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Preface

The controversial debate between K. Barth and E. Brunner drew our atten-
tion to Calvin’s theology. Each one claims that his theology is more faithful to
Calvin’s theology than the other. The originality of this thesis is that it advocates
the trinitarian orientation of Calvin’s theology. This surpasses the framework of
the Barthian and Brunnerian interpretations of his theology, and offers a per-
spective for critical evaluation of their interpretation. Barth’s theology is viewed
from Calvin’s theology in the light of their basis in revelation. There is a per-
sistent rejection of uncritical analysis of Barth’s theology within the framework
of the Hegelian philosophical thought. This thesis spells out the precise nature
of the relationship between the theologies of Calvin and Barth. This challenges
conventional understanding of their relation (e.g. by H. U. von Balthasar and T.
F. Torrance). Their treatment of the relation is inadequate as well as inaccurate,
mainly because it fails to see Calvin’s basis in the trinitarian revelation of God

and his trinitarian theology.
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Abbreviations

Inst—John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, ed. J. T. McNeill,
trans. F. L. Battles, SCM Press, London, 1960. The book, chapter and section
number are mentioned after the initial reference (e.g. Inst. Li.1.).
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Introduction

This thesis analyses and interprets the theologies of Calvin’s 1559 Institutes
and Barth’s Church Dogmatics. Its principal purpose is to demonstrate their
conceptual basis in the revelation of the triune God to which the Bible and the
Church attest, and the implications of this basis. The living truth of God in
revelation and faith is indispensable as the basis for the theological formation
found in these works. The thesis therefore highlights the relationship which
Calvin and Barth find between the ontology of the living God in revelation and its
noetic and conceptual possibility in faith. Their dogmatic freedom and autonomy
in faith derive from the free and objective revelation of the triune God. This
dependence underlines and preserves their dogmatic objectivity and dynamism
in faith; it is decisive in avoiding a rigid rational systematisation of biblical or
dogmatic or philosophical principles. It is, however, the determinative role of the
triune God which is the basis of their ontology of God. For this reason, it is
necessary to inquire into the hermeneutical relevance of their concept of God (i.e.
in their doctrines of the Trinity and election) for the structure of their theology.
The thesis offers a critical assessment of the tenability of the oneness and the
threeness of God in their theologies. Old and new insights into their theologies

and their relationship are examined and a fresh discussion of them provided.

The first part of the thesis is a fresh reading of the Institutes in the light of
the relevance of the revelation of the triune God for faith. The major argument
of this part concerns the trinitarian orientation of the Institutes. The Institutes
focuses on presenting the one true God as the Trinity from the revelation in
creation, redemption and sanctification. The argument in this part rests on an
elaboration of Calvin’s insistence on the indispensability of faith (piety) for the
noetic and conceptual possibility of the trinitarian revelation. Faith identifies the
revelation of God as Creator in creation with the Father in Book I, as Redeemer

in the redemption of Jesus Christ with the Son in Book II, and as Sanctifier in the
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sanctification of the elect with the Holy Spirit in Book III-IV. The thesis traces
the exact nature of Calvin’s trinitarian theology from the triune nature of God
in revelation (i.e. in his doctrine of the Trinity). A particular inquiry is made
into the tenability of the oneness of God in his trinitarian orientation. Such a

critical inquiry is virtually absent in the usual discussions of his theology.

The significance of the trinitarian interpretation of the 1559 Institutes ad-
vanced in this thesis is this. It demonstrates the trinitarian revelation of God as
the determinative source of the Institutes, and thereby its trinitarian orientation,
or centre, consistency and unity. A constructive interpretation of the whole In-
stitutes (i.e. including its treatment of natural knowledge of God in Book Liii-v)
is possible in this. Trinitarian interpretation here opposes any formalistic inter-
pretation that regards the Institutes merely as a formalistic exposition of diverse
and contradictory biblical' or dogmatic principles,® and rejects its systematic
centre,® consistency and unity. A formalistic interpretation overlooks Calvin’s
dogmatic freedom and autonomy, and the dynamism and objectivism in faith.
His perspective of faith derives from the living Word of the triune God in the
biblical revelation,* and assigns the objectivity of this dynamic Word as the de-

! K.Barth (CD I, 1. p. 300. cf. I, 2. p. 460) and H. J. Forstman ( Word and Spirit, Stanford Univ.

Press, California, 1962, pp. 22-36) claim diverse biblical principles as the determinative factors
of the Institutes, and reject its systematic character from revelation. W. J. Bouwsma endorses
Barth’s claim, and stresses the unsuitable historical circumstances for the systematic nature of
the Institutes (John Calvin, Oxford Univ. Press, Oxford, 1988, pp. 4-6).

F. Wendel stresses Calvin’s lack of originality (Calvin: The Origins and Development of his
Religious Thought, trans Philip Mairet, Harper and Row, New York, 1963, pp. 123-44 and 359),
for he does not create new doctrinal concepts and ideas, but arranges traditional ones (i.e. of
Augustine, Melanchthon, Bucer). “It would be better, we think, to confess that Calvin is not a
closed system elaborated around a central idea, but that it draws together, one after another,
a whole series of Biblical ideas, some of which can only with difficulty be logically reconciled.
As he developed them in turn, the author of the Institutes was doubtless striving to bring them
into harmony by some sort of application of the formal method taught in the school; that is, by
expounding the opposed conceptions one after the other and showing that they are joined together

in a higher principle... But they cannot do away with the dialectical opposites themselves. What
have been called with the ‘paradoxes’ of Calvin remain.” Ibid. p. 358.

S. W. Sykes endorses Wendel’s claim of Calvin's paradoxical character, and asserts that Calvin,
unlike Barth, does not have a primary theological orientation or centre (Kar! Barth: Studies of
his Theological Method,, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1979, pp. 17-54).

* The treatment of Calvin’s doctrines of Scripture and faith will make this point plain.
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terminative source of his Institutes. It emancipates him from a rigid fidelity to
biblical and dogmatic views of the creator-God and creation, and enables him to

interpret and conceptualise them in accordance with his own hearing of God’s

Word in revelation.

The thesis spells out the exact nature of Calvin’s trinitarian orientation, which
has been either ignored or misunderstood by Brunnerian and Barthian inter-
preters. It surpasses their hermeneutical framework for the Institutes, and offers
a perspective in which they may be critically evaluated. The Brunnerian inter-
preters® (e.g. G. Gloede,® E. A. Dowey") assert that Calvin’s 1559 Institutes is
based in the duplez (general and special or nontrinitarian and trinitarian) revela-
tion of God. They uphold its natural theology and systematic inconsistency and
discontinuity. They dismiss the trinitarian revelation of God as its determinative
source and its trinitarian orientation, consistency and relatedness. The Barthian
interpreters® (e.g. W. Niesel® and T. H. L. Parker'®) attempt to oppose any sug-
gestion of Calvin’s natural theology. They suggest that Calvin’s treatment of
natural knowledge of God is not integral to his view of doctrine, marginalising it
from the rest of his theology. They argue that his central purpose is to witness to
the truth exclusively in the revelation (action) of the Word (Son) of God in Jesus
Christ.’! Their christocentric interpretation of the ontic and noetic reality of

the revelation of God gives rise to a christocentric interpretation of his theology.

J. T. McNeil, “Natural Law in the Theology of the Reformers,” Journal of Religion, XX VI, 1946,
168-82. D. Cairns, The Image of God in Man, SCM Press, London, 1953, pp. 128-80.

Theologia Naturalis bei Calvin, Kohlhammer, Stuttgart, 1935,
The Knowledge of God in Calvin’s Theology, Columbia University Press, New York, 1952,

P. Barth, “Das Problem der naturlichen Theologie bei Calvin,” Theologische Ezistenz Heute, Heft
18, Kaiser Verlag, Munchen, 1935, pp. 12ff and 38-63. T. F. Torrance, Calvin’s Doctrine of Man,
Lutterworth, London, 1949. R. Wallace, Calvin’s Doctrine of the Word and Sacrament, Oliver
and Boyd, Edinburgh, 1953.

The Theology of Calvin, trans. H. Knight, Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1956.

Calvin’s Doctrine of the Knowledge of God, 2nd ed. W. B. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 19568.
Parker claims that Calvin, unlike Barth, lacks consistency, i.e. in applying the relevance of faith
to his systematic theology (Karl Barth, W. B. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 1970).

Niesel, op. cit., pp. 22-30. Cf. Torrance, op. cit., pp. 13-42.

10
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They distort his well balanced trinitarian account; they overlook the fact that
the attestation of the revelation (action) of God the Father (Creator) in creation

and the Holy Spirit in sanctification are also the central goal of the Institutes (i.e.
its Book I and III-IV).!?

The second part of the thesis interprets Barth’s Church Dogmatics in the light
of its basis in the revelation of God’s Word in Jesus Christ. Barth's theological
freedom and autonomy in faith stems from his basis in this revelation. His chris-
tocentric theology derives from his christocentric understanding of the ontic and
noetic reality of the revelation of the triune God. The merit of the hermeneutical
method of this thesis!? is this. While it corresponds well to Barth’s intention to
stress the indispensability of God’s revelation and faith for theology, it opposes
any explanation of his theology merely from rational philosophical principles,*
which overlooks the indispensability of faith in his theological formation. More-
over, it sharply distances itself from a thematic interpretation that claims a par-

ticular theological theme or principle (e.g. of victorious grace!® or analogy'® or

12 Ibid. pp. 46-50 and 39.

13 This method follows T. H. L. Parker’s advice: “I do not think we can do justice to Barth by
trying to explain his whole theology by one principle. The very fact that all these elements can be
singled out as primary or comprehensive hints at his breath and suggests that we shall do better
not to be too selective in expounding his theology. It is, moreover, of the utmost importance that
we should know where to begin. If theology is to give a correct account of the knowledge of God
received through His revelation it must, in procedure, follow the same lines. And that means
that it must begin with revelation, continue with revelation, and end with revelation. Hence,
when we set out to give an account of the main lines of Barth’s theology, our starting point is the
fact that in Jesus Christ God has revealed and reveals Himself to man, In this we shall find the
main lines themselves; and conversely, it contains the denial of natural theology in all its forms.”
This quotation comes from Parker’s short essay on “Barth on Revelation” (in Scottish Journal
of Theology, Vol. 13, ed. T. F. Torrance and J. K. S. Reid, Oliver and Boyd, Edinburgh, 1960,

pp- 368-9), which was originally presented at the meeting of the Lightfoot Society, Durham, on
October 17, 1958.

14 Van Til interprets Barth’s theology in the light of Kantian phenomenalism and Heideggerian

existentialism (The New Modernism, James Clarke, London, 1946, pp. 143-5, 146-7 and 157-8),

and claims it as “the new modernism” (pp. 371-9), for it is determined by these philosophical
principles. The tenability of Van Til’s claim will be discussed in due course.

G. C. Berkouwer, The Triumph of Grace in the Theology of Karl Barth, ed. H. R. Boer, Pater-

noster Press, London, 1956, pp. 22 and 52. Barth criticises Berkouwer’s thematic interpretation
of his theology (CD IV, 3. pp. 173-80).

H. U. von Balthasar, Theology of Karl Barth, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York, 1971, p.
94,

15
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revelation'’) as the central focus of the Church Dogmatics. Barth’s central aim is
to unfold the diverse contents of the revelation of God’s Word in Jesus Christ to
which scripture and Church attest.'® His central focus rests on the living truth of
God in this revelation. It is this which preserves his dogmatic dynamism and ob-

jectivism in faith, and prevents him from falling into a rigid dogmatic formalism,

rationalism and subjectivism.

The major originality of the second part of the thesis stems from a coher-
ent exposition of the relationship between the theologies of J. Calvin and Barth.
The remarks of Calvinist Barthian scholars (e.g. T. H. L. Parker and T. F.
Torrance) on their relationship have been very fragmentary, sketchy and inaccu-
rate. They, like Barth, fail to grasp the basis of Calvin’s 1559 Institutes in the
revelation of the triune God, and its trinitarian orientation. The thesis demon-
strates Barth’s association with Calvin’s theology in order to stress his sharp
disassociation from idealistic (i.e. Hegelian) philosophy. It protests against any
uncritical claim of Barth’s affinity with the idealistic philosophy in methods'® or
contents.?’ Their objects (the biblical God and absolute spirit) are ontologically
incompatible. Their relationship with temporal creatures, the world and man,
is respectively those of relation and identity. Their ontological incompatibility

entails their incompatible way of actions, as well as their incompatible episte-

1T H. Ott, Reality and Faith: The Theological Legacy of Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Lutterworth, London,
1971, pp. 121ff. J. Bowden, Karl Barth, SCM Press, London, 1971, p. 110.

CD 1, 2. pp. 856f.

H. U. von Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, pp. 51 and 58. W. Hill, The Three-Personed
God, Catholic Univ. Press, Washington, 1982, pp. 113-4. C. Gunton, “Karl Barth and the
Western Intellectual Tradition,” in Theology Beyond Christendom, ed. J. Thompson, Pickwick
Press, Pittsburgh, 1986, pp. 293ff. R. H. Roberts, A Theology On Its Way, T. and T. Clark,
Edinburgh, 1991. T. Bradshaw, Trinity and Ontology, Rutherford House Books, Edinburgh,
1988. R. Ahlers, The Commaunity of Freedom, Peter Lang, New York, 1989, pp. 35ff. J. Macken,

The Autonomy Theme in the Church Dogmatics: Karl Barth and His Critics, Cambridge Univ.
Press, Cambridge, 1990, pp. 124ff.

18
19

20 Van Til, The New Modernism, James Clarke, London, 1946. W. Pannenberg, Grundfragen Sys-

tematischer Theologie, Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, Gesammelt Aufsatze Band 2, G®ttingen,
1967, pp. 101ff. Jesus—God and Man, trans. L. L. Wilkins and D. A. Priebe, SCM Press, Lon-

don, 1968, pp. 127ff. J. Moltmann, The Trinity and the Kingdom of God, SCM Press, London,
1981, pp. 1394,



mologies. The method of Hegel’s philosophy is incompatible with that of Barth’s
theology. Faith is indispensable and surpassable, respectively, for the noetic and
conceptual possibility of the biblical God and for absolute spirit coming to man'’s
consciousness. Barth and Calvin interpret all the ways and actions of the triune
God in himself and his relation to the world and mankind in the light of his
free will (i.e. in the doctrine of election). Hegel’s pantheistic notion of absolute

spirit makes its relationship with its objects, the world and man, an inevitable

necessity.

The thesis regards discrepancies between the theologies of Calvin and Barth
as a matter of emphasis. They present the way and nature of the revelation
of the same biblical God as trinitarian and christocentric, respectively. The
trinitarian and christological orientation of their theologies derives from their
basis in a trinitarian and christocentric understanding of God’s revelation. They
are respectively committed to defending the distinction of “three” and the unity
of the “one” God. Their concepts of the inner relationship of the triune God (i.e.
in their doctrines of the Trinity) are responsible for their differing emphases on
the threeness and oneness of God. A critical inquiry? is made into the tenability

of the threefold distinctiveness of God in Barth’s strong emphasis on the single
unity of God.

The procedure of this thesis follows the procedure of the theologies of Calvin's
1559 Institutes and Barth’s Church Dogmatics. This appears to be appropriate
for demonstrating their distinctive characteristics in their relation. We consider
Calvin’s doctrine of creation and his soteriology in christology and pneumatology,
and Barth’s doctrine of God in se and ad eztra, and assess their trinitarian

theology in the light of their basis in the revelation of the triune God.

1 C. Welch (The Trinity in Contemporary Theology, SCM Press, London, 1953, pp. 161-232),
E. Jlingel (The Docirine of the Trinity, trans. H. Harris, Scottish Academic Press, Edinburgh,
1976), and T. F. Torrance (Kar! Barth, Biblical and Evangelical Theologian, T. and T. Clark,
Edinburgh, 1990) accept Barth’s claim about distinctiveness in God without critical assessment.
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Part I The Revelation of the Triune God in the 1559 Institutes

Introduction

The 1559 Institutes alludes to a theology of revelation. Its primary inquiry
is not concerned with the absolute reality of God in se, but with the revelation
of his relative reality ad extra to us and for us. The question of quale sit rather
than of quid sit is at stake here.! This methodological determination? is designed
to depart from mediaeval Thomistic speculation on the inner essence of God.}
The essence of God is the absolute reality of God in se, and is transcendent and
incomprehensible to our cognition.* Calvin’s theology relies on actual trinitarian
knowledge of God in faith which occurs through his self-revelation. It rejects the
Thomistic doctrine of the analogia entis which claims knowledge of God from the
similarity of his essence to the being of man. There is a qualitative distinction

and discontinuity between the essence of God and his creature, man.®

The basis in the revelation of the one true God elicits Calvin’s sole commit-
ment to the doctrine of the analogia fidei.® The perspective of faith (piety) enables

him to define the revelation of the one true God as trinitarian. It identifies God’s

! Inst. Lii.2 and v.1, 9 and 10.

2

T. F. Torrance, God and Rationality, Oxford Univ. Press, London, 1971, pp. 33ff.
3

T. Aquinas discusses the essence of God (e.g. his simplicity, eternity and his oneness) in terms
of its similarity with the inner being of man, namely the analogia entis, in Summa Theologica,
I, gu. 3, 8 and 9-11. E. Gilson explains this as Aristotelianism (The Philosophy of St. Thomas
Agquinas, trans. E. Bullough, W. Heffer and Sons, Cambridge, 1924, pp. 12-3. cf. Christianity
and Philosophy, Sheed and Ward, New York, 1939, pp. 93ff, 446ff, and 461). Calvin categorises
eternal oneness, simplicity, immensity and spirituality as the essence of God, but opposes any
philosophical speculation upon these (I.v.9-10 and xiil.2).

Inst. Lv.l.
Ibid. cf. I.xiii.2.

“Each of them [Schleiermacher and Calvin] in his own way was determined (if we dare to adapt the
famous title of one of Kant’s works) to do theology within the limits of piety alone.” B. A. Gerrish,
The Old Protestantism and the New : Essays on the Reformation Heritage, Chicago Univ, Press,
1982, p. 197. The bracket is mine. Gerrish’s comparison of Calvin with Schleiermacher does not
seem to be valid. Their notion of faith is incompatible. Calvin regards faith as a super-natural
gift of God which occurs through his miraculous revelation by the internal witness of the Holy
Spirit. Schleiermacher, however, denies the super-natural or miraculous revelation of God, and
regards faith as the religious consciousness of the natural man (The Christian Faith, trans. H.
R. Mackintosh and J. S. Stewart, T. and T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1928, pp. 71ff, 178ff and 448ff).
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revelation as Creator in creation with the triune God the Father, as Redeemer in
Jesus Christ with the Son and as Sanctifier in regeneration with the Holy Spirit.
It is crucial for Calvin’s conceptual basis in the revelation of the triune God
and his trinitarian theology; the latter stems from the former. His basis in this
revelation not only elicits his theological objectivism’ and dynamism,® but also
emancipates him from formal scriptural and dogmatic principles of the church,
and gives him freedom and autonomy in faith® to systematise her scriptural and
dogmatic principles in accordance with the verdict of God in revelation. Their
systematisation has a practical purpose, to stimulate the believer’s (worshiping,
praising, loving and obedient) faith in the rich goodness and glory of the triune
God.}* The Institutes (including its treatment of natural knowledge of God) is
claimed as a Christian theology; it is shaped from the perspective of the living

faith of the believer!! for the practical benefits of their faith.

7 Torrance articulates the determinative role of the objective revelation of God in Calvin’s theol-
ogy by claiming its decisiveness for scientific method. For modern science also takes the intrinsic
objective intelligibility of a thing as the determinative factor of its true investigation and knowl-
edge (Theological Science, Oxford Univ. Press, London, 1969, pp. 306ff). Calvin's scientific
inquiry, argues Torrance, has been lost by the imposition of Kantian subjective interpretation of
things rather than their intrinsic objective intelligibility as the determinative factor of their true
investigation and knowledge (God and Rationality, pp. 41-2).

D. W. Hardy and D. F. Ford stress the discrepancy between Calvin and Schleiermacher. Their
concept of God depends respectively on God’s own (supernatural) objective revelation, and on
man’s own (natural) subjective religious consciousness. Schleiermacher loses Calvin’s real and
dynamic knowledge of God, falling into a kind of formalism that detaches it from real and dynamic
knowledge of God (Jubilate, Darton Longman and Todd, London, 1984, pp. 191-4).

E. Brunner characterises Reformed dogmatics (including Calvin’s theology) as confessional, and
differentiates them from the Catholic dogma. The latter (e.g. the Church’s magisterium) as a
fixed system of dogma has final or absolute authority, whilst the former as the Confessions of
faith has a particular relative authority or dignity. For they are not the ultimate truth, the object
of faith, the revelation of the living God, but the confession of its object (The Christian Doctrine
of God, Vol. 1, trans. Olive Wyon, Lutterworth, London, 1949, pp. 50-59). Brunner does not

take seriously the role of faith in Calvin’s doctrine of the creator-God (i.e. in Book Liii-v of the
1669 Institutes,
10 Inst, Lii.1 and 2, v.1 and 9, and x.2. E. Doumergue highlights the practical character of Calvin's

theology by asserting it as “une doctrine de pratique”. Jean Calvin, les hommes et les choses de
son temps, Vol. 1V, Librairie Fischbacher, Paris, 1910, p. 23. cf. pp. 14-28.

J. A. Rossall stresses the vital role of Calvin’s Christian experience in his theological formation
(God’s Activity and the Believer’s Ezperience in the Theology of John Calvin, Ph. D. Thesis,
Durham University, 1991), She attempts to improve “the only major study” of this area which
has been undertaken by the Korean, Sou-Young Lee (’La Notion d’Ezperiénce chez Calvin, d’apres
son Institution de la Religion Chretienne, Doctoral Thesis, Université des Sciences Humaine de
Strasbourg. Faculte de Theologie Protestante, 1984). For he treats the concept of experience

11
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The thesis argues for the trinitarian orientation or balance and unity in the
1559 Institutes given the dogmatic role of faith. This enables Calvin to discuss
each distinctive person and work of the Trinity in terms of his own relationship
with the two others. He rejects any noetic and thus dogmatic subordination
of each person of the Trinity to the others. For their distinctive persons are
always viewed from their revelation in their distinctive works in the light of faith.
Creation, redemption and sanctification are the self-revelation of God in the
Father, in the Son and in the Holy Spirit. Our creatureliness, redemption and

sanctification are the means of the revelation of the one true God in the Trinity.

The trinitarian knowledge of God, for Calvin, does not necessarily depend
solely on the revelation (action) of the Word (Son) of God in Jesus Christ. It is
also gained in faith from the revelation of the creator-God as the Father in his
distinctive work of creation.!? Calvin understands the creator-God the Father
as the Father of the Son (Word in the man Jesus Christ) and the Holy Spirit,
and presupposes their relation in their unity from the perspective of God the
Father. Old and new interpreters of the Institutes have not explicitly appreciated
its trinitarian consistency and unity. They fail to understand Calvin’s trinitarian
presentation of the true Creator as God the Father of the Son and the Holy
Spirit in faith, and judge the consistency and unity of the Institutes from a
christocentric perspective, namely from the perspective of the relationship of the

Son, Jesus Christ with God the Father and the Holy Spirit.

from a doctrinal perspective rather than from the notion of experience itself, and also fails to
examine the historical context of Calvin’s argument on this subject. The major weakness of her
work is that it is indifferent to the triune nature of God whom Calvin as believer encounters.

“Indeed, we shall not say that, properly speaking, God is known where there is no religion or
piety.” Inst, Lii.l. “For, to begin with, the pious mind does not dream up for itself any god it
pleases, but contemplates the one and only true God, And it does not attach to him whatever it
pleases, but is content to hold him to be as he manifests himself; furthermore, the mind always
exercises the utmost diligence and care not to wander astray, or rashly and boldly to go beyond
his will. It thus recognizes God because it knows that he governs all things; and trusts that
he is its guide and protector, therefore giving itself over completely to trust in him. Because it
understands him to be the Author of every good... Because it is persuaded that he is good and
merciful... Because it acknowledges him as Lord and Father... Besides, this mind restrains itself
from sinning, not out of dread of punishment alone; but, because it loves and reveres God as
Father, it worships and adores him as Lord.” Inst. Lii.2.

12
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An attempt is made to highlight the trinitarian emphasis of Calvin’s theology
rather than the oneness of God for reasons of clarification. The emphasis is not
the outcome of logical priority, but of epistemological actualism. For Calvin, we
always encounter and perceive the individual persons of the Trinity, rather than
their common unity or essence, from their revelation in the distinctive works of
creation, redemption and sanctification. He regards the one essence of God as
incomprehensible and transcendent to our cognition.’® This epistemological ac-
tualism determines the conception of the ontology of God, while being controlled
by the actual being of God in revelation.!* It gives rise to the attribution of the
threeness to the active subject and person of God rather than the oneness of God.

The implication of this attribution is evaluated later in the light of the tenability

of the oneness and the threeness of God.

The chief intention of this trinitarian interpretation is not to deny the four-
fold division of the Apostles’ Creed as the formal structure of the Institutes.
Nor does it disregard the vital influence of Calvin’s own psychology,’® and his

philosophical'® and dogmatic'” knowledge, and his French formal rationalism and

13 Inet. Lxiiil,

4 T, F. Torrance claims that Calvin’s admission of the controlled relation of the human subject

to God’s objective revelation was learned from “Duns Scotus who stresses the notion of the
active agent and came to think of the subject in this sense as a ‘voluntary object’ of thought.”
(Theological Science, p. 306) “This goes back to the concept of the person developed, in opposition
to Boethius, by Richard of St. Victor which he derived ontologically from the doctrine of the
Trinity” (Ibid.), and “has the effect of restoring theological knowledge to the field of direct

intuitive knowledge of God” (Ibid. p. 307) that was explicit in the language of John Major
(Theology In Reconstruction, SCM Press, London, 1965, p. 87).

Hermann Weber claims that the formation of Calvin’s theology derives from his reinterpretation
of things about God and his creatures according to the measure of his own psyche, that is, the
honour of God (Die Theologie Calvins. Ihre innere Systematik im Lichte structurpsychologischer
Forschungsmethode, Elsner, Berlin, 1930, pp. 18-25). E. Fromm regards Calvin as a representa-
tive of an authoritarian rather than humanistic religion. His authoritarian psychology gives rise
to an authoritarian concept of God that entails a pessimistic concept of man (Psychoanalysis and
Religion, Yale Univ. Press, New Haven, 1950, pp. 34-6. Escape From Freedom, Rinehart and

Company, New York, 1941, pp. 87-8). The tenability of Fromm’s view will be discussed in the
treatment of Calvin’s doctrine of man.

16

16 Karl Barth considers Calvin as a classical Platonist from a philosophical viewpoint (CD I, 2,

p. 728). Charles Partee meanwhile admits some Platonic influence in Calvin’s theology, but he

rejects its determinative role (Calvin and Classical Philosophy, E. J. Brill, Leiden, 1977, pp. 37
and 46-7).

F. Wendel, Calvin, p. 359.

10



humanistic biblicalism'® in his theological formation. Rather, it rejects them as
the final determinative source of his theology. None of these can be the basis of
a systematic exposition. Their attestation is not the central and focal purpose of
the Institutes. Neither Calvin’s entire Institutes nor his other theological works
ever indicate a rational systematisation of Christian truth from a single or various
biblical or dogmatic principles. They do not focus on attesting themselves for
themselves, but refer beyond themselves to the objective revelation of the living
triune God’s will, word, truth, and characteristics in his various actions. This
thesis is intended to advocate the diverse content of this revelation which the Bible
and the Church attest as the final determinative source of the 1559 Institutes.
It analyses and interprets the diverse content of the Institutes in the light of its
relation to the revelation of the triune God; it affirms this revelation as the valid
basis of a coherent and systematic exposition of the Institutes. Not only is the

Institutes based on the revelation, but its central and focal purpose is the witness

to the diverse content of this revelation.

The insistence on the living reality of God (e.g. his glory,' his sovereignty
or majesty®®) as the unifying reality of the Institutes, and the possibility of its

systematic exposition or unity?! is not new. W. Niesel follows this line of approach

® Hermann Bauke claims his French formal rationalism as the key to the true understanding of
Calvin’s theology, for it is something that enables Calvin to put together diverse and even con-
tradictory views about God and his creatures (man) arising from his humanistic biblicalism in a
dialectical manner (Die Probleme der Theologie Calvins, J. C. Hinrichs, Leipzig, 1922, pp. 14-31).
The contradictory views here are, for example, the simultaneous claim of man’s own fault and
God’s unchangeable eternal will as responsible for man’s damnation, of completed justification
and commencing sanctification, and of Satan’s instrumental function and its just condemnation
(Ibid. pp. 16ff). The observation of the complezio oppositorum here led him to conclude that
Calvin is “a dialectician rather than a systematic thinker, or at best a dialectical systematizer”
(Ibid. p. 16), rejecting any attempt to understand Calvin’s theology from any single principle or
doctrine (Ibid. pp. 11ff). E. D. Willis seems to oppose Bauke’s claim of Calvin’s dialectical ratio-
nalism or formalism in the Institutes that brings about “the unresolved conflicts, the complex of
opposites, the sharply disjunctive qualities, in his thought”, and proposes that “Calvin’s thought
is not primarily characterised by dialectical diastasis but by rhetorical correlation.” “Rhetoric
and Responsibility in Calvin’s Theology”, in The Contest of Contemporary Theology, ed. A. J.
McKelway and E. D. Willis, John Knox Press, Atlanta, 1974, pp. 43-4. cf. pp. 45-63.

19 Alfred de Quervain, Calvin, Sein, Lehren und Kampfen, Furche, Berline, 1962, p. 6.
20y, J. Forstman, op. cit., p. 10.

21 «When Calvin’s theology is looked at as a logical system, he is seen to have developed the doctrine
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in appreciating Peter Brunner’'s work.?? He renounces H. Bauke's formalistic
interpretation that stresses a unsystematic and inconsistent nature of Calvin’s
theology,?® and produces a Barthian christocentric interpretation. He declares,
like Barth,** that the witness of the revelation of the living God’s truth in Christ,
attested in the Bible, is the central focus as well as the governing purpose of the
Institutes.?® This revelation remains the basis for his systematic exposition. E. A.
Dowey and T. H. L. Parker also propose the possibility of a systematic exposition
of the Institutes from its epistemology, based on the revelation of God’s living
being. Their proposal is made within the hermeneutical framework of the Barth-
Brunner debate, and highlights Calvin’s emphasis on the integral place of the

human subject, in particular, in the formation of the 1559 Institutes.?®

Dowey, like E. Brunner,*” advocates the duplez cognitio Domini, the knowl-
edge of God as Creator and as Redeemer from his revelation in creation and in
Christ, as the central theme and thus the really significant ordering principle of
the 1559 Institutes.?® Parker, like Barth,? insists that Calvin only talks about

of the omnipotence of God into a complete determinism, while at the same time maintaining with

equal vigour a contradictory doctrine of the responsibility of the individual.,” E. A. Dowey, op.
cit., pp. 37-8.

Vom Glauben bei Calvin, Mohr, Tubingen, 1925.
The Theology of Calvin, pp. 10ff.

22
23

24 B. Brunner and K. Barth, Natural Theology, trans. P. Fraenkel, Centenary Press, London, 1946,
pp. 1084,

25 Ibid. pp. 29-30.

26 T, F, Torrance interprets this emphasis as the essential characteristic of modern theology (The-
ological Science, pp. 307ff).

T Man in Revolt, trans. O. Wyon, Lutterworth, London, 1939, pp. 155-63. and Natural Theology,
pp. 36fF.

B The Knowledge of God in Calvin’s theology, pp. 41-2. Dowey follows the work of J. Kostlin
(“Calvin Institutio nach Form und Inhalt, in ihrer geschlischtlichen Entwicklung.” Theologische
Studien und Kritiken, 1868, pp. 6-62 and 410-468. Cf. O. Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte des Protes-
tantismus, Vol. III., Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, Gottingen, 1926, pp. 161f) in reordering the
Institutes’ four divisions of the Apostle’s Creed into two divisions (Book I-ILi-v and Book IL.vi-
IV.xx), and stresses their respective dogmatic purposes, that is, to deal with knowledge of God’s
self-revelation as creator in creation and redeemer in the Son Jesus Christ, respectively, from
natural reason and faith. This Brunnerian emphasis which Dowey advocates (Op. cit., 247ff)
leads him to claim systematic and theological disunity and inconsistency in the Institutes (Ibid.
pp. 238 and 241). Calvin discusses knowledge and revelation of God both with and without
reference to Christ. This conclusion stems from a christocentric perspective.

2 Natural Theology, pp. 108ff.
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the one knowledge and revelation of the one God which the Bible attests.®® He
asserts the duplex cognitio Dei, the knowledge of God and of ourselves, as the
central and focal theme of the Institutes.’? The common feature of these Barthian
and Brunnerian interpreters is this; they do not recognise the trinitarian orien-
tation (and consistency and relatedness) of the 1559 Institutes from its basis in

the revelation of the triune God. This is because they do not take the formative

influence of faith in the Institutes fully seriously.

