, this means he is also maximally dependent for happiness
since, according to Hartshorne’s view of perfection, “the most perfect mind would derive most

from the satisfactions of others.”**’ However, God always increases, but never decreases, in

overall value.*® For Hartshorne, this view of a God that ever increases in value is the only

%3 Thus, he considers the indeterminacy and unknowability of the future as “essential” to beauty;
“in its temporal aspect harmony involves the contrast between expectation and fulfillment. . . . Unforeseen
novelty is as essential as the realization of the foreseen.” Hartshorne, Vision, 49.

%4 |bid., 51. This is in direct contrast to classic theism which, according to Hartshorne, posits the
“view that the world . . . is strictly valueless to God, an absolute nullity from the standpoint of ultimate
truth.” Hartshorne, Vision, 40. Is God “equally incapable of improvement in happiness? How can this be if
God loves us, and through love shares in our sorrows, and is grieved by our misfortunes and errors?”
Hartshorne, Reality, 157. “That, be we saint or sinner, no matter what we choose to do, it is all just the
same to God, for his glory has the identical absolute perfection in either case.” Hartshorne, Vision, 118. But
if this is true, if “variety is said not to be a value for God, then one asks, Why a creation at all?”” Ibid., 39.

%5 Specifically God must feel all since Hartshorne fails “to see any well-authenticated principle of
value that justifies us in assuming a divine instance which, without literal containing of all experiences, has
the equivalent of all their values.” Hartshorne, Divine, 91.

%56 Therefore, “the idea of God is the idea of a being that really is the seat of all value.”
Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 124. D. D. Williams states that each person “has a value for God which is
unigue and which enhances the life of God himself through whatever of positive value this member
contributes.” “New,” 459. D. D. Williams goes on, “Hence we are valued by God for himself as increasing
the joy and suffering of his being.” “Situation,” 459.

%7 Hartshorne, Vision, 23.

%8 Hartshorne comments, “A self-contrasting being surpassing all others will contrast with itself
only through increase, never decrease, of value.” Reality, 118. Here Hartshorne refers to self-contrasting to
mean that God in moment A is in contrast to God in moment B as the enduring society of individuals that
he is. In each successive moment, then, God is the value of all that is actual and since God includes the past
in his memory (as internally related to himself) he can only increase in value, but never decrease. This
assumes that there is always more joy than sorrow in the world. Thus Hartshorne sums up, “If there is
always more satisfaction than dissatisfaction, then God should always have more reason to rejoice than to
grieve over the world, and since he can retain the consciousness of past joys, there will always be a net
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conception of God that makes the religious view of serving God meaningful; specifically humans

%9 God is altruistic in

serve God by increasing value for him and thus adding to his enjoyment.
desiring the good of all others, yet, at the same time, because he is all-inclusive, his good brings
value and enjoyment to himself (though not unilaterally) since he feels all feeling as the maximal
sympathizer.*®® God thus enjoys ever-increasing value and grows aesthetically (aesthetic

perfectibility) while never acting unethically (ethical immutability).

The Love of God as Divine Sympathy

The ethical immutability and aesthetic perfectibility of God increases the significance of
the divine sympathy. As feeler of all other feelings, God always takes into account the feelings of

others in his actions (ethical immutability) and appreciates all value, growing in beauty

increment of value accruing to God at each moment.” Divine, 46.

%9 Thus the meaning of life is “to serve and glorify God, that is, literally to contribute some value
to the divine life which it otherwise would not have. Altruism toward God would include and embrace and
unify all altruism.” Hartshorne, Divine, 133. But, “if God can be indebted to no one, can receive value from
no one, then to speak of serving him is to indulge in equivocation.” Ibid., 58. He further criticizes classic
theism saying, “If God is purely altruistic in relation to men, then men must be purely race-egoistic in
relation to him. You cannot be motivated by consideration of the value you contribute to another, if that
other is so constituted that he can receive no value from any source. The greatest joy is in giving joy, but
we can give none to God.” Vision, 117. Hartshorne further points out the deficiency in the alternative of
utter immutability where nothing “could contribute anything whatever to his value or mean anything to
him, for to him there would be no more or less but just sheer value.” Ibid., 16. He considers this alternative
appalling “for this only means that the particular characters of the objects of his knowledge, or the results
of his willing, are to him totally insignificant, which is psychologically monstrous and is religiously
appalling as well. (It seems against every word concerning God in the entire Bible, for example, so far as
any very direct interpretation is concerned.)” Ibid., 39. Furthermore, “The idea that God equally and solely
experiences bliss in all his relations is once for all a denial of the religiously essential doctrine that God is
displeased by human sin and human misfortune.” Ibid., 195. “Without such displeasure, the words ‘just’
and ‘loving’ seem mockeries.” Ibid., 195. Cf. Hartshorne, Reality, 157. He points out that impassivity or
lack of compassion is not at all valued in human beings so why should it be admired in divinity?
Hartshorne, Divine, 44.

