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The Doctrine of God

Let us think for a moment, before the prayer, alvthere we are in thistitutesas we come now to
Book I, chapters 10-13. Calvin has told us that Gasl planted within us an innate knowledge of
Himself that is placed there to give us some urideding of who God is. It is placed deep within us,
and it is also placed before usensus divinitatiand the seed of religion within as well as theatzd
order and God'’s work in providence and history with He has also told us that all of this is crdsse
out. It does not work, not because it is not argjrevalid testimony, but because of our sinfulnedsch
blinds us to see those things that are there. Ba gives us an objective revelation in Scriptlitesn,
through the inner witness of the Holy Spirit, Gathbles us to embrace the Scripture as the auttiogita
Word of God and turn to that Scripture so thahie $cripture we can see in general revelation wisat
would have seen if Adam had not sinned. And, asviNesee today, we see far more than that. As we
come to the Scriptures, then, this is the placere/Beripture begins to function in Calvin’s thealog
Calvin says, “Scripture tells us first of all abauio God is—His triune nature—and then Scriptulis te
us that it is this God who created all things. TH&eripture tells us that it is this God who prgssrand
governs all that He has made.” That is a quick samrof Book 1.

In this lesson, we are going to look at Calvin’'stime of God. Let us bow in prayer, and | will wse
prayer from one of Calvin’s sermons on 1 Samueptha?. It is an appropriate prayer that we can use
for this topic. Let us pray.

“Let us, therefore, bow before the majesty of ocowd)God, recognizing the great number of faults and
offenses with which we have provoked His wrathragjais. Let us pray to Him that He may etch the
fear of His majesty upon our minds and make useskan those things that we have learned in the
Scripture, that by His strength He may support weakness and infirmity and may make us victors by
the power of His Spirit and provide sufficient sigéh for us to withstand any temptations to whieh w
would otherwise be unequal and run the whole coafsmur lives in obedience to Him, giving thanks to
Him for His many and great benefits to us. Finakgy,all of our senses be lifted up in worshipinignH

to His everlasting praise and glory and may wedakih the pathway of salvation, not for our own
private advantage but for the building up of ourgidors. It is in Christ's name that we pray. Anien.

As we come to Calvin’s doctrine of God, we see tiwstresses first of all the agreement between wha
creation and Scripture teach us about God. Wetidlren8ook I, so this is knowledge of God, the
Creator. That knowledge was there—planted withiang placed before us. We would have been able
to see it had we not sinned. But, because Adarsididnd that sin affected us, we cannot gain that
knowledge from the creation. However, that knowksdgnd more, is available to us in Scripture. It is
more intimately and more vividly revealed in His o

The best text to use to describe what Calvin lsriglabout is Psalm 19:1, which says, “The heavens
declare the glory of God. The skies proclaim thekwad His hands.” We would have been able to see
that by looking at the heavens if we had not siniNamlv, as Christians, we see that by looking at the
heavens because the Bible has instructed us alwaljttie Creator, and His glory and the magnificence
of His creation. Without Scripture and without tiestimony of the Holy Spirit in his or her hean, a
unregenerate person would look at the heavens enm@dps be impressed, amazed, or awed. However,
his or her thoughts would not turn to the Creatbieast not in a clear way without error and
superstition. So, the theology from nature and fpyovidence recovered by the Word of God is still 0
possession. It is a useful part of the believenswdedge of God, and it assists us in our Chridtiges.
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We can look at the heavens and see and worshipS&&ndhere is knowledge of God, the Creator, from
creation, given to us now through the Bible.

Calvin develops two main thoughts there: the ersteand attributes of God and the orderly
government of the universe. Both of those are cedbbin Psalm 19:1: “The heavens declare the gibry
God.” God exists. He is a majestic God. The firmanstmoweth His handiwork. He has arranged things
in a proper order, and He governs this universelisywill. This is the knowledge of God from creatio
through the Bible. However, as we come to the adrapie have for this lesson, Calvin tells us that t
knowledge of God the Creator that we have in thdeBgoes beyond what we had and lost in creation
but is now recovered in the Bible. There are spetifiths about God in the Bible only that we never
would have learned from creation even if Adam hatdsmned. One specific truth is the Trinity. As
second is the doctrine of creation, not the faareétion but the time and manner of the creaiida.
could have known that God was the Creator throwgral revelation if we had not sinned. But, we
could not have known the way God created—the tintethe manner, how God did it—except through
the Scripture. In our next lesson, we will alsadgtGod’s creation not only of the heavens and dréhe
but also of the angels and the demons, His creafiommankind, and the original state of man and
woman. If Adam had not sinned and we could hava #ae generally through natural revelation, we
would have seen the providence of God—the genedakimg of the universe by God—but we would
not have seen what Calvin calls “the full scop&ofl’s particular providence.”

| have been asked, “If Adam had not sinned and ealadvhave received the knowledge of God through
natural revelation, would we have known anythingutihe Trinity?” | think Calvin says no. That istn
available to us through creation. Saint Augustinghtndisagree with that. | might comment on thaain
few minutes. But, Calvin does not see any revatabiothe Trinity in natural theology.