A remarkable proposal of the trinitarian orientation of the Institutes has ap-
peared in English from E. D. Willis.*? This attempts to elaborate Parker’s impli-
cation of Calvin’s trinitarian thought3? in the light of Dowey’s suggestion of the
bond between his doctrine of the Trinity and his Christology.®* It is intended to
initiate “a new stage of inquiry” beyond the Barth-Brunner hermeneutical frame-

work for Calvin’s theology by exploring a relatedness of their positions.*®* Willis,

% 0Op. cit., p. 9.

M 1hid. pp. 7-8. There has been serious doubt about the tenability of the two parts analysis
(knowledge of God and of ourselves) as the basis for the Institutes (E. A. Dowey, op. cit., pp.
19-20). The opening statement of these two parts of knowledge is Calvin’s basic epistemological
proposition, and is geared to stress their correlatedness, and the indispensability of our actual
experience of God for his noetic and conceptual possibility in order to resist any abstract spec-
ulation about him irn se. Knowledge of ourselves is certainly not a valid basis of a systematic
exposition. The central concern of the Institutes is our knowledge of God’s being and act in
revelation. The final function of the discussion of creation, redemption and sanctification (of

ourselves) is to demonstrate the revelation of the creative, redemptive and sanctifying action of
the triune God,

32 «Even if it be decided that the duplez cognitio scheme and not the three articles of the Creed

provides the primary instrument for structuring the final edition of the Institutes, still the subject
of Books III and IV is generally the work of the Holy Spirit, as the subject of Book I is generally
God the Creator and of Book II generally the Redeemer. The Holy Spirit is not for Calvin only
the means of our knowledge of God: he is also the subject of our knowledge of God, along with
the Father and the Son. Books III and IV should be seen as serving in part to elaborate the
content of our knowledge of the Holy Spirit from a consideration of his offices.” Calvin’s Catholic
Christology, E. J. Brill, Leiden, 1966, p. 123.

Ibid. p. 103. n. 4.

Ibid. p. 121.

a3
34
3 «t is a vain hope to want to elude entirely the framework of the Barth-Brunner debate. The
issues there raised cannot ultimately be reduced to semantics, nor have they been fully digested
or resolved by contemporary theology. Calvin’s answers to the questions put to him in that cadre
may after all have had a salutary effect on the present-day Church. However, because his thought
is inevitably colored when it is required to respond precisely to question asked in any epoch, an
endeavor must be made to enter a new stage of inquiry... Part of such a movement beyond the
Barth-Brunner framework is to adinit that the question is no longer: ‘Does Calvin teach a natural
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like Brunner (and also Dowey), admits Calvin's teaching of God'’s self-revelation
in creation,®® but goes through a christocentric interpretation of the ontic and
noetic reality of this revelation in order to accommodate the position of Barth (as
presupposed also by Niesel and Torrance). Willis characterises Calvin's knowl-
edge of God as christological on the basis of Calvin’s doctrine of the Trinity.?
This indicates that God reveals himself only through his eternal Word or Son,
Christ; we therefore know him only through this eternal Word, Christ. This chris-
tocentric interpretation, he argues, relies on the doctrinal function of the eztra
Calvinisticum. It not only recognises the pre-historical life of the eternal Word
or Son, Christ, outside (extra) of the historical man Jesus, it also identifies them,
and them with the creator-God, the Father. Their ontological identification and
unity are considered as the ground for the involvement of the eternal Word or

Son, Jesus Christ, in the actions (e.g. creation and revelation) of the creator-God
the Father.®®

Willis’ interpretation falls into the Barthian christocentric framework, as he
indicates.?® He argues for Calvin’s trinitarian knowledge from his christological

knowledge of God.*® The triune nature of God is suggested in terms of the rela-

revelation and hold that there is a natural knowledge of God?’; it is rather: ‘In what senses does
Calvin speak of the knowledge of God and what kind of natural revelation does he teach?’ For it
is clear that Calvin teaches a natural revelation in a certain sense, and it is equally clear that in
another sense he teaches that our knowledge of God is limited to what we bave through Christ.
This chapter undertakes to discern the variety of ways in which Calvin expounds both positions,
and to see how, if at all, the diverse teachings are systematically related in his thought.” Ibid.
pp. 103-4.

Ibid. p. 120.

Inst, xiii.7.

Op. cit., pp. 104-31.

“Since Karl Barth shook the theological world with what was then the startling news that the-
ology must be Christological, an intense search has taken historical theology into the writings

of the Reformers for clues to the nature of the Christology which will allow theology to remain
Trinitarian and anthropological.” Ibid. Preface.

“The Christological content of the knowledge of God the Creator is the revelation of God through
the Word in the opera Dei” Ibid. p. 126. “The eztra Calvinisticum functions in Calvin’s
doctrine of the knowledge of God to bind closely together the two aspects of the duplez cognitio
Dei (cognitio Dei creatoris et redemptoris), to emphasize the basic unity of the act of knowledge
in this twofold fashion, and above all to emphasise the unity of the God thus known. More briefly
put, it marks the Trinitarian character of our knowledge of God. It does so by helping Calvin to
insist on the Christological character of our knowledge of God without either making the Father

36
37
38
39

40
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tionship of the Word of God (Jesus Christ) with the Father and the Holy Spirit.
He proposes that the basis of Calvin’s trinitarian and christological theology is
in the ontological unity of the Word or Son Jesus Christ with the Father and the
Spirit. This attempts to offer a theoretical ground for the relatedness of God the
Creator in Book I to the Redeemer in Book II, and thus for Barth’s and Parker’s
insistence on the one knowledge and revelation of the one God of the Institutes.*!
Willis rejects the claim of Brunner and Dowey that Calvin’s subject of inquiry
is two qualitatively different kinds of knowledge of God (general and special) as

Creator and as Redeemer, respectively, from his revelation in creation and in
Christ.

The serious problem with Willis’ Barthian christocentric interpretation is this.
It fails to grasp Calvin’s own methodological procedure. The 1559 Institutes
presents the one true God as the Trinity from revelation in the distinctive actions
of creation, redemption and sanctification. The activities of God are attributed
to the individual member of the Trinity rather than to their common essence
and unity. Willis does not recognise that Calvin’s understanding of the nature of
God'’s revelation is fundamentally trinitarian rather than christocentric. Calvin
does not consider the Word (the Son) of God in Jesus Christ as his only revelation.
He is committed to defend the distinctive persons of the Trinity in their distinctive
actions and revelations. His trinitarian knowledge of the creator-God does not
necessarily depend solely on the ontological unity and relationship of the Word
(Christ or Son) with God the Father and the Holy Spirit. Each distinctive person
and work of the Trinity is discussed in the light of his own relationship with the
two others from the perspective of faith. The Word (Christ) defines the nature

and the Spirit subordinate in revelation or sacrificing the decisive role which the revelation of
God in the flesh has for Christian theology.” Ibid. p. 104. H. P. Jansma (The Prophetic
Office in John Calvin’s Theology, Ph. D. Thesis, Durham University, 1991, pp. 129-36 and 293)
and P. J. Wilcox (God, The Word of God, and Scripture: The Mediation of the Knowledge of
God in Calvin’s Theology, M.A. Thesis, Durham University, 1991, pp. 12ff) apparently follow
Willis’ christocentric interpretation of revelation and knowledge of God for the assertion of their
trinitarian character without critical assessment of its validity.
*l Thid. pp. 121 and 128.
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of Creator as the triune God the Father in the event of his own revelation in

creation.

Calvin presupposes the christological nature of the creator-God in his trini-
tarian nature as the Father of the Son Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit (in Book
I). Christological knowledge is assumed in his trinitarian knowledge of God, not
the other way around as Willis proposes. He fails to understand the nature of
Calvin’s trinitarian theology. It is based not on the ontological unity and essence
of the Trinity, as he affirms, but on their distinctive persons and actions (revela-
tions). The major reason for Willis’ failure is that he fails to observe the exact

influence of Calvin’s concept of the triune nature of God (i.e. in his doctrine of

the Trinity) in the formation of the Institutes.

The first chapter of this thesis deals with the revelation of Creator in creation
and in Scripture (in Book I of the 1559 Institutes) in such a way as to stress the
trinitarian character of his revelation and knowledge. Chapters Two and Three
concern themselves christology (in Book II) and peneumatology (in III-IV) to
consolidate the trinitarian orientation of the Institutes. The exposition of Book
IV (about the Church) will be inserted in the discussion of the Christian life (e.g.
faith and sanctification). The revelation of the triune God is thereby shown as

the basis for the trinitarian interpretation and analysis of the Institutes.
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Chapter I The Doctrine of Creation

The subject of inquiry in Book I of the 1559 Institutes is the revelation of
the creative being and action of God in creation and in Scripture. Calvin here
deals with God’s primal and universal relationship with creation, and formulates
Christian doctrines of creation and Creator from the revelation. This chapter
explores these doctrines in the light of their relevance to God’s revelation in cre-
ation and then to his revelation in Scripture. Its focus rests on the ontology
and the epistemology of Creator and creation, and their relationship. It demon-
strates the trinitarian character of the being and action of the Creator from his
conceptual basis in the revelation of the triune God the Father. This relies on an
elaboration of Calvin’s insistence on the indispensability of faith for the noetic

and conceptual possibility of this trinitarian revelation.

I.1. The Revelation of God the Father in Creation

Introduction

Calvin’s treatment of God’s revelation in creation, and its knowability and
knowledge, is the major concern of Book Liii-v. My constant dialogue with
commentators is designed to clarify complicated issues in this. The precise nature
of the sensus divinitatis and the revelation of Creator in creation are unravelled
in the light of the hermeneutical relevance of faith and predestination to them.
This leads us not only to illustrate the determinative source of Book Liii-v, but
also to examine the relevance of God’s revelation to natural reason and to faith,
and their dogmatic purposes and relationship. Their purpose is discussed, and a

brief evaluation is made to point out their distinctive character.
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1.i. The Sensus Divinitatis from Revelation

i.1. The sensus divinitatis as a Divine Origin

A sense of Deity (divinitatis sensus) is a natural’ awareness of God as Creator
from his revelation in creation (i.e. in our natural intellect’ and world®). It
generates a sense or seed of religion (religionis semen), and has an actual content*
of intellectual knowledge of God as Creator, and of intellectual conscientia to
obey his will.® The explicit use of “self-revelation” is absent in the Institutes.
It is, however, vital to notice the total dependence of the reality of the sensus
divinitatis on the grace of God'’s self-revelation in creation.® Its significance is
this: it not only demonstrates the grace of God’s miraculous and super-natural
action as the origination of man’s sensus divinitatis and sensus religionis, but it
also opposes man’s autonomous possession of them and man’s sharing of merit
with God for them. Man is utterly passive to them; they occur only by God’s

illumination of man’s mind to respond to the grace of his self-revelation.”

The self-revelation of God in creation entails God’s accommodation and com-

munication of himself and of his will to us, and our feeling, hearing and under-

Inst. Liii.l.
Inst. Liii-iv

Inst. Lv.

S I

B. B. Warfield, Calvin and Augustine, Presbyterian and Reformed, Pennsylvania, 19566, pp. 37ff.
E. A, Dowey (Op. cit.,, pp. 51 and 56 n.36) rejects the attempt that is made by R. See-
berg (Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 2d ed. Vol. IV.2, A. Deicherische Verlagsbuchhandlung
Werner Scholl, Erlangen, 1920, p. 571) and H. Engelland ( Gott und Mensch bei Calvin, Kaiser
Verlag, Munich, 1934, pp. 16, 7-23) to regard the sensus divinitatis as a formal possibility or a
precondition of knowledge of God rather than as actual knowledge of him.

“There is within the human mind, and indeed by natural instinct, an awareness of divinity. This
we take to be beyond controversy... Since, therefore, men one and all perceive that there is a
God and that he is their Maker, they are condemned by their own testimony because they have
failed to honor him and to consecrate their lives to his will.” Inst. Liii.l.

T. H. L. Parker, op. cit., pp. 24fF.

“Certain philosophers, accordingly, long ago not ineptly called man a microcosm because he is a
rare example of God’s power, goodness, and wisdom, and contains within himself enough miracles
to occupy our minds, if only we are not irked at paying attention to them. Paul, having stated
that the blind can find God by feeling after him, immediately adds that he ought not to be sought

afar off (Acts 17:27). For each one undoubtedly feels within the heavenly grace that quickens
him.” Inst, Lv.3. cf. v4.
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standing of his communication.® In knowledge of God from his revelation in the
creation of our conscious subjectivity the intuition is predominant, likewise, in
knowledge of God from his revelation in the creation of our external world, visual
observation and ratiocination are predominant in this knowledge. For God also
reveals himself through our external world to us and for us in the process of our
rational observation and ratiocination.® T. F. Torrance does not seem to be fully
just to the nature of Calvin’s knowledge of God from his revelation in creation,
as he argues for the genuineness of his auditive and intuitive knowledge of God

solely from the revelation of his Word in the Bible.!®

Calvin contradicts the rejection of the occurrence of God’s self-revelation in
and through creation, and man’s actual knowledge of it. Barth claims that Calvin
treats them merely as a hypothetical possibility after the Fall.!* His claim stems
from his false interpretation of Calvin’s emphasis on the effect of the Fall. For

8 “And here again we ought to observe that we are called to a knowledge of God; not that knowledge
which, content with empty speculation, merely flits in the brain, but that which will be sound
and fruitful if we duly perceive it, and if it takes root in the heart. For the Lord manifests himself
by his powers, the force of which we feel within ourselves and the benefits of which we enjoy. We
must therefore be much more profoundly affected by this knowledge than if we were to imagine
a God of whom no perception came through to us. Consequently, we know the most perfect
way of seeking God, and the most suitable order, is not for us to attempt with bold curiosity to
penetrate to the investigation of his essence, which we ought more to adore than meticulously

to search out, but for us to contemplate him in his works whereby he renders himself near and
familiar to us, and in some manner communicates himself.” Inst. Lv.9.

“Lest anyone, then, be excluded from access to happiness, he not only showed in men’s minds
that seed of religion of which we have spoken but revealed himself and daily discloses himself in
the whole workmanship of the universe. As a consequence, men cannot open eyes without being
compelled to see him... You cannot in one glance survey this most vast and beautiful system of

the universe, in its wide expanse, without being completely overwhelmed by the boundless force
of its brightness.” Inst. Lv.1.
10 «Now what is so distinctive in Calvin’s doctrine of our intuitive knowledge of God is that it is in

and through his Word., In the language of John Major, it is intuitiva auditio, intuitive auditive
knowledge of God. Major himself failed to think this out to the end, for in the last analysis he
tended to lapse back into the Augustine notion of vision through the lack of the biblical doctrine
of the Word that gripped the Reformers... Even Major insisted on thinking through the problems
of perfection in our natural knowledge in terms of hearing as well as seeing - this means, as Calvin
must have realized through Major’s teaching, that the place of vision in our knowledge has but a
limited range and that perceptibility cannot be taken as the final criterion of intuitive evidence
knowledge. There is no point, of course, in rejecting the proper place of vision in theological
knowledge, but it cannot be allowed to dissolve away the auditive element which is basic and
essential,” Theology In Reconstruction, p. 87.

11 Natural Theology, pp. 106-9.
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Calvin, the Fall negates neither God’s objective revelation in creation from the
grace of God, nor its actual knowledge by man. Rather, it turns the original
salvific knowledge of God from natural reason before the Fall into a unsalvific
one, and nullifies its utility and effectiveness for true (salvific) knowledge and the
religion.’? That is to say, the Fall brings about a drastic change of the nature of
man and his action, but not of the nature of God and his action (revelation); the
latter was already determined by his eternal will (decree) before the foundation
of the world.?® Calvin stresses the relevance of man’s created nature to the
knowability and knowledge of God’s revelation in creation (and in Scripture); it

is the persistent concern of Book I of the 1559 Institutes.

Here I do not yet touch upon the sort of knowledge with which men, in them-
selves lost and accursed, apprehend God the Redeemer in Christ the Mediator;
but I speak only of the primal and simple knowledge to which the very order
of nature would have led us if Adam had remained upright. In this ruin of
mankind no one now experiences God either as Father or as Author of sal-
vation, or favorable in any way, until Christ the Mediator comes forward to
reconcile him to us. Nevertheless, it is one thing to feel that God as our Maker
supports us by his power, governs us by his providence, nourishes us by his
goodness, and attends us with all sorts of blessings—and another thing to em-
brace the grace of reconciliation offered to us in Christ. First, in the fashioning
of the universe and in the general teaching of Scripture the Lord shows himself
to be the Creator. Then in the face of Christ (cf. II Cor. 4:6) he shows himself
to be the Redeemer. Of the resulting twofold knowledge of God we shall now
discuss the first aspect; the second will be dealt with in its proper place.!*

1.2. The sensus divinitatis as a dynamic event

The total dependence of the sensus divinitatis on revelation provides its noetic
and conceptual dynamism, realism, existentialism,!®* and objectivism. The ever-
new objective revelation (presence) of God determines its reality as a living (dy-

namic, existential and objective) event that constantly occurs in the conscious

12 B, B. Warfield, op. cit., p. 1560,

13 The relationship between the being and action of the triune God and his eternal will (decree)
will be spelled out in greater detail in the treatment of Calvin’s doctrine of election.

4 Inst. Lii.l. cf. vil and 2, x.1, xiii.9, 11, 23 and 24, xiv.20, ILvi.1,

18 Dowey, op. cit., pp. 24-31.
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subjectivity of man.

Therefore, it is utterly vain for some men to say that religion was invented
by the subtlety and craft of a few to hold the simple folk in thrall by this
device and that those very persons who believe that any God existed... But
they would never have achieved this if men’s minds had not already been
imbued with a firm conviction about God, from which the inclination towards
religion springs as from a seed. And indeed it i8 not credible that those who
craftily imposed upon the ruder folk under pretense of religion were entirely
devoid of the knowledge of God. Indeed, they seek out every subterfuge to
hide themselves from the Lord’s presence, and to efface it again from their
minds. But in spite of themselves they are always entrapped. Although it may
sometimes seem to vanish for a moment, it returns at once and rushes in with

new force... therefore exemplify the fact that some conception of God is ever
alive in all men’s minds.!®

Calvin’s dynamic and realistic concept of the religious consciousness of God is lost
in Schleiermacher’s. The basis of Schleiermacher’s concept of religious conscious-
ness of God depends not on God’s own supernatural objective action (revelation),
but on the awareness of deity in the natural conscious subjectivity of man. This,
think D. W. Hardy and D. F. Ford,'” ends in a kind of formalism that detaches

the concept of God from its constituent element, and causes it to lose its realism

and dynamic.

The dynamic expression of the sensus divinitatis is not consistently explicit.
Calvin often expresses it as an implanted or engraved (or inscribed or shown)
reality of God in the internal heart and mind of man®® and in the external world.!®
This expression portrays the sensus divinitatis as a static thing given once and for
all and therefore inherent in human nature. It is nonetheless vitally important
to stress that Calvin never intends to advocate its actual identification with

inherent human nature. He explicitly renounces this kind of identification,?® and

16 Inst. Liii.2.

17 Op. cit., pp. 191-4.

18 1pgt. Liii.l and 3. cf. iv.4.
19 [nst. Lv.l,

“Even today the earth sustains many monstrous spirits who, to destroy God’s name, do not
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affirms God’s constant revelation as the origination of the sensus divinitatis. His
static expression is used to accentuate the undeniable existence of the sensus
divinitatis in man and the inexcusability of his dismissal of God’s revealing glory

and goodness?! in creation.
g

The final goal of the blessed life, moreover, rests in the knowledge of God
(cf. John 17:3). Lest anyone, then be excluded from access to happiness, he
not only sowed in men’s minds that seed of religion of which we have spoken
but revealed himself and daily discloses himself in the whole workmanship of
the universe. As a consequence, men cannot open their eyes without being
compelled to see him. Indeed, his essence is incomprehensible; hence, his
divineness far escapes all human perception. But upon his individual works he
has engraved unmistakable marks of his glory, so clear and so prominent that
even unlettered and stupid folk cannot plead the excuse of ignorance.??

1.ii. The Conceptual Confinement of Revelation to Faith
ii.1. The Creator as the Triune God the Father

Calvin confines the noetic and conceptual possibility of the revelation of Cre-

ator in creation to the living faith (piety) of a believer.

It is therefore in vain that so many burning lamps shine for us in the work-
manship of the universe to show forth the glory of its Author. Although they
bathe us wholly in their radiance, yet they can of themselves in no way lead
us into the right path. Surely they strike some sparks, but before their fuller
light shines forth these are smothered. For this reason, the apostle, in that
very passage where he calls the worlds the images of things invisible, adds that
through faith we understand that they have been fashioned by God’s word
(Heb. 11:3). He means by this that the invisible divinity is made manifest
in such spectacles, but that we have not the eyes to see this unless they be
illuminated by the inner revelation of God through faith.23

hesitate to misdirect all the seed of divinity spread abroad in human nature. How detestable, I
ask you, is this madness: that man, finding God in his body and soul a hundred times, on this
very pretense of excellence denies that there is a God?” Inst. Lv.4. cf. v.5.

3 Inst. Lv.15,

22 Ingt. Lv.l. “There is within the human mind, and indeed by natural instinct, an awareness of
divinity. This we take to be beyond controversy. To prevent anyone from taking refuge in the
pretense of ignorance of his divine majesty. Ever renewing its memory, he repeatedly sheds fresh
drops,” Inst. Liii.l,

23 Inst. Lv.14.

22



The dogmatic outcome of this confinement is highly significant. It enables Calvin

to characterise the revelation (action) of the Creator in creation as that of the

triune God the Father.

For

For, to begin with, the pious mind does not dream up for itself any god it
pleases, but contemplates the one and only true God. And it does not attach
to him whatever it pleases, but is content to hold him to be as he manifests
himself; furthermore, the mind always exercises the utmost diligence and care
not to wander astray, or rashly and boldly to go beyond his will. It thus
recognizes God because it knows that he governs all things; and trusts that
he is its guide and protector, therefore giving itself over completely to trust in
him. Because it understands him to be the Author of every good... waiting for
help from him. Because it is persuaded that he is good and merciful, it reposes
in him with perfect trust, and doubts not that in his loving-kindness a remedy
will be provided for all its ills. Because it acknowledges him as Lord and
Father, the pious mind also deems it meet and right to observe his authority
in all things, reverence his majesty, take care to advance his glory, and obey
his commandments... Besides, this mind restrains itself from sinning, not out
of dread of punishment alone; but, because it loves and reveres God as Father,
it worships and adores him as Lord... Here indeed is pure and real religion:
faith so joined with an earnest fear of God that this fear also embraces willing
reverence, and carries with it such legitimate worship as is prescribed in the
law. %4

Calvin, faith (piety) derives from the internal witness of the Word®* of God

in Scripture by the Holy Spirit.?® This internal witness is therefore indispensable

for the noetic and conceptual possibility of the revelation of Creator in creation®’

24
26

26

27

Inst. Lii.2.

“First, we must be reminded that there is a permanent relationship between faith and the Word.
He could not separate one from the other any more than we could not separate the rays from
the sun from which they come... The same Word is the basis whereby faith is supported and
sustained; if it turns away from the Word, it falls. Therefore, take away the Word and no faith
will then remain.” Inst. IILii.6. cf. ii.35.

“But I reply: the testimony of the Spirit is more excellent than all reason. For as God alone is
a fit witness of himself in his Word, so also the Word will not find acceptance in men’s hearts
before it is sealed by the inward testimony of the Spirit.” Inst. Lvii.4. Let us, then know that
the only true faith is that which the Spirit of God seals in our hearts.” Inst. Lvii5. of. IILi4.

K. Barth, Natural Theology, pp. 107-8. P. Barth, “Das Problem der naturlichen Theologie bei
Calvin,” Theologische Ezistenz Heute, Heft 18, Chr. Kaiser Verlag, Munchen, 1935, pp. 25-
6. Pierre Maury, “La Theologie naturelle chez Calvin,” Bulletin de la Societé de I’Histoire du
Protestantisme Prancais, LXXXIV 1935 (Avril-Juin), pp. 267-79. They do not believe that
Calvin claims the actual occurrence of the trinitarian revelation of the creator-God as the Father
in creation since Adam’s Fall.
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as the triune God the Father’s.

The perspective of faith determines the actual occurrence of the revelation
and knowledge of the triune God the Father as the conceptual and dogmatic
criterion of Creator. Barth is inaccurate to propose that Calvin merely follows
a priori biblical or dogmatic ideas and teachings of God’s revelation in creation
and its knowledge for their treatment.?® The perspective of faith allows him
dogmatic freedom and autonomy to view them from their actual and dynamic
occurrence to which the Bible and the Church attest. It enables him to avoid a
rigid rational systematisation of them; it offers their a posteriori and actual and

dynamic knowledge as the final criterion of their treatment.

Dowey is seriously misleading to claim that Calvin does not regard God’s
revelation in creation as “a positive contribution to faith, a foundation for it or

a base under it”.?’ Dowey provides evidence® of his claim from Calvin’s remark:

I am not yet speaking of the proper doctrine of faith whereby they had been
illuminated unto the hope of eternal life. For, that they might pass from death
to life, it was necessary to recognize God not only as Creator but also as
Redeemer, for undoubtedly they arrived at both from the Word. First in order
came that kind of knowledge by which one is permitted to grasp who that God
is who founded and governs the universe. Then that other inner knowledge
was added, which alone quickens dead souls, whereby God is known not only
as the Founder of the universe and the sole Author and Ruler of all that is
made, but also in the person of the Mediator as the Redeemer. But because
we have not yet come to the fall of the world and the corruption of nature, I
shall now forgo discussion of the remedy.!

Calvin’s remark that “I am not yet speaking of the proper doctrine of faith”3?
in the doctrine of Creator (in Book I) cannot be interpreted, as Dowey does,

to indicate that he renounces any theological and systematic link between the

28 CD I, 2. p. 460.

2% Op. cit., p. 85.

30 Ibid. pp. 43-5.

3 Ingt, Lvil. cf. vi.2, x.1, xiii.9 and 11.
3 Ingt, Lvil.
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doctrine of Creator and faith. His remark must mean that he would explore the
particular nature of faith in a proper place (in Book III). His major concern in
Book I is the doctrine of Creator that is designed to illustrate the one true God
as the Creator, the Father, the Lord and Governor of all things.

ii.2. Twofold Knowledge of the One Revelation of God the Father

The remarkable outcome of Dowey’s neglect of the decisive role of faith in the
doctrine of Creator is this. He,*® like Brunner,* ascribes the subject of this doc-
trine solely to natural or general (unsoteriological and untrinitarian) revelation
and knowledge of God as Creator. For Calvin, however, the trinitarian knowl-
edge and revelation of God the Father is the only dogmatic source and criterion
of the true Creator from the perspective of faith.** Dowey’s confinement of the
dogmatic relevance of God’s revelation in creation to “natural and philosophical
quality of the process”*® for Calvin is untenable. He thereby undermines Calvin’s
dogmatic delight and freedom to demonstrate the relevancé of this revelation also

to a living faith (piety) of the believer.

Let us therefore remember, whenever each of us contemplates his own nature,
that there is one God who so governs all natures that he would have us look
unto him, direct our faith to him, and worship and call upon him. For nothing
is more preposterous than to enjoy the very remarkable gifts that attest the
divine nature within us, yet to overlook the Author who gives them to us at our
asking. With what manifestations his might draws us to contemplate him!...
Now I have only wanted to touch upon the fact that this way of seeking God
is common both to strangers and to those of his household, if they trace the

33 “From the point of view of the knowledge of God, which is the foundation of Calvin’s theological
writings, Calvin’s Institutes of 1559 contains two, not four, divisions... This division corresponds
to what Calvin conceived of as the two kinds of revelation: the revelation of God as Creator, and
as Redeemer.” Op. cit., p. 41. “Clearly, the entire soteriological revelation is purposely put off
to a later chapter because it is a different kind of thing from the present subject.” Ibid. p. 47.
“In the Institutes (Lv.) Calvin purposely omits the special Biblical revelation of creation and
speaks exclusively of such knowledge as comes from the general revelation... This clear-remaining
general revelation is a norm for both Christian and pagan. What we are now about to point to
is the philosophical and rational quality of the process by which man derives the content of the
objective revelation from his experience of the world.” Ibid. p. 74. cf. p. 239.

3¢ Natural Theology, pp. 26 and 39.
% Inst. Lv.14. cf. iii.3.
36 Op. cit., p. T4.
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outlines that above and below sketch a living likeness of him.37

The practical purpose of this is to show the true Creator as the triune God the
Father, We cannot freely and willingly love, worship, praise and serve the one
true creator-God unless we know the revelation of his fatherly goodness and love

(mercy, and so on) in and through creation.

This (God is the fountain of every good] I take to mean that not only does he
sustain this universe (as he once founded it) by his boundless might, regulate
it by his wisdom, preserve it by his goodness, and especially rule mankind by
his righteousness and judgment, bear with it in his mercy, watch over it by his
protection; but also that no drop will be found either of wisdom and light, or
of righteousness or power or rectitude, or of genuine truth, which does not flow
from him, and of which he is not the cause. Thus we may learn to await and
seek all these things from him, and thankful to ascribe them, once received
to him. For this sense of the powers of God is for us a fit teacher of piety,
from which religion is born. I call “piety” that reverence joined with love of
God which the knowledge of his benefits induces. For until men recognize that
they owe everything to God, that they are nourished by his fatherly care, that
he is the Author of their every good, that they should seek nothing beyond
him~—they will never yield him willing service,®®

Calvin never explicitly admits a general (untrinitarian and unsaving) nature to
God’s revelation in creation. The Fall, for him, never alters the trinitarian nature
of the revelation of the creator-God the Father in creation. The assertion of the
actual occurrence of this revelation is increasingly clear in the treatment of the
revelation of the creator-God the Father in Scripture.®® Rather, the Fall destroys
our natural ability to be saved by it and to perceive the fatherly characteristics
of the Creator from his revelation in creation and so to declare him as the triune

God the Father.*® The aid of faith, which derives from the internal witness of the

37 Inst. Lv.6.

38 Inst. Inst. Lii.l. The bracket is mine. cf. L.v.3, 7 and 8.

39 «There are other reasons, neither few nor weak, for which the dignity and majesty of Scripture are

not only affirmed in godly hearts, but brilliantly vindicated against the wiles of its disparagers;
yet of themselves these are not strong enough to provide a firm faith, until our heavenly Father,
revealing his majesty there, lifts reverence for Scripture beyond the realm of controversy.” Inst.
I.viii.13.

40 Ingt. Lv.3.
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Word of God in the Bible by the Holy Spirit, is indispensable for this perception.
Calvin advocates two qualitatively different forms of knowability and knowledge
of this one revelation after the Fall. Their untrinitarian and trinitarian, and
unsaving and saving qualities are ascribed, respectively, to the unbeliever and

the believer.

Therefore, since we have fallen from life into death, the whole knowledge of
God the Creator that we have discussed would be useless unless faith also
followed, setting forth for us God our Father in Christ. The natural order was
that the frame of the universe should be the school in which we were to learn
piety, and from it pass over to eternal life and perfect felicity. But after man’s
rebellion, our eyes—wherever they turn—encounter God’s curse... For even if
God wills to manifest his fatherly favor to us in many ways, yet we cannot by
contemplating the universe infer that he is Father.*!

Commentators*? (including Brunner and Dowey) upon Calvin’s theology cor-
rectly stress general and universal awareness and the availability of God’s reve-
lation in creation. Sufficient attention has not been paid, however, to its partic-
ularity. Calvin links this revelation and its knowledge (from natural reason and
super-natural faith) with the eternal double predestination of God.

By setting forth examples of this sort, the prophet shows that what are thought
to be chance occurrences are just so many proofs of heavenly providence, es-
pecially of fatherly kindness. And hence ground for rejoicing is given to the
godly, while as for the wicked and the reprobate, their mouths are stopped...
But because most people, immersed in their errors, are struck blind in such a

dazzling theater... profit nothing. And certainly however much the glory of
God shines forth, scarcely one man in a hundred is a true spectator of it!?

Their link resists any characterisation of the occurrence of the revelation and its

knowledge merely as a general, universal, mechanical and unintentional event.

4l Inst. ILvi.l. “But although the Lord represents both himself and his ever-lasting Kingdom in
the mirror of his work with very great clarity, such is our stupidity that we grow increasingly
dull toward so manifest testimonies, and they flow away without profiting us.” Inst. Lv.11. “In
this ruin of mankind no one now experiences God either as Father or as Author of salvation,
or favorable in any way, until Christ the Mediator comes forward to reconcile him to us.” Inst.
Lii.1.

42 B.B. Warfield, op. cit., p. 34. T. H. L. Parker, op. cit., p. 50.
3 Inst. Lv.8.
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They have a special, individual and almost intentional nature which is deter-

mined by God’s eternal will. The individual person’s untrinitarian or trinitarian,

and unsaving®* or saving*® knowability and knowledge of God'’s one revelation in

creation depend solely on God’s special and determinative will.

1.iii. The Purpose of revelation in Creation

ii.1.

The Rejection of Natural Theology

Barth and Brunner, and others, have paid particular attention to the pur-

pose and relationship of twofold knowledge of God from natural reason and faith

in Calvin’s doctrine of Creator. They have either undermined or mispresented

Calvin’s dogmatic delight and enthusiasm in God’s revelation in creation as a

source of confirming knowledge of the true creator-God, the Father. This is

because they overlook either the crucial dogmatic role of faith or its precise rela-

tionship with natural reason.