%0 This should not, Hartshorne cautions, be taken to mean that God is selfish. “God is neither
selfish nor unselfish as we exhibit these traits. Rather, God is unsurpassably loving, and that means fully
grasping the good of others as therefore also divine good. God’s satisfaction includes all the satisfactions of
others, integrated on a higher level into the satisfaction which surpasses that of any conceivable other but
perpetually exceeds itself as new others arise to enrich it.” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 120. For him, “the
only way to avoid a certainly false, purely self-interest theory of motivation, and at the same time do justice
to the principle that value lies in concrete individual satisfaction, not in mere collections, is to recognize a
superhuman mind.” Hartshorne, Reality, 65. One here senses the influence of Kant’s need for the existence
of God to ground ethics.
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accordingly (aesthetic perfectibility). This of course presumes the ontology of God as the
supremely relative, self-surpassing surpasser of all. This ontology itself determines the shape and
content of divine love, so much so that one might understand everything that Hartshorne means
by “love” without ever seeing him invoke the word. This is because his definition of “love”

comes to be nearly synonymous with his whole theory of social relations.**

God as the supreme
mind of the creative synthesis that is social reality is the feeler of all feelings. The feeling of
others’ feelings is sympathy and sympathy is love: “to love is to sympathize with, and through
sympathy to share in, the changes occurring in the persons one loves.”** Since God is all-
inclusive and supremely relative, he perfectly feels the feelings of all others. This is the perfect
adequacy of divine love. Since love is bound to the entire metaphysics of Hartshorne it becomes
an extremely elastic phrase that tends to lose uniqueness or specificity the more one comes across
it. In this way, love actually describes the essential characteristic of what Hartshorne means by
surrelativism, panentheism, and the like. In this way, the meaning of love, divine and otherwise,
is required by the ontological suppositions.

There can thus be no doubt that love is a central category of Hartshorne’s divine

ontology.*® As has been seen, for Hartshorne “love must be identified as feeling” or sympathy.***

%1 Clark M. Williamson comments, “Process theology, per se, is primarily a theology of the love
of God.” “Review of the Spirit and the Forms of Love by Daniel Day Williams,” Process Studies 3 (1973):
120. D. D. Williams frames the meaning of love in history saying, “The guiding conception which informs
our understanding of all love is that love is spirit taking form in history. Love is an expression of spirit. It is
spirit seeking the enjoyment of freedom in communion with the other.” Spirit, 3.

%2 Hartshorne, Reality, 160. This is a love “unique in its ability to adjust to others, to yield with
infinite versatility of sympathetic desire to all that has desire, and to set limits to the fulfillment of desire
not as to something merely alien to himself but as to what he himself would like to enjoy in and with the
subjects of the desire. Does this not introduce the tragedy of unfulfilled desire into God? Yes, it does just
that. . . . God suffers, that existence is tragic for God. It is tragic for anything that loves those involved in
tragedy. And this is why men can literally love God, because he even more literally loves them ‘as he loves
himself,” since by direct sympathetic union they are parts of his internal life.” Hartshorne, Vision, 294.