The question has been asked, “Would unfallen man leave known anything about the Trinity?” |
expect Calvin’s answer is “We are getting into sp&ion.” As far as he tells us in Book | of the
Institutes the Trinity is a specially revealed biblical dae. It is not somehow stamped on the face of
the universe. You cannot look up at the stars aedagriune God. You can see a God, but you cannot
see a triune God. As you look deep within yoursgdf) have a sense of the majesty of God, but you do
not see a Trinity there. So, that understandin@ad was placed within us and within creation, bt n
the full understanding of God that we now havehm $cripture, the doctrine of the Trinity. That is
about as far as | can go with my answer becausek Calvin would say, “To go further with unfallen
mankind is speculative because that is not whapdragd. We are back in the real world of fallen
humanity as Calvin deals with the facts of Gods #mowledge of God that comes only from the Bible.

Second, | want to talk about characteristics ovd& treatment of the doctrine of God. We will tea
some things about how Calvin views this doctring Bow he views every doctrine. First, Calvin places
as we expect, stress on Scripture and warns ussa@ggeculation. Calvin says, “The question is not,
“What is God?"—quid sit DeugDo not ask, “What is God?”) That is the scholagtiestion, which
wants to answer that with a very probing answerr gle¢s into the very nature and existence of Gogl. S
if we cannot ask, “What is God?” what can we ask®i@ says, “What we ought to ask is, ‘What kind
of God is He?"—qualis sit DeusAt first, that might not seem like much of a difénce to us, but |

think you will see the difference when you readatesnent in Book I, chapter 10, part 2, which ieey
characteristic statement from Calvin that God mahto us not as He is in Himself but as He is tawva
us. We cannot really see God as He is in Himse#.dd not really know God as He is in Himself. We
cannot answer the question, “What is God?” But amre &nswer the question, “What kind of person has
God revealed Himself to be?” The difference betwbese two questions is really a difference between
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what God has revealed, which is ours to know, anhdtvtod has not revealed, which is not ours to
know. God is shown to us not as He is in HimsetfdsuHe is toward us.

That is pretty characteristic and typical of Calsidealing with this question and all of theologfere

is a limit, and we cannot go beyond that limit. Plesometimes wonder and worry about this. If we
cannot know God as He is in Himself, and we onlgwrod as He is toward us, then are there two
gods there? Could there be some sort of incomjitibetween the revelation and the essence of God?
Calvin never accepts that sort of situation. has that there are two gods or that the will orélesence

of the hidden God might be quite different from tiaure of the revealed God. It is better to séaist
way: there is a hidden depth to God that we caknow. Francis Schaeffer used to say quite ofterg “W
can know God truly, but we cannot know God exhaesti” | think that is what Calvin is saying here.
We know God truly. What we know of God is true kiesge of God. We are not deceived by that. But,
we cannot penetrate into the secret things of @od,so we should not try. That is Calvin’s warning
against speculation. He says, “Here indeed”—thahithe study of the doctrine of God—"if anywhere,
in the secret mysteries of Scripture’—especiallyhis quotation from Book I, Chapter 13, part 21
talking about the Trinity—“we ought to play the [@sopher soberly and with great moderation.”

So, we do not go beyond what we are allowed to kinom the Scripture. When Calvin is talking about
God and especially the doctrine of the Trinity doafines himself to Scripture, although we will see
that he is willing to use non-scriptural words ttieg Christian tradition has developed (Council of
Nicaea and other church councils.) As appropriaeewill talk about why Calvin used these non-
biblical words. He does not want to go beyond Sarg and he confines himself (as much as he
possibly can) to the very words of Scripture. F@attreason, you do not find in Calvin illustratiasfs