Brunner attempts to recover the dogmatic importance of natural knowledge

of God in Calvin’s theology.*® He differentiates unbelievers’ natural knowledge

44

45

“Yet that seed remains which can be in no wise be uprooted: that there is some sort of divinity;
but this seed is so corrupted that by itself it produces only the worst fruits. From this, my present
contention is brought out with greater certainty, that a sense of divinity is by nature engraven
on human hearts. For necessity forces from the reprobate themselves a confession of it.” Inst.
Liv4,

“In the second kind of work, which are outside the ordinary course of nature also, proofs of his
powers just as clear are set forth. For in administering human society he so tempers his providence
that, although kindly and beneficent towards all in numberless ways, he still by open and daily
indications declares his clemency to the godly and his severity to the wicked and criminal. For
there are no doubts about what sort of vengeance he takes on wicked deeds. Thus he clearly shows
himself the life of good men with his blessing, relieves their need, soothes and mitigates their pain,
and alleviates their calamities; and in all thee things he provides for their salvation... Similarly,
what great occasion he gives us to contemplate his mercy when he often pursues miserable sinners
with unwearied kindness, until he shatters their wickedness by imparting benefits and by recalling
them to him with more than fatherly kindness!” Inst, Lv.7.

“The theological importance of the concept of nature is shown by the fact that God can be
known from nature. And this is not confused knowledge, which can hardly be of interest for
the Christian, who knows the Word of God. On the contrary, it is something highly important
and necessary for the Christian as well. God demands of us that we should know and honour
him in his works... God can be known from unature other than man, but also from man bimself.
Indeed, he is to be known especially from the latter, But above all from ezperientia, i.e. from
the experience of his preserving and providential grace. This ezperientia=knowledge of God is
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of God from believers’, and admits the declaration of inexcusability before God
as the only dogmatic function of the first. He claims a dogmatic function and
effect for the believer’s natural knowledge of God as a necessary precondition
or point of contact for redemptive knowledge of God’s Word.*" Dowey endorses
Brunner by proposing a teaching value of this natural knowledge, for it, like
the law of the Old Testament, “highlights the conviction of sin” as “bringing to
consciousness the state of inexcusability.”*®* J. Barr has recently declared the
refutation of atheism as the central purpose and effect of the treatment of the
sensus divinitatis (i.e. in Book Liii.v).** The advocacy of the utility of natural
knowledge of God leads to the assertion of a natural theology in Calvin—that
confirms the existence and character of God from natural reason—within faith,

namely redemptive theology.®

Dowey and Barr overlook the fact that Calvin rejects man’s ability to discern
and comprehend his sin or God’s existence from natural knowledge of God (the
sensus divinitatis).®* This is because Dowey, ag Parker criticises, “fails to connect
inexcusability with its New Testament origin and instead links it with Brunner’s

doctrine of responsibility or answerability”.*? Brunner does not seem to take

not made superfluous by faith in the Word of God, but on the contrary remains an important
complement of the knowledge of God derived from Scripture.” Op. cit., p. 38.

47 Ibid. pp. 32ff and 42ff. cf. Man in Revolt, pp. 62-3.

48 Op. cit., p, 83. cf. pp. 84-5.

4 «Even for Calvin himself, much as he liked the theme of human inexcusability, he did not think
that this was the ‘only’ effect: there was the other effect on which he dwelt very heavily, the
impossibility of atheism, central to the first chapters of the Inststutes.” Biblical Faith and Natural
Theology, Clarendon, Oxford, 1993, n. p. 42. cf. p. 1563.

Brunger, op. cit., p. 48. Dowey, op. cit., p. 81. Barr, op. cit., 40ff. cf. J. T. McNeil, “Natural
Law in the Theology of the Reformers,” Journal of Religion, XXVI, 1946, 168-82. G. Gloede,
Theologia Naturalis bei Calvin, Kohlhammer, Stuttgart, 1935, pp. 103-33.

“For this reason, the apostle, in that very passage where he calls the worlds the images of things
invisible, adds that through faith we understand that they have been fashioned by God’s word
(Heb. 11:3). He means by this that the invisible divinity is made manifest in such spectacles,
but that we have not the eyes to see this unless they be illuminated by the inner revelation of
God through faith. And where Paul teaches that what is to be known of God is made plain
from the creation of the universe (Rom. 1:19), he does not signify such a manifestation as
men’s discernment can comprehend: but, rather, shows it not to go farther than to render them
inexcusable.” Inst. I.v.14,

52 Op. cit., p. 55.

50
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seriously Calvin’s insistence on the false, rebellious and idolatrous quality of all

natural knowledge of God for unbeliever as well as believers.

Yet after we rashly grasp a conception of some sort of divinity, straightway we
fall back into the ravings or evil imaginings of our flesh, and corrupt by our
vanity the pure truth of God. In one respect we are indeed unalike, because
each one of us privately forges his own particular error; yet we are very much
alike in that, one and all, we forsake the one true God for prodigious trifies.
Not only the common flock and dull-witted men, but also the most excellent
and those otherwise endowed with keen discernment, are infected with this
disease. In this regard how volubly has the whole tribe of philosophers shown
their stupidity and silliness! For even though we may excuse the others (who
act like utter fools), Plato, the most religious of all and the most circumspect,
also vanishes in his round globe. And what might not happen to others when
the leading minds, whose task it is to light the pathway for the rest, wander
and stumble!®3

His claim is not cogent; it is hard to believe how false (rebellious and idolatrous)
knowledge of God can be a necessary condition for true knowledge in faith, as
Barth argues.®* The exponents of Calvin’s natural theology do not take seriously
the dogmatic role of living faith in Calvin which rejects any use of natural reason-
ing and knowledge of God as a conceptual and dogmatic source of God, because

men are sinful and rebellious and can really develop an idolatrous understanding

of God.%

The relationship between knowledge of God from natural reason and from
super-natural faith (piety) for Calvin is one of mutual exclusion and irreconcilia-
tion. F. L. Battles confirms that there is an antithetical structure between false
(philosophical or natural) and true (biblical, super-natural) knowledge of God
in the Institutes®® Calvin persistently rejects the former in order to affirm the

latter.

53 Inst. Lv.11.
5 Op. cit., pp. 105-9.
55 Inst. Lv.13-4.

56 Analysis of the Institutes of the Christian Religion of John Calvin, Baker Book House, Grand
Rapids, 1980, pp. 18-23. Battles ignores the trinitarian orientation of the 1559 Institutes, and
the discussion of the true Creator as the triune God the Father in Book I.
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Meanwhile they [who are of a mind alien to God’s righteousness) do not desist
from polluting themselves with every sort of vice, and from joining wickedness
to wickedness, until in every respect they violate the holy law of the Lord and
dissipate all his righteousness... This, however, is but a vain and false shadow
of religion, scarcely even worth being called a shadow. From it one may easily
grasp anew how much this confused knowledge of God differs from the piety
from which religion takes its source, which is instilled in the breasts of believers
only.5"

Now we must also hold that all who corrupt pure religion—and this 18 sure to
happen when each is given to his own opinion—separate themselves from the
one and only God... For this reason, Paul declares that the Ephesians were
without God until they learned from the gospel what it was to worship the
true God (Eph. 2:12-13)... Therefore, since either the custom of the city or
the agreement of tradition is too weak and frail a bond of piety to follow in
worshiping God, it remains for God himself to give witness of himself from
heaven,®8

Their mutual exclusion and irreconcilability conflicts with Brunner’s suggestion
of their reconcilability, namely his presentation of the value of knowledge of God’s
revelation in creation for Calvin. Moreover, it contradicts Barth’s inclusion of
natural knowledge of God in knowledge in faith in such a way as to negate the
actual occurrence of the former.®® Their mutual exclusion and irreconcilability

maintains the possibility of their distinctive existence, however.

Barth admits Calvin’s discussion of God’s revelation in creation and its natu-
ral knowability and knowledge merely in principle.®® He and others (e.g. Niesel,**
Parker®?) confine the effect and purpose of God’s revelation in creation to the dec-

laration of human beings’ inexcusability before God. Calvin, they think, confines

57 Inst. Liv.4. The bracket is mine.
58 Inst, Lv.13.

59 «It is true that, according to Calvin, the knowledge of God in Christ includes a real knowledge
of the true God in creation. Includes! This means that it does not, as Brunner seems to think,
bring forth a second, relatively independent kind of knowledge, 8o that the circle would become
an ellipsis after all—as if our reason, once it had been illuminated, had of itself (per se) gained
the power of sight (Instit., 11, ii, 25)1” Natural Theology, p. 109.

Natural Theology, pp. 102 and 107-8.

Op. cit., p. 49.

Op. cit., pp. 53ff.
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the relevance of this revelation solely to natural knowledge of God, the sensus
divinitatis which is false, rebellious and idolatrous. They oppose Calvin’s support
for a natural theology®*—that proposes the utility of the sensus divinitatis as a
dogmatic and conceptual source of God—within and without faith. The discus-
sion of the sensus divinitatis in Book Liii-v is consequently not considered as an
essential part of Calvin’s Christian theology® and is marginalised from the rest of
his theology. This is because the Barthian interpreters do not take faith seriously
as the basis of this discussion. They fail to consider a positive and constructive

aspect of this basis.
iii.2. Book l.iii-v as a Christian Doctrine of Creation

The treatment of knowledge of God’s revelation in creation in Book Liii-v is an
essential part of a Christian doctrine of creation. Its intention is never to propose
natural knowledge of God as a conceptual and dogmatic source of Creator, as
Brunner claims. The treatment is geared to demonstrate all knowledge of God
from natural reason and faith as the fact of creation, the creative gift of God the

Father.

Let us therefore remember, whenever each of us contemplates his own nature,
that there is God who governs all natures that he would have us look unto
him, direct our faith to him, and worship and call upon him. For nothing
is more preposterous than to enjoy the very remarkable gifts that attest the
divine nature within us, yet to overlook the Author who gives them to us at our
asking. With what manifestations his might draws us to contemplate himl...
Now I have only wanted to touch upon the fact that this way of seeking God
is common both to strangers and to those of his household, if they trace the
outlines that above and below sketch a living likeness of him. This very might
leads us to ponder his eternity; for he from whom all things draw their origin

% Barth does not consider natural theology as real theology—“not even for the sake of being re-

jected.” Natural Theology, p. T5.

84 «For Calvin assigns to this religious disposition of man no importance whatsoever as a link with

the proclamation of the Christian verities. He does not regard it as a foundation on which the
edifice of Christian theology might be erected. What we have just been citing concerning the
natural religious endowment of men is for Calvin, as it were, only the first clause of a theological
sentence—a clause which taken by itself has no meaning and which in any event does not express
Calvin’s essential doctrine. This is plain from a purely external linguistic feature.” Niesel, op.
cit., p. 46,
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must be eternal and have beginning from himself. Furthermore, if the cause is
sought by which he was led once to create all these things, and is now moved
to preserve them, we shall find that it is his goodness alone.%

Calvin regards knowledge of God as constitutive of the very nature of all human
beings in the order or law of creation.®® The knowability and knowledge of God
by them are, for him, the decisive factor that differentiates them from animals.
The implication of the inclusion of God’s knowledge in their constitution is this;
it determines them as dynamic and existential beings dependent on the grace of
their creator-God. The nature of their knowledge is a dynamic knowing of God
in a specific time and space. Its actual existence depends totally on the grace of
God’s revelation. Calvin here hammers out the primal and universal or inclusive
relationship of God with all mankind (unbelievers and believers) not in abstracto,
but in concreto. Their relationship rests not on the mere fact of their creature-
creator relationship, but on a concrete, dynamic and existential encounter and

communication.

The doctrine of creation in Book iii-v deals not with its absolute reality in and
for itself, but with God’s revelation of its reality to and for the believer’s living
faith, The relationship between creation and God’s revelation is communicative
rather than ontological. Revelation, for, Calvin, neither identifies itself with, nor
represents, the ontology of creation, but it communicates its true reality to us
and for us. T. H. L. Parker’s proposal of knowledge of ourselves (and God) as the
central concern and theme of Calvin’s Institutes and thus its doctrine of creation®’
is not cogent. The subject of inquiry of this doctrine (and the whole Institutes)
is not knowledge of creation (ourselves) itself, but the miraculous creative action
of the creator-God the Father. Its final and central goal is to glorify and praise

the fatherly characteristics (e.g. goodness, love, wisdom and power, and so on)

85 Ynst. Lv.6. cf. v.4.
86 Inst. Liii.3.
7 Op. cit., pp. 8ff.
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of the one true God.

Calvin’s doctrine of creation upholds aestheticism by admiring the glory,
beauty and excellence of creation (including ourselves, the world, hberal arts,
natural science). The ultimate goal of their admiration is to exalt and praise the
glorious creative work of God and his fatherly goodness and love and wisdom.®
Calvin here offers a basis for a Christian and trinitarian aestheticism. He dis-
cusses the excellent reality of creation in terms of the creative action of the triune
God the Father from the perspective of the believer’s living faith. The particular
characteristics of the creator-God, for him, have a hermeneutical relevance for
the definition of the character of creation (including outselves). The definition of
creation as temporal by stressing its beginning out of nothing® is made in con-
trast to, as well as in order to attest, the eternity of the creator-God the Father

as its origin, as well as his self-existence.”

The beauty of Calvin’s doctrine of creation is that it succeeds in maintaining
the qualitative distinction between creation and Creator without relinquishing
their relationship. It opposes any pantheism that presupposes either an essential
inherence of the eternal divinity of God in creation, or the autonomous existence
and sustenance of creation,” and upholds the inseparable relationship between
creation and Creator by claiming the total dependence of the existence and suste-
nance of creation on God’s power and providence.” This claim is made from the
believer’s living faith by the internal witness of God the Holy Spirit.” It results
not only in an effective emphasis on the sovereign lordship of the creator-God the
Father over all creation, but also in the definition of creation and its relationship

with the Creator not as a static and fixed reality, but as a dynamic and existential

68 Inst. Lv.1-4,
% Inst. I.xiv.20.
7 Inst. Lv.6. cf. v.2, 4 and 8.
n Inst, I.v.5.
T2
Inst. I.v.5-8.
™S Inst. Lv.13-4.

34



reality.

Calvin’s positive and constructive treatment of natural knowledge of God’s
revelation in creation stems from its basis in a living faith. The perspective of
faith is the basis for his delight and freedom in treating all knowledge of this
revelation under the category of a Christian doctrine of creation. For Calvin,
without a living faith which relies on the internal witness of God’s Word by the
Holy Spirit,” neither is God’s revelation in creation noetically and conceptually
possible, nor can all things (including human nature and its capacity to know
God) be realistically confessed as the creation of God the Father. The positive
and central purpose and function of Calvin’s doctrine of creation rests on the
believer’s teaching and learning (praise™ and glorification) of the revelation of
the fatherly goodness and love of the creator-God in his miraculous creation.™ Its
negative purpose and function is to declare unbelievers’ inexcusability before God
for their ungratefulness for the conspicuous revelation of this God’s overflowing

goodness and love in creation.

The decisive reason for the interpretation and conceptualisation of the creator-
God as the Father is this. We cannot freely and willingly worship, praise, love
and serve this God unless we perceive the revelation of his fatherly goodness and

love in creation, and know him as the Father in faith (piety).” They are based

™ Inst. Lv.13-4.

" D.W. Hardy and D. F. Ford propose “man’s living relationship to God in praise” as the controlling
‘principle’ of Calvin’s Institutes and commentaries (op. cit., pp. 188-9).

™ Calvin apparently illustrates his Christian perspective for practical benefit for his Christian fol-

lowers as the primary and central concern of his theological formation. “Now, the knowledge of
God, as I understand it, is that by which we not only conceive that there is a God but also grasp
what befits us and is proper to his glory, in fine, what is to our advantage to know of him. Indeed,
we shall not say that, properly speaking, God is known where there is no religion or piety.” Inst.
Lii.1, “What help is it, in short, to know a God with whom we have nothing to do? Rather, our
knowledge should serve first to teach us fear and reverence; secondly, with it as our guide and
teacher, we should learn to seek every good from him, and having received it, to credit it to his
account.” Inst. Lii.2.

“Thus we may learn to await and seek all these things from him, and thankful to ascribe them,
once received to him. For this sense of the powers of God is for us a fit teacher of piety, from
which religion is born, I call “piety” that reverence joined with love of God which the knowledge
of his benefits induces. For until men recognize that they owe everything to God, that they are

7
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on the biblical witness. Calvin recognises the possibility of unbelievers’ actual

experience of God as Creator and Father of all men.

Paul, having stated that the blind can find God by feeling after him, imme-
diately adds that he ought not to be sought afar off (Acts 17:27). For each
one undoubtedly feels within the heavenly grace that quickens him. Indeed, if
there is no need to go outside ourselves to comprehend God, what pardon will
the indolence of that man deserve who is loath to descend within himself to
find God?... Consequently, too, there comes in that which Paul quetes from
Aratus, that we are God’s offspring (Acts 17:28), because by adorning us with
such great excellence he testifies that he is our Father. In the same way the
secular poets, out of a common feeling and, as it were, at the dictation of expe-
rience, called him “the Father of men.” Indeed, no one gives himself freely and

willingly to God’s service unless, having tasted his fatherly love, he is drawn

to love and worship him in return.”™

The intention of this recognition is not to claim that the unbelievers by their
nature can perceive and understand Creator as the triune God the Father of the
Son Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit. For Calvin, the aid of faith (piety) which
derives from the internal witness of God’s Word in Scripture by the Holy Spirit
is indispensable for the trinitarian interpretation and conceptualisation of the
creator-God as the Father from his revelation in creation. The intention here
appears to be to stress the strong impression of the fatherly goodness and love

of the creator-God upon everyone in the event of his revelation.
iii.3. Book Liii-v as the Christian Doctrine of the Creator

The doctrine of creation in Book I including its chapters iii-v coheres with
the major part of the doctrine of the creator-God the Father.” It deals with the

question of who God is (his being) in terms of what he does (his action and reve-

nourished by his fatherly care, that he is the Author of their every good, that they should eeek
nothing beyond him—they will never yield him willing service” Inst. Inst. Lii.l.

™8 Inst. Lv.3. cf. ii.1, v.7 and 8.

™ B.B. Warfield, op. cit., pp. 133-300. His exposition of Calvin’s doctrine of God is based on
Book 1 of the Institutes, and consequently fails to take into account the conceptualisation of the
being of God from the revelation of his characteristics in his works of redemption in Book II and
sanctification in Book III-IV. A similar criticism is made by E. A, Dowey (Op. cit., Preface) and
B. A. Gerrish (Op. cit., p. 200).
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lation). The conceptual link®® between the name of God with his characteristics
(e.g. his power) and his action in history is the basis for Calvin’s appreciation
of the concept of God in the Old Testament.®? The derivation of understanding
of the creator-God from his revelation enables Calvin not only to talk about him
from actual knowledge of him, but also to conceptualise the intrinsic being of
God not as a static and solitary unmoved being in and for itself, but to us and
for us as a dynamic and relational being. This is not revolutionary; it follows
the teaching of the Bible and traditional (e.g. Augustinian) dogmatics. The
crucial role of these teachings in the formulation of Calvin’s theology, stressed
by F. Wendel,®? appears to be undermined by W. J. Bouwsma’s emphasis on
immediate and critical historical circumstances as the determinative factors of

its formation.®®

Both Wendel and Bouwsma overlook that Calvin regards the ever-new ob-
jective revelation of the creator-God, rather than the deposit of biblical and
dogmatic ideas in the subjectivity of faith, as the determinative factor for epis-
temology and the conceptualisation of this God. As a result, they fail to see

the systematic character of Calvin’s theology including his doctrine of creation

80 Inst. Lv.1-3.
81 E A. Dowey, op. cit., pp. 10-1.

82 «If meditation upon the Scriptures was the origin of the ideas that Calvin expressed in his
theological writings, as it was also the foundation upon which Luther and Zwingli had built,
it is no less true that neither Calvin nor the reformers who went before him could have spun
their works out of their personal reflections alone. For all the power and originality of bis mind,
Calvin could not but draw largely upon previous theologians. The history of philosophical,
moral and theological doctrines demonstrates that what appear to have been the most novel and
even revolutionary ideas owe their originality much more to the new arrangement of conceptions
known long ago, than to the creative power of those who are regarded as their inventors. Calvin
is no exception to that general rule, all the less so because, although rightly counted among the
reformers, he was a whole generation younger than Luther, Zwingli, Melanchthon and Bucer,
and could not have done what he did without reference to the writings and the deeds of those
forerunners.” Calvin: The Origins and Development of his Religious Thought, p. 122, cf. 123-44
and 359.

“The approach by way of tension and contradiction makes it clear that I cannot accept the received
version of Calvin as a systematic thinker... Beyond this, the intellectual and cultural resources
available to thinkers of the sixteenth century made the production of ‘systematic thought’ almost
inconceivable, a circumstance that students of Calvin’s thought have not always kept in mind. A
systematic Calvin would be an anachronism; there are no ‘systematic’ thinkers of any significance
in the sixteenth century,” John Calvin: A Sizteenth-Century Portrait, p. b.
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as based on the living reality of this revelation. Not only are the views of the
creator-God and of creation and of their relationship derived from it, but they are
also designed to attest it. The deposit of biblical and dogmatic knowledge of God
functions for Calvin to consolidate the direct and dynamic and existential knowl-
edge of him which occurs through his self-accommodating and communicative

revelation.

And here again we ought to observe that we are called to a knowledge of God;
not that knowledge which, content with empty speculation, merely flits in the
brain, but that which will be sound and fruitful if we duly perceive it, and if it
takes root in the heart. For the Lord manifests himself by his powers, the force
of which we feel within ourselves and the benefits of which we enjoy. We must
therefore be much more profoundly affected by this knowledge than if we were
to imagine a God of whom no perception came through to us. Consequently,
we know the most perfect way of seeking God, and the most suitable order,
is not for us to attempt with bold curiosity to penetrate to the investigation
of his essence, which we ought more to adore than meticulously to search out,
but for us to contemplate him in his works whereby he renders himself near
and familiar to us, and in some manner communicates himself. The apostle
was referring to this when he said that we need not seek him far away, seeing
that he dwells by his very present power in each of us (Acts 17:27-8). For this
reason, David, having first confessed his unspeakable greatness (Ps. 145:3),
afterward proceeds to mention his works and professes that he will declare his
greatness (Ps, 145-5-6; cf. Ps. 40:5)... And as Augustine teaches elsewhere,
because, disheartened by his greatness, we cannot grasp him, we ought to gaze
upon his works, that we may be restored by his goodness.?*

In Book Liii-v, Calvin does not view the one true creator-God as the Father
from his relationship and unity with the Son (or Word in Jesus Christ) in the Holy
Spirit. Rather, he demonstrates the relevance of the revelation of the creator-
God the Father in creation to natural reason and faith for everyone (believer and
unbeliever). The perspective of faith in Christ enables him to suggest the possible
identification of the Creator with the triune God the Father of the Son or Word
Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit from his revelation in creation, and the way for

the positive and constructive use of this revelation as the source of the Christian

8 Inst. Lv.9.
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doctrine of the creator-God the Father.®®* The emphasis of the doctrine of God
in Book Liii-v rests on the distinctive being and action of the creator-God the
Father rather than on his being and action in common with the Son Jesus Christ
and the Holy Spirit. It is congruous with the emphasis of the doctrine of the
Trinity (in Book I.xiii) on the the distinctive action and being of each member of
the Trinity in the one God.*® There is a theological link and consistency between

Calvin’s doctrines of Creator or creation and the Trinity.

The doctrine of the creator-God (in Book Lii-v) focuses on presenting creation
and Creator as the principal action and being of God in the Father. It lacks
consideration of the ontological unity of the Son and the Holy Spirit with the
creator-God the Father, and of their involvement in his revelation and creative
work. E. D. Willis does not take this seriously; he proposes Calvin’s trinitarian
concept of the creator-God on the basis of the ontological unity of the eternal
Word or Son, Christ, with the creator-God the Father, and on his involvement in
the Father’s action of creation and revelation.®” This is a Barthian christocentric
interpretation of God’s revelation and knowledge.*® He, like Barth,*® asserts that
the eternal Word, Christ, for Calvin, is the only means of God’s revelation and
knowledge in all circumstances (e.g. in creation and the man Jesus Christ).*
Calvin’s trinitarian concept of the creator-God the Father (of the Son) is argued
from a christological concept of God in the eternal Word or Son, Christ, of the

85 «In this ruin of mankind no one now experiences God either as Father or as Author of salvation,
or favorable in any way, until Christ the Mediator comes forward to reconcile him to us.” Inst.

Lii.1. “Therefore, since we have fallen from life into death, the whole knowledge of God the

Creator that we have discussed would be useless unless faith also followed, setting forth for us

God our Father in Christ.” Inst. IL.i.6.

This point will be mentioned again in due course.

Ibid, pp. 104, 121 and 125.

See the Preface of his book, Calvin’s Catholic Christology. Willis admits his Barthian christocen-
tric interpretation of Calvin’s theology.

Natural Theology, pp. 106£.

88
87
88

89
%0 «That God is known only through Christ in this sense applies not only to the Church of the
New Covenant but to all men since the Fall... Christ was always the meaus of knowing God. He

was exhibited to the Fathers under the Law as the object towards which they should direct their
faith.” Op. cit., p 106-7. cf. pp. 126f.
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Father. Willis claims it not in the context of the Father’s own relationship with

the Son, but of the Son’s relationship with the Father.

Willis does not seem to appreciate Calvin's own methodological procedure
in Book Liii-v. Calvin here regards creation (rather than the eternal Word or
Christ) from the perspective of faith as the means of the self-revelation of the
creator-God the Father. The dogmatic relationship between the creator-God the
Father and his eternal Word is dealt with in the exposition of his revelation and
knowledge in and through Scripture in Lvi-xviii.”* Willis does not grasp the
precise nature of Calvin’s trinitarian theology; he is indifferent to its weakness
and strength. Calvin’s trinitarian concept of the Creator is based not on the
ontological unity of the Word of God with the Father and the Holy Spirit, as
Willis suggests, but on the distinctive being and work of his Trinity, the Father.
Calvin presupposes the ontological unity of the triune God as the unity of the
creator-God the Father with the Son in the Holy Spirit rather than as the unity
of the Word or Son Jesus Christ with the Father and the Holy Spirit, as Willis
proposes.®? Willis overlooks the dogmatic function of faith that enables Calvin
to speak of the creator-God the Father in terms of his own relationship with the

Son Jesus Christ in the Holy Spirit.

Calvin’s trinitarian concept of the creator-God stems from the trinitarian
understanding of his revelation as the Father (of the Son Jesus Christ and the
Holy Spirit) in creation. Willis is wrong to propose it from a christocentric
interpretation of God’s revelation. Calvin, unlike Barth, does not regard the
eternal Word in Christ as the only revelation of the triune God. The Holy Spirit’s
internal witness of God’s Word in faith, for him, functions to identify the Creator
with the triune God the Father in the event of his revelation in creation. The

nature of God’s revelation which Calvin advocates is not christocentric, as the

—

%1 [net. Lv.6.
2 Op. cit., pp. 104, 121 and 125.
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Barthian interpreters (T. F. Torrance,® W. Niesel,* T. H. L. Parker,” and E.
D. Willis®®) suppose, but fundamentally trinitarian. He recognises the revelation
of each person of the Trinity and its distinctive means.”” The one true God
is viewed as the Trinity in the Father (Creator) from his own revelation in his
distinctive work of creation. Creation is the self-revelation of the one true God

in the Father. Our creatureliness is the means of this revelation.

The conceptual basis of the creator-God the Father in his self-revelation is
crucial for the determination of his ontology. It gives rise to the attribution of
the acting subject of God to each individual person of the Trinity, in this case the
Father, rather to his one essence (the whole Trinity) in his work of creation and
revelation. This attribution is not the outcome of a logical priority of the Trinity
over their unity. It stems from an epistemological actualism in faith. For Calvin,
we encounter the one true God and know him as the Creator and the Father in
his revelation in the distinctive work of his creation.”® He opposes any discussion
of God’s being and action in terms of his one essence; it is the reality of God in
se, incomprehensible and transcendent to our cognition.®® The epistemological
fact here is the basis for proposing the attribution of the acting subject of God in
creation to the distinctive being of God in the Father in Book Lii-v. An explicit

expression of this attribution, which is not found in Book Lii-v, is noticeable in

the doctrine of the Trinity in Book I.xiii.

The strength of Calvin’s doctrine of the creator-God is that it provides a

successful basis for a trinitarian theology, i.e. for defending the distinctive person
93
04

The Doctrine of Man, Lutterworth Press, London, 1949, pp. 36-7.
Op. cit., p. 27.

Op. cit., pp. 36-T.

Op. cit, p. 126. cf. p. 124,

95
96

% God the Father (Creator), the Son or Word (Redeemer) and the Holy Spirit (Sanctifier) are
revealed in creation, in the redemption of Jesus Christ and in the sanctification of man and

church, respectively. Their revelations are treated through their distinctive actions in Book I, II
and III-IV of the 1559 Institutes.

%8 Inst. 1ii.2.
9 Inst. Lv.9.
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(conscious being and subject) and work of the triune God the Father. It is hard
for a modern rational man to accept the distinctive work of God the Father
without proposing his own personal self-conscious being and subject.®® The
doctrine maintains an inextricable relationship between the being and action of
the creator-God the Father; they (the question of who God is and of what he does)

are interdependent. On the other hand, the doctrine neglects the precise role of

the one eternal essence (conscious being and subject) of God in the historical
work of his creation. This neglect appears to be the major weakness of Calvin's
trinitarian doctrine of the creator-God in Book Liii-v. This is because he does
not take seriously the one and eternal conscious will of God (i.e. in his doctrine

of predestination) in his doctrine of creation and Creator.'*

Conclusion

Calvin regards the sensus divinitatis as a natural and thus universal aware-
ness of God as Creator from his revelation in creation. The dynamic realistic
and existential occurrence of this awareness stems from its total dependence on
God’s revelation in a specific time and space. The confinement of the noetic
and conceptual possibility of the sensus divinitatis to the believer’s living faith
is highly significant. It establishes the revelation of the triune God the Father
as the conceptual source of the true Creator. Calvin systematises and explains
various biblical and dogmatic ideas of the creative being and action of God as
the Father’s. His freedom to do so rests on the free and objective revelation of
the creator-God the Father, which gives rise to a dynamic and objective concept
of the creator-God the Father. The particularity of God’s revelation in creation

and its knowledge from natural reason and faith is argued from their link with

God’s double predestination.

100 The treatment of Calvin’s doctrine of the Trinity provides an illustration and evaluation of his
concept of God’s oneness and threeness,

101 This point will be brought out later for discussion.
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Calvin discusses the one revelation of the creator-God the Father in the con-
text of its twofold knowability from natural reason and faith, which he sees as
mutually exclusive and irreconcilable-their relationship is dialectical. The pur-
pose of this discussion is not to claim natural knowledge of God as a source for
true understanding of the true Creator. Rather, it is to declare that all knowl-
edge, and the knowability of God, are the creative gifts of the triune God the
Father. Calvin here demonstrates the primal and inclusive relationship of the
creator-God the Father with all mankind not in abstracto, but in concreto. The
constructive interpretation of the discussion of natural knowledge of God (sen-
sus divinitatis) in Book Liii-v is made by advocating it as the essential part of
the Christian doctrine of creation. It relies on an elaboration of Calvin’s insis-
tence on the indispensability of faith for the discussion. All things (including our
knowability and knowledge of God), for him, cannot be realistically known and
confessed as the creation of God the Father. The practical reason of the doc-
trine is to instruct the believer for their worshiping, praising and obedient faith
in this God. This is the positive function of the doctrine in Book I.111-v. Its
negative function is to declare human beings’ inexcusability before God for their

ungratefulness towards the overflowing goodness and love of God in creation.

The subject of inquiry of the doctrine of creation in Book Liii-v is not creation
itself, but the creative act of God the Father. Its intention is to demonstrate the
fatherly characteristics of the one true God from his creative work. We cannot
worship, praise and serve this one God without knowing his fatherly goodness
and love in creation to us and for us. The doctrine of creation coheres with
the doctrine of Creator. The emphasis of these doctrine rests on the distinctive
being and action of the creator-God the Father. For Calvin presents the one true
God as the Trinity, the Father (Creator), from his revelation in his distinctive
work of creation. The conceptual basis of the one true God in the revelation of

the individual person of the Trinity, the Father (Creator), is highly significant. It
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gives rise to the attribution of the active subject of God in creation and revelation
in it to the individual person of the Trinity, the Father (Creator) rather than to
their unity (or essence). Calvin’s trinitarian concept of the Creator is based
on the revelation of the distinctive being and action of God the Father. The
perspective of faith is the basis for him to claim the trinitarian nature of the
creator-God from the Father’s own relationship with the Son in the Holy Spirit.
This remains the successful basis for defending the distinctive person (subject) of
God the Father. It is, however, the direct reason for neglecting the precise role

of his one conscious will (and subject and being) in his work of creation.
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1.2. The Revelation of God the Father in Scripture

Calvin’s treatment of the way in which God reveals himself in Scripture is
the chief concern of Book I.vi-xviii of the 1559 Institutes. It deals with various
issues such as Scripture, the Trinity, creation, man, providence and Satan. These
discussions are based in revelation. They are geared to demonstrate from his
revelation in Scripture the one true God as Creator, Governor and Provider of
all things. The being and action of the Creator is the subject of inquiry of Book
I.vi-xviii. This chapter examines Calvin’s doctrines of Scripture, the Trinity and
man. An exposition of the doctrine of Scripture concerns the possibility of these
doctrines in the biblical Word of God in faith. That leads to discussion of the
doctrine of the Trinity, which is concerned with the precise nature of the one
true creator-God. His distinctive work and his relationship with man as creature
is considered in the exposition of the doctrine of man. A persistent effort is
made to advocate the trinitarian orientation of these doctrines in the light of the

inevitable relevance of faith to the revelation of the triune God as the Father.