%3 1 et there be no confusion, “God really is love, without cavil or inconsistency.” Hartshorne,
Reality, 136. Ogden speaks of “God’s pure unbounded love.” Reality, 68. Hartshorne lauds the
“magnificent intellectual content—far surpassing that of such systems Thomism, Spinozism, German
idealism, positivism (old or new)—{that] is implicit in the religious faith most briefly expressed in the three
words, God is love.” Vision, ix.
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Sympathetic love presumes Hartshorne’s theory of social reality.** As social, the love of God
requires concern for, and real dependence upon, its object such that “love is joy in the joy (actual
or expected) of another, and sorrow in the sorrow of another.”**® As perfectly adequate to the
feelings of others God is the one “to whom all hearts are open, and all feelings equally
comprehensible.”®’ Yet at the same time, the number of the objects of divine love means that a
given object of divine love is not of great individual importance.®

The social conception of love is itself the universal and direct sympathy such that God is

literally the “all-surpassing form of love.”** The whole being of God, the entire divine ontology,

%4 «Love is always feeling, whatever else it may be, and feeling has at least the universal
dimension of intensity.” Hartshorne, Vision, 266. Elsewhere he states, “God is loving in the sense of
feeling, with unique adequacy, the feelings of all others, entirely free from inferior emotions (except as
vicariously participated in or sympathetically objectified).” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 39. In this way,
“love is more than goodness, wisdom, and power, it is also happiness as partly arising from sympathy with
the joys of others.” Hartshorne, Reality, 158. D. D. Williams adds, “To love is to act. Loving involves
feelings, emotions, cravings, valuations and sharing, and all these require a movement toward the other,
whether it be overt physical movement or the movement of the spirit.” Spirit, 117. Thus D. D. Williams can
define it this way: “To love is to accept another who makes his own decisions, including that of the love
relationship itself.” Ibid., 116.

%5 Hartshorne states, “Either value is social, and then its perfection cannot be wholly within the
power of any one being, even God; or is not social at all, and then the saying, ‘God is love,’ is an error.”
Vision, 14.

%8 |bid., 116. He pushes this identification of love as sympathy even further stating, “Love is
taking the standpoint of the other.” Ibid., 127. However, this can be problematic because it means God
must enjoy sadism. “While God may derive value from the pleasure of the sadist, God also experiences the
pain of the sadist’s victim and in Whitehead’s view, God would derive greater enjoyment if the sadist and
the victim both had their own value experiences enhanced rather than that the sadist achieve his pleasure at
the expense of the victim.” Platt, “Does?” 117.

367 Hartshorne, Reality, 35. God’s “spirit embraces all the physical there is with all-surpassing,
unstinted love.” Hartshorne, Omnipotence, 45.

%8 Hartshorne writes, “Consider now the idea that a loving God would not establish natural laws
that make eventually dying a certainty for animals such as we are. God loves us, this | believe. But as what
does God love us? I answer, God loves us as what we are, a certain very distinctive species of mortal
animal, finite spatially and in careers. We are each divinely loved as rendered individual and definite by
this finitude.” Omnipotence, 36.

%9 |bid., 37. “His interest is the universal interest in interests, that is, love in the highest
conceivable sense.” Hartshorne, Vision, 164. Such universal and direct sympathy is unique to God, being
the all-encompassing subject. Humans “do not ‘love” literally, but with qualifications, and metaphorically.”
Hartshorne, Divine, 36. “God is held to love all, not just a few; always; not just at times; in all their being,
not with neglect of this or that aspect; and his influence in the universal society will be paramount and the
basis of its integrity.” Hartshorne, Reality, 135. D. D. Williams points out that, in his view, God himself is a
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is summed up in the term “love,” which, “defined as social awareness, taken literally, is God.”®"
Thus, as has been seen, Hartshorne’s definition of divine love requires that God be passible,
capable of receiving value, including the continued enrichment (aesthetic perfectibility) of the
divine being.>"* This essential ontological attribute is perhaps the capstone break between
classical theism and its recent critics. He states, “To love a being yet be absolutely independent of
and unaffected by its welfare or suffering seems nonsense.”*”> Moreover, “it is no use to say that
God creates the creatures out of generosity or love; for if he loves the valueless, so much the

worse for his love, and what but the value of contrast can the creatures add to existence?”*"

Absolutely Adequate and Perfect Love

With love defined as the feeling of others’ feelings, or sympathy, God’s love is perfect in

that it surpasses human love as absolutely adequate, meaning that God feels the feelings of all

free and contingent being, “God is the supreme instance of freedom to love. He never refuses to love, but
the specific action of his love lies within the mystery of his being which no ontological analysis can fully
penetrate or exhaust.” Spirit, 127. For him, “one of the categorical conditions of love is that there must be a
transforming relationship without destruction of individuality.” Ibid., 115.