the Trinity. He does not feel that the Bible hagegius illustrations of the Trinity, so he does giot us
proofs or illustrations from metaphysical reasomingrom natural analogies or from psychological
analogies. Saint Augustine does. Saint Augustires gg@yond Calvin and sees something of the nature
of the Trinity stamped in the very psychologicabgesses of our thinking. It is a very complicated
argument. Calvin almost always follows Augustiné fot at this point. He says, “Comparisons from
human affairs are inadequate.” So, we are warnathsigspeculation. As he stresses the importance of
using all the Scripture but not going beyond ibur understanding of God, Calvin also reminds us
again that knowledge of God is not that knowledge he explained earlier. It is that knowledge that
just flits in the brain. True knowledge of God ites us first to fear and then to trust in Him. Galvin
cannot get very far into his treatment of the daetof the knowledge of God before he starts talkin
about loving, fearing, obeying, and worshiping Glodfact, that is the next topic.

Not only is there stress on Scripture, but themdss stress on worship. This is quite characterst
Calvin. He is going to talk about God—what kind@dd his is. But, before he says almost anything
about that, he says, “We must worship God. We thawst God. We must obey God.” He is putting into
practice that principle that he has already esthbti—that knowledge of God is not pure, objective
knowledge out there. It is not balancing opiniobewt God or making nice, metaphysical statements
about Him. We learn about God from reading thegbare, of course. However, we learn about God on
our knees. So, let us talk about worship.

It may appear that Calvin introduced a topic hbet seems to fit later, but when you see what he is
doing, it is pretty impressive that Calvin canralktabout God without talking about worship. Chapte
11 and 12 are on the worship of God, and then ehd@is on the Trinity. So, worship, in Calvin’s
arrangement, comes even before the very difficeéittnent of the Trinity. True and acceptable warshi
is a basic ingredient of the knowledge of God. ¢oBI, chapter 10, part 2, Calvin says, “Recognitio
of Him consists more in living experience than anvand high-flown speculation.” Also in Book I,
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chapter 10, part 2, he says, “Knowledge of Godanp®ure invites us first to fear God and thenrtest
in Him.” So, you get many of these statements ebiginning of Calvin’s treatment of God concerning
the importance of worshiping God.

As Calvin gets into this, he describes both acd#ptand unacceptable worship. Acceptable worship is
worship that follows what God teaches. In Bookhiagter 11, part 1, God teaches what worship He
approves or repudiates. So, God not only tellowgdrship Him, but tells us how to worship Him. Wha
do we usually call this? It is the regulative pnple. This is one expression of the regulative gple in
Calvin—that is, we are not free to worship God amy we choose. God has given us directions as to
how we are to worship Him. That is acceptable wiprsine Reformed principle or the regulative
principle. You can use either expression to thaenl Calvin contrasts that with unacceptable wetshi
and the particular concern that he has in unacblpteorship is that it is unlawful to attribute sible
form to God. Generally, whoever sets up idols resvadainst the true God. That is the title of caapt

11. So, Calvin says, “True worship is accordinghi pattern that God has established in His Word.”

False worship would be using idols. Calvin is thirgkhere about idolatry and primarily images in
Roman Catholic worship. He really does not makesandtion between idolatry and the use of images
in worship. He knows how the Catholic Church aralEastern Orthodox Church would be similar in
this—how a distinction is made betwedwlia andlatria. Dulia is the respectful service or the kind of
adoration that is proper to give to images of thats, or of Mary, or even of Christ. Calvin knothe
distinction betweenulia andlatria, but he calls that the foolish evasion of the gpiHe does not
think much of that distinction, even though he sdngspapists justify the use of images by using a
different word as to what kind of worship and adiorais being given to them as opposed to the true
worship of God. It is a kind of semi-worship versusulll worship. Calvin is not impressed by thais H
treatment here is rather strict and straightforwarihat he says that we are not to use imageatrin o
worship of God.

Why does Calvin say that we are not to use imagesii worship of God? There are three reasons. The
first is because they are not allowed. God HimisaH forbidden it (Book I, chapter 11, part 12). Aafi
course, Calvin’s main proof of this is the Ten Coamaiments. In Exodus 20:4, God forbids the making
of graven images. So, worship of God through theeaismages is not allowed. Second, it is not wprth
of God. Book I, Chapter 11, part 6 says, “Bodilyames are unworthy of God’s majesty because they
diminish the fear of Him in men and increase efrgou cannot have a picture, image, or icon that is
worthy of God. These just decrease the majestyonf, Got increase it. Calvin says, “The use of these
images in worship cannot be done without some dejaaf His glory.” Calvin points out that there are
you might say, symbols of God’s heavenly gloryhia Bible. But, what are those symbols? Some of the
symbols include clouds, smoke, and flames. Thes#elgs preserve the incomprehensibility of God.
They do not deface the glory of God by somethirdgriar and inadequate. The flames, smoke, and
clouds preserve the mystery of God and His incohmrsibility. The use of images is not allowed, not
worthy, and—Calvin says—not needed. We do not tieesk images.