2.i. Scripture and Revelation

Introduction

Calvin’s doctrine of Scripture establishes God’s Word in faith as the noetic
and conceptual possibility of the revelation of the creative action and being of
God the Father in Scripture. The exposition of the doctrine involves investigating
the precise relationship between Scripture and revelation; it spells out in what
sense Calvin regards Scripture as the revelation and provider of God’s Word. This
leads to the assertion that the revelation of God’s Word is the central concern
of the doctrine of Scripture, and to examination of the systematic purpose and
context of the Word of God in revelation. Finally, there will be a discussion of

the systematic link between the revelation of the creator-God in Scripture and in

creation.

45



i.1. A View of Scripture as God’s Word

The different views of Calvin’s doctrine of Scripture derive largely from differ-
ent interpretations of its notions of divine revelation and dictation and inspiration.
B. B. Warfield* and many others? claim that Calvin treats the human words of
Scripture themselves as the revelation of God’s dictated or inspired Word. They
interpret his doctrine of Scripture in the light of the static notion of the divine
revelation, dictation, and inspiration. Not only were original words of Scripture
dictated and inspired by the revelation of God’s Word, but the objectivity of this
divine revelation and dictation (inspiration) is also invested in original words of
Scripture once and for all. Hence the work of the Holy Spirit for Calvin is not
a proposition of a new revelation and fresh dictation of God’s Word. Rather, it

confirms the antecedently and objectively deposited revelation and dictation in

Scripture to the subjectivity of our faith.?

To be certain, Calvin insists on the dictation (inspiration and guidance) of
God the Holy Spirit in the process of receiving and preaching the direct oracles of

his Word as well as in the process of studying and writing their verbal tradition.

Let this be a firm principle: No other word is to be held as the Word of God,
and given place as such in the church, than what is contained first in the
Law and the Prophets, then in the writings of the apostles... They were to
expound the ancient Scripture and to show that what is taught there has been
fulfilled in Christ. Yet they were not to do this except from the Lord, that
is, with Christ’s Spirit as precursor in a certain measure dictating the words.
For by this condition Christ limited their embassy when he ordered them to
go and teach not what they had thoughtlessly fabricated, but all that he had
commanded them... And because, on account of their ignorance, they could
not grasp what they had heard and learned from the Master’s lips, the Spirit

1 Calvin and Augustine, pp. TOff.

2R Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichie, 2d ed. Vol. IV.2, A. Deicherishe Verlagsbuchhand-
lung Werner Scholl, 1920, 566ff. O. Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte des Protestantismus, Vol. III,
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, GSttingen, 1926, pp. 63ff. A. M. Hunter, The Teaching of Calvin,
Maclehose and Jackson, Glasgow, 1920, pp. 68ff. H. J. Forstman, Word and Spsrst, Stanford
Univ. Press, California, 1962, pp. 57ff. J. Murray, Calvin on Scripture and Divine Sovereignty,
Evangelical Press, Welwyn, 1979, pp. 28ff. B. A. Gerrish, The Old Protestantism and the New:
Essays on the Reformation Heritage, Chicago Univ. Press, Chicago, 1982, pp. 63-4.

3 B. B. Warfield, op. cit., pp. 80-9.

46



of truth is promised to them, to guide them into a true understanding of all
things... For that restriction must be carefully noted in which he assigned to

the Holy Spirit the task of bringing to mind all that he has previously taught
by mouth (John 14:26).

There is, however, no detailed discussion of the precise mode of the divine oper-
ation in giving the Scriptures. “The term ‘dictation’ was no doubt in current use
at the time to express rather the effects than the mode of inspiration.”® Both
the rejection and recognition of the involvement of human elements in the divine
inspiration and dictation are apparent.® The chief concern is to defend both the
divine authorship of the original words of Scripture and their infallibility and
their faithfulness to the divine Word.” Calvin as a humanistic scholar, however,
admits errors in the current words of Scripture such as scribal errors,® but he
stresses their unimportance for the original doctrinal principles and subjects in
Scripture.® These principles and subjects are infallible and indispensable for the
foundation of true religion.!® “Here we find Calvin the theologian and Calvin the

humanist scholar side by side, co-operating, but unreconciled in principle.”*!

Calvin often talks about the revelation of God’s Word and Scripture in a

Inst. IV.viii.8. cf. Lviii.7, 8 and 11.
B. B. Warfield, op. cit., pp. 64.

Calvin considers the writers of Scripture as notaries (Inst. L.viii.9), and rejects human elements in
their writings by stressing the absolute dictation and inspiration of God in their writing process
(Inst. IV.viii.6. cf. Com. Gen. 17:4 and Jer. 36:4-6. II Tim, iii: 16). His recognition of their
active involvement (e.g. of their emotional and intellectual states) is apparent in the recognition
of their different styles (Inst. Lviii.1, 2 and 11).

Inst, Lvi3. cf. Lviii.l, 9, 11 and 12.
Com. Matt. 27:9, Acts 7:14-6, and Heb, 11:21,

“But our hearts are more firmly grounded when we reflect that we are captivated with admiration
for Scripture more by grandeur of subjects than by grace of language.” Inst. Lviii.l, “But what
about Moses? Proclaiming that he and his brother Aaron are nothing but only following what
God has laid down (Ex. 16:7), he sufficiently wipes away every mark of reproach... God allows
his servant so to be tested by many severe proofs that the wicked may now have no success in
clamoring against him... And the outcome plainly bears out that in this way his doctrine was
sanctioned for all time.” Inst, L.viii.6.

10 “Now, in order that true religion may shine upon us, we ought to hold that it must take its
beginning from heavenly doctrine and no one can get even the slightest taste of right and sound
doctrine unless he be a pupil of Scripture.” Inst. Lvi.2.

11 g A. Dowey, op. cit., p. 103.
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indiscriminate manner.'? J. Forstman’s view that Calvin accepts the static tra-
ditional notion of divine dictation and revelation in Scripture!® is untenable,
however. This is not only because theological environment or tradition does not
always and necessarily determine one’s actual theological ideas, but also because
Calvin does not actually endorse a static notion of divine revelation and dictation.
As O. Weber suggests, the new development in Calvin’s doctrine of Scripture is

to argue for its basis in our new encounter with the revelation of God’s Word in

Scripture by the Holy Spirit.

The doctrine of the inward testimony of the Holy Spirit in both its detailed
form and in the central position which Calvin ascribed to it is the only really
new development which Reformation theology produced in regard to the es-
tablishment of the authority of Scripture. For his explication, Calvin does not
appeal to the Church Fathers (contrary to his general custom). The doctrine
of the testimony of the Spirit makes clear that the Reformation doctrine of
Scripture has its ultimate roots in a new encounter with the Scriptures, with
God in the Scriptures. From a certain point of view, David Friedrich Strauss is

certainly right when he terms the doctrine of the testimony of the Holy Spirit
the “Achilles’ heel of the Protestant system.”4

The serious problem with those who advocate that Calvin maintained a static
traditional notion of the divine revelation and dictation is this. They'® presuppose
that Calvin accepted the static and inherent giveness of the divinity of God’s
Word in the human words of Scripture. None of them naturally suggests that
Calvin identifies the living and spiritual ontology of Christ (the revelation of

12 Ingt. Lvii.l, 2 and 10, cf. IILviii.12. IV.viii.9.

13 “Recognition of this [the Reformers lived in a time when the dictation theory of inspiration went
unchallenged in principle], one should expect from Calvin adherence to the dictation theory,

especially when one considers that he did not explicitly develop a theory to the contrary.” Op.
cit., p. 50. The bracket is mine.
14 Foundations of Dogmatics, Vol. I, trans D. L. Guder, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 1981, pp. 242-3.

“The Reformers arrived at the principle of sola scriptura (Scripture alone) from a completely
different perspective than that of the theologians of the late Middle Ages, not from the point
of view of formal authority, but rather of Scripture’s contents.... Based upon its contents... for
Luther it is based upon the concept of law and Gospel, for Calvin upon the aspect of threats and
promises,” Ibid. p. 231, cf. F. Wendel, Calvin, p. 369.

“There is the sustained insistence on Calvin’s part upon the intrinsic character of Scripture and
of the evidence which Scripture contains of its intrinsic divinity.” J. Murray, Calvsn on Scripture
and Divine Sovereigniy, p. 49. “This divinity inheres in the Scripture and it therefore exhibits
the plainest evidence that it is God’s Word.” p. 50. cf. p. 40.

15
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God’s Word itself)!® with Scripture. Rather, they argue for Calvin’s assertion
of the self-authentication, credibility and authority of Scripture as the revelation
and dictation of God’s Word. Their argument, however, directly contradicts
Calvin’s persistent renunciation of the inherence of God’s spiritual and eternal

divinity in created things'”" (including Scripture).
i.2. Scripture as a Witness of God’s Word

Their opponents (e.g. E. Doumergue'® and others'®) appear to be much more
faithful to the general character of his theology and his doctrine of Scripture
They stress the qualitative distinction between the divine revelation and inspira-
tion, and Scripture itself. Calvin views divine inspiration in terms of the living
act of God. It is the heavenly instruction and (majesty and mystery) of God
the Spirit. The very being of God is involved in this heavenly instruction. It is
qualitatively different from the earthly words (language) of Scripture. Scripture

is its written witness.

Next, if one comes to the New Testament, with what solid props its truth
is supported! Three Evangelists recount their history in a humble and lowly
style; from many proud folk this simplicity arouses contempt. This is because
they do not pay attention to the chief divisions of doctrine from which it would
be easy to infer that the Evangelists are discussing heavenly mysteries above
human capacity... Although most men are blind to their writings, yet the very
heavenly majesty therein holds all men closely attached and as it were bound to
itself. But this one fact raises their doctrine more than enough above the world:
Matthew, previously tied to the gain of his table, Peter and John going about
in their boats—all of them rude, uneducated men—had learned nothing in the
school of men that they could pass on to others... Let these dogs deny that the

16 Inst. Ixiii.7.
17 Inst, Lv.5. Lx-xii and xiii.l.

18 Jean Calvin, les hommes et les choses de son temps, Vol. IV, G. Bridel, Lausanne, 1910, pp.
764

19 p Brunner, Vom Glauben bei Calvin, Mohr (Paul Siebeck), Tubingen, 1925, pp. 93ff. W, Niesel,
The Theology of Calvin, pp. 31ff. T. H. L. Parker, The Doctrine of the Knowledge of God,
pp. T2ff. E. A. Dowey, Op. cit., pp. 104ff. R. S. Wallace, Calvin’s Doctrine of the Word and
Sacrament, Oliver and Boyd, Edinburgh, 1953, pp. 8ff. W. Krusche, Das Wirken des Heiligen
Geistes nach Calvin, Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, Géttingen, 19567, pp. 16-84. J. K. 8. Reid,
The Authority of Scripture, Camelot Press, London, 1957, pp. 41ff and 53ff. J. T. McNeill, “The
Significance of the Word of God for Calvin,” Church History, Vol. XXVIII, 1959, pp. 140-5.
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Holy Spirit came down upon the apostles; or even let them discredit history.
Yet the truth cries out openly that these men, who, previously contemptible

among common folk, suddenly began to discourse so gloriously of the heavenly
mysteries must have been instructed by the Spirit.?

The heavenly revelation (being) of God’s Word, for Calvin, also qualitatively dif-
fers from the earthly words (language) of Scripture. The revelation is God’s direct
verbal oracle and vision to the patriarchs (e.g. Adam, Noah and Abraham),” the
prophets and to the apostles.?? Scripture is the written human words and witness
of these oracles and vision of God. The possibility of redemptive knowledge of

God in faith relies solely on the revelation of God’s Word, but never on written

human words of Scripture.?

Calvin advocates a dynamic notion of the divine revelation and inspiration as
God’s living act and speaking, and opposes their materialistic and static fixation
in Scripture. His analogical description of Scripture as a mirror and revelation as
a thing reveal in it?* highlights well their ontological distinction and discontinu-
ity. Their relationship, for him, is fundamentally dynamic. It occurs only when
God the Spirit reveals and inspires his Word to the subjectivity of faith in and
through Scripture. Calvin proposes the dynamic becoming of the human words
of Scripture as heavenly doctrine. Their becoming takes place in the subjectivity
of faith by the internal witness of the Holy Spirit. Scripture itself does not have
its self-authentication (credibility, certainty and authority) as the revelation and

inspiration of God’s Word. This occurs only in the subjectivity of faith by the
internal witness of the Holy Spirit.

Let this point therefore stand: that those whom the Holy Spirit has inwardly
taught truly rest upon Scripture, and that Scripture indeed is self-authenticated;
hence, it is not right to subject it to proof and reasoning. And the certainty it

20 Inst. Lviii.1l.

2 [ngt, Lvil and 2.

22 Ingt. IV.viii.8 and 9.

33 Inst. Lvil and 2. cf. Lviii.13.
¢ Inst, Lviii.7. cf. IIL.2.6.
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deserves with us, it attains by the testimony of the Spirit. For even if it wins
reverence for itself by its own majesty, it seriously affects us only when it is
sealed upon our hearts through the Spirit. Therefore, illuminated by his power,
we believe neither by our own nor by anyone else’s judgement that Scripture
is from God; but above human judgement we affirm with utter certainty (just
as if we were gazing upon the majesty of God himself) that it has flowed to
us from the very mouth of God by the ministry of men... Such, then, is a
conviction that requires no reason; such, a knowledge with which the best rea-
son agrees—in which the mind truly responses more securely and constantly

than in any reason; such, finally, a feeling that can be born only of heavenly
revelation.?®

‘We ought to remember what I said a bit ago: credibility of doctrine is not es-
tablished until we are persuaded beyond doubt that God is its Auther. Thus,
the highest proof of Scripture derives in general from the fact that God in
person speaks in it... we ought to seek our conviction in a higher place than
human reasons, judgements, or conjectures, that is, in the secret testimony of
the Spirit... But if anyone clears God’s Sacred Word from man’s evil speak-
ing, he will not at once imprint upon their hearts that certainty which piety
requires. Since for unbelieving men religion seems to stand by opinion alone,
they, in order not to believe anything foolish or lightly, both wish and demand
rational proof that Moses and the prophets spoke divinely. But I reply: the
testimony of the Spirit is more excellent than all reason. For as God alone is
a fit witness of himself in his Word, so also the Word will not find acceptance
in men’s hearts before it is sealed by the inward testimony of the Spirit. The
same Spirit, therefore, who has spoken through the mouths of the prophets

must penetrate into our heart to persuade us that they faithfully proclaimed
what had been divinely commanded.?®

The testimony of the Holy Spirit is not a mere confirmation of the revelation
and inspiration of God’s Word that is already vested in Scripture. Rather, it
is a new and actual proposition of its ontology and epistemology, attested in
Scripture. Calvin’s decisive reason for the new proposition of the revelation and

inspiration of God’s Word by the Holy Spirit is this. God’s Word in revelation

25 Inst. Lvii.b. “Before I go any farther, it is worth-while to say something about the authority
of Scripture, not only to prepare our hearts to reverence it, but to banish all doubt. When
that which it set forth is acknowledged to be the Word of God, there is no one so deplorably
insolent—unless devoid also both of common sense and of humanity itself—as to dare impugn
the credibility of Him who speaks... Hence the Scriptures obtain full authority among believers

only when men regard them as having sprung from heaven, as if there the living words of God
were heard.” Inst, Lvii.l.

26 Inst. Lviid.
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is his living act and speaking. Its ontology and epistemology are newly affirmed
in the subjectivity of our faith by the new act and speaking of God the Holy
Spirit. Calvin’s doctrine of divine dictation and inspiration of Scripture is made a
posteriori to the internal testimony of his Holy Spirit in the subjectivity of faith.
Doumergue? regards this a posterior: affirmation as the basis for a figurative
interpretation of Calvin’s discussion of the divine dictation of Scripture, and
dismisses his actual claim of divine dictation of the original words of Scripture.
He overlooks the fact that Calvin treats the divine dictation of its original words

as a different matter and event altogether from its verification now.?®

i.3. God’s Word in Faith as the Dogmatic Possibility

The doctrine of Scripture (in Book Lvi-ix) does not propose scriptura sola as

the determinative source and criterion of Christian theology. As W. J. Bouwsma

comments:

The Reformation slogan scriptura sola was intrinsically naive; and Calvin’s
claim that Scripture was his “only guide,” and acquiescence in its “plain doc-
trines” as his “constant rule of wisdom,” could never have been more than
an aspiration... Like other first-generation Protestants, he has acquired in the

old church both his spiritual need and his criteria for pure instruction in the
faith.2?

It follows the biblical writers’ direct intention to refer their ultimate truth beyond
their language to the objective being of God’s Word. “It was by developing this
view of the relation of language to being that Calvin became the father of modern
biblical interpretation.”?® He demonstrates God’s Word (in faith) as the noetic
and conceptual possibility of the revelation of the action and being of God in

Scripture.®* The basis of his theology in this biblical revelation makes God’s

27 Op. cit., pp. 76-8 and 456-8.

E. A. Dowey, op. cit., p. 103.

29 John Calvin, p. 98.
30

28

T. F. Torrance, God and Rationality, p. 37.
31 Inst. Lvi.l-3,
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Word in faith indispensable for its possibility. It is decisive for the rejection of

mere intellectual knowledge of Scripture as the ultimate source and criterion of

his theology.

Having said this, it must be now admitted that Calvin never aims to de-
grade the importance of Scripture, or of rational argument of its authority and
credibility. Rather, he gives a positive evaluation of Scripture and reason’? by
establishing their proper relationship with revelation and faith. He opposes the
self-authority and credibility of Scripture and the natural reason of individual
man or church. Its validity depends solely on God’s verdict on Scripture as his
Word in the subjectivity of our faith by the Spirit.?® The insistence on this depen-
dence is designed to remove the ultimate criterion of God’s truth from individual
man and church. Its decisive reason is that “God alone is a fit witness of himself

in his Word”.** Calvin apparently shares this reason with Hilary of Poitiers.®

The importance of Scripture is assigned by the special providence of God*
as the only written witness and instrument of the Word of God in revelation.*
Calvin proposes a cohesion of the supernatural and natural rationality of reve-
lation and Scripture, faith and reason for true knowledge of God. It is vital to
stress the subjection of the latter to the former. The possibility of their cohesive
convergence rests on God’s free act in speaking his Word in the subjectivity of our
faith by the Spirit. The remarkable achievement of their cohesive convergence is
this; it prevents Calvin from falling either unto scriptural formalism and rational

intellectualism, or into irrational and supernatural spiritualism and mysticism.

Their cohesive convergence has a systematic character and purpose. Bouwsma

2 ¢. Partee, Calvin and Classical Philosophy, pp. 29-41.

Inst. Lviii,13. cf. Lviii.l,

34 Inst. Lviid.
35

33

“Let us theén willingly leave to God the knowledge of himself. For, as Hilary says, he is the one
fit witness to himself, and is not known except through himself.” Inst. Lxiii.21,
Inst. Lvi.2.

3 Inst. Lix.3.

36
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is naive to regard Calvin as “a biblical theologian in the humanist mode”,*® be-
cause he merely arranges various biblical teachings in faith for an effective ped-
agogy without their systematic and logical purpose and coherence.*®* The sys-
tematic purpose of Calvin’s doctrine of Scripture in L.vi-ix is this. It establishes
God'’s Word in faith as the noetic, hermeneutical and conceptual possibility of
the revelation of the creative action and being of God the Father in Scripture.*
Calvin systematises various biblical teachings of the Creator as the triune God
the Father in accordance with God’s Word in faith. This systematic freedom and
autonomy in fajth stems from its conceptual basis in the revelation. Arbitrariness
is inevitable in this. There is a tendency to disregard the original and historical
meaning and intention of Scripture. Its primal concern is, however, not to ac-
commodate logical coherence of preconceived dogmatic principles, as F. Wendel

claims,* but to demonstrate God’s spiritual Word in faith from Scripture for

dogmatic formulation.*?

It is vitally important to stress the total dependence of Calvin's dogmatic
freedom and autonomy on the sovereign freedom of God in his revealing and
acting Word. This dependence, claim D. W. Hardy and D. F. Ford,*® not only

prevents Calvin from falling into a subjective formalism (which is noticeable

3 Ibid. p. 160.

8 «He [Calvin] sought, like other humanists, to develop as effective a pedagogy as possible, and this
meant arranging what he had to communicate in the most readily apprehensible and effective
manner; the urgency of the crisis of his time required it. Beyond this, the intellectual and
cultural resources available to thinkers of the sixteenth century made the production of ‘systematic
thought’ almost inconceivable, a circumstance that students of Calvin thought have not always
kept in mind, A systematic Calvin would be an anachronism; there are no ‘systematic’ thinkers
of any significance in the sixteenth century.” Op. cit., p. 5. The bracket is mine, “The Institutes
is not logically ordered; it consists of a series of overlapping topics generally following the order of
the Apostles’ Creed.” Ibid. p. 125. “At any rate, Calvin’s tendency to humanize theology shaped

much of his discourse. It is apparent in his rejection of systematic theology, in the traditional
sense of scientific discourse.” Ibid. p. 160.

40 Inst. Lvil-3.

41 «Byt sometimes, for the sake of logical coherence or out of attachment to pre-established dogmatic
positions, he also did violence to the Biblical text. His principle of Scripture authority then led

him to search the Scriptures for illusory support, by means of purely arbitrary interpretations.”
Calvin, p. 359.

Inst. Lvi.l-3.
Jubilate, pp. 191-4.
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in Schleiermacher’s theology), but it also maintains his theological dynamism,
actualism and objectivism. It presupposes the dynamic and actual derivation
of subjective theological statements from the objectivity of Ged’s Word. T. F.
Torrance argues for the similarity of Calvin’s theological method with modern
scientific method, in that both take the intrinsic intelligibility of an actual object
as the determinative factor for its true investigation and knowledge.** They
sharply differ from medieval and ancient scientific method, which “started off

with the abstract questions as to the quiddities and possibilities of things.”*®

i.4. The Systematic Context of God's Word

W. Niesel finds a systematic character in Calvin’s doctrine of Scripture, and
argues that its systematic purpose is the recognition of God in Jesus Christ.*
Jesus Christ is the revelation of God's Word itself, and the heart, the soul*” and
the end of Scripture. Niesel’s argument is rooted in his Barthian christocentric
interpretation of the ontic and noetic reality of God’s revela,tién. It is untenable.
Calvin does not discuss God’s Word in the context of the revelation (action) of
God in the Son Jesus Christ; its systematic purpose is therefore not to recognise
God in terms of his revelation (action) in the man Jesus Christ, as Niesel proposes.
Calvin discusses the revelation (action) of the Word or Son of God in Jesus Christ
in the context of his redemptive act in Book II. This deals with God’s exclusive
covenantal relationship with the believer. The specific doctrines of Christian

faith and life are viewed under the revelation (action) of God in the Holy Spirit
in ITI-IV of the Institutes.

I am not yet speaking of the proper doctrine of faith whereby that had been
illumined unto the hope of eternal life. For, that they might pass from death

% Theological Science, pp. 306f.

45 God and Rationality, pp. 33-4.

46 «But what is the end of the Bible study?... since the end, the fulfilling of the law, calling us
to the fear of God is Jesus Christ and the theme of the gospel inviting us to trust is also Jesus
Christ, the aim of all our attention to the Bible should be the recognition of Jesus Christ.” Op.
cit,, pp. 27,

47 Ibid. p. 52.
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to life, it was necessary to recognise God naot only as Creator but also as
Redeemer, for undoubtedly they arrived at both from the Word... My readers
therefore should remember that I am not going to discuss that covenant by
which God adopted to himself the sons of Abraham, or that part of doctrine
which has always separated believers from unbelieving folk, for it was founded
in Christ. But here I shall discuss only how we should learn from Scripture
that God, the Creator of the universe, can by sure marks be distinguished from
all the throng of feigned gods. Then, in due order, that series will lead us to
the redemption. Nevertheless, all things will tend to this end, that God, the
Artificer of the universe, is made manifest to us in Scripture, and that what

we ought to think of him is set forth there, lest we seek some uncertain deity
by devious paths.*®

The systematic context of the doctrine of Scripture in L.vi-ix is the creative
action and being of God the Father and his primal and inclusive relationship with
all men (the unbeliever and the believer). The doctrine treats God’s Word in the
context of the revelation of the creative action and being of God the Father in
Scripture. It does not suggest God’s Word in the man Jesus Christ as the only
means and content of God’s revelation. Calvin does not identify God’s Word
with his revelation, as Niesel and Barth do. He proposes God’'s Word in faith
as the noetic, conceptual and hermeneutical possibility of the revelation of the

creative action and being of God the Father in Scripture.

Then we may perceive how necessary was such written proof of the heavenly
doctrine, that it should neither perish through forgetfulness nor vanish through
error nor be corrupted by the audacity of men. It is therefore clear that God
has provided the assistance of the Word for the sake of all those to whom he
has been pleased to give useful instruction because he foresaw that his likeness
imprinted upon the most beautiful form of the universe would be insufficiently
effective. Hence, we must strive onward by this straight path if we seriously
aspire to the pure contemplation of God. We must come, I say, to the Word,
where God is truly and vividly described to us from his works, while these very

8 Inst. Lvi.l. “I do not yet touch upon the special covenant by which he distinguished the race
of Abraham from the rest of the nations (cf. Gen. 17:4). For, even then in receiving by free
adoption as sons those who were enemies, he showed himself to be their Redeemer. We, however,
are still concerned with that knowledge which stops at the creation of the world, and does not
mount up to Christ the Mediator... at present let it be enough to grasp how God, the Maker
of heaven and earth, governs the universe founded by him. Indeed, both his fatherly goodness
and his beneficently inclined will are repeatedly extolled; and examples of his severity are given,

which show him to be the righteous avenger of evil deeds, especially where his forbearance toward
the obstinate i8 of no effect.” Inst. Lx.1.
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works are appraised not by our depraved judgment but by the rule of eternal
truth. If we turn aside from the Word, as I have just now said, though we may

strive with strenuous haste, yet, since we have got off the track, we shall never
reach the goal.*?

The allocation of the specific treatment of the doctrine of faith to Book III
does not nullify its systematic link with the doctrine of Scripture. Faith by the
Holy Spirit is indispensable for the true authority of Scripture as the Word of the

creator-God the Father from his self-revelation in there.

There are other reasons, neither few nor weak, for which the dignity and
majesty of Scripture are not only affirmed in godly hearts, but brilliantly vir-
dicated against the wiles of its disparagers; yet of themselves these are not
strong enough to provide a firm faith, until our heavenly Father, revealing his
majesty there, lifts reverence for Scripture beyond the realm of contreversy.
Therefore Scripture will ultimately suffice for a saving knowledge of God only
when when its certainty is founded upon the inward persuasion of the Holy
Spirit. Indeed, these human testimonies which exist to confirm it will not be
vain if, as secondary aids to our feebleness, they follow that chief and highest
testimony. But those who wish to prove to unbelievers that Scripture is the
Word of God are acting foolishly, for only by faith can this be known.5°

This is crucial for a systematic link between the Word or Son and the creator-God
the Father in the Holy Spirit. This link enables Calvin’s trinitarian interpretation
and conceptualisation of the Creator as the triune God the Father of the Word
or Son and the Holy Spirit from his revelation in Scripture. Calvin does not
advocate this trinitarian concept in terms of the ontological unity of the Word
in Jesus Christ with the creator-God the Father and the Holy Spirit. Rather, he

claims it in terms of the ontological unity of the creator-God the Father with the

49 Tngt, Lvi.3. “For even though the use of the law was manifold, as will be seen more cleatly in its
place, it was especially committed to Moses and all the prophets to teach the way of reconciliation
between God and men, whence also Paul calls “Christ the end of the law” (Rom. 10:4). Yet I
repeat once more; beside the specific doctrine of faith and repentance that sets forth Christ as
Mediator, Scripture adorns with unmistakable marks and tokens the one true God, in thet he
has created and governs the universe, in order that he may not be mixed up with the throng of
false gods. Therefore, however fitting it may be for man seriously to turn his eyes to contemplate
God’s works, since he has been placed in this most glorious theater to be a spectator of them, it
is fitting that he prick up his ears to the Word, the better to profit.” Inst. L.vi.2.

50 Inst. Lviii.13. cf. Lviii.l.
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Word in the Spirit. This is the basis for the practical benefits for the believer’s
obedient and worshiping faith in him. True knowledge of God in faith from

Scripture entails actual exercise of obedient and worshiping faith.®
i.5. The Revelation of the Creator in Scripture and in Creation

Calvin insists on the one revelation of the creator-God in Scripture and in cre-
ation, and on different kinds of knowledge of him from the different ways. We can
gain a more direct and certain knowledge of the creator-God from his revelation
in Scripture than from creation.®? E. A. Dowey’s interpretation of the quality of
this revelation, respectively, as special (redemptive or trinitarian) and as general
(unredemptive or untrinitarian) is seriously misleading. Calvin never explicitly
admits such kinds, which imply the existence of two qualitatively different rev-
elations of God. Rather, he advocates two (general and special, unredemptive
and redemptive or trinitarian and untrinitarian) qualitatively different forms of
knowability and knowledge of the one revelation of God th‘e Father from the
perspective of faith. The Fall, for him, never nullifies the triune and redemptive
nature of this revelation in creation.®® Dowey violates Calvin’s categorical distinc-
tion between God’s sovereign revelation and man’s different kinds of knowledge
of it; he argues for these two qualities of God’s revelation from two forms of

knowledge—general and special or unredemptive and redemptive or trinitarian

and untrinitarian.’

81 «Therefore, however fitting it may be for man seriously to turn his eyes to contemplate God’s
works, since he has been placed in this most glorious theatre to be a spectator of them, it is
fitting that he prick up his ears to the Word, the better to profit. Now, in order that true religion
may shine upon us, we ought to hold that it must take its beginning from heavenly doctrine and
that no one can get even the slightest taste of right and sound doctrine unless he be a pupil of

Scripture... But not only faith, perfect and in every way complete, but also right knowledge of
God is born of obedience.” Inst. I.vi.2.

Inst. Lx.1.
See this Chapter 1.ii.

52
83
b4 “Every single Scripture reference that Calvin uses in developing the theme ‘The Knowledge of
God Conspicuous in the Formation and Continual Government of the Word” (I.v.1-13) could be
dropped out without in any way affecting the argument. Scripture, mostly from Psalms and the
Acts, is not appealed to as the ground of the argument, but to show that what is written stands in
confirmation of what all men should know of the revelation in creation by their own experience. In
every relevant instance Calvin first cites the revelation in creation, then introduces the Scripture
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The core intention of Dowey’s argument is to stress a systematic disconnec-
tion between God's revelation in Scripture and in creation. To be sure, Calvin
expresses his desire to treat the revelation and knowledge of the creator-God in
Scripture in a proper place (in Book Lvi-xviii),*® This cannot, however, be inter-
preted as evidence of their theological and systematic disconnection, as Dowey
suggests. He fails to recognise the implication of Calvin’s sole commitment to the
perspective of faith, The perspective of faith is the basis of the unity of Calvin's
treatment of God’s revelation in Scripture and in creation, and its knowability
and knowledge. Calvin here focuses on illustrating the one true God as Creator
from his revelation in creation and in Scripture. The perspective of faith con-
fines the conceptual and dogmatic source and criterion of the true Creator solely
to the revelation and knowledge of the triune God the Father. The two kinds of

knowledge of God from his revelation in Scripture and from creation are therefore

not contradictory, but complementary.

That brightness which is borne in upon the eyes of all men both in heaven
and on earth... Despite this, it is needful that another and better help be
added to direct us aright to the very Creator of the universe.,., Just as old
or bleary-eyed men and those with weak vision, if you thrust before them a
most beautiful volume, even if they recognize it to be some sort of writing, yet
can scarcely construe two words, but with the aid of spectacles will begin to
read distinctly; so Scripture, gathering up the otherwise confused knowledge
of God in our mind, having dispersed our dullness, clearly shows us the true
God... besides these common proofs he also put forth his Word, which is a
more direct and more certain mark whereby he is to be recognized.®®

The different knowledge of revelation from these different ways has the same

reference with ‘therefore, the prophet exclaims’ or for this reason’ Paul or David says so and so.
The emphasis is thrown on experience. At this point in the Institutes no mention has yet been
made of the ‘spectacles’ of Scripture, nor have we come to the knowledge of creation by the man
who has faith. In the Institutes (I.v.) Calvin purposely omits the special Biblical revelation of
creation and speaks exclusively of such knowledge as comes from the general revelation.., This
clear-remaining general revelation is a norm for both Christian and pagan. What we are now
about to poiut to is the philosophical and rational quality of the process by which man derives
the content of the objective revelation from his existence of the world.” Op. cit., p. 74.
5 Inst. L.v.6.