370 Hartshorne, Divine, 36.

¥1 D, D. Williams states bluntly, “Impassibility makes love meaningless.” Spirit, 127. Hartshorne
considers it “obvious that there must be such a distinction between the generic unchangeable factor and the
total value enjoyed.” Hartshorne, Vision, 112. “Is it so strange to say that one who loves perfectly is yet
made happier by the increasing welfare of those he loves? Would it not rather be very strange if God who
loves us, gained no new joy from our achievements and growth?” Hartshorne, Reality, 155. D. D. Williams
concurs that an individual must “risk being changed if they really love.” Spirit, 115.

%72 Hartshorne, Reality, 40.

%73 Hartshorne, Vision, 39. On the other hand, divine love is not earned by its objects. It should not,
then, be thought that the objects of divine love are “worthy”; such a category does not apply since love is
“adequate awareness of the value of others, whatever that happens to be.” Ibid., 165. Nevertheless, God
does enjoy the value in his objects of love. This seems obvious to Hartshorne, for what kind of a friend
says, “the good that results to you from my being and acting is nothing in my life”? Hartshorne,
Omnipotence, 119-20. Or what kind of love would say, “I am totally unmoved and ungratified by the
benefits my action brings to you. Whether you live or die, enjoy or suffer, is all one to me. My own
possession of good is in every respect totally independent of any good in you. | am like the sun, bestowing
benefits without the results giving me anything | would otherwise lack. | am absolutely unselfish, that is, |
do not rejoice in your joy, or sorrow in your sorrow.” Ibid., 120.
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others as the internally related universal subject.*’* Thus, “God is perfect in love, but never-
completed, ever growing (partly through our efforts) in the joy, the richness of his life, and this
without end through all the infinite future.”*” This kind of “perfect” love is in contrast to love as
complete or absolutely maximized such that it cannot grow, which is impossible in Hartshorne’s

system.*"®

This break with classical ontology lends itself to Hartshorne’s qualification of the
meaning of “absolute” according to the meaning of love.*”” Thus he states, “It is for love to
determine the legitimate scope of the concept of absoluteness, if the hypothesis, God is love, is
ever to be tried out at all.”>"® This scope is determined by drawing out the logical consequences of

love as feeling. For Hartshorne, divine love feels and enjoys each incremental gain of the

aesthetic value of its object, otherwise it is not really love.*” Since God as universal subject

%74 For Hartshorne, “perfect love” is “absolute adequacy to the object.” Vision, 165. In this way,

love is conceived as proportional to the object itself and this “constitutes perfection in the only sense in
which love can, without self-contradiction, be conceived as perfect.” Ibid., 159.

%75 Hartshorne, Reality, 156.

%76 Hartshorne states, “Love means happiness varying somehow with variations in the happiness of
others, and hence maximally happy love would mean love all of whose objects were maximally happy, an
impossibility if the objects are to include created, imperfect beings.” Vision, 135. Cf. Hartshorne, Reality,
121. “If he [God] is perfect in all ways, and if perfect means complete and incapable of enhancement, then
the greatest saint can do no more for God than the worst sinner, for neither could possibly add to, or
subtract from, what is always wholly perfect. And such a God could not love in a real sense, for to love is
to find joy in the joy of others and sorrow in their sorrows, and thus to gain through their gains and lose (or
at least, miss some possible value) through their losses, and the wholly perfect could neither gain nor lose.
Hence, it could not love in a proper sense.” 1bid., 156. Fiddes states, “To love is to be in a relationship
where what the loved one does alters one’s own experience.” Creative, 50.

3" Hartshorne asks, “If the absolute ‘loves,” it does so in an absolute manner, and the question is,

what then remains of the meaning of the term?” Vision, 42. One might wonder, then, why Hartshorne
continues the use of such classical terms as “perfection.” His answer: “If God is perfect in no way, then he
would scarcely deserve our worship, religion would have certainly overpraised him, and we could not rely
upon him.” Reality, 156. Thus, “it is precisely love which must be perfect in God—and only love and what
is implied by it as perfect—if either love or perfection is to serve as an explanatory concept in cosmology.”
Hartshorne, Vision, 50.

378 Hartshorne, Vision, 42.

379 «“We, through our voluntary acts by virtue of which in part we are whatever, at any moment, we

actually are, make it possible for God to love us in each new state of our existence and to gain the
increment that a new object of love brings, not to the lovingness, but to the total resulting aesthetic value.
And that it does depend upon us in part whether 