One argument on the part of those who advocatedsh®f images was that these are the books of the
unlearned so that the church could be full of insaayed pictures of various kinds because people need
those images. People are unlearned, and thesesrhalgethem to know something of what the Bible is
all about. Calvin says if the church had been ddmgusiness, these unlearned would not be urddarn
In Book I, chapter 11, part 7, he has a very stistatement, which | call “the praise of preaching.”
Calvin says, “We need sermons, not pictures”—tlasprof preaching. Paul testifies that, by the true
preaching of the Gospel, Christ is depicted befaneeyes as crucified. We do not need a crucifixhen
wall. We need a sermon about the crucifixion ofi§€thand that is the proper way, the legitimate way
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the God-ordained way of setting forth what we neeskee. Christ is depicted before our eyes as
crucified. Then, we have the sacraments. We havgtnderful pictures of the sacraments—both living
and symbolic images—in baptism and the Lord’s Suppe

| remember reading once when | was studying toawhe history of Princeton Seminary about Dr.
Alexander, the first president and professor atd&tion. Before that, Alexander was a Presbyterian
preacher in Virginia. On one occasion, Dr. Alexandas preaching the “action” sermon, as it used to
be called, before the receiving of the Lord’s Supple table was prepared. Alexander was in a high
pulpit somewhere in Virginia. As he preached alibatLamb of God who takes away the sins of the
world, he leaned over the pulpit, looked down atttible, and said, “There is the lamb” to the braad
the wine on the table. Some man way up in the gadiwod up so he could see at that point. He vdante
to see it. That is what Calvin is talking about wine says, “In the sacraments of baptism and tiheé’'s.o
Supper we have these living and symbolic images.”

Now, Calvin does do something else here that ig Meportant in this section. He talks about theparo
use of art. Calvin has eliminated the use of awanship, but he says, “There is a pure and legittm

use of art.” Sculpture and painting are gifts ofdGNot everybody picks up on this from Calvin. Galv
had a reputation of being a person who was ouéstray beautiful things. He certainly wanted to
remove the images from the churches and turn psopjes to the Word and to sacraments, but Calvin
was not opposed to art (Book I, chapter 11, parC@)vin says there are two legitimate uses faorQune

is for history and event—that is painting or ussaglpture to illustrate some event that has takacep

in history. That is a very proper use of art. #dees us and admonishes us as these stories &odlset
They can be biblical or non-biblical. It is not ingper to paint a picture of Joshua and the wall of
Jericho falling down or some event in secular hjsto

What is quite surprising, though, is that Calvigssthere is some art beyond that—he calls it fopins
bodies. He says, “I do not see what they can afftihdr than pleasure.” To some people, that is the
most uncharacteristically-sounding Calvin statem€atvin says, “Some things that are legitimate to
paint do not teach us anything. They just givelaagure. We enjoy looking at beautiful things.” Whe
he says that we can enjoy art that does not teattla@monish but just gives pleasure, he does nahme
that art can be lascivious or that it can set fprttures of nudity in a lascivious way. In facgl@n
criticizes many of the Roman Catholic images aadgebscene—pictures of the Virgin Mary, for
instance. He says, “Brothels show harlots clad motaously and modestly than the churches show
those objects which they wish to be thought imaxjeéke Virgin.” So, he has certain constraints ¢héir
is not just prudishness but concern that art benlytlegitimate but also positive and helpful hiis
writing, Calvin’s Doctrine of GodB. B. Warfield talks about this material thatavie just been
discussing, and he says, “Calvin was a lover astefer of the arts.” | wish | could say that. ntki
Warfield is a little overly enthusiastic at thatimto But, we can certainly say that Calvin was ot
enemy of art as such. There was a place for adr@and legitimate use for art.