56 Tngt. Lvi.l.
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ultimate purpose.®” It is designed for the instruction of the believer and for the

benefit of obedient and worshiping faith in the triune God the Father®® as the
Creator and Lord of all good things.

Conclusion

Calvin’s qualitative distinction between Scripture and the revelation (and
dictation and inspiration) of God’s Word is indisputable. He insists on the fact
that the former actually becomes the latter in the subjectivity of faith by the
Holy Spirit. This is because God alone is the fit witness of his own Word. This
insistence is decisive for a dynamic notion of divine revelation, inspiration and
dictation, and for their dynamic relationship with Scripture. The doctrine of
Scripture in Book I.vi-xviii does not endorse scriptura sola in itself as the de-
terminative source of his theology. It is designed to establish the Holy Spirit’s
internal witness of God’s Word in faith as the noetic, conceptual and hermeneu-

tical criterion and possibility of the revelation of the creative action and being of
God the Father in Scripture.

The doctrine proposes a positive freedom and autonomy in faith to systema-
tise various biblical teachings of the action (revelation) of the creator-God under
the action (revelation) of the triune God the Father. There is no intention to un-
dermine the importance of Scripture and reason for theological formation. Calvin
establishes their proper relationship with the revelation and faith, and insists on
the subjection of Scripture and reason to revelation and faith, respectively. The
importance of Scripture is stressed by regarding it as the only material and wit-

ness of God’'s Word for dogmatic statements.

The systematic context of the doctrine is the revelation of the creative action

i “Indeed, the knowledge of God set forth for us in Scripture is destined for the very same goal as
knowledge whose imprint shines in his creatures, in that it invites us first to fear God, then to

trust in him. By this we can learn to worship him both with perfect innocence of life and with
unfeigned obedience, then to depend wholly upon his goodness.” Inst. 1.x.2.

58 Inst. Lx.1.
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and being of God the Father in Scripture. The doctrine discusses the Holy Spirit’s
internal witness of God’s Word in faith in order to assert the trinitarian nature of
the creator-God as the Father from his self-revelation in Scripture. God’s Word
in faith is the the noetic, conceptual and hermeneutical criterion and possibility
of this revelation. The doctrine does not suggest the Word in Jesus Christ as the
only revelation of the triune God. The creator-God the Father reveals himself in
and through Scripture and creation. His revelation in Scripture is identified with

the revelation in creation from the perspective of faith.

Calvin recognises that these different ways of the revelation of the creator-
God provide different forms of knowledge. The scriptural revelation provides a
more direct and certain knowledge than the revelation in creation does. Even if
different, however, these forms of knowledge nevertheless have the same ultimate
purpose. They are designed for the instruction of the believer and for the practical
benefits which arise from faith in the creator-God the Father. There is, therefore,
a systematic link and continuity between God’s revelation in Scripture and in
creation. They are complementary. The treatment of the ways of God's revelation

both in Scripture and creation are fundamentally Christian and biblical rather

than atheistic and philosophical.
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2.ii. The Trinity

Introduction

Calvin deploys the doctrine of the Trinity as a means of unraveling the tri-
une nature of the creator-God from his revelation in Scripture. My exposition
demonstrates the basis of the doctrine in revelation, the systematic context of
the doctrine, and their effects. There is an assessment of Calvin’s view of the
threeness and the oneness of God, and their unity and relationship. It focuses on
examining his treatment of the personal quality of each member of the Trinity
and their unity and relationship, as well as the determinative factors of this treat-
ment. Their personal qualities are considered in terms of their conscious subjects,
beings and persons. These seem to be essential not only to elude impersonal and
modalistic expression of the one essence of God and his Trinity, and their unity
and relationship, but also to defend their distinctive qualities. The extensive jus-

tification of the co-existence of the two (temporal and eternal) personal subjects

and beings of God is avoided, as beyond the scope of this thesis.

ii.1. Faith as the Conceptual Possibility of the Triune God.

Calvin’s view of the triune nature of God stays within the boundaries of
traditional views. The concepts of person (or subsistence) and essence are used
respectively to express the particular qualities of the Trinity and its unity. The
chief reason for their use is this: They are faithful to Scripture, and are useful
for rejecting the contemporary revival of the anti-Trinitarianism of Arius and
Sabellius (i.e. by Servetus).! The rejection of false Trinitarianism is not the aim
of Calvin’s doctrine of the Trinity, as L. Hodgson suggests.? Its goal is to unravel

the triune nature of the Creator in terms of the triune God the Father. Hodgson

! Inst. Lxiii.4, 5 and 22.

2 «Calvin ends his chapter on the Trinity... by saying that he himself has only aimed at refuting
live errors, not at discussing every conceivable question that might be raised in connection with
the doctrine,” The Doctrine of the Trinity, Nisbet, London, 1943, p. 165.
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overlooks this, because his exposition of the doctrine® is unsystematic. He ignores
not only its systematic link with the rest of Institutes, but also the serious impact

of its systematic goal* on its views of the qualities of the Trinity, their unity and
their relationship.

The principium cognoscendi of the doctrine relies neither, as K. Barth claims,®
on formal principles or literal meanings of Scripture® nor on the traditional for-
mula. Rather, it depends on the revelation of the triune nature of the creator-God
the Father to which the Bible attests. This biblical revelation is source of the
doctrine. Calvin advocates God’s Word (in faith by the Holy Spirit) as the only

noetic, conceptual and hermeneutical possibility of the revelation.

But now truth which has been peaceably shown must be maintained against all
the calumnies of the wicked. And yet I will exert especial effort to the end that
they who lend ready and open ears to God’s Word may have a form standing
ground. Here, indeed, if anywhere in the secret mysteries of Scripture, we
ought to play the philosopher soberly and with great moderation; let us use
great caution that neither our thoughts nor our speech go beyond the limits
to which the Word of God itself extends... For, as Hilary says, he is the one fit
witness to himself, and is not known except through himself.”

His doctrine of the Trinity does not discuss the Word of God in the context of his
revelation or incarnation in the man Jesus Christ, as W. Niesel claims.® Instead,
the context is the personal Word of the creator-God the Father in Scripture. The

subject of inquiry of the doctrine is the revelation of the triune nature of the

Ibid. pp. 1656-75.

This impact will be spelled out greater detail later.
CD I, 1. p. 300.
Inst. I.xiii.3.

3
4
]
6
7 Inst. Lxiii.21.

8 «The purpose of Calvin’s Trinitarianism is to secure the Biblical message “God is revealed in
the flesh” against false interpretations... This Biblical proof of the strict Godhead of the Son
occupies much space in the positive exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity in the Inststutes...
The message of Holy Scripture is radically different from other religious testimonies, and a truly
joyful message, because it proclaims that God Himself has entered wholly into the sphere of our
death-doomed life in order to approach us more nearly and to bestow Himself upon us. Whoever

does not pay regard to this... he is not preaching the incarnate God but emptying the gospel of
its specific content.” Op. cit., pp. 57-8.
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creator-God the Father in Scripture.

Indeed, because Christ had not yet been manifested, it is necessary to under-
stand the Word as begotten of the Father before time (cf. Ecclus. 24:14, Vg.)...
And Moses clearly teaches this in the creation of the universe, setting forth
this Word as intermediary.., For here we see the Word understood as the order
or mandate of the Son, who is himself the eternal and essential Word of the
Father... Therefore we conclude that God has so spoken that the Word might
have his share in the work and that in this way the work might be common
to both. But John spoke more clearly of all when he declared that that Word,
God from the beginning with God, was at the same time the cause of all things,
together with God the Father (John 1:1-3). For John at once attributes to the
Word a solid and abiding essence, and ascribes something uniquely His own,
and clearly shows how God, by speaking, was Creator of the universe.?

The living Word of God in faith by the Holy Spirit functions to define the one
true creator-God as the Father of the Word or Son and the Holy Spirit from this
revelation. Calvin’s doctrine of Scripture is designed to hammer out this very
point. The systematic purpose of his doctrine of the Trinity is not to demonstrate
the triune nature of the redeemer-God in the man Jesus Christ, but the creator-
God the Father in his Word. Calvin does not view the triune nature of God
from the relationship and unity of the Word with the Father and the Spirit, as
D. Willis suggests,'® but from those of the creator-God the Father with the Word
in the Spirit. The divinity of the Word or Son and the Holy Spirit is apparently

argued from their common essence with the creator-God the Father.!*

Calvin establishes the ultimate objectivity of the Word (Son in Jesus Christ)
in the eternal being of God. T. F. Torrance regards this as “the epistemological
import of the homoousion” of the Word with God himself. “The Word is in fact
God himself speaking to us personally, for he personally resides in his Word even
when he communicates it to us.”'? Calvin here had “returned very decidedly to

the teaching of Athanasius and Hilary, and departed from the Origenist and Au-

® Inst. Lxiii.7. cf. L.xiii.9 and 23.

10 Calvin’s Catholic Christology, pp. 104ff.
1 Inet. L.xiii.12-5.

12 Theology in Reconstruction, p. 88. cf. pp. 83ff.
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gustinian notion of the Logos.” Origen and Augustine treat the Word essentially
as an agency of God rather than as God himself.!* The assertion of the divine
nature of the Word or Son leads Calvin to insist that all revelations of God must

be understood as the words of God in the Word or Son.

Yet before I proceed farther, I must demonstrate the deity of the Son and of
the Holy Spirit... Certainly, when God’s word is set before us in Scripture
it would be the height of absurdity to image a merely fleeting and venishing
utterance, which, cast forth into air, projects itself outside of God; and that
both the oracles announced to the patriarchs and all prophecies were of this
sort. Rather, “Word” means the everlasting Wisdom, residing with God, from
which both all oracles and all prophecies go forth. For, as Peter testifies, the
ancient prophets spoke by the Spirit of Christ just as much as the apostles
did (I. Peter 1:10; cf. II Peter 1:21), and all who thereafter ministered the
heavenly doctrine... But if that Spirit, whose organs were the prophets, was
the Spirit of the Word, we infer without any doubt that he was truly God...
Therefore, inasmuch as all divinely uttered revelations are correctly designated
by the term “word of God,” so this substantial Word is properly placed at the
highest level, as the wellspring of all oracles. Unchangeable, the Word abides
everlasting one and the same with God, and is God himself.}*

The doctrine of the Trinity (in Book I.xiii) does not suggest the second person
of the Trinity, the Word or Son as the only revelation of God, as the Barthian
interpretors (e.g. T. H. L. Parker,’® E. D. Willis*®) claim. They overlook that

Calvin does not claim the origin of all revelations or words of God in the context

13 1bid.
4 Inet. Lxiii.7. cf. Lxiii.9 and 23.

15 « Properly speaking, there is but one revelation of God, that is, the Word of God: “as all
revelations that come from God are rightly called ‘the Word of God,’ so the substantial Word
of God ought to be placed in the highest rank as the fountain of all oracles, He who is liable to
no variation, who remains with God perpetually one and the same, and who is God Himself”.
There is, however, more than one form of the one revelation; and it is to these forms of revelation
that we now turn. The first is the opera Dei, in which Calvin comprehends all the creative
and providential activity of God.” Op. cit, pp. 36-7. Parker fails to grasp the theological
context of Calvin’s original Latin text, “ut omnes divinitus profectae revelations verbi Des titulo
rite insigniuntur, ita verbum illud substantiale summo gradu locare convenit, oraculorum omnium
scaturiginem, guod nulli varietati obnozium, perpetuo unum idemque manet agud Deum, et Deus
ipse est.” Corpus Reformatorum, Vol. xxx, Schwetschke, Brunsvigae, 1864, p. 95. He follows
Henry Beveridge’s interpretation of the word, verbi, as the second person of the Trinity, the
Word or Son himself (W. B. Eerdmans, 1893, Grand Rapids, p. 116). Calvin, however, uses it
to denote the revelation or word of God in the Word or Son, as F. L. Battles rightly translates
in my quotation.

16 Op. cit., p. 104,
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of the distinctive work and being of the second person of the Trinity, the Word or
Son. Instead, the context is the divine essence and unity of the Word or Son with
the creator-God the Father in the Holy Spirit, It is therefore wrong to suggest
the second person of the Trinity, the Word or Son alone as the origin and thus
as the only ontological reality of all revelations and words of God. Calvin also
assigns all words and revelations of God to his people as the distinctive work of
the Holy Spirit. This assignment is made in the context of his divine essence
rather than his distinctive work as the third person of the Trinity.!” There is a
clear and persistent recognition of the communication or word of the divine will

to us from the revelation of the creator-God the Father in creation.!®

Calvin’s notion of revelation is fundamentally trinitarian. He advocates the
particular self-communication and revelation of God in each person of the Trinity.
The one true God in the Father, in the Son or Word and in the Holy Spirit
reveals himself as Creator in creation, as Redeemer in the redemptive work of
the man Jesus Christ, and as Sanctifier in sanctification. The acting subject of
God is given to each distinctive person of the Trinity rather than to their single
essence and unity. This is because he views the one true God as the Trinity from
their revelations to us and for us in and through their distinctive works. The one
essence of the Trinity is the absolute reality of God in se, and is transcendent and
incomprehensible to our cognition.}® The ontology is based on the epistemology

of the triune God. For Calvin, the doctrine of revelation determines the precise

nature of the doctrine of the Trinity.

The basis of his doctrine of the Trinity in revelation determines God’s Word

1 “Indeed, Peter, rebuking Ananias for lying to the Holy Spirit, says that he has lied not to men
but to God (Acts 5:3-4). And where Isaiah introduces the Lord of Hosts speaking, Paul teaches
that it is the Holy Spirit who speaks (Isa. 6:9; Acts 28:25-26). Indeed, where the prophets usually
say that the words they utter are those of the Lord of Hosts, Christ and the apostles refer them

to the Holy Spirit (cf. II Peter 1:21). It therefore follows that he who is pre-eminently the author
of prophecies is truly Jehovah.” Inst. I.xiii.15.

18 1nst. Liii.l. cf. v.9.
9 Inst. Lxiiil.
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in faith of the believer as indispensable for its possibility. The doctrine is an
interpretation of the object of faith,®® the objective and dynamic revelation of
the trinitarian reality of God in his biblical Word. B. B. Warfield claims that the
doctrine comes out of the most profound soteriological experience of the redeem-
ing Christ and the sanctifying Spirit in faith (piety) which occurs by the gracious
gift of God the Father.?’ It is a revolt against the formalistic and intellectualistic
treatment of the doctrine in Scholasticism.?? The basis of Calvin’s doctrine in
revelation brings about its dynamic character as well as individual freedom and
autonomy in faith for the formulation of the doctrine. The truthfulness of the
doctrine rests not on the collective decision of the church, but on the individual’s
faithful, free and autonomous response to the revelation of the triune nature of
God in Scripture.?® A problem of arbitrariness is inevitable in such individual
dogmatic freedom and autonomy, for it disregards the literal meaning and the
original intention of Scripture for the sake of its dogmatic truth in God’s Word
from faith. Calvin seeks a direct proof for soteriological experience of God's
triune relationship in faith from Scripture through his doctrine of the Trinity,

although Scripture is not explicit on this matter.?*

K. Barth is mistaken in attributing Calvin’s doctrine to natural reason rather

than faith. This argument arises his supposition that Calvin treats the doctrine

20 Calvin demonstrates the Trinity in the one God as the object of faith and baptism (Inst. I.xiii.16).

21 «What wondrous and great thing is this, I ask, that the name of the Son alone is announced to
us, when God bade us glory in the knowledge of him alone?... By this [pray for the same benefits
from the Son as from the Father] we are taught not only that by the Son’s intercession do those
things which the Heavenly Father bestows come to us but that by mutual participation in power
the Son himself is the author of them. This practical knowledge is doubtless more certain and
firmer than any idle speculation. There, indeed, does the pious mind perceive the very presence
of God, and almost touches him, when it feels itself quickened, illumined, preserved, justified,
and sanctified.” Inst. I.xiii.13.

Calvin and Augustine, pp. 195-6.

B. B. Warfield (Ibid. pp. 205ff) and W. Niesel (The Theology of Calvin, p. 55) apparently
claim that Calvin refused to subscribe to the ancient creeds at Peter Caroli’s dictation as the
proof of the trinitarian faith. This was not only because the true certainty and verification of the
trinitarian faith resides not in public declaration, but in faith in the triune God himself, but also

because such a dictation imperils individual freedom and autonomy in the sovereign freedom of
the triune God.

24 B, B. Warfield also makes the same criticism (Op. cit., pp. 213ff).

22
23
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in conjunction with the general discussion of the being and attributes of God
apart from the content of faith,?® namely the revelation of the trinitarian reality
of God in his biblical Word. C. Welch accepts this interpretation without critical
examination, and blames Calvin for F. Schleiermacher’s relegation of the doctrine
of the Trinity to the end of his exposition of faith.?® Schleiermacher, thinks
Welch, treats the doctrine as an appendix and consequently fails to integrate the
doctrine with its rest, regarding it as irrelevant to the immediate utterances of the

Christian self-consciousness.?” He supposes that Schleiermacher follows Calvin in
this.

Welch'’s accusation is wholly unjust. Calvin not only postulates his doctrine
of the Trinity from the perspective of faith, but he also eliminates dogmatic scep-
ticism as to the triune nature of God. He argues for the objective revelation
of the trinitarian reality of God in his biblical Word as the positive and valid
ground for subjective knowledge of it in faith and thus his doctrine of the Trinity.
The dependence of this subjective knowledge on the objective revelation enables
him to elude subjective and objective dualism, and to achieve an epistemolog-
ical and theological objectivism. He regards the doctrine of the Trinity as the
fundamental basis for the Christian faith®® and theology. The whole structure

of the 1559 Institutes corresponds to the doctrine’s emphasis on the distinctive

25 «[n putting the doctrine of the Trinity at the head of all dogmatics we are adopting a very isolated
position from the standpoint of dogmatic history... The reason for this strange circumstance can
be sought only in the fact that with overwhelming unanimity it has obviously been thought that a
certain formally very natural and illuminating scheme of questioning should be followed in which
one can and should speak first of Holy Scripture... as the principium cognoscendi (apart from the
actual content of faith), and then that even in the doctrine of God itself one can and should deal
first with God’s existence, nature and attributes (again apart from the concrete givenness of what
Christians call ‘God’). Even Melanchthon and Calvin, and after them Protestant orthodoxy in
both confessions, followed this pattern in a way that was strangely uncritical, and simply none

of the later movements in Roman Catholic and Protestant theology has led to the taking of a
different path at this point.” CD I, 1. p. 300.
26 The Trinity in Contemporary Theology, SCM Press, London, 1953, pp. 4ff.

The Christian Faith, trans. H. R, Mackintosh and J. S. Stewart, Edinburgh, T and T. Clark,
1928, pp. T30ff,

27

28 Calvin considers the doctrine of the Trinity as the very root of the Christian faith (Inst. Lxiii.21).
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beings and actions of the Trinity in the one God.?® The doctrine has the greatest
hermeneutical relevance to the structure of the 1559 Institutes. Barth and Welch
are naive categorising the discussion of the being and work of the creator-God
(in Book Li-xii) prior to the doctrine of the Trinity (in I.xiii) as the general (non-
trinitarian and Christian) doctrine of God. Instead, Calvin treats them as the
part of the Christian doctrine of the triune God the Father. They are viewed

from the perspective of the living faith who loves by faith® in him as the source
of all good things.*

O. Weber interprets the difference between the doctrine of the Trinity and its
previous discussion of God’s being and work as a matter of clarification.’® The
former clarifies the distinctive being and action of the creator-God the Father
by spelling out his relationship with the Son and the Spirit. The latter (i.e.
Book Liii-v) does not consider their mutual relations; it lacks its full systematic
integration with the doctrine of the Trinity (i.e. its emphasis on the mutual action
and being of the Trinity). Weber, however, stresses neither the trinitarian and
Christian orientation of the discussion of the being and attributes of the creator-
God in Book Liii-ix, nor its link with the doctrine of the Trinity. He presupposes a

link between Book I.x-xii and the doctrine, and thus the trinitarian and Christian

2 Calvin deals with the distinctive being and work of the creator-God in the Father in Book I, of

the redeemer-God in the Son Jesus Christ in Book II, and of the sanctifying-God in the Holy
Spirit in Book III and IV.

Inst. I.xiii.29.
Inst. I.xiii.18.

30
31
32 «There is an old and widespread tradition according to which we now would be supposed to
discuss God’s ‘being’ and ‘attributes.’ It cannot be said right off that it would be absolutely
wrong to proceed in that fashion. The order of the various dogmatic propositions would only
be a decisive matter if dogmatics were a system. Nonetheless, there is the question whether or
not a certain sequence could not necessarily be bound up with certain previous discussions about
their content. And this is definitely the case when the Doctrine of the Being and Attributes of
God is treated before the Doctrine of the Trinity. To be sure, in such a case the discussion of
the Trinity later clarifies what was always presupposed in the earlier discussion of the Doctrine
of God’s Being and Attributes. But it is also easily possible that first a ‘general’ doctrine of
God is developed and then in the Doctrine of the Trinity the special Christian doctrine of God
is brought out.” Foundations of Dogmatics, p. 350. “In the Inststutes, I, x, 2... Calvin gives a

brief doctrine of God’s Attributes and then discusses the Doctrine of the Trinity in detail in I,
xiii”, Ibid. n. cf. E. A. Dowey, op. cit., pp. 145fF.
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reference of the former. This is because he, like others (e.g. K. Barth, E. Brunner,
W. Niesel, T. H. L. Parker, E. A. Dowey, C. Welch), fails to grasp the deeper

intention of Book I (including its chapters i-xii) that shows the creator-God as

the triune God the Father from faith of the believer for practical benefits.*®

ii.2. The Trinity as the Three Temporal Persons

A relational concept of the Trinity dominates Calvin’s doctrine of the Trin-
ity.®* Each person of the Trinity is distinguished from, but related to, the other
two persons. Calvin designates the distinctive being of God in the Father as
the primal founder of all things, in the Word or the Son Jesus Christ as their
arranger, and in the Spirit as their final executor. The Son is begotten only from
the God the Fa.thér, and the Spirit proceeds from both the Father and the Son.*®
The beginning, mediation and execution of all things are the distinctive works of

the one true God in the Father, in the Son and in the Holy Spirit.

Calvin’s maintenance of the Western doctrine of the filiogue for the procession
of the Holy Spirit is apparent. There is a clear endorsement of the traditional
doctrine of an economic Trinity in the designation of the distinctive beings and
works of the Trinity. Calvin is indifferent to the conceptual development of
the threefold temporality of the Trinity for its distinctive temporal beings. His
attribution of beginning, middle and end of all things to God in the Father, in the
Son and in the Holy Spirit shows his openness to this development. It enables

us to propose God the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit as an Initiator, a
Mediator and a Executor of all things of God.

The relational understanding of each member of the Trinity no longer presents

God as an unmoved and eternal solitary being in and for himself, but one whose

34 Thomas F. Torrance claims that the relational concept of the Trinity “was picked up in the West
by Richard of St. Victor in the twelfth century, was remarkably expounded in his De Trinitate,
and had a theological tradition through Duns Scotus down to Calvin” (The Ground and Grammar
of Theology, Christian Journals, Belfast, 1980, p. 173,

35 Ingt, Ixiii.18-20.
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trinitarian being is moving and relational in and for himself as well as to and for
us in history. Its strength is that it evades the ontological and epistemological
abstraction of each person of the Trinity from the other two. It succeeds in
securing the ground of their unity without undermining their distinctive qualties.
Their distinctive qualities are indispensable for their distinctive relations and
actions. Calvin stresses their distinctive qualities by rejecting any exchange of
their distinctive beings and works. The emphasis on their incommunicability

establishes their individuality.®® Their individuality is crucial for defending their

distinction.

It is noticeable that Calvin does not argue for the distinctive qualities of the
Trinity merely in terms of the triune action and relation of God ad eztre. His
triune action and relation, for him, is grounded in and derived from his triune
being in se.’” The constancy of the mutual relations of the Trinity in their
inherent qualities is something that Augustine lacks in his mere rational concept
of the Trinity,?® and consequently he fails to justify the scriptural attestation of
their distinctive qualities in their mutual relations. Calvin implies that this is
because Augustine explains their mutual relations from the mutual relations of
different mental faculties of one individual man,* rather than from the mutual

relations of the three individual persons (subsistences) of the Trinity.*

C. Gunton criticises Calvin’s conceptual basis of the distinction of the Trinity

36 «Thirdly whatever is proper to each individually, I maintain to be incommunicable because

whatever is attributed to the Father as a distinguishing mark cannot agree with, or be transferred
to, the Son.” I.xiii,6.

3T «Certainly the Father would not differ from from the Son unless he had in himself something
unique, which was not shared with the Son.” I.xiii.23,
38 1. Hodgson believes that “Calvin takes a definite step forward” in defending the distinction of

the Trinity from Augustine (The Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 168).
On the Trinity, Books VIII-XI, trans. Marcus Dods, T. and T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1873.

“] really do not know whether it is expedient to borrow comparisons from human affairs to express
the force of this distinction. Men of old were indeed accustomed sometimes to do so, but at the
same time they confessed that the analogies they advanced were quite inadequate, Thus it is that
I shrink from all rashness here: lest if anything should be inopportunely expressed, it may give
occasion either of calumny to the malicious, or of delusion to the ignorant. Nevertheless, it i8 not
fitting to suppress the distinction that we observe to be expressed in Scripture,” Inst. I.xiii.18.
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in their inherent qualities as inappropriate. Calvin argues for their existence prior
to the trinitarian relations and acts of God ad ertra, and thus, as Welch claims,*
gives rise to a static notion of the triune God.*? Gunton'’s criticism is seemingly
rooted in his alliance with K. Barth’s conceptual confinement of the Trinity to
the event of the trinitarian revelation (relations) of God. The Trinity exists only
by his trinitarian revelation (actions) ad extra rather than his trinitanan qualities
(beings) in se. This offers a dynamic notion of the triune being of God by viewing

it from his continuous trinitarian becoming in its trinitarian relation and act ad

exira.

Calvin opposes any speculation about the Trinity as a continuous becoming
and action of the one being of God. For their existence and distinctive qualities
already and eternally subsist in the one God.** The assertion of their inher-
ent existence in the one God is tenable on epistemological as well as ontological
grounds. The mutual relation and action and distinction of the Trinity ad eztra
ontologically presupposes their inherent distinctive qualities in God. Calvin does
not assert the epistemological and conceptual possibility of their inherent quali-

ties from their existence in and for God himself. Rather, he argues it from their

4 Op. cit.,, p. 191, Welch’s claim relies on Barth’s assertion of Calvin’s impersonal and neutral
notion of God’s being from its expression as essentia divina (CD I, 1. pp. 350-1).

“It does seem that Calvin here commits the characteristic sin of Western trinitarianism, of seeing
the persons not as constituting the being of God by their mutual relations but as in some way
inhering in being that is some sense prior to them. That is certainly the interpretation of Claude
Welch... In general, however, the best way to define the person is ostensively, by indicating
whether persons are to be found and the way that they are conceived to be and act. That is what
has been attempted in different ways in this book.” The Promise of Trinitarian Theology, T. and
T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1991, p. 170. “Chaude Welch has argued that Barth fails to emphasize
strongly enough a real difference between his thought and the old theology... Perhaps it would
not be reading too much into Welch’s words to suggest that it is the shift from static to dynamic
terms, from a substance to an event-conceptuality that has made the chief difference... Jungel
is more aware of what has happened. According to his understanding, Barth’s understanding
of revelation has made possible a radically different conception of God’s independent reality
(Selbstandigkeit), in which God is seen as essentially relational being; in which the being of God
for us is not something foreign to God’s essence but is grounded in his very being... This ‘being

in becoming’ makes it impossible to conceive God in the old substantial categories.” Becoming
and Being, Oxford Univ. Press, Oxford, 1978, pp. 142-3.

“For what is the point in disputing whether the Father always begets? Indeed, it is foolish to

imagine a continuous act of begetting, since it clear that three persons have subsisted in God
from eternity.” Inst. I.xiii.29.
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living and dynamic revelation in their relation and action to and for us. Their

epistemological actuality in faith (piety), for him, precedes their conceptual pos-
sibility.

Therefore, let those who dearly love soberness, and who will be content with
the measure of faith, receive in brief form what is useful to know: namely, that,
when we profess to believe in one God, under the name of God is understood
a single, simple essence, in which we comprehend three persons, or hypostases
Therefore, whenever the name of God is mentioned without particularization,
there are designated no less the Son and the Spirit than the Father; but where
the Son is joined to the Father, then the relation of the two enters in; and so
we distinguish among the persons. But because the peculiar qualities in the
persons carry an order within them, e.g., in the Father is the beginning and
the source, so often as mention is made of the Father and the Son together, or
the Spirit, the name of God is peculiarly applied to the Father.%¢

The achievement of their conceptual basis in their revelation is quite remarkable
It succeeds not only in avoiding an abstract and static notion, but also in confining
their epistemological and conceptual possibility to the mutual relations and acts

of the Trinity ad extra in the Word Jesus Christ.

Calvin does not affirm the inherent qualities of the Trinity merely to mark
out their distinction, as Barth*® and Welch*® argue. One could invalidate their
argument in the light of Calvin’s explicit claim that the executive capacity lies
in their inherent qualities for their action, relation and distinction. This capacity
is bound to require dialogue between them, which in turn requires that they are
personal conscious subjects and beings. To be certain, Calvin does not express
their distinctive qualities in terms of three self-conscious subjects and beings. His
consideration of them is confined to the traditional expression of their qualities.
They are defined as the three temporal persons or subsistences rather than the

subjects and beings in the one eternal being (essence) of God.

Calvin’s doctrine of the Trinity fails to accommodate the biblical attestation

4 Ingt. L.xiii.20, cf. L.xiii.13.
% ¢D1,i. p. 361.
6 Op. cit., p. 301.
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of the unique personal consciousness, will, subject and being of the historical man
Jesus Christ. It attends mainly to the ontological unity of the pre-existence of
this man, the eternal Son or Word (and the Spirit) with God the the Father for
their divinity.” This is because its systematic intention is to discuss the triune
nature of the creator-God the Father from his relationship with the revelation of
his Word rather than its incarnation in the man Jesus Christ. Calvin’s doctrine
of the Trinity lacks a full integration with Christology; it does not take seriously
the unique anthropology of the man Jesus Christ.

It is, however, seriously mistaken to suppose that Calvin does not provide
support for the personal subjects and beings of the Trinity. His interpretation
of person as subsistence is not intended to dismiss the personal nature of the
members of the Trinity. Rather, it attempts to reject any explanation of the
Trinity in terms of three separate human persons. Calvin affirms the subsistence
of the three individual persons of the Trinity in the one essence of God*® in order
to eliminate a division that suggests tritheism.** Throughout his doctrine of the
Trinity there is no abandonment of the concept of person for particular qualities of
the Trinity. L. Hodgson is right in saying that “persona, subsistentia, 7pofwmrov

and sometimes substantia, he says, have all been used as synonyms to describe

the distinct Persons in the Trinity.”%

Calvin apparently argues for the personhood of the members of the Trinity

from the personhood of the man Jesus Christ,** although he does not explore their

7 Inst. Lxiii.7-15.

48 «But laying aside disputation over terms, I shall proceed to speak of the thing itself: ‘Person,’

therefore, I call a “subsistence” in God’s essence... When immediately after he adds that the
Word was also God himself, he recalls us to the essence as a unity. But because he could not be
with God without residing in the Father, hence emerges the idea of a subsistence, which, even
though it has been joined with the essence by a common bond and cannot be separated from it,
yet has a special mark whereby it is distinguished from it.” Inst. I.xiii.6.

49 Inst. Lxiii.17.

50 Op. cit., p. 167.

51 «Moreover, because God more clearly disclosed himself in the coming of Christ, thus he also

became known more familiarly in three persons.” Inst. Lxiii.16.
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personhood in the light of the conscious will, subject and being of this historical
man. The precise nature of their personhood for him is, however, individual
and relational. Their individual, relational and personal nature surely offers
an adequate ground for proposing their individual conscious persons, subjects
and beings. Calvin apparently rejects a modalistic treatment that would regard
them merely as the different modes (manifestations) and actions of the one being
(essence) of God.®? This denies the distinctive personhood of the members of

the Trinity in the one God in se, and the traditional doctrine of the immanent
(essential) Trinity.

ii.3. The One Essence of God as his One Living Life

We are now facing the serious question of the conceptual possibility of the one
God as three individual persons. Answering it involves determining the precise
nature and character of God’s oneness that is described under various concepte
(e.g. essence, deity, eternity). Barth sees this conceptual possibility, for Calvin,
like his predecessors, “always spoke much too innocently and uncritically of the
deitas, the essentia divina, etc. as though God were a neuter.”®® Welch goes
further in emphasizing Calvin’s impersonal treatment of God’s oneness; he says
that a “static and almost materialistic conception” of its substance enables him

to “speak meaningfully of a divine persona as that which subsists in the divine

nature.”®*

The emphasis of Barth and Welch appears to be unfair and careless. It sug-
gests that Calvin’s view of the one being of God is formalistic, although they do
not realise and say it. They interpret his view of God’s being as an impersonal
(and static and materialistic) form (substance) of the three persons of the Trinity.