The question has been asked, “What would Calvire laought about a picture of Christ?” | expect
Calvin would have opposed that. That gets intogedebate, which Calvin does not really enter into.
That debate was particularly focused in the Eagiarhof the church, the iconoclastic controveMy.
guess is that Calvin would say that we cannot de€icist because we cannot depict the two natures.
You see, he tells us that what we should do imsad paint only those things that our eyes arebbp

of seeing (Book I, chapter 11, part 12). And beeamus cannot see God, we cannot paint a picture of
God. Can we paint a picture of Christ? There wézatp of people in the Eastern Church, like John of
Damascus, who said, “If Christ was a real perduoen tve can paint Him as a person.” It was important
to some of these theologians that the reality efttman nature of Christ be set forth in pictugase
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answer that was given to that was “If we paintiibenan nature of Christ, how do we paint it? How
should He be depicted? What should He look like® &9 not have any record, in art or in words, of
the physical appearance of Jesus. But, | expeesirCabuld have been more concerned about the fact
that when you paint a picture of Christ, you argpag only one nature. Medieval artists tried & g
around this by painting halos. The halos depidtedother nature, but that seemed to be a weak fvay o
depicting both natures. Of course, people in thetdta part of the church would say, “We are not
depicting either nature alone. We are depictingogrson. How did people in Jesus’ time see Him? Did
they see the two natures? No, they saw the per3tiat’brings us back to the first question, and iha
“What then should He look like?” If there had bedmotography back then and we had pictures of
Christ, what would we do with them? Calvin wouldlpably say that God saw to it that we did not have
photography back then because we would have mighesd in some way. The Shroud of Turin is
perhaps the closest we get to something like &md,that is not only very controversial but alsoyve
problematic in its use.

Let us move on to the attributes of God. As | halveady said, there is a stress in Calvin on Gddeas
is toward us. However, Calvin will admit that thésea brief mention in the Bible from time to tiroé
God as He is in Himself. For instance, Calvin sayBook I, chapter 13, part 1, “God speaks spaying|
of His essence.” When we think of the essence af, @e think of God’s eternity and God’s self-
existence (Book I, chapter 10, part 2). We thinldaf infinity and His spirituality (Book I, chaptés3,
part 1). We could say that all of these words ptorthe essence of God, but even these qualities
function to limit our understanding of God. Calgays, “The word ‘infinity,” for instance, ought to
make us afraid to try to measure Him by our owrsesri When we say, “God is infinite,” what are we
saying about God except that we should not trymat Him in any way? When we say that God is
spiritual, that forbids our imagining anything éwdytor carnal of Him. So, let us then willingly keato
God the knowledge of Himself. Once again, thatist saying what | said already—that God as He is in
Himself is not an area that we can explore. Weddhuat to God willingly, Calvin says. However, ther
is much that we do know about God from the Bible.

What kind of God is He? Calvin deals pretty briefligh this. Actually, Calvin uses two brief Bible
studies to talk about the attributes of God. lerdheology, we will get into this in a very congaited
way with communicable attributes and incommunicatebutes and all kinds of lists and divisions.
But, Calvin does not do that. He simply takes uBxodus 34:6-7 and to Psalm 145, which tell us what
we know about God. Those two texts reveal somethiooyt God'’s attributes. B. B. Warfield puts it
well when he says that in Calvin’s treatment thehattes of God are present, so to speak, in soiuti
rather than in precipitant. In other words, wheokiag at God, the attributes are in solution. They
not pulled out, lined up, or outlined in precipitali you want to see the difference, read Birkhmffthe
attributes of God. There you get it in precipitdnts pulled out, arranged, and outlined—
incommunicable attributes: self-existence, immdighinfinity, unity; communicable attributes:
spirituality; intellectual attributes, moral attutes, attributes of sovereignty, and all of thoseehsub-
points too. But, in Calvin, God’s attributes aresaiution.

| want to make a point not just about this sectibthelnstitutesbut all of thelnstitutes Calvin places

a lot of emphasis on the sovereignty of God. Thisat a missing element in Calvin’s work. Sometimes
people think that is the key element in Calvin.,Bhére is an even stronger emphasis on God’s love.
You do not really see Calvin as such talking altheatsovereignty of God just like that. He saysdkin
like, “Our Father who is sovereign” or “Our God whwes us and cares for us who is the sovereign
God.” He links the two together—fatherly sovereamd sovereign Father. | think that is important to
remember not only that Calvin does it but that tveusd do it too. It is not just the sovereigntydd;
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it is the love and sovereignty of God. When we $&nd is sovereign,” we should also say, “God is ou
heavenly Father,” so that these two concepts of &edrought together.

Book I, chapter 11, part 12 deals with worships ldirected to Christians in order to enable ulsnow
how to worship God. Actually, it is not until Bod¥ that we get to the formal worship of God in the
church. We will come back to all of that at thatrgpbut Calvin cannot wait until Book IV to getishin.
As soon as he starts talking about God, he tal@sitalvorship. The particular direction that those
chapters go is twofold: to lead us to know how twrship God and to reject the Roman Catholic and
Eastern Orthodox understanding of the use of imagtse worship of God.

Book I, chapter 13 talks about the doctrine of Tniaity. Here, Calvin wants to set forth the Bilde’
positive treatment of the doctrine of the Trinitydaalso reject the anti-trinitarian views that were
prevalent in his day. From this point on in BookCglvin deals with God the Creator not derived from
creation via the Scripture but found, as we sartlezasolely in the Scripture. Calvin says, “The
doctrine of the Trinity is another special marldtstinguish Himself more precisely from idols.” Shi
connects this chapter to the two that preceddalslor images are not triune. Only God is triuDalvin
is concerned to assert that apart from a trinimaviaw of God, we do not really know God. If we oot
know that God is Trinity, then we do not know Gdtids only through His self-revelation as Father,
Son, and Holy Spirt that we learn what God’s trature is. Calvin does not say it here or anywhtse e
as far as | know, but that would mean that thetgedlews worship and Allah of the Muslims are not
God because they are not Trinity. We can only ki@ as we know Him as triune.

| want to give you some background on this. By 1358lvin had been through a lot of battles on this
issue. The 1559 version of thestituteshas much more in this chapter than the 1536 editid. Calvin
had struggled with opponents on this. Pierre Casalne. Servetus, who was burned for his anti-
trinitarian errors in Geneva, is another. Throuljlofathose debates and struggles, Calvin’s treatroé
the doctrine of the Trinity developed. It is noatlhnis ideas shifted. He was, what we would say, an
“Orthodox trinitarian” in 1536, and he was an Odbg trinitarian in 1559. By 1559, he had borne the
scars of many battles over this issue. The doctiriee Trinity was an issue in the sixteenth cgntu
among some of the Radicals of the Reformation Cadyin had much more to say about it by 1559.

Let me say a little about Calvin’s terminology heflere are two currents in Calvin’s thought, ared w
have to hold to both of them. One is the valueeohhical terms already in use derived from the dhur
councils and from theological use related to thetriiwe of the Trinity. Even the word “Trinity” isush

a word. It is not in the Bible. The word “in perSos used to speak of the three persons. Thersdsaa
Greek word and a Latin word for that. The Greekregpiorhomoousiogneans “the same substance
with the Father”; it came from the Council of Nieaea 325. Should Christians use all of those teons,
is that bringing in Greek philosophical languagd anon-biblical baggage to complicate what would be
much easier without them? Well, Calvin says weussthem. He says, “We need not confine ourselves
to the exact words of the Bible.” As Warfield pitts'For Calvin, the sense of Scripture, and na th
words of Scripture, is Scripture.” That might seleenetical at first. Calvin holds to plenary verbal
inspiration as | said earlier. However, you carettiie words of Scripture and develop all kinds of
heresies like the Jehovah’s Witnesses do. Theyedbatpture. They use the words of Scripture. But,
is the sense of Scripture that is Scripture, netisblated words of Scripture. Another way to 4ay i

that it is all of Scripture that is Scripture, ote text alone. So, Calvin comes to embrace thefuse
these technical terms. He says, “Avoidance ofttiaiditional language may indicate a secret poison.”
Some people say, “We just want to be biblical aoduse these theological terms.” Why are they gpyin
that? Is it because they want to be biblical orthey hiding a secret poison? The anti-trinitarievese

the people who would do this. The Arians were peayto would do this. Jesus said, “My father is
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greater than I,” which shows that Jesus is not Bdds on a secondary level. So, you can taketeofex
the Bible and develop a heresy from it. In facergvheresy comes from some text of the Bible. thes
sense of Scripture that Calvin is concerned alfoertain heretics such as Arius have used scriptural
language to affirm non-biblical concepts of Godwsomust refute their errors by using these
theological statements in order to make the triaim@nd clear. Well, that is one stream in Calvin’
thought.