Calvin, however, never speaks of the one being (essence) of God in a “static and

52 Inst. Lxiii.4 and 22.
8 cp1, 1. pp. 350-1.
5 Op. cit., p. 191.
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almost materialistic” sense. The fundamental purpose of his use of essence or

deity is to hammer out the absolute oneness of God and the absolute unity of the

Trinity.*® It is viewed in terms of the one eternal and spiritual® living of God in

the

three temporal persons of the Trinity.

They object that Christ, if he be properly God, is wrongly called Sen. To this
I have replied that when a comparison of one person is made with another, the
name of God is not to be taken without particularization, but restricted to the
Father, seeing that he is the beginning of deity, not in the bestowing of essence,
as fanatics babble, but by reason of order. In this sense is to be understood
that saying of Christ to the Father, “This is eternal life, that they believe three
to be the one true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent” (John 17:3
p.) For speaking in the person of the Mediator, he holds middle rank between
God and man; yet his majesty is not on this account diminished.,. Therefore
we must hold that, under this name of God is included his deity, which is

also Christ’s... Nothing is more absurd than to deny that Christ’s deity is
everlasting.5”

Moreover, Calvin does provide crucial evidence for the self-conscious sub-

jectivity and personhood of the one eternal being (essence) of God. It is the

recognition of God’s one eternal reason,*® will,*®* command and power.*® Their
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“But they are obviously deceived in this connection, for they dream of individuals, each having
its own separate part of the essence. Yet we teach from the Scriptures that God is one in essence,
and hence that the essence both of the Son and of the Spirit is unbegotten; but inasmuch as the

Father is first in order... he is rightly deemed the beginning and fountainhead of the whole of
divinity.” Inst. I.xiii.25. cf. I.xiii.26.

“For nothing excludes the view that the whole essence of God is spiritual, in which are compre-
hended Father, Son, and Spirit.” Inst. I.xiii.20.

Inst. I.xiii.26.

“It is, indeed, true that if we had quiet and composed minds ready to learn, the final outcome
would show that God always has the best reason for his plan”. Inst. I.xvii.l. “In this way [the
designation of God the Father as the source of both the generation of the Son and the procession
of the Spirit], unity of essence is retained, and a reasoned order is kept, which yet takes nothing
away from the deity of the Son and the Spirit,” Inst. I.xili.20. The bracket is mine,

“Thus, according to Luke, the whole church says that Herod and Pilate conspired to do what
God’s hand and plan had decreed. And indeed, unless Christ had been crucified according to
God’s will, whence would we have redemption? Yet God’s will is not therefore at war with itself,
nor does it change, nor does it pretend not to will what he wills. But even though his will is one
and simple in him, it appears manifold to us because, on account of our mental incapacity, we do
not grasp how in diverse ways it wills and does not will something to take place.” Inst. I.xviii.3.

“It is certain that those whom the Father is addressing were uncreated; but there is nothing
uncreated except God himself, and he is one. Now therefore unless they grant that the power
of creating was common to the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, common also the authority to

command, it will follow that God did not speak thus within himself, but addressed other outside
artificers.” Inst. I.xiii.24.
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recognition is unthinkable without assuming the personal consciousness and sub-
jectivity of the one eternal being (essence) of God; the former seems to be im-
practical without the latter. Calvin suggests crucial evidence for proposing the
subsistence of the three (temporal) persons (beings) of the Trinity in the one per-
sonal being of the eternal God. This proposal contradicts the naive accusation

of his view of God’s one being (essence) as impersonal or formalstic.

The question arises why Calvin avoids the concepts of person and subject
for the particular quality of God’s one eternal being (essence)., Avoiding them
does not take seriously how integral God’s eternal conscious subjectivity and
personhood is to his eternal and rational being (essence). It derives from Calvin’s
unwillingness to go beyond traditional expression. He, like the Cappadccians,
attributes the acting subject and person of God to the Trinity rather than to his
one essence (being), as Augustine does.*’ His one being (essence) is consequently
treated as if it were the common impersonal essence or form of the three persons of
the Trinity without fully realising its formalistic implication. This attribution is
the direct outcome of conceiving the basis of God’s one essence as in the revelation

of his three temporal persons of the Trinity in the Word Jesus Christ. His one

essence is the eternal or timeless and spiritual reality, and is incomprehensible

and transcendent to our cognition,

For how can the human mind measure off the measureless essence of God
according to its own little measure, a mind as yet unable to establish for
certain the nature of the sun’s body, though men’s eyes daily gaze upon it?...

Let us then willingly leave to God the knowledge of himself... as he reveals
himself to us... from his Word.%?

81 D. Brown demonstrates the different emphases of the Cappadocians and Augustine; they attribute

the acting subject of God, respectively, to the Trinity and to the one Godhead ( The Divine Trinsty,
Duckworth, London, 1985, pp. 272-89).
62 Inst. Lxiii.21. “The Scriptural teaching concerning God’s infinite and spiritual essence ought

to be enough, not only to banish popular delusions, but also to refute the subtleties of secular
philosophy... Surely, his infinity ought to make us afraid to try to measure him by our own
sense. Indeed, his spiritual nature forbids our imagining anything earthly or carnal of him. For

the same reason, he quite often assigns to himself a dwelling place in heaven. And yet as he is
incomprehensible he also fills the earth itself.” Inst. I.xiii.l
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Moreover, because God more clearly disclosed himself in the coming of Christ,
thus he also became known more familiarly in three persons... Indeed, there
is no doubt that Christ willed by this solemn pronouncement to testify that
the perfect light of faith was manifested when he said, “Baptize them into the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost” (Matt. 28:19 p.).
For this means precisely to be baptized into the name of the one God who has
shown himself with complete clarity in the Father, the Son, and the Spint.

Hence it is quite clear that in God’s essence reside three persons in whom one
God is known.®?

The avoidance of person and subject for the one being (essence) of God is
made for epistemological rather than ontological reasons. This epistemology,
however, determines the character of the ontology of God. It is now not the
one eternal being (essence) of God subsisting in his three temporal beings of the
Trinity, but the three temporal beings of the Trinity subsisting in his one eternal
essence. The emphasis rests not only on the triune actions, as T. F. Torrance
implies (under Barth’s conceptualisation of the Trinity as the different actions of
the one God),* but also on the triune beings of God in his one being (essence).

This emphasis is consistent throughout the structure of the 1559 Institutes.

The Trinity, for Calvin, becomes an internal, not only an external, character-
istic of God. He recognises members not just in terms of the internal relations of
God in se (the immanent Trinity), and also in terms of his external realities ad
extra (the economic Trinity). His doctrine of the essential or immanent Trinity
is based on his doctrine of the economic Trinity. The strength of this is that it
provides an adequate ground for proposing the distinctive persons, subjects and
beings of the Trinity. In the event of God’s revelation, for Calvin, we encounter
his three individual acting persons and thereby gain knowledge of his one true

being (essence), not vice versa. Calvin’s doctrine of the Trinity consequently ne-

63 Inst. I.xiii.16.

4 «The significance and relevance of Karl Barth’s theology in this respect is best indicated by
pointing to his doctrine of God. With a quite herculean effort of thought he brought together the
Patristic emphasis upon the Acts of God in his Being, thus combining as never before the ontic
and dynamic aspects of knowledge of God, thereby transcending the dualist modes of thought...”

The Transformation and Convergence in the Frame of Knowledge, Christian Journals, Belfast,
1984, p. viii.
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glects the intrinsic personal and acting quality of the one eternal being (essence)
of God.

ii.4. The Dialectical Unity of the Triune God

The attribution of the acting subject of God to his Trinity is explicit in
Calvin’s view of God’s eternal and temporal unity and their relationship He

ascribes the principium (beginning) of the Godhead not to the one essence of
God, but to the Trinity, the Father.®® The triune God the Father, the Son and
the Holy Spirit, for him, consequently exists and acts for the fulfillment of the
eternal will and plan of his Trinity, the Father, rather than his one being (essence
or unity) with the Son and the Holy Spirit.

It is this: to the Father is attributed the beginning of activity, and the fountain
and wellspring of all things; to the Son, wisdom, counsel, and the ordered
disposition of all things; but to the Spirit is assigned the power and efficacy of
that activity, Indeed, although the eternity of the Father is also the eternity
of the Son and the Spirit, since God could never exist apart from his wisdom
and power, and we must not seek in eternity a before or an after, nevertheless
the observation of an order is not meaningless or superfluous, when the Father
is thought of as first, then from him the Son, and finally from both the Spirit.
For the mind of each human being is naturally inclined to contemplate God
first, then the wisdom coming from, and lastly the power whereby he executes
the decrees of his plan... This appears in many passages, but nowhere more
clearly than in chapter 8 of Romans, where the same Spirit is indifferently
called sometimes the Spirit of Christ... not without justification.?®

He rejects the doctrine of the principium of the one being (essence) of God. The
very act of its assertion admits both division between his one essence and his

Trinity, and thus a fourth reality of God apart from the Trinity that suggests a

quaternary rather than trinitarian God.

Calvin advocates the doctrine of the principium of the Father in order to

secure the one and simple unity (essence) of God,*” as Hodgson highlights.

85 Inst, Lxiii.25 and 26.
86 Ingt. I.xiii.18.

87 «Yet they do not observe that, even though the name “God” is also common to the Son, it is
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Why does Calvin, in spite of his expressed distaste for verbal sophistries and
argumentation, twist and turn about in so lengthy an attempt to state the
doctrine of the principium of the Father? It is because he, like his predecessors,
believed that doctrine to be necessary to the maintenance of the unity of God...
Simplez unitas. The Simplicity of unity! It is just this notion that unity is
a simple thing that is exploded by the empirical evidence which is the basis
of the doctrine of the Trinity. It we grasp the implications of this evidence,
and think of the unity as unifying the Three Persons of whom none is afore or

after another, we have no further need of the doctrine of the principium of the
Father.%®

Hodgson, however, fails to stress the indispensable relevance of the doctnne to
the distinctive persons and works of the Trinity. Calvin regards the doctrine as
indispensable for defending their distinctive persons and works.”® Their defence
remains also as his decisive reason for the maintenance of the doctrine. The
doctrine entails a subordinate relation of the Son and the Hely Spirit to God
the Father, for they derive from the Father for the fulfillment of his will. Their
subordinate relation in this doctrine is integral to their distinction in se as well

as ad ertra. It (including the filiogue) is based not on an abstract metaphysical

idea, as Hodgson claims,™ but on the biblical evidence.™

The doctrine of the principium of the Father seems to me necessary rather
than unnecessary; it corresponds well to the biblical revelation of the relation
of Jesus Christ to God the Father and the Spirit. Starting with the equal rela-
tions of the Trinity in their unity, which Hodgson proposes, appears to be rather
metaphysical than biblical. This could end by obviating not only the subordinate
relations of the Trinity, but also their distinctive qualities. For Calvin, the former
is indispensable for the latter. Calvin’s doctrine of the principium of the Father

is associated much closely with the trinitarian tradition of the Cappadocian fa-

sometimes applied to the Father per excellence because he is the the fountainhead and beginning
of deity—and this is done to denote the simple unity of essence.” Inst. I.xiii.23.

88 QOp. cit., p. 173.

% Inst. I.xiii.18-26.
70 «Nevertheless in one particular a metaphysical assumption controls his thought. That relic of
subordinationism, the doctrine of the principium of the Father, remains.” Ibid. p, 171.

" Inst. I.xiii.18.
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thers™ rather that of Augustine, as Hodgson claims.”® Calvin sees the doctrine

from the perspective of the acting subject of the temporal Trinity, the Father,

rather than from that of his one eternal essence (unity).

Hodgson lacks understanding and appreciation of the context of Calvin’s use
of simplicity. Its purpose is not to suggest that the content of God’s unity is one
and simple. Rather, it is to stress that God’s unity—one in life and essence—is
one and simple. Calvin relentlessly elucidates the three persons of the Trimty as
the contents of this one and simple unity (essence). His notion of God’s unity
is fundamentally constitutive. His conceptual use of a “simple” unity does not
seem to be inappropriate for, nor inconsistent with, the biblical evidence of the
trinitarian constitutive unity of God, as Hodgson thinks.™ He is surely unfair to
assert that the real ground of its use is an a priori philosophical and metaphysical
notion of a “simple” unity.”® Its use, for Calvin, is fundamentally rooted in actual

a posteriori knowledge of the one God in faith, attested in Scripture.

72 T, F. Torrance demonstrates the Cappadocians’ (i.e. Gregory Nazianzen’s) advocacy of the

doctrine of the principium of God the Father (The Trinitarian Faith, T, and T. Clark, Edinburgh,
1988, pp. 239ff. and 318ff), and argues for Calvin’s (and Barth’s) suggestion of subordinationism
in their doctrine of the principium of God the Father as the influence of the Cappadocians fathers
(Karl Barth, Biblical and Evangelical Theologian, T. and T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1990, pp. 208-9).

“I have argued that we should think of the unity of God as a unity wherein no one of the Persons
has any metaphysical priority over another, that the strain in traditional theology according
to which the Father is the Principium of the Godhead is a relic of subordination due to an
inadequate grasp of the nature of unity as disclosed by the Christian revelation. In St. Augustine
the metaphysical priority of the Father is unquestioned... In this he is followed by St. Thomas
and by Calvin, But the real ground of the speculation is metaphysical. It is by locating the
Principium of the Godhead in the Father that St. Augustine, who is working with what I have
called the ‘mathematical’ conception of unity, believes himself able to maintain unity. This is
why he regards the modes of derivation implied by the words filiation and procession as valid
secundum formam Dei.” The reason for my holding this to be unnecessary, and indeed mistaken,
is, of course, equally metaphysical. The difference between us lies in a realm in which no man
can know the truth for certain until we know ‘even as we are known.'... I have explained the
grounds on which I hold the one I believe to be true, and I am of opinion that if St. Augustine,

St. Thomas and Calvin were alive to-day they would be glad in this respect to revise what they
have written.” Ibid. pp. 156-7.

3

7 «Calvin has suffered least from the inevitable contradiction between the evidence and the idea

of unity. This is because he was more content than the others to confine himself to setting forth
the evidence, leaving aside the philosophical problems involved.” Ibid. p. 176.

“The empirical evidence of God’s self-revelation in Christ required a revision of the accepted
idea of unity. That the ultimate unity of God must be a ‘simple’ unity, of what I have called

the mathematical type, was a quasi-axiomatic presupposition of philosophical thought.” Ibid. p.
174.

5
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For Paul so connects these three—God, faith, and baptism (Eph. 4:5)—as to
reason from one to the other: namely, because faith is one, that he may thereby
show God to be one; because baptism is one, that he may thence show faith
also to be one... Indeed, there is no doubt that Christ willed by this solemn
pronouncement to testify that the perfect light of faith was manifested when
he said, “Baptize them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of
the Holy Ghost” (Matt. 28:19). For this means precisely to be baptized into
the name of the one God who has shown himself with complete clarity in the
Father, the Son, and the Spirit. Hence it is quite clear that in God’s essence
reside three persons in whom one God is known.™

Calvin never allows subordinationism in the one eternal essence of God, but

only in the three distinctive (temporal) persons of the Trinity. Along with Augus-

tine, he regards their simple unity (essence) as the one eternal self-existent life,”

and renounces its beginning, change, division and distinction.”™ Their unity 1s the

basis for affirming their simultaneous movement and presence and involvement,

and thus for the traditional doctrines of the essential or immanent Trinity and

their co-inherence or perichoresis (mepuxwproig).™ The remarkable fact is that

Calvin sharply distances himself from Augustine,®® for he suppresses the distinc-

tion of the Trinity in the acting subject of their one unity. He follows Gregory of

Nazianzus in simultaneous emphasizing their threefold distinction and their one

unity.®* The distinction of the Trinity is indissoluble in their one essence; their
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Inst. I.xiii.16. “Therefore, let those who dearly love soberness, and who will be content with the
measure of faith, receive in brief form what is useful to know: namely, that, when we profess to
believe in one God, under the name of God is understood a single, simple essence, in which we
comprehend three persons, or hypostases. Therefore, whenever the name of God is mentioned
without particularization, there are designed no lesa the Son and the Spirit than the Father...
But because the peculiar qualities in the persons carry an order within them, e.g., in the Father
is the beginning and the source... In this way, unity of essence is retained, and a reasoned order
is kept... it is always necessary to come to the unity of essence. Thus we regard it a detestable
sacrilege for the Son to be called another God than the Father, for the simple name of God admits
no relation, nor can God be said to be this or that with respect to himself.” Inst. I.xiii.20.

Inst. I.xiii.24 and 26.

Inst. L.xiii.19.

Inst. I.xiii.18.

Ibid.

“And that passage in Gregory of Nazianzus vastly delights me: ‘I cannot think on the one without
quickly being encircled by the splendour of the three; nor can I discern the three without being

straightway carried back to the one.’ Let us not, then, be led to imagine a trinity of persons that
keeps our thoughts distracted and does not at once lead them back to that unity.” Inst. Lxiii.17.
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one essence is indissoluble in their distinction.

The nature of the unity of the one eternal essence of God and his threefold
Trinity, for Calvin, is indissoluble. The one eternal essence of God is identical
with the three temporal (beginning, middle and end) persons of the Trinity.
Their identification eliminates a division that might lead to the suggestion of a
fourth reality of God apart from the Trinity.** Their indisscluble distinction is
the very basis for the indissoluble distinction of each person of the Trinmity from
the other two persons.®® It presupposes a dialectical unity of the one eternal
essence of God and his three temporal Trinity. It is mistaken to regard their
dialectical unity as merely impersonal. Their dynamic, personal and rational

dialogue and relationship is arguable from their dialectical unity. They seem to
be indispensable for the fulfillment of the one will and plan of God the Father
through the Son by the Holy Spirit.*

To be sure, Calvin’s doctrine of the Trinity does not develop a personal and
relational model and concept of the unity of God, but it leaves suggestions for this
concept. Calvin does not go beyond the boundary of the traditional expression
of God’s unity; he focuses on demonstrating it as if it were a single and simple
essence®® or mode of three individual persons of the Trinity. He is not free from
an impersonal concept of God’s unity. The systematic goal of his doctrine of the
Trinity is largely responsible for this. It determines the focus of the doctrine on
the revelation of the eternal Word or Son rather than on its incarnation in the
historical man Jesus Christ for the triune nature of the creator-God the Father.
This hinders application of the personal dialogue and relationship between the

historical man Jesus Christ and the eternal God the Father to the concept of
their ontological unity.

82 Inst. I.xiii.26 and 26.
83 Inst. I.xiii.6.

8% Tnet. I.xiii.18.
8 Inst. L.xiii.20,
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Conclusion

Calvin’s doctrine of the Trinity in Book Lxiii clarifies its a priori (and @
posteriori) discussion of the being and action of God by spelling out his trinitarian
relationship in se and ad eztra. The doctrine has the greatest hermeneutical
relevance to the content and form of the 1559 Institutes. It is based in the
revelation of the triune nature of the creator-God in his Word which the Bible
attests. Its basis in this revelation brings positive freedom and autonomy in faith
for its formulation. It succeeds in resisting dogmatic scepticism about the doctrine
of the Trinity. Calvin discusses the revelation in the context of its relationship
with the eternal Word rather than with the historical man Jesus. The dogmatic
aim of this discussion is to show the triune nature of the one creator-God the

Father from his relationship with the eternal Word and Spirit.

The doctrine advocates a notion of the Trinity which emphasizes individual
persons in relation. This secures their distinction without undermining their
unity. Calvin does not express the persons of the Trinity as individual conscious
subjects and beings. He nevertheless does offer sufficient ground for proposing
that they are individual personal subjects and beings. He suggests their inherent
capacity for their particular work as well as their mutual relations and distinction.

These appear to be impossible without considering their individual conscious

subjects and beings.

Calvin never treats the one being (essence) of the triune God as a static
and materialistic unity. God’s one being (essence), for him, is his one eternal
and spiritual life. He does not develop a personal concept of God’s one being
(essence) in terms of self-conscious subjectivity. He nonetheless provides reasons
for proposing the personal nature of the one being (essence) of God, evidence
of the reasoning will, plan and command of the one eternal God. They seem to
presuppose a conscious subject and person. This contradicts claims that Calvin’s

view of the one being (essence) of God is impersonal.
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Calvin attributes the acting subject and person of God to his Trinity rather
than to a one essence., He does this for epistemological rather than logical reasons.
It determines the concept of the actual ontology of God. Calvin regards the three
individual persons of the Trinity as the ones who exist or subsist and act in the
one essence of God. The attribution is decisive in ascribing the principium of the
Godhead to the Father (of the Trinity) rather than to an essence (the unity of the
Trinity). The Son and the Spirit consequently exist and act for the fulfillment of
the will and plan of God the Father rather than as fulfilling the one essence of
God. Calvin maintains the doctrine of the principium of the Father in order to

secure the single or simple source (essence or unity) of God as well as the diverse

and complex constitution of the Trinity.

Calvin’s simultaneous emphasis on the eternal oneness and the temporal
threeness of God is highly significant. It gives rise to a dialectical and dynamic
notion of their unity. His doctrine of the Trinity does not treat the nature of
their unity merely as an impersonal mode. It suggests the fulfilling process of
the one will of God the Father through the Son or Word in Jesus Christ by the
Holy Spirit. It is hard to deny some kind of personal and rational dialogue and
relationship of the Trinity in their unity in this process. The full development of

a personal and relational model and notion of their unity is nevertheless absent

in the doctrine.

The doctrine does not go beyond traditional trinitarian expressions. Calvin
follows the trinitarian tradition of the Cappadocian fathers more closely than
Augustine; he treats the one eternal being of God as the common essence of the
acting persons of the Trinity without realising its impersonal implication. The
serious weakness of the doctrine of the Trinity in Book I.xiii of the 1559 Institutes,
however, is this. It fails to consider the self-conscious subject of the man Jesus
Christ, and the eternal and rational will for the respective qualities of the Trinity

and its personal unity and subject. It does not consider the implication of the
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personal dialogue between the temporal Son Jesus Christ and the eternal God
the Father for the nature of their ontological unity. Its systematic goal is largely
responsible for such problems. Its focus is on the relationship between the pre-
existence of the man Jesus, the eternal Word, and the creator-God the Father.
This limits consideration of the particular anthropology of Jesus and his personal

and rational relationship with the one eternal God the Father.
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2.iii. Man

Introduction

Calvin’s anthropology focuses not on the nature of man in and for itself, but
on its relationship with the Christian creator-God, the Father. Man is God’s
creature. Calvin stresses different qualities of the nature of man and his different
relationships with his Creator before and after Adam’s Fall. He does not separate
the issue of our nature from that of our image of God; he explores the former by
defining the reality of the latter in the biblical revelation of God. We examine the
conceptual basis of our nature and image of God in revelaticn, the implications
of this basis, and their systematic purpose. Finally, the difference between the
revelation of the Creator in Scripture and that in creation is marked out by the

discussion of the manner of his creation of and providential care for man as set

forth in Scripturé.

iii.1. The Good Nature of Man in Creation
(a) The conceptual possibility of our original nature in faith

The primal purpose of Calvin’s doctrine of man in Book I.x.v is to demonstrate
our sinless (good) nature in creation. The doctrine highlights the responsibility
of our sinful will and action for the corruption and sinfulness of our nature and
image of God, so that it might defend the goodness of our creator-God in cre-
ation.! It is based in the revelation of creation of man in the Mosaic story of the
Bible.? Creation is the self-revelation of the creator-God. God reveals himself as
Creator and the glory and goodness and wisdom of the Creator in and through
the creatureliness of our nature and image of God.? Calvin rejects natural noetic

and conceptual ability for the biblical revelation of our original nature and image

1 Inst. Lxv.l.
2 Inst. Lxv.3.
3 Inst. Lxv.l.
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of God. They are inconceivably corrupted and deformed after Adam’s fall. He

argues for their noetic and conceptual possibility in their restoration (renewal)
in Christ.

Nevertheless, it seems that we do not have a full definition of “image” if we
do not see more plainly those faculties... in which he ought to be thought the
reflection of God’s glory. That, indeed, can be nowhere better recognized than
from the restoration of his corrupted nature. Therefore, ever though we grant
that God’s image was not totally annihilated and destroyed in him, yet 1t was
so corrupted that whatever remains is frightful deformity, Consequently, the
beginning of our recovery of salvation is in that restoration which we obtain
through Christ, who also is called the Second Adam for the reason that he
restores us to true and complete integrity. For even though Paul, contrasting
the life-giving spirit that the believers receive from Christ with the living soul
in which Adam was created (I Cor. 15:45), commends the richer measure
of grace in regeneration, yet he does not remove that other principal point,
that the end of regeneration is that Christ should reform us to God’s image.
Therefore elsewhere he teaches that “the new man is renewed... according to
the image of his Creator” (Col. 3:10). With this agrees the saying, “ Put on
the new man, who has been created according to God” (Eph. 4:24)... But
since God not only deigned to give life to an earthen vessel, but also willed it

to be the abode of an immortal spirit, Adam could rightly glory in the great
liberality of his Maker.*

His doctrine of creation of our original nature and image of God is viewed from
the perspective of faith. Faith is indispensable for their restoration and knowledge
in Christ.® For Calvin, it derives from the internal witness of the Word® of God
in Scripture by the Holy Spirit,” and gives rise to the conceptual possibility of our
original creaturehood and Creator in this internal witness. There is a dogmatic
freedom and autonomy in this. It emancipates Calvin from rigid and formal
scriptural and traditional views of man, and enables himn to present his own
view of man in accordance with his own hearing of God’s Word. He succeeds in

presenting a realistic and objective view of our original nature and image of God

4 Inst. Ixv.4.
% Inst. ILi4.
® Inst. IILii.6. cf. ii.35.
T Inst. Lvii.5. cf. IILi4.
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in the sight of God.

Calvin rejects Augustine’s link between our image of God and vestigia trini-
tatis. It is speculative to regard the threefold faculties of the soul (intellect, will
and memory) as the image and reflection of the Trinity in the one God. He claims
the image of God as the reflection of the one creator-God.® Irenaeus’ different
interpretation of the biblical expression of the image and the likeness of God
in man® is dismissed by asserting their synonymity. The “likeness” is added by
way of explanation of “image”; “simply man is called God’s image because he is

like God.”*® Repetition that expresses one thing twice were common among the
Hebrew-biblical writers.

Like Plato, Calvin advocates the twofold constitution of man’s nature, namely
body and soul. Priority is given to the soul over the body; the soul animates and
controls all parts of the body.?* The additional recognition of a spirit of man in
the Bible is identified with the soul on the assumption that the biblical writers
use the term, the spirit, to describe the separated state of the soul from the
body.}? The biblical suggestion of the dominion given to man as the image of
God (e.g. in Genesis 1:26) is opposed. It presupposes the existence of the image
not within the inner soul of man, but outside his soul.’® Calvin uses the doctrine
of the image of God more than the Bible warrants;'* he relates it to the doctrines
of creation and redemption of man, as well as to eschatology. The full restoration

of the image of God in our heavenly life is considered as our final and immortal

Inst. I.xvd.

D. Cairns regards Irenaeus as the first one amongst the early fathers, who differentiates the
linkness and the image of God in man, The former lost at the Fall, whilst the latter is remanent
even today in all men (The Image of God in Man, SCM Press, London, 1953, p. 74).

Inst, Ixv.3,

Inst. I.xv.6.

Inst. Lxv.2.

Inst. I.xv.4.

10
11
12
13

14 B. A. Gerrish, The Old Protestantism and the New, pp. 152-3.
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blessing.!®

The remarkable outcome of basing of our original nature and image of God in
their renewal in the biblical revelation is this. Discussion is focused on the original
condition of the faculties of the soul of man in creation. Calvin speaks of our
renewal as a renewal of all parts of our inner soul (mind or heart, intellect, reason
and will),’® and argues for our original nature as the good, rightness, soundness,
and holiness of all parts of the soul in creation.!” It is noticeable that he avoids a
substantial and static view of its faculties, which “prevailed among the Schoolmen
ever since Boethius,”® and adopts a functional and dynamic view. The existence
of reason (or intellect or understanding) and will is recognised always in the
context of their dynamic function and activity. Reason (intellect or mind or
heart) is discussed in terms of its activity in distinguishing good (just) from evil
(unjust).’® Will is viewed as the activity following a good decision of reason.?®
Calvin insists on a perfect co-ordination of the dynamic activities. It enables

man not only to order earthly affairs, but also to gain true knowledge and image

of God from his revelation in creation for eternal life.?*
(b) The image of God as spiritual and dynamic knowledge of him

Calvin defines the reality of our original image of God as spiritual*? and dy-

15
16

Inst. Lxv.2 and 4.

“Now we are to see Paul chiefly comprehends under this renewal. In the first place he posits
knowledge, then pure righteousness and holiness. From this we infer that, to begin with, God’s
image was visible in the light of mind, in the uprighteousness of the hearts, and in the soundness
of all the parts. For although I confess that these forms of speaking are synecdoches, yet this

principle cannot be overthrown, that what was primary in the renewing of God’s image also held
the highest place in the creation itself.” Inst Ixv.4. cf. ILi.9.
17 «Now we need bear only this in mind: man was far different at the first creation from his whole

posterity, who, deriving their origin from him in his corrupted state, have contracted from him a

hereditary taint. For, the individual parts of his soul were formed to uprightness, the soundness
of his mind stood firm, and his will was free to choose the good.” Inst. I.xv.8. cf. xv.4.

T. F. Torrance, Calvin’s Doctrine of Man, p. 122.
Inst. Lxv.7.
Inst. Lxv.8.
1 Inst. Ixv.6.
%2 Ingt. Lxv.3.

18
19
20
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namic knowledge of the Creator in his dynamic relationship and communication
with us, and regards the inner soul (mind and heart) as its proper and primary
seat. He does not regards man'’s soul itself as God’s image and glory. The former,
like a mirror,? reflects the latter only when God reveals or shines his own image
and glory there.?* The creation and sustenance of our image depends cn the
grace and power of God’s action to and for us. The expression, e.g. the divine
image engraven in man’s soul, cannot be interpreted as the static dispensation of
the divine image to the human soul. Calvin advocates the reality of our image
of God as creation out of nothing. This is the basis for stressing the ontological
discontinuity and distinction between the human soul and the divine image to
eliminate any suggestion of their ontological continuity and fusion.

But before we go farther, we must confront the delusion of the Manichees,

which Servetus has tried to introduce once more in this age. Because it is

said that God breathed the breath of life upon man’s face (Gen. ii. 7), they

thought the soul to be a derivative of God’s substance, as if some porticn of

the immeasurable divinity had flowed into man. Yet it is easy to point out

quickly what crass and foul absurdities this devilish error drags in its train...

Therefore we must take it to be a fact that souls, although the image of God

be engraven upon them, are created just as angels are. But creation is not

inpouring, but the beginning of essence out of nothing... When Paul discusses

the restoration of the image, it is clear that we should infer from his words that

man is made to conform to God, not by an inflowing of substance, but by the

grace and power of the Spirit. For he says that by “beholding Christ’s glory, we

are being transformed into his very image... as though the Spirit of the Lord”

(IT Cor. 3:18), who surely works in us without rendering us consubstantial
with God.?®

Calvin repudiates Osiander’s argument of the image of God from the body
of Christ and all other men. This is not because Osiander claims the reflection

of God’s glory and image in the external body (and all created things), but

33 «There is no doubt that Calvin always thinks of the imago in terms of a imago. Only while the
mirror actually reflects an object does it have the image of that object. There is no such thing in
Calvin’s thought as an imago dissociated from the act of reflecting. He does use such expressions
a8 engrave and sculptured, but only in a metaphorical sense and never dissociated from the idea
of the mirror.” T. F. Torrance, op. cit., p. 36.

2 Inst. Lxv.3.

25 Tpst. Lxv.5.
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because he does not subject the noetic and conceptual possibility of God’s glory
and image to the actuality of their spiritual knowledge in the soul (mind and
heart).?® The definition of the image as spiritual knowledge of God is highly
gsignificant. It raises the question of women’s equality in the image of Ged.?
Spiritual knowledge of God is available to women as well as men. Calvin rejects
qualification of the image of God based on gender, and distances himself from the
traditional acceptance of the literal meaning of I Cor. IL:7 that excludes women
from being the image and glory of God. This exclusion is made on the basis of

socio-political culture, namely human law rather than divine law.?®

Calvin recognises the tension between I Cor. 11:7 and Gen 1:26-7 which
presupposes the image of God in all human (male and female) beings. The vital
importance of this recognition is that, as Jane D. Douglass argues, it offers “a
new step in critical exegesis of the Scriptures and continued progress towards a
teaching of the full equality of men and women in the image of God from the time
of their creation.”?® Calvin, however, neither treats their equality as an essential
part of the doctrine of the image of God,* nor develops the image of God as a
mutual reality and relation of male and female on the basis of the mutual reality
and relation of the triune God. “Like Luther, Calvin remains deeply influenced

by a tradition which sees men as more fully made in the image of God than

26 Inet. Lxv.3 and 4.

2T Jane D. Douglass suggests that “Calvin struggles with the question of women’s equality in the im-

age of God more self-consciously than Luther, he is probably indebted to the French Renaissance
culture where the gquerelle des femmes was a significant issue and where women rulers—in several
cases sympathetic to the Calvinistic Reformation—were a fact of life.” “The Image of God in
Women as seen by Luther and Calvin,” in Image of God and Gender Models in Judaeo-Christian
Tradition, ed. Karl E. Borresen, Solum Forlag, Oslo, 1991, p. 252.