The other stream is freedom to formulate doctnmzpendent of traditional statements. At first\v@al
did not want to use these statements. He did not teebe forced to affirm his faith in the languaaje
the Council of Nicaea. He soon realized that, beedue was hesitant to do that, people accusedtim o
being Arian. He began to get the point that itne thing to say, “I am just going to be biblicahrh not
going to use the creeds and confessions becausedhethe efforts of people to put forth the tafth

the Bible.” Calvin also realized that these effamtpeople to put forth the truth of the Bible were
legitimate efforts in some cases. Everything habketdested, of course. These words were not woats t
were foolishly words and could be used with goddaf However, at the same time, he still wanted to
feel freedom. Substance of doctrine must haveipriover any formulation of it, Calvin would sayeH
says, “Indeed, | could wish they were buried"—tisathese creedal statements—*"if only among all
men this faith were agreed on.” Then, he goes @etdorth the statement of the Orthodox doctrihe o
the Trinity. People just believed in the doctrirdlee Trinity—that the Father is God, the Son igdGo
and the Holy Spirit is God. They are equally Gadt, they are three persons eternally existing withe
one Godhead. If people just believed that then welavnot have to use “Trinity,” “in person,”
“homoousios and so on.

Calvin does give us a number of statements conugmir understanding of the Trinity. One is in Book
I, chapter 13, part 5 and says, “Father and SorSgnit are one God yet the Son is not the Fatber n
the Spirit the Son, but they are differentiatedalyyeculiar quality.” You can find quite a few otte
summary statements where Calvin will try to setifahe Christian Orthodox doctrine of the Trinity i
just a sentence or two. He then sets forth argusrtergupport these statements. He is basicallyiraggu
that in the unity of the Godhead there are distmst and subsistence of persons. He argues fdulihe
deity of the Son. The Son is God (Book I, chap&rdarts 7-13.) | will not go through those
arguments, but they are well known, and we st#l the&m to prove the deity of Christ. He then goes
through the same list to set forth the deity oflttedy Spirit in Book |, chapter 13, parts 14-15.

As any Orthodox trinitarian, he needs to, wantsata must establish two things: God is one. Thexe a
distinctions within the Godhead (Father, Son, antlyt$pirit), not divisions. In God, there is a ca@nt
disposition or economy that does not in any wagdafthe oneness of His being. Calvin says something
that we all know and that is that this defies huraaalysis or comprehension. A Christian has tceleli
in one God, not three gods. We are not tri-th&etne people think we are, but we are not. We believ
in one God, but we also believe that there arendisbns within that one God, which lead us to an
understanding of three persons. It is not a digtindn being. Each is fully God. The Father idyul
God, the Son is fully God, and the Holy Spiritidly God. Calvin is particularly careful in emphasig
this point. At times, the Christian tradition haseh a little unsure about this even after Nicakekeast

in the way it was expressed. However, Calvin isdisat each is fully God. The Son is God of himself
(auto-theos), not just God from the Father. HaésSon of the Father, but He is not God from the
Father. He is God of Himself as the Holy SpiriGed of Himself. These are not distinctions in being
nor are they distinctions in time. The Arians hadl®f the Son, “There was a time that he was rimft”
Orthodox theology says, “The Son is eternal jushad-ather is eternal, and the Holy Spirit is reét
The distinction is as persons within the Godheadghich there is a significant and irreversible arde
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. It is not Holy Spifon, and Father. The Father is the fountain oy de
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with respect not to being but to order. The Faithéhne “fountain of deity” (that is traditional,
theological language in Calvin’s time). That does mean that the deity of the Son flows from the
Father. The deity of the Son flows from Himself.dAthe deity of the Holy Spirit flows from Himself.
So, we are not talking about deity when we talkutltloe Father being the fountain of deity, but we a
talking about order.

Calvin stresses the fact that one of the persotiseotrinity involves knowledge of the other twatlad:
same time. | think he would reject the conventiahaision of labor within the Godhead, which salys t
Father is the Creator, the Son is the Redeemerthanidoly Spirit is the Sanctifier. Now, we are in
Book I, “Knowledge of God, the Creator,” but whee walk about knowledge of God, the Creator, we
are not just talking about the Father. We are nallabout the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spitie—t
one God who is the Creator. You will notice as wme to Book Il that the title of it is “Knowledgé o
God the Redeemer in Christ.” He does not say, “Kedge of Christ the Redeemer,” but “knowledge
of God the Redeemer in Christ” because it is God islour Redeemer—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
It is God who is our Sanctifier—Father, Son, andyt-&pirit. The Trinity as a whole, not each of the
persons separately, is Creator, Redeemer, andifganct