“Now we see how Christ is the most perfect image of God; if we are conformed to it, we are so
restored that with true piety, righteousness, purity, and intelligence we bear God’s image. When
this has been established, Osiander’s fancy concerning the shape of the body readily vanishes of
itself. But the statement in which man alone is called by Paul ‘the image and glory of God’ (I
Cor. 11:7) and women excluded from this place of honor is clearly to be restricted, as he the
context shows, to the political order. Yet I now consider it sufficiently proved that whatever has
to do with spiritual and eternal life is included under ‘image,’ mention of which has been made.”
Inst. I.xv.4.

¥ Op. cit., p. 252.
30 Anthony A. Hoekema, Created in God’s Image, W. B. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 1986, p. 49.
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women” 3! His theology provides no liberation for women from their subordinate

position to men in church and society.*?

T. F. Torrance proposes that Calvin's basic concept of God’s image is the
mutual reality (society) in male and female. Calvin implies it again and again,
although he does not state it expressly as this.*® Torrance's propesal 1s made by
articulating Calvin’s claim of the sacred union of man and wife in the kight of the
mutual unity, relation and reality of the triune God. The evidences of this claim
are drawn from his Commentaries (i.e. on Gen. 2: 18, 21, 26. Ps. 8 : 5. John
17 : 11) and Sermons (i.e. on Job: 10:7). There is no clear distinction between
Calvin’s view of our nature and image of God in his Commentaries and Sermons,
and in his systematic theology of the Institutes. This appears to be the major
weakness of Torrance’s treatment of Calvin’s doctrine of man as a whole. His
treatment does not demonstrate that Calvin does not carry over certain views of
man in his Commentaries and Sermons into his systematic theology. The 1559
Institutes does not interpret the reality of our image of God in the light of the
sacred union of man and wife. There is no implication of the image as a mutual

reality (society) of male and female.

iii.2. The Sinfulness of Man
(a) Total depravation of our originally good nature

Calvin asserts the sinful nature of man as depravation® or corruption of his

31 Jane D. Douglass, op. cit.,, p. 252. Kari E. Borresen remarks that “Partristic interpretation
of human God-likeness, Imago Dei, presupposes andromorphic or metasexual God-imagery. In
consequence, creational image of God is attributed to human males or man-like, asexual souls,
As a patriarchally inculturated, monotheistic religion, Christianity excludes femaleness at the
divine level. It follows that women cannot be God-like qua females, with corresponding lack
of fully human status, i.e. full religious capacity, gua women.” “God’s Image, Man’s Image?
Patristic Interpretation of Gen. 1,27 and I Cor. 11,7,” in Image of God and Gender Models in
Judaeo-Christian Tradition, Solum Forlag, Oslo, 1991, p. 188. cf. 189-207.

3 Ibid. p. 254.

3 0Op. cit., pp. 43-6.
3 Jnst. ILi5.
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original good nature in creation, and renounces any defect in creation of man®
(and the world®*® and even devils and Satan).’” Adam’s fall, the original sin, in
the biblical revelation is taken seriously as explanation of our sinfulness.®®* He
interprets it as the cause, beginning and propagation of God’s curse that permits
depravation and perversion of all creation, and thus all human, ecclogical and
angelic evil).* The persistent emphasis is on the free and voluntary nature of

Adam’s Fall or sin in order to oppose the attribution of its cause either to his

original nature or to his Creator.*

Like Augustine, Calvin interprets original sin as hereditary sin, and insists on
biological transmission of Adam’s sinful nature to the whole humanity.** Original
sin puts man by nature under divine condemnation.** Calvin’s doctrine of criginal
sin provides for a justifiable ground of God’s reprobation of some, and highlights
God’s election of some by his pure grace and goodness. It opposes Pelagius who
claims the confinement of the effect and punishment of original sin only to Adam
himself. It is not a mere rationalisation of sin in the biblical revelation. Calvin
presents the the biblical revelation of the reality of sin in the light of its actual

experience in faith. The possibility of his doctrine of sin relies on redemption of

sin in faith by the Holy Spirit.

Thus it is pointness and foolish to restrict the corruption that arises thence
only to what are called the impulses of the senses... In this matter Peter
Lombard has betrayed his complete ignorance,,. Paul removes all doubt when
he teaches that corruption subsists not in one part only, but that none of the
soul remains pure or untouched by that mortal disease... From the ‘renewal’
that fact appears more clearly. For the Spirit, who is opposed to the old man
and the flesh, not only marks the grace whereby the lower or sensual part of

35 Inst, Ixv.l.

38 Inst. Lxiv.2.

37 Inst. Lxiv.16.

9 Inst. ILi1ff.

3% Inst. ILi.5.

40 Inst. Lxv.l and 8. cf. ILi4, 6, 10, and 11.
1 Inst. ILi.5 and 6.

42 Inst. I1i8.
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the soul is corrected, but embraces the full reformation of all the parts... From
this it follows that that part in which the excellence and nebility of the soul

especially shine has not only been wounded, but so corrupted that it needs to
be healed and to put on a new nature as well.*

This doctrine is consequently treated in the context of the doctrine of God’s
redemption in the Son, Jesus Christ. It highlights the necessity of God’s redemp-
tion in Christ. The remarkable point is that the doctrine of redemption is not a
reaction to the doctrine of sin. Redemption in the eternal electing grace of God
precedes the occurrence of sin in history.** T. F. Torrance rightly views Calvin’s
doctrine of sin as a corollary of the doctrine of grace.*®* K. Barth opposes this
because he thinks that Calvin discusses our sinfulness apart from our redemption
in Christ, and proposes self-evidence of the reality of sin in us (i.e. in the begin-
ning of the Institutes).*® Barth does not take seriously the fact that Calvin here
insists on the indispensability of faith (piety) for the true noetic and conceptual
possibility of God and ourselves (our sinful and originally gdod nature).” He
does view the reality of sin from the standpoint of redemption in faith; hence he
presupposes the historical occurrence of sin as a reaction to redemption in the
electing grace of God in Christ. The existence and sustenance of faith depends

on the redemptive will and work of the God the Father in Christ by the Holy

43 Inst. ILi9.

4 Calvin upholds God’s predestination of the historical occurrence of sin in his eternal will (Inst,
I1.1.10).

Op. cit., pp. 83-85.

“It is noteworthy that Calvin plainly regarded the Old Testament as supremely instructive... It
never seems to have struck him that this luz Domini has truly and decisively shone upon us
and exposed us in man’s confrontation by God in the crucified and risen Jesus Christ, not even
when he came to discuss this part of the New Testament. There is simply maintained that this
antithesis breaks through man’s self-deception and gives a genuine self-knowledge. (It seems
doubtful to me whether we can agree with T, F. Torrance in his fine book, Calvin’s Doctrine of
Man, 1949, 83f.—and we would be only too ready to do so if it were a fact—that with Calvin
the doctrine of the corruption of man is a corollary of the doctrine of grace.) In the introduction
to the Institutio—at the beginning of the book De cognitione Des creatoris—he seems to have
regarded it as self-evident that for the moment we cannot and ought not to speak of man in his
confrontation with Jesus Christ. For this reason his account of the encounter with God and its
effect is not altogether dissimilar to that given by R. Otto (in his book Das Heilige) of what
he calls the experience of man—even non-Christian man—in relation to the fascinosum of the
Wholly Other.,” CD IV, 1. p. 367.

T Inst. Liil and 2.

45
46
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Spirit.*®

The perspective of faith enables Calvin not only to propose a realistic view
of our sinful nature in the sight of God, but also to determine the degree of
depravation*® and corruption of our original good nature and image of God. He
declares their total depravation or corruption on the basis of the renewal of all
parts of the soul in faith by the grace of God.*® The perspective gives rise to the
focus of his doctrine of sin (and renewal) on faculties of his soul (e.g. reason or
intellect or mind and will) rather than on his body. He insists on the complete
destruction of the good, sound and upright mind of man, and of his free will to
pursuit the decision of reason. Man no longer has a sound intellectual ability to
gain true and saving knowledge and image of God from his revelation in creation.
He moves only in the direction of sinful desire of the body and flesh.** Freedom of
will becomes the slave of sin. Calvin argues for the necessity of sinning as well as
for its voluntary character.’? This necessary sinning is done in accordance with

man’s own voluntary sinful passion and nature.

Calvin opposes the unduly optimistic view of man in humanistic philoso-
phy which ignores his sinfulness and declares his reason as the leader of a good
and blessed life.*® He sharply distances himself from medieval (e.g. Thomistic)
Scholasticism that confines corruption to the sensual part of man and affirms the
remnant of his sound reason and free will after the Fall as a natural dowry.®
His doctrine of total depravation is based on the movement of man’s whole be-
ing to sinful direction in the sight of God.*® This is not found in the medieval

48

This point will be substantiated in the treatment of Calvin’s doctrine of faith in chapter IL.2.ii
of this thesis.

Inst. ILi,5.

Inst. ILi.9.

Inst. ILii.27.

82 ynst. ILiii.5.

53 [nst. Lxv.7. cf. ILii.2 and 3.
84 Inet, ILiid.

85 nst. ILi.3.

19
8o
§
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Catholicism which views sinful nature from its each compcnents.®® It recognises

the subsistence of corruption in the sensual part of man, but not in the part of

his reason and will.

Calvin’s anthropology does not advocate a pessimistic view of man that de-
spises everything in man and stresses his utter powerlessness to do anything good,
as Erich Fromm thinks. Fromm asserts Calvin's authoritarian conscience or psy-
chology as responsible for his teaching of self-denial and a pessimistic view of man.
It not only gives rise to the feeling of powerlessness, fearfulness and sinfulness of
man before the authority of the all-powerful and holy God, but it also stimulates
Calvin to affirm this feeling in a authoritative, strict and even cruel manner.
There is a certain amount of sadism in this. It is taken as the s:gn of cne’s
goodness and virtue.’” Calvin’s teaching of self-love as sinful, Fromm argues, has
increased significantly the antagonism towards selfishness in the Western soci-
ety.®® It is wholly unacceptable. Selfishness is the most powerful and legitimate

drive in man in modern society. Man makes his best contribution to the common

good in this imperative drive.®®

Fromm'’s psychological analysis of Calvin’s doctrine of total depravation com-

56 0. Weber, Foundations of Dogmatics, Vol. 1, p. 568.

57 “Paradoxically, the authoritarian guilty conscience is a result of the feeling of strength, indepen-
dence, productiveness, and pride, while the authoritarian good conscience springs from the feeling
of obedience, dependence, powerlessness, and sinfulness. St. Paul, Augustine, Luther, and Calvin
have described this good conscience in unmistakable terms. To be aware of one’s powerlessness,
to despise oneself, to be burdened by the feeling of ane’s own sinfulness and wickedness are the
signs of goodness. The very fact of having a guilty conscience is in itself a sign of one’s virtue
because the guilty conscience is the symptom of one’s ‘fear and trembling’ before the authority...
The internalization of authority has two implications: one, which we have just discussed, where
man submits to the authority; the other, where he takes over the role of the authority by treating
himself with the same strictness and cruelty. Man thus becomes not only the obedient slave
but also the strict taskmaster who treats himself as his own slave, This second implication is
very important for the understanding of the psychological mechanism of authoritarian conscience.
The authoritarian character, being more or less crippled in his productiveness, develops a certain
amount of sadism and destructiveness.” Ibid. pp. 150-1. Also see Fromm’s books (Escape from
Freedom, Rinehart and Company, New York, 1941, pp. 87-8 and Psychoanalysis and Religion,

Yale Univ. New Haven, 1950, pp. 34-6) for his interpretation of protestantism including Calvin’s
theology as authoritarian religion.
88 Man for Himself: An Enquiry into the Psychology of Ethics, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London,
1948, pp. 119-23 and 134-5.

59 Ibid. p. 119.
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pletely ignores its theological perspective and intention. Calvin views the reality
of our sin from our renewal and hope in faith, His perspective of faith negates
our subjective psychology and affirms the objective Word of God in the biblical
revelation as its determinative source. His doctrine of sin never teaches sadistic
self-denial, but the denial of self-confidence in oneself to stress the total depen-
dence of man’s goodness on the free grace of God’s redemptive action 1n Chrst.%
Its thematic subject or focus is the redemptive being and action (revelation) of
God in the man Jesus Christ. Calvin renounces any co-operative mernt of man
(believer and unbeliever) with God for his renewal and redemption in faith.%
The doctrine does not nullify God’s intention of creation of man that leads him

into true knowledge and image of God for eternal life. Rather, it kindles man’s
hope in God for this.

But knowledge of ourselves lies first in considering what we were given at cre-
ation... there is in us nothing of our own, but that we heold on sufferance
whatever God has bestowed upon us. Hence we are ever dependent on him.
Secondary, to call to mind our miserable condition after Adam’s fall; the aware-
ness of which, when all our boasting and self-assurance are laid low, should
truly humble us and overwhelm us with shame. In the beginning God fash-
ioned us after his image (Gen. 1:27) that he might arouse our minds both to
zeal for virtue and to meditation upon eternal life. Thus, in order that the
great nobility of our race (which distinguishes us from brute beasts) may not
be buried beneath our own dullness of wit, it behooves us to recognize that we
have been endowed with reason and understanding so that, by leading a holy
and upright life, we may press to the appointed goal of blessed immortality.
But that primal worthiness cannot come to mind without the sorry spectacle,
since in the person of the first man we have fallen from our original condition.
From this source arise abhorrence and displeasure with ourselves, as well as
true humility; and thence is kindled a new zeal to seek God, in whom each of
us may recover those good things which we have utterly and completely lost.%?

Fromm fails to recognise Calvin’s distinction between natural and supernat-

ural gifts of God in man. Calvin, like Augustine, declares the complete disap-

80 Tngt. ILv.15.
1 Inst. ILii.6ff.
2 Inst. ILi.1.
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parence of the supernatural gift of God that brings forth our true knowledge and
image of him for eternal life,*® and the remnant of natural gifts (e.g. intelligence
and will) of God despite their corruption.®* He gives a positive evaluation of our
natural gifts, and accentuates their excellence®® and the great mercy and grace
and kindness of God which is responsible for their existence and function.®® They
are good enough to distinguish good (just) from evil (unjust); they are the basis
of Calvin’s social ethic. They enable man not only to govern and advance earthly
matters (e.g. politics, economics, mechanical arts, and all liberal studzes),” but

also to respond to God'’s revelation in creation for natural knowledge and umage

of him.%®

“This whole line of thought in Calvin brings him very close to modern Chris-
tian existentialism, which pictures man’s being as a life of decision in response”®
to God’s revelation in creation and in scripture. Man “is continuously being
called out of non-being into being and life by the Word and Will of the Cre-
ator who is the Lord of life and death”.” Calvin defines man as dynamic and
existential and as a being dependent on God, He contradicts the claim of D.
Cairns that Calvin’s concept of the image “is faced with the problem of relating
it to the Old Testament image, which is common to all mankind.”™ It is based
fundamentally on the New Testament sense of the image only in the regenerated
and elected in Christ.”® For Calvin, natural knowability, knowledge and image of

God belong to the very nature of every man.”® They make man what he is, and

85 Inst, ILii.11 and 12.
64 Ingt. ILii.12.
85 Inst. ILii.15.
86 Inst. ILil.17.
87 Inst. ILii.13.
98 Inst, I.ii.12 and 13.

80 D, Cairns, op. cit., p. 131.

70 T, F, Torrance, op. cit., p. 62.
T Ihid, p. 132,
72 Ibid. p. 131.

73 Ipst. ILii.18.
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differentiate man from brute beasts.”™ Calvin uses them as the concrete basis for

the primal and inclusive relationship of the creator-God with all men (believer

and unbeliever)."

(b) The remnant image of God

The insistence on the remnant of God’s image invites D. Cairns’ critictsm
that it is inconsistent with the doctrine of total depravation.” Cairns’ criticism
stems from his misinterpretation of the image, He, like E. Brunner,” views the
remnant of the image in sinful man as some portion of the undamaged original
image of God. The difference between the original image and its remnant is a
matter of quantity rather than quality. Cairns endorses not only E. Brunner’s
interpretation of them™ as form and content of a single reality,” but also his
claim of positive and good utility of natural image (and knowledge) of God in
faith.’® Brunner proposes that Calvin supports a natural or formal image (and

knowledge) of God as the necessary precondition for special or material image
(and knowledge) of God in faith.*!

Cairns and Brunner overlook that Calvin affirms two qualitatively different

T Inst. ILxv.3 and 4.
75 Gee Chapter 1.1.iii.

76 Op. cit., p. 140, cf. Anthony A. Hoekema, op, cit., p. 48,

T «Thanks to the undamaged image the theologia naturalis is derivable from reason alone It is
purely rational and as such complete. There is such a thing as rational theology and therefore
also rational ethics or moral philosophy is possible.” Natural Theology, p. 46.

78 1bid. p. 41.

79 «His apparent contradictions on the subject are at least in part due to two aspects of the reality

with which he had to do. He did draw the right distinction between them, but perhaps not with
sufficient clarity and persistence. His use of the term ‘relic’ is not wholly fortunate, but it is hard

to find an adequate term to describe the very singular reality with which he is dealing. Op. cit.,
pp. 144. cf. P. 140.

“This, however tempting it may be to treat as an inconsistency Calvin’s doctrine of a relic of the
image in fallen man, he does not hesitate to make considerable use of that doctrine on occasion.
And his own teaching on the perversity of the will is not necessarily, but only accidentally, in
conflict with what he says of the relic. Nor can this image in fallen man be described as merely
an instance of that image which is shared by the universe in general, so far as by its excellence
it declares God’s glory. It is something far more paradoxical than that, and more tragic, though
in the last instance, by the insight of faith we can see that it promises good and not evil.” pp.
140-1,

Op. cit., p. 31.
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kinds and realties of knowledge and image of God. One is natural, false and un-
saving knowledge and image of God. The other is saving and true knowledge and
image of God in faith. O. Weber,* like Cairns and Brunner, fails to stress the
fact that Calvin’s definition of the reality of the image cannot be confined, strictly
speaking, to its original uprightness and glory. He consequently ignores the in-
adequacy of Brunner’s conceptual distinction of these two realties of knowledge
and image of God as form and content of a single reality.?®* For Calvin, natural,
false and unsaving knowability and knowledge and image of God can never be
the necessary precondition of saving and true knowledge and image of God in
faith. Their relationship is one of mutual exclusion and irreconciliation, a di-
alectical relation.** He insists on the indispensability of God’s new creation of
saving knowability of God in faith for his savable image and knowledge. This is

to demonstrate the grace of God’s renewal as the origin, the beginning and basis

of all our goodness once given to us in creation.

Surely there is ready and sufficient reason to believe that good takes its origin
from God alone. And only in the elect does one find a will inclined to good...
Further, there is another similar reason: for since willing and doing well take
their origin from faith, we ought to see what {8 the source of faith itself. But
since the whole of Scripture proclaims that faith is a free gift of God, it follows
that when we, who are by nature inclined to evil with our whole heart, begin
to will good, we do so out of mere grace. Therefore, the Lord when he lays
down these two principles in the conversion of his people-that he will take
from them their “heart of stone” and give them “a heart of flesh” (Ezek. 36:
26)-openly testifies that what is of ourselves ought to be blotted out to convert
us to righteousness; but that whatever takes its place is from him... He testifies
that our conversion is the creation of a new spirit and a new heart. What other
fact could more clearly claim for him, and take away from us, every vestige of
good and right in our will? For it always follows that nothing good can arise
out of our will until it has been reformed; and after its reformation, in so far

82 Op. cit., p. 567.

83 «This last remnant can also be understood formally (the ‘image of God’ in the formal sense)
as does E. Brunner, not varying appreciably here from Thomas Aquinas, which means that this

remnant i8 deprived of every material quality and every value emphasis, In doing so, nothing
decisive is altered in the fundamental position.” Ibid. p. 554.

84 See Chapter Liii.l.
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as it is good, it is so from God not from ourselves,

Calvin’s doctrine of total depravation of the original good nature and image of
God is not inconsistent with his claim of the remnant of the image.®® He speaks
of the remnant of corrupted and sinful image of God.*” There is no original
sound and upright nature, knowledge and image of God in sinful man. Sin is
not a static or idle thing, rather it continuously vitiates and perverts every part
of our original nature and image of God.*® Calvin renounces any undamaged
original nature (reason and will) and image of God in sinful man, for it directly
undermines God'’s grace in his renewal of our whole sinful nature.®® This is the

very point which Cairns and Brunner fail to consider in their interpretation of

Calvin’s doctrine of man and his image of God.

iii.3. The Subject of Inquiry of Our Original Nature

(a) The Creator as the subject of inquiry

The possibility of Calvin’s doctrine of our original creatureliness in its renewal
in Christ does not lead to a suggestion of the redemptive action of God in Christ

as the subject of its inquiry. The doctrine is the essential part of the doctrine

85 Inst. ILiil.8. cf. iii.9.
8 7. F. Torrance, op. cit., pp. 93 and 101.

“Therefore, even though we grant that God’s image was not totally annihilated and destroyed
in him, yet it was so corrupted and whatever remain is frightful deformity... Now God’s image
is the perfect excellence, but was subsequently so vitiated and almost blotted out that nothing
remains after the ruin except what is confused, mutilated, and disease-ridden. Therefore in some

part it now is manifest in the elect, in so far as they have been reborn in the spirit; but it will
attain its full splendour in heaven.” Inst. ILi.8. cf. 1.9.

87

88 «We must, therefore, distinctly note these two things. First, we are so vitiated and perverted in

every part of our nature that by this great corruption we stand justly condemned and convicted
before God, to whom nothing is acceptable but righteousness, innocence, and purity... Then
comes the second consideration: that this perversity never ceases in us, but continually bears
new fruits—the works of the flesh that we have already described—-just as a burning furnace gives
forth flame and sparks, or water ceaselessly bubbles up from a spring... For our nature is not

only destitute and empty of good, but so fertile and fruitful of every evil that it cannot be idle.”
Inst. ILi.8. cf. i.9.

“Therefore we must keep in mind what we have elsewhere cited from Augustine: in vain, people
busy themselves with finding any good of man’s own in his will, For any mixture of the power of

free will that men strive to mingle with God’s grace is nothing but a corruption of grace.” Inst.
IL.v.15.
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of creation and Creator. It is designed to attest the revelation of Creator and
his characteristic in creation of man.?® The ontological ground of our image of
God is argued from the Creator rather than from the Redeemer, Jesus Chrst.
In other words, he insists that we are created in the image of our Creator rather
than our Redeemer, Christ. There are specific reasons for this.** The first one is
that Christ is not the sole image of God, but the most perfect image of God, for
his human image of God, like ours, is created out of nothing. The other reason
is that the man Jesus is also God, which means he is the image of himself. We

cannot talk about the reality of Christ merely as the created image of God.

The subject of inquiry of the doctrine is the revelation of the creative action
and being of God in Scripture. The doctrine demonstrates the goodness, sound-
ness and integrity of our original nature and image of God in creation in order
to defend the good creative action and being of the one true God.*”* Calvin here
concerns the primal and inclusive relationship of God with all human beings as
their creator, and asserts it by insisting on the existence of knowledge and im-
age of Creator in every man as the part of his essential nature. He apparently
highlights the goodness and love of the creator-God in the light of the biblical

revelation of the time of creation of man in six days (after providing all necessary
things).*

Calvin maintains a mutual link between knowledge of God and of ourselves.
T. H. Parker is mistaken to regard the mutual tie as the thematic subject of

the Institutes.** It is a basic epistemological proposition® that attempts to view

90 «We must now speak of the creation of man: not only because among all God’s works here is the

noblest and most remarkable example of his justice, wisdom, and goodness; but because, as we
said at the beginning, we cannot have a clear and complete knowledge of ourselves.” Inst, I.xv.l.
Inst. Lxv.3 and 4.

Inst. Lxv.1 and 8. cf. ILi4, 6, 10, and 11.
Inst. Lxiv.2.

Calvin’s Doctrine of the Knowledge of God, 2nd ed. W. B. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 1969, pp.
8ff,

91
092
93
04

% E.A. Dowey, The Knowledge of God in Calvin’s Theology, Columbia University Press, New York,
19562, pp. 19-20,
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ourselves and God from the revelation of their relative realities to us and for
us, in order to avoid abstract speculation of their absolute realities in se.®® The
untenability of Parker’s claim is this; it presupposes knowledge of ourselves as the
systematic and thematic subject of the doctrine along with knowledge of God.
Knowledge of ourselves, as he admits,®” however, has no independent status in

Calvin’s theology. It is derived from and determined by knowledge of God *® Its

dogmatic function is to attest knowledge of God.

It is vitally important to recognise the hermeneutical relevance of faith to the
revelation of the creative being and action of God in Scripture. Calvin insists
on the indispensability of faith for the noetic and conceptual possibility of the
Creator in this revelation, and assigns God’s own Word as the hermeneutical
criterion of the revelation of Creator in Scripture. The perspective of faith, which
occurs the Word of God in Christ by the Holy Spirit, enables him to demonsirate
the fatherly character of the Creator from this revelation, and to identify the one

true Creator with the triune God the Father of the eternal Wisdom (Word or
Son) and the Spirit.

With the same intent Moses relates that God's work was completed not in a
moment but in six says (Gen 2:2). For by this circumstance we are drawn
away from all fictions to the one God... Here also, until human reason is
subjected to the obedience of faith and learn to cultivate that quite to which the
sanctification of the seventh day invites us, it grumbles, as if such proceedings
were foreign to God’s power. But we ought in the very order of things diligently
to contemplate God’s fatherly love toward mankind, in that he did not create
Adam until he had lavished upon the universe all manner of good things...
Now when he disposed the movements of the sun and stars to human uses,
filled earth, waters and air with living things, and brought forth an abundance
of fruits to suffice as foods, in assuming the responsibility of a foreseeing and
diligent father of the family he shows his wonderful goodness toward us. If

% Inst. Lii.l.
o1 Op. cit., p. 18, cf. T, F, Torrance, op. cit., p. 14.

i “Again, it is certain that man never achieves a clear knowledge of himself unless he has first
looked upon God’s face, and then descends from contemplating him to crutinize himself.” Inst.
1i.2. “Yet, however the knowledge of God and of ourselves may be mutually connected, the order

of right teaching requires that we discuss the former first, then proceed afterward to treat the
latter.” Inst. I.i.3.
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anyone should more attentively ponder what ] only briefly touch upon, it will
be clear that Moses was a sure witness and herald of the one Ged, the Creator.
I pass over what I have already explained, that he there not only speaks of the
bare essence of God, but also sets forth for us His eternal Wisdom and Spirit;

that we may not conjure up some other god than him who would have himself
recognized in that clear image.?®

Indeed, as I pointed out a little before, God himself has shown by the order
of Creation that he created all things for man’s sake. For it is not without
significance that he divided the marking of the universe into six days {Gen.
1:3)... But he willed to commend his providence and fatherly solicitude toward
us in that, before he fashioned man, he prepared everything he foresaw would
be useful and salutary for him. How great ingratitude would it be now to

doubt whether this most gracious Father has us in his care, who we see wes
concerned for us even before we were born!1%0

The presupposition here is that God’s Word in Christ attests the revelation of
Creator in creation of man as the Father’s in the subjectivity of faith by the
Holy Spirit in the event of this very revelation, It is arguable that the subject of
inquiry of our original creaturehood is the revelation of the creative action and

being of the one true God the Father in Scripture.
(b) The dogmatic utility of the revelation of Creator in faith

E. A. Dowey'** (and D. Cairns)!*? is misleading in suggesting the nature of
this revelation as general and untrinitarian. God'’s revelation in creation always
brings forth natural or general and untrinitarian knowledge of God as Creator.
Dowey argues for natural or general and untrinitarian knowledge and revelation

of God as the subject of inquiry of Calvin’s doctrine of Creator and creation

99 Inst, Lxiv.2.
100 [pgt. I.xiv.22.

101 «The special revelation of the Creator in Scripture is not a substitute revelation, a completely new
picture placed before the eyes.” The Knowledge of God in Calvin’s Theology, p. 144. “Therefore,
in this specific area of revelation, Scripture is a special revelation in regard to the means God
uses to reach men, but with regard to the content it is nothing else but the general revelation.
Scripture is, so far, a special means by which a select group can see the general revelation. It is a
finger pointing to God’s work in the world; it is not yet a new ‘source’ of the knowledge of God.”
Ibid. p. 145.

102 Qp, cit., p. 141,
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of man in the 1559 Institutes.!®® He endorses®* E, Brunner’s claim of Calvin’s
natural theology!®®—that confirms natural or general knowledge and revelation
of the Creator as the conceptual source of God—within faith. This is precisely
because he, like Brunner, fails to recognise the noetic and conceptual basis of the
revelation of Creator in Scripture in faith, that not only interprets this revelation
as the triune God the Father’s, but also determines this trinitarian revelation as

the source and thematic subject of the doctrine of Creator and creation of man.

It is arguable that Calvin's link between faith and the revelation of the Creator
is decisive in resisting any natural theology. It defines this revelation as the triune
God the Father’s. Faith is indispensable for the noetic and conceptual possibility
of his self-revelation as Creator in creation. The Barthian!® commentators (e.g.
T. F. Torrance, W. Niesel, T. H. L. Parker and E. D. Willis) also fail to elaborate
the implication of the link here. They apparently interpret the revelation and
knowledge of the Creator as “a natural revelation”'®" (or some “natural light”°®
or a self-revelation) and knowledge of Creator,'® or God,*° and confine the
dogmatic function of this revelation and knowledge to the declaration of the
unbeliever’s inexcusability before God. For they eliminate any suggestion of
Calvin’s natural theology within or without faith of the believer.!** The Barthian
commentators oppose the direct relevance of the revelation of the Creator in
creation to true knowledge and image of God in faith of the believer, and suppress
Calvin’s delight and praise in the revelation, and his positive and constructive

use of it in faith as the conceptual source of the Christian God and theology.

103 Qp. cit., pp. 41ff and 144-7,
104 Qp. cit,, pp. 81ff.

106 Natural Theology, pp. 40ff.
106 Natural Theology, pp. 104ff.

107 E. D. Willis, Calvin’s Catholic Christology, p. 104.

108 Torrance, op. Cit., p. 154. He also expresses it as “a primal revelation” (Ibid. p. 33).

100 Parker, Calvin’s Docirine of the Knowledge of God, pp. 15f.
110 W. Niesel, The Theology of Calvin, p. 48.

111 Torrance, op. cit.,, pp. 164ff. Niesel, op. cit., pp. 49ff. Parker, op. cit., pp. 53ff. D. Willis, op
cit., pp. 1291
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They insist on the exclusive relevance of true knowledge and image of God
in faith to the revelation of the Word of God in Christ. Their creation and
sustenance depend solely on this revelation,'*? Torrance argues that Calvin does
not speak of the knowledge and image of God directly from the revelation of
the Creator in creation. His discussion of the knowledge and image of God from
this revelation is based on the knowledge and image of God from the revelation
of the Word of God in Christ.!** The christocentric interpretation of the true
knowledge and image of God stems from a christocentric interpretation of God's
revelation. The revelation of the Word of God in Christ is interpreted as the only
ontic reality and the true noetic and conceptual possibility of every revelation
of God whether in creation or in Scripture.’** This interpretation coheres with
Barth’s christocentric analysis of revelation and knowledge of God in Calvin's
theology.!*® Its serious weakness is that it does not correspond to Calvin’s own
view of the revelation and knowledge of Creator in creation. He differentiates the
revelation of the creator-God the Father in creation from the revelation of the

Word of God in the Redeemer, Christ. They are the distinctive actions of God

112 Torrance, op. Cit., pp. 38-42.

113 «Calvin uses imago des in a twofold sense: (1) In a general sense, in which all creation is said to
reflect (as in a mirror) the glory of God. God images Himself in nature, by beholding the works of
His hands. This workmanship, however, may be regarded as a mute reflection of His glory, until
it is made to speak of God by means of the Word which, properly speaking, is the image of God.
It is by this Word that man is really able to see the glory of God imaged in creation. (2) In a
particular sense, in which man specially is said to reflect (as in a mirror) the glory of God, by an
intelligible response to the Word.” Ibid. p. 35. “Calvin’s position, however, is that ‘if man had
not fallen’ he would be able to see the imaging of God in the universe as God originally intended.”
Ibid. p. 38. “Calvin employs several times in this connection the metephor of spectacles, for
man needs the Word as a pair of spectacle in order to be able to see the imaging of the glory of
God in nature... All this means that behind Calvin’s wider sense of the imago des he thinks of
the image as the reflection seen by the eye of man wha, coming down from his knowledge of God,
reads it into nature, or who by meaus of the Word makes the mute creation speaks of the glory of
God. Therefore Calvin’s wider use of the imago des is grounded upon the special relation of man
to the Word of God, that is, upon the narrower sense of the imago dei. This narrower sense of
the image is the important one, and it is in this sense that the expression fmago dei should most
properly used.” Ibid. pp. 41-2. cf. K. Barth, Natural Theology, pp. 108-9. There is a argument
for the inclusion of a real knowledge of Creator in his knowledge in Christ.