Having said that, Calvin is still willing and eadée feels it very necessary) to embrace these
distinctions within the Godhead. The Father islibginning and the fountain. The Son is wisdom,
counsel, ordered disposition of all things. TheriB@ power and efficacy of that activity. Nothicgn
obscure the unity of the Godhead, but at the same it is not fitting to suppress these distinesp
which he thinks are made by Scripture. When thargsat their most complex in Calvin’s discussion of
this, he comes to a quotation from Gregory of Nazis. By the way, a lot of his trinitarian thought
reflects the thought of this Eastern theologianwds called a theologian. He was one of the great
Cappadocians. He was one of the two Gregories pa@zcia, which is modern-day Turkey. Gregory of
Nazianzus was very much similar to Calvin. Calvwiewd often from Gregory in his trinitarian thought.
He says, “This passage from Gregory vastly deligi#s’ He just loves this passage. You can see
Calvin smiling as he writes this down. The pasdag® Gregory said, “I cannot think on the one
without quickly being encircled by the splendottiod three, nor can | discern the three withoutdpein
straightway carried back to the one.” So, as s@oyoa think of the oneness of God then you are
thinking of the three-ness. Then, as you begihittktabout the three-ness, you are carried batketo
oneness. It is really Christian Orthodoxy. You josive back and forth. Whoever stopped would
become heretics—either Unitarians or tri-theist® Mbved back and forth. Calvin gives a defense of
this—a justification of polemics. He says, “Thetkruwhich has been peaceable shown, must be
maintained against the calumnies of the wickedi$Ththe antithetical structuring of thastitutesthat

| spoke about in the first lesson. Calvin not godgitively sets forth what the Scripture teachdsféels
that it is also important to reject that whichasse. Therefore, he gives a defense of the doabfitize
Trinity against the anti-trinitarians, especiallgr@etus. Servetus’ theology was anti-trinitaridiwas a
strange and logically impossible mixture of Salaglilsm and Arianism. | will not unpack that for you,
but if you think about that, a Sabellian cannotihéArian and an Arian cannot be a Sabellian, but
Servetus was both. Carol Bray, in the bddle Doctrine of Godalks about the logically impossible
view of Servetus.

| want to come to the evaluation during our lastrfminutes. Warfield says, “The notes of Calvin’s
conception of the Trinity are simplification, clagcation, and equalization.” | think that is wellipp
Calvin’s great contribution was the equalizatioacéuse in medieval tradition, despite what had been
established earlier in the church councils, théa&atvas recognized as the source of divinity inag
which the other two persons were not. Calvin iissist the consubstantiality of the persons. Whatever
the Father is as God, the Son is as God and the$fwlit is as God. Calvin insists on the self-tetice
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of the Son. Sometimes we use the wasdity The Greek expressionasitotheosThe Son is God in

His own right, not merely by divine appointment.eT®on does not get His divinity from the Father. He
is God in Himself. The deity of the Son exists dbdy of itself. The Son is God and exists of Hatiis
and the Holy Spirit is God and exists of HimseleTSon as Son exists of the Father. God is God in
Himself, but He is Father in relation to the SoheBecond person of the Trinity, the Son, is God in
Himself. He is Son in relation to the Father. Thied person of the Trinity, the Holy Spirit, is God
Himself. He is Holy Spirit in relation to the Fathend the Son.

One further point is that the creed speaks of the& being God from God. That language can lead
astray. Calvin wants to be sure that any hint okedity latent in terminology like that as far hs teity
of the Son is concerned be eliminated. Also, Calviconcerned with the idea from Nicaea of the Son
being begotten of the Father before all ages.rbtghat Calvin rejects the concept of the eternal
generation of the Son. He thinks that is a propey te set forth the distinction between the Fatref
Son, but he says in Book |, chapter 13, part 28y hat is the point in disputing whether the Fathe
always begets. Indeed, it is foolish to imagin@atimuous act of begetting since it is clear tha¢e
persons have subsisted in God from eternity.” @alvinot rejecting the eternal generation but geein
the generation of the Son as an eternal act, aoilmgpgeneration as opposed to an eternally conplete
act. It is not that the Son receives anything effflather as a continuous emanation. That act of
generation, which is simply a way of speaking atidiction between the Father and Son, is something
that is done and should not be considered somethatgontinues. What is the point in disputing
whether or not the Father always begets? Calyig, s&es, the Father beget the Son.” That does not
have anything to do with time or subordinatiorisIsimply a word that the church has used to s#t fo
the difference between the Father and Son as the f{pmcession” or “precedes” is used to set fohth
difference between the Holy Spirit, the Father, teSon. Calvin is not opposing Nicaea, but he
cannot see that “eternal generation” means songethat always keeps on going. It is a descriptibn o
something that is eternally true but not an ongaictivity. We will look at creation next time.
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