Torrance, op. cit., p. 36-7. Niesel, op. cit., p. 27. T. H. L, Parker, op. cit., pp. 36-7. D. Willis,
op. cit, p. 126, cf. p. 124.

Natural Theology, pp. 108-9. Barth opposes actual occurrence of knowability and knowledge of

God’s revelation in creation. For “this possibility can only be discussed hypothetically: si integer
stetisset Adam” (Natural Theology, p. 106).

114

116

107



the Father (Creator) and the Son (Word or Redeemer), and are the subjects of
Book I and II of the 1559 Institutes.

It is true that Calvin never advocates the true knowledge of creation and
God’s image from his revelation in creation. Their creation depends solely on
the revelation of God’s Word in the subjectivity of man by the Holy Spirit.
God’s Word in the faith of the believer is claimed as the only and true noetic
and conceptual possibility of the revelation of the Creator in creation since the
Fall. But Calvin neither regards this claim as the decisive basis for denying the
actual occurrence of the revelation of the creator-God the Father in creation,
nor suggests the Word of God in Christ as the ontic reality of this revelation,
as the Barthian commentators insist. The Word and the Holy Spimt, for him,
interpret the revelation of Creator in creation as the triune God the Father’s. The
discussion of the revelation of the creator-God in Scripture does not undermine

our direct and constant meditation on his revelation in creation.

Meanwhile let us not be ashamed to take pious delight in the works of God
open and manifest in this most beautiful theater. For, as I have elsewhere said,
although it is not the chief evidence for faith, yet it is the first evidence in the
order of nature, to be mindful that wherever we cast our eyes, all things they
meet are works of God, and at the same time to ponder with pious meditation
to what end God created them. Therefore, that we may apprehend with true
faith what it profits us to know of God, it is important for us to grasp first
the history of the creation of the universe, as it has been set forth briefly by
Moses... From this history we shall learn that God by the power of his Word
and Spirit created heaven and earth out of nothing; that thereupon he brought
forth living beings and inanimate things of every kind... We shall likewise
learn that he nourishes some in secret ways.,, provided and filled with the
most exquisite and at the same time most abundant furnishings. Finally, we
shall learn that in forming man and in adorning him with such goodly beauty,

and with such great and numerous gifts, he put him forth at the most excellent
example of his works.1®

Calvin affirms the relevance of the revelation of the creator-God the Father

in creation (including ourselves) to the believer’s living faith (piety), and stresses

116 Inst. Lxiv.20.
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the necessity of the believer’s direct and constant meditation on the revelation of
the crea.tor-.God the Father in creation including man. This revelation sustains
and improves not only true and saving knowledge (and thus image) of Creator
in faith as the triune God the Father, but also their praising, trusting, servirg
and loving faith in him. These practical benefits of the believer are the persistent

aim of Calvin’s doctrine of Creator and creation (cf man) iz Bock I of the 1559
Institutes.**”

iii.4. The Creation of Man in the Biblical Revelation

(a) The manner of the creation of man

Calvin never supports a qualitative distinction between the revelation of the
Creator in creation (including man) and in Scripture. The perspective of faith
enables him to define the revelation of Creator as that of the triune God the
Father. Rather, he endorses the different kinds of knowledge of creation (our-
selves) and the Creator, and their relationship from the different means of the
one revelation of the creator-God the Father. The revelation of the Creator in
Scripture functions to clarify and supplement their knowledge that gains from his
revelation in creation (including man).!*® It unravels not only the original nature
of man and the time of his creation, but also the specific manner of his creation

and providence. These kinds of knowledge we cannot obtain from the revelation

of the Creator in creation including ourselves.

The discussion of the manner of the creation of man (and all other things)
includes the co-operative action of the Word or Son and the Spirit in the creative

work of God the Father,!'® and hammers out the triune nature of the creator-

117 pgt. I.xiv.21 and 22.
118 g, A, Dowey, op. cit., p. 144.

119 “Therefore, that we may apprehend with true faith what it profits us to know of God, it is
important for us to grasp first the history of the creation of the universe, as it has been set
forth briefly by Moses... From the history we shall learn that God by the power of his Word
and Spirit created heaven and earth out of noting; that thereupon he brought forth living beings
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God from the perspective of faith. It is remarkable that the recognition of their
co-operative action does not undermine the distinctive being of God the Father
as the Creator. Creation and Creator are persistently considered as intrinsic to
the distinctive action and being of God the Father. The Word and the Spirit are
the agency of God the Father. For Calvin views the one true creator-God from
the revelation of the distinctive being of the Trinity, the Father, in his distinctive
work of the creation of man. This gives rise to the attribution of the acting
subject of God in creation to the individual person of the Trinity, the Father,
rather than to their common life and unity. The emphasis rests on the particular

creative action and being of the Trinity, the Father, in their common life and

action.

Calvin takes seriously the manner of the creation of man out of nething in
the biblical revelation. It highlights the eternal self-existence of the creator-God
by indicating a definite and spatial and temporal beginning in creation.’?® The
significance of the recapitulation of the biblical concept of creation is that it
provides a decisive basis for Calvin to emphasise the ontological discontinuity
and distinction between temporal man (creation), and eternal Creator. Calvin's
brilliance is that he maintains their constant relationship. It relies neither on their
ontological similarity (the doctrine of analogia entis), nor on their ontological
continuity (pantheism), but on man’s dynamic and spiritual knowledge and image

of the creator-God, namely on their rational communication and relationship.

The emphasis here, thinks T. F. Torrance, is a contrast to the mediaeval (e.g.

Thomistic) philosophical notion of the relationship between creation and Creator

and inanimate things of every kind... although all were subject to corruption, he nevertheless
provided for the preservation of each species until the Last Day.” Inst. I.xiv.20.

“Therefore it was his will that the history of Creation be made manifest, in order that the faith
of the church, resting upon this, might seek no other God but him who was put forth by Moses
as the Maker and Founder of the universe. Therein time was first marked so that by a continuing
succession of years believers might arrive at the primal source of the human race and of all things.
This knowledge is especially useful... once the beginning of the universe is known, God’s eternity
may shine forth more clearly, and we may be more rapt in wonder at it.” Inst. Lxiv.1.
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as a continuous relation of cause and effect,!? That gave rise to the correlation
of God and creation, man, and had a very damaging effect upon the nature of
creation, man, by giving “it a changeless character through a timeless relation to
the divine causation - nature was in its heart impregnated with divine causes.”!??
Calvin’s recapitulation of the biblical concept of creation cut of nothing “at once
emancipated the study of nature from philosophical preconceptions and led to
the disenchantment of nature of its secret divinity”,'?® and paves the way for the
scientific investigation of the nature of creation in accordance with its distinctive

creaturely temporal nature.

(b) Providence

Calvin upholds the inseparable relationship between creation and providence
in the biblical revelation, and accentuates God’s special providence of each one of
the believers (along with other created things and beings). His doctrine of provi-
dence affirms the total dependence of man’s constant existence on the sustaining
power of the creator-God, and thus their constant and dynamic relationship. The
reality of man is viewed as dynamic and existential and as a dependent being on
God in this affirmation. The dogmatic function of knowledge of providence is to
attest the revelation of the Creator and his particular characteristics in his prov-
idence. The doctrine demonstrates the sovereign (omnipotent, good and just)
lordship and government and providence of Creator over all created things and
beings. His sovereign lordship is highlighted well by the submission of the good or
bad action and will of all angelic figures (e.g. angels and Satan or devil)'?* to his

121 7, Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 1, gu. 44, art. 2. E. Brunner thinks that Aquinas’ interpretation
bere is due to his Aristotelian doctrine of entelechy (The Christian Doctrine of Creatson and
Redemption, Dogmatics Vol. II, trans. Olive Wyon, Lutterworth, London, 1952, p. 37).

122 God and Rationality, p. 39.

123 Jbid.

124 Calvin’s angelology and demomology are treated to explore the biblical view of creation. Their
scope is confined to their relevance to the practical benefit of the believer (Inst. I.xiv.4 and
16). His angelology is geared to strengthen our confidence in God (Inst. I.xiv.12), whilst his

demomology puts us on our guard against the machinations of devils and leads us to realise our
weakness 50 as to trust in God’s help (Inst. I.xiv.13),

111



providence and will (predestination) 12 The recognition of their autoncmous will,

action and influence upon man (and the world) violates the sovereign lordship of
God.IZG

The subject of inquiry of providence is the revelation of the providing action
and being of the Creator in Scripture. The perspective of faith enables Czlvin not
only to identify the Creator with the Provider, but also to declare the fatherly
care and love of the Creator from his self-revelation in his special providence cof
each one of us along with all other created things and beings ¥ It 18 decisive 1n
showing the true Creator, Provider, Governor and Preserver as the triune God the
Father. The purpose of this is to inspire our meditation on the biblical revelation
of his fatherly loving and caring character in his creation and providence.}?® There
is a great benefit of our peaceful, comforting'?®® and trusting ( serving, praising

and worshiping)'®® faith in this in the midst of danger, difficulty and uncertainty.

Calvin does not give a rational justification how the good creator-God permits
evil influence of Satan or devils upon men (the world) as a means of carrying out
his just judgement upon their wickedness.!® Malicious actions of Satan and men,
which bring God’s judgement upon them, accomplish the eternally decreed will
of God,**? by means of what is clearly forbidden by God’s preceptive will. They

125 1nst. Ixiv.5 and 7.

126 Inst. Lxiv.2.

127 “Moreover, to make God a momentary Creator, who once for all finished his work, would be

cold and barren, and we must differ from profane... In short, carnal sense thinks there is an
energy divinely bestowed from the beginning, sufficient to sustain all things. But faith ought
to penetrate more deeply, namely, having found him Creator of all, forthwith to conclude he is
also everlasting Governor and Preserver-not only in that he drives the celestial frame as well as
its several parts by a universal motion, but also in that he sustains, nourishes, and cares for,
everything he has made, even to the least sparrow... Indeed, although they subscribe to Paul’s
statement that we have our being and move and live in God... they do not at all taste God’s
special care, by which alone his fatherly favor is known.” Inst. Lxvi.l.

128 [nat. I.xvii.6,
129 Inst. Lxvii.12
130 [nst. Lxiv.21 and 22.
131 Inst. 1.14.17.

132 “We ought, indeed, hold fast by this: while God accomplishes through the wicked what he has
decreed by his secret judgment, they are not excusable, as if they had obeyed his percept which
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simultaneously obey the decretive will and disobey the preceptive will of God,13s
There seems to be contradictory and paradoxical in the good God's permission
of all evil things of man (and the world). Calvin insists on the acceptance of this
permission in faith (piety) in order not to undermine God'’s sovereign providence
and government of man (and the world).!** God is perfectly good and just i
his providence and government of man and (the world). His omnipotent act and
power can always bring good out of evil in the end,'*® although we cannot com-
prehend this. It belongs to the realm of incomprehensible wisdom and justice
of God, the hidden judgement of God.!¥® The apparent weakness of Calvin's
eschatological answer to the problem of all (social, economic, political and natu-
ral) evils is this. It does not provide sufficient room for their revolutionary and

immediate resolution through man under the providence and will of the good and

caring God the Father.

out of their own lust they deliberately break.” Inst. I.xviii.4, cf. xviii5.

Calvin does not regard the simultaneous occurrence here as evidence of two different or con-
tradictory wills of God, or the possibility of changing in God’s will. Our mental incapacity is
responsible for the contradictory and diverse appearance of the one and simple will of God in
se. “God’s will is not therefore at war with itself, nor does it change, nor does it pretend not
will what he wills, But even though his will is one and simple in him, it appears manifold to us

because, on account of our mental incapacity, we do not grasp how in divers ways it wills and
does not will something to take place.” Inst. L.xviii.3,

138

13¢ «Al80, Mani, with his sect, arose, fashioning for himself two principles: God and the devil, To

God he attributed the origin of good things, but evil natures he refers to the devil as their author,
If this madness held our minds ensnared, God’s glory in the creation of the universe would not
abide with him... Now where is God’s omnipotence, if such sovereignty is conceded to the devil
that he carries out whatever he wishes, against God’s will and resistance?... Therefore, in order to
meet these perverse falsehood it is necessary to life to lift up our our minds higher than our eyes
can reach... we will take care to keep to the measure which the rule of godliness prescribes, that

our readers may not, by speculating more deeply than is expedient, wander away from simplicity
of faith.” Inst, Ixiv.3. cf. Lxviix and xvii.12.
135 “Rather, when we do not grasp how God wills to take place what he forbids to be done, let us

recall our mental incapacity... Therefore all godly and modest folk readily agree with this saying
of Augustine: ‘Sometimes with a good will a man wills somethings which God does not will... A
little before he [had said that by their defection the apostate angels and all the wicked, from their
point of view, had done what God did not will, but from the point of view of God’s omnipotence
they could in no way have done this, because while they act against God’s will, his will is done
upon them. Whence he exclaims; ‘Great are God’s works, sought out in all his wills'... nothing
is done without God’s will, not even that which is against his will. For it would not be done if he
did not permit it; yet he does not unwillingly permit it, but willingly; nor would he, being good,
allow evil to be done, unless being also almighty the could make good even out of evil’.” Inst.
I.xviii.3.

136 1bid. cf. Lxvii.l,
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Calvin does not treat predestination as a part of providence, as the mediaeval
theologians do (e.g. T. Aquinas).’*” God’s temporal providence and creation
of man are grounded in his eternal predestination (will); the former is the inner
basis of the latter.}*® The significance of the treatment of providence is this, it in-
troduces the involvement of the undivided one eternal will**® (decree or command

or determination)*® of Godin  creation and providence,

Its involvement presupposes the existence and involvement of the one eternal and
rational being and subject in these; the former appears to be impossible without
the latter. The recognition of their involvement is something new that is not

found in the treatment of knowledge of God from his revelation in creation (in
Book Liii-v).

Calvin views the one eternal will and being of God as the Father’s from the
perspective of faith.

But these calumnies, or rather ravings of distracted men, will be easily dis-
persed by pious and holy meditation on providence, which the rule of piety
dictates to us, so that from this we may receive the best and sweetest fruit.
Therefore the Christian heart... will ever look to him as the principal cause of
things, yet will give attention to the secondary causes in their proper place...
Therefore, we rightly rejected a little above the opinion of those who imagine
a universal providence of God, which does not stop to the especial care of any
particular creature, yet first of all it is important that we recognize this special
care toward us, Whence Christ, when he declared that not even a tiny sparrow

137 Summa Theologica, I, qu. 22, art. 2.

138 Calvin’s view of predestination and its relationship with creation, providence and redemption
will be discussed in greater detail in chapter three.

Inst. Lxviii.3. Calvin denies any emotion or feeling in God so as to defend the immutableness
of the undivided one will of God (Inst. Ixvii.13). The intention of this denial is to hammer
at the fact that every event is directed by the fixed eternal-will of the divine counsel before
the foundation of the world. And the once fixed eternal will of God can never be mutable by
any contingent sublunary affairs or human appeals and merited actions (Inst. L.xvii.12 and 13).
Otherwise, the omnipotent God is seen as if he were incapable of knowing of what is to happen
or of evading it from eternity. Calvin continues his argument that the emotional expressions of
God in regrettable and repentant terms in the Scripture (e.g. his anger with the wicked, his
repentant of having made man in Gen. 6.6, of raising Saul to the kingdom in I Sam. 15.11 etc.)
does not suggest that there is any emotion and thus actual regration or repentant in him. The
anthropomorphous descriptions of God here are, in fact, to do with accommodated expressions
of God to our capacity in order to be intelligible (Inst. I.xvii.13).

10 Ingt. Lxvi.3 and 4.
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of little worth falls to earth without the Father’s will (Matt. 10:29), immedi-
ately applies it in this way: that since we are of greater value than sparrows,
we ought to realize that God watches over us with all the closer care (Matt.
10:31)... I speak not only concerning mankind; but, because God has chosen

the church to be his dwelling place, there is no doubt that he shows by singular
proofs his fatherly care in ruling it,}4!

The attribution of the one eternal will (and being) of God is made not to the
common life and unity of the Trinity, but to the individual person of the Father.
God the Father is the beginning (principium) and foundation of all the actions
of the Godhead (himself, and the Son and the Holy Spirit).*** Calvin upholds
the doctrine of the principium of God the Father. This appears to be the very
reason that he takes the doctrine of the creator-God the Father as an appropnate
place to mention the involvement of his one eternal will (and being) in his special

providence and predestination of each one of the believers.

The attribution here (and the doctrine of the principium) is the direct out-
come of the conceptual basis of the will and being of the one true God in their
revelation in the providing and predestining action and being of the Creator and
Father. It is geared to secure the absolute unity of God,** and resist any concep-
tualisation of the action and will of the one true God apart from their revelation
in the distinctive works of the distinctive personal beings of the Trinity. For that
presupposes a division, a fourth reality in God, and thus a quartering God that
contradicts our belief in the triune God. The decision of the inner ontology of
God in the attribution and the doctrine is based on epistemological actualism.
Calvin endorses them, for he recognises the revelation of the eternal will (and be-
ing) of the creator-God the Father in his distinctive work of a special providence
and predestination of each one of the believers. The ontological actuality of the

creator-God the Father in his self-revelation precedes and determines the noetic

141 Inst. I.xvii.6.
142 Inst. L.xiii.18 and 20,
143 I made this point plain in the treatment of Calvin’s doctrine of the Trinity.
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and conceptual possibility.

Conclusion

The focal issue of Calvin’s anthropology in Book I.xv is the epistemology and
ontology of our original creaturehood and Creator, and of their relationship. It
views their revelation in Scripture from the perspective of faith. The revelation
of creation of man in Scripture is the source and the subject of inquiry of Calvin’s
anthropology in Book I.xv. Creation is the self-revelation of the creator-God the
Father. God’s living Word in faith is the only noetic, conceptual and hermeneu-
tical possibility of the biblical revelation of creation of man from the creator-God
the Father. The conceptual basis in this revelation offers dogmatic freedom and
autonomy in faith. It enables Calvin not only to be free from a rigid biblical and

traditional view of man, but also to present a realistic and objective view of his

nature in the sight of God’s Word.

The outcome of the perspective of our original good nature and image of God
in their renewal in faith is this. Their discussion focuses on the condition of the
good faculties of the soul. The reality of our image of God in creation is defined
as spiritual and dynamic knowledge of the Creator. The ontology of man in
faith precedes and determines the noetic and conceptual possibility of his nature.
Calvin regards our spiritual and dynamic knowledge and image of the Creator as
constitutive to our very nature in the order of creation. This substantiates the
spiritual and dynamic character of our nature and relationship with the creator-
God. The spiritual understanding of our image of God compels Calvin to pay
attention to the question of women’s equality in the image of God. He does not,
however, commit himself to develop an adequate ground for this; he does not
view the image of God as a mutual reality and relation of male and female in the

light of the mutual reality and relation of the triune God.

The exposition of our sinfulness is viewed from the total renewal of every
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good part of the soul in faith. This view determines the focus of its discussion
on defects of faculties of the soul, and the proposal of total depravation of its
original good faculties. Calvin develops the doctrine of the necessity of sin so as
to consolidate this total depravation. The doctrine of total depravation 18 not
intended to propose a pessimistic view of man that despises everything in him.
Calvin stresses the excellence of the remnant of faculties of the soul (e.g. reason
or intellect and will) despite their corruption and perversion. They are good

enough to govern and advance earthly affairs, as well as, to gain knowledge and

image of God.

The intention of the doctrine is to hammer out the total dependence of our
good and saving knowledge and image of God and action on the redemptive
grace of God in Christ. The thematic subject of the doctrine in Book II.1-5
is the revelation of the being and action of the redeemer-God in Christ. The
doctrine is not inconsistent with the claim of the remnant of tﬁe image of God
in sinful man. Calvin speaks of the quality of its remnant not as undamaged
or uncorrupted, but as totally damaged and corrupted. The recognition of the
former violates the law of God'’s grace in the renewal of every good and savable
quality of the image of God in the soul. It is arguable that Calvin supports two
qualitatively different kinds (good or uncorrupted and false or corrupted, and

saving and unsaving) of image and knowledge of God.

The revelation of God in the Word, Jesus Christ, is not the subject of inquiry
of our original nature in creation. The perspective of its inquiry in God’s Word in
faith does not lead to this suggestion. Its subject of inquiry is the revelation of the
creation of man in Scripture. Creation is the self-revelation of the creator-God.
God reveals himself as Creator in and through our creatureliness. The inquiry
is the essential part of the doctrine of creation and Creator. Calvin here attests
the biblical revelation of the characteristics and nature of Creator in the creation

of man. Knowledge of our original good creaturehood functions to witness the
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good creative action and being of God. The thematic subject of the inquiry is
not man, but the creative action and being of God in the biblical revelation. The
function of God’s Word in faith is to inform us in the event of the revelation of

Creator in creation that this revelation is the triune God the Father’s.

Calvin contradicts both the Brunnerian commentators who interpret this rev-
elation as general and untrinitarian, and the Barthian commentators who claim
a christocentric view of its ontic and noetic reality. The revelation of the Word
of God in the Redeemer, Jesus Christ, for him, differs from the revelation of
the creator-God the Father in creation. The implication of the assertion of the
trinitarian character of the revelation of Creator in creation is this. It not only
resists natural theology, for faith is indispensable for the noetic and conceptual
possibility of this revelation, but it also enables its relevance to true knowledge
and image of Creator in faith and thus its positive and constructive use as the
dogmatic source of Christian God. This is the primary purpose of inquiry of the

biblical revelation of the Creator in the creation of man (and other things and

beings).

The revelation of the Creator in Scripture differs from his revelation in cre-
ation not in its various qualities, but in its various modes or ways in them. It
deals with the original good nature of man, the time and manner of the creation
of man, and a special providence of each one of us. These kinds of knowledge we
cannot gain from God’s revelation in creation including ourselves. Knowledge of
ourselves is geared to witness the revelation of the characteristics of the Creator
in creation and providence, The temporal nature and beginning of
man is marked out in the manner of the creation of man out of nothing in order
to demonstrate the eternal nature and self-existence of the creator-God. Calvin
demonstrates the triune nature of the creator-God the Father by recognising the
involvement of the Word or Son and the Spirit in his creation of man out of

nothing. The doctrine of providence stresses the reality of man (creation) as a
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dependent being on the sustaining power of the creator-God. This is designed to
demonstrate the sovereign (omnipotent, good and just) lordship and government
and providence of the Creator over all created beings (i.e. man and angelic fig-
ures) and things. The subject of the doctrine is the revelation of the providing

action and being of the one true creator-God the Father in Scripture.

Calvin consolidates this by attributing the eternal will and being of the
creator-God to the individual person of the Trinity, the Father, rather than to
their common life and unity. The acting subject of God in creation, providence
and predestination is attributed to the Trinity, the Father, rather than to their
common life and unity. This is vital to defend the distinctive action and being
of the creator-God the Father. The attribution here endorses of the doctrine of
the principium of God the Father. It is also vital to secure the absolute unity
of the creator-God the Father with the Son and the Spirit. This is the direct
outcome of the conceptual basis of the eternal will and being of God 1n their
revelation in the providence and predestination of the Creator and the Father.
Calvin supports the precedence of the noetic actuality to the conceptual possi-
bility of the creator-God the Father, and avoids an abstract speculation about

him. His ontological actuality in revelation precedes and determines his noetic

and conceptual possibility.
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3. Summary

3.i. The Relevance of Faith for the Revelation of Creator

The subject of inquiry of Book I of the 1559 Institutes is the revelation of
the creative action and being of God the Father in creation and in Scripture.
Calvin here discusses the Christian doctrine of creation and Creator, and God's
primal and inclusive relationship with all men as their Creator, Governor and
Provider. This Chapter examines the epistemology and the ontology of creation
and Creator, and their relationship. It demonstrates the conceptual basis of
the creative action and being of God in revelation in and through creation and
Scripture, and the implication of this basis. The dynamic action and being of
God in revelation determine their noetic and conceptual actuality and possibility;

this emancipates Calvin from a rigid fidelity to biblical and traditional views.

Calvin's basis in revelation allows him dogmatic freedom and autonomy in
faith. He perceives, interprets and systematises the revelation of the creative
action and being of God in creation and Scripture as the distinctive action and
being of the triune God the Father from the perspective of faith. Faith is the only
noetic and conceptual possibility of the revelation of the action and being of the
creator-God. It relies on the Word of God the Father which the Holy Spirit reveals
in the subjectivity of man through the human word of Scripture. For Calvin,
revelation is the simultaneous movement of the triune God. The perspective
of faith is decisive in resisting a static rational systematisation of biblical and
doctrinal ideas of creation and Creator. It subjects their systematisation to the
authority and judgement of the Word of the living God, and maintains their
epistemological and theological dynamism. It enables Calvin to present their

realistic and objective view in the sight of God’s Word.

The Barthian and Brunnerian interpreters are misleading in their dismissal of

Calvin’s affirmation of the actual occurrence of the trinitarian revelation of the
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creator-God as the Father in creation and in Scripture. For they fail to elaborate
the hermeneutical relevance of faith for this revelation. Their failure leads to
misinterpretation of the nature and purpose of revelation. E. A. Dowey interprets
the nature of the revelation of Creator in creation as general and nontrinitarian,
and argues that the subject of inquiry of Book I is this general and nontrinitarian
revelation from the perspective of natural reason. Dowey endorses E. Brunner's
claim of a natural theology in Calvin, for he, they believe, confirms natural
or general revelation and knowledge of Creator as the conceptual source of God
within faith., They do not take seriously the insistence of the Barthian interpreters
that Calvin views natural knowledge of God (divinitatis sensus) as false It cannot

therefore be used within true knowledge of God in faith. Their relationship 18

exclusive and irreconcilable.

The Barthian interpreters confine the purpose of Calvin’s treatment of the
revelation of the Creator in creation to the declaration of the u.nbeliever’s inex-
cusability before God. For they eliminate any suggestion of natural theology in
this treatment. They (e.g. T. F. Torrance, W. Niesel, T. H. L. Parker and D.
Willis) do not consider the treatment as integral to his theology, marginalising
it from the rest of his theology. It is based on the revelation of God’s Word in
Jesus Christ. They ignore Calvin’s own way of obviating natural theology, and
also the constructive and positive use of the revelation of the Creator in creation
for the believer. Calvin defines the revelation of the Creator in creation and in
Scripture as that of the triune God the Father from the perspective of faith, and
determines this trinitarian revelation as the determinative source of knowledge
of the creative action and being of God. The conceptual basis of knowledge in
revelation eliminates any suggestion of natural theology. It confines the noetic

and conceptual possibility of revelation to faith alone.

Willis proposes the revelation of the Creator in creation as the source of the

Christian doctrine of God. His proposal relies on the Barthian christocentric
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interpretation of the nature of God’s revelation. He and others (e.g. T. F.
Torrance, W. Niesel, T. H. L. Parker) believe that Calvin designates the second
person of the Trinity, the Word or Son, Christ, as the only ontic reality of God’s
revelation. Willis argues for the revelation of the creator God in creation from
the Word or Son of the Father and the Holy Spirit, and proposes a christocentric
interpretation of this revelation as a theoretical basis for trinitarian knowledge of
the creator-God as the Father. We perceive the Word or Son of God the Father
and the Holy Spirit from the revelation in creation. The trinitarian nature of the
creator-God as the Father is viewed from the ontological unity and relationship

of the Word or Son with the creator God the Father and the Holy Spirit.

Willis fails to appreciate Calvin’s own methodological procedure. Calvin az-
gues for the trinitarian knowledge of the creator God from his trinitarian rev-
elation as the Father, and for his trinitarian nature from his qntologlca.l unity
and relationship of with the Word or Son in the Holy Spirit. The trinitarian
knowledge of the creator God is based not on the revelation of God in the Word,
Christ, but in the Father. Willis’ failure is rooted in his ignorance of the dogmatic
function of faith in Book I that affirms the actual occurrence of the trinitarian
revelation of the creator-God as the Father in creation and in Scripture. Calvin
never suggests one individual person of the Trinity, the Word or Son, Christ, as
the sole origin of all revelations and words of God, as the Barthian interpreters

claim. He also recognises the revelation of God the Father in creation and the

Holy Spirit in sanctification.

Calvin’s understanding of the nature of God’s revelation is fundamentally
trinitarian rather than christocentric. He asserts the possibility of diverse reve-
lations and words of God in each distinctive person of the Trinity. The subject
of inquiry of Book I is not the revelation of God in the Word or Son, but in the
Father. It concerns the revelation of the creative action and being of God the

Father in creation and Scripture. Calvin here claims the internal witness of God’s
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Word in faith by the Holy Spirit as the hermeneutical and conceptual possibility
of the revelation of the creator-God as the Father. He considers the revelaticn of
God in the Word or Son in Book II, in which he deals with the redemptive action
and being of God the Word or Son in the man Jesus Churist.

3.ii. The Creator-God the Father as the Thematic Subject

Book I of the 1559 Institutes is designed to recognise and praise the creative
action and being God the Father from his revelation in creation and in Scripture
We cannot freely and willingly praise, worship, serve and love the creator Ged
without knowing his fatherly goodness and love to us and for us. Calvin here
formulates a Christian doctrine of creation and Creator from this revelation
The primary and positive purpose of the discussion of natural or false knowledge
of God (divinitatis sensus) from the revelation is designed to demonstrate it
as the creative gift and action of God. The Barthian interpreters (e.g. T. F.
Torrance, W. Niesel, T. H. L. Parker) are indifferent to its positive function
for the believer. Calvin never suggests natural knowledge of God (divinitatis
sensus) as the conceptual source of Christian God, as E. Brunner argues. The
conceptual possibility of natural knowledge of God (divinitatis sensus) relies on
the perspective of the living faith of a believer. The secondary and negative
function of the treatment of the divinitatis sensus is to declare the unbeliever’s
inexcusability before God. They neither thank and praise the revelation of the

fatherly goodness and love of the creator God in creation and Scripture.

Calvin never qualitatively differentiates the revelation of the Creator in cre-
ation from his revelation in Scripture, but proposes different kinds of knowledge
of creation and Creator in these different means of revelation. The knowledge of
them in faith from these means is not contradictory, but complementary. The
knowledge of them from the revelation of the Creator in Scripture clarifies and

supplements the knowledge of them from his revelation in creation. The treat-
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ment of the former does not deal with the involvement cof the eternal will and
essence of God and the Word or Son and the Holy Spirit in the creative work
of God the Father. Their involvement is recognised in the treatment of the rev-
elation of the Creator in Scripture. This revelation also provides knowledge of
the original nature of man, the time and manner of his creation, an angelolegy, a
demonology and God’s special providence and relationship with each ore of us
For Calvin, we cannot gain these kinds of knowledge from the revelation of the
Creator in creation (including ourselves) since the Fall. He stresses the knowa~
bility of God in the creation of man, and God’s general or universal providence

and relationship with all men from this revelation.

The common tendency in the treatment of the revelation of the Creator in
creation and in Scripture is this. Calvin not only determines the reality of creation
(including ourselves) in the light of its dynamic relationship with ?he creator-God,
but he also discusses its reality in order to witness the creative action and being of
God the Father. The thematic subject of the treatment is the creative action and
being of God the Father. Calvin presents the good and bad nature of creation
before and after the Fall of the first man, Adam, from the perspective of faith.
The recognition and praise of the goodness, the beauty and glory of creation
is geared to glorify the wisdom, goodness and love of the creator-God. Calvin
advocates total depravation of our original good nature and image of God to
highlight God’s gracious and free renewal of it, and admits the excellence of the
natural gifts of the creator-God (e.g. faculties of the soul such as natural reason,

intellect and will) in sinful man so as to stress the mercy and grace of God which

preserve them.

Man is the focus of Calvin’s doctrine of creation. Not only does the reality of
the whole creation depend on man’s faithful and unfaithful relationship with the
creator-God, but it also exists for human life and salvation. Calvin’s anthropology

spells out the precise relationship between creation and Creator. Its conceptual

124



basis in God’s Word in faith gives rise to its focus on the dynamic response of
faculties of the soul (e.g. reason, intellect and will) to the revelation of God. Our
true nature and image of God in creation is discussed predominantly from his

spiritual and dynamic knowledge of God.

The relationship between the Word of God, Christ, and creation 1s epistemo-
logical rather than ontological. God’s Word in faith by the Holy Spirit provides
the hermeneutical and conceptual possibility of the revelation of the reality of
creation (and Creator) in Scripture. Calvin does not regard the creatureliness of
God in the man Christ as the ontological basis of the creatureliness of man and
the world. The ontological basis of our created image of God is argued not from
Jesus Christ, the redeemer-God the Son or Word, but from the creator-God the
Father. The orientation of the doctrine of creation is trinitarian rather than chris-
tocentric. Creation (including ourselves) is interpreted as the distinctive work of

God in the Father rather than in the Word or Son, Christ.

The emphasis of the doctrine rests persistently on the ontological continuity
and distinction between temporal creation and eternal Creator. The doctrine
nevertheless succeeds in maintaining their constant relationship by declaring the
total dependence of the existence and sustenance of creation on the power and
providence of the creator-God. The insistence on this dependence not only high-
lights the sovereign lordship of the creator God over all created things and beings,
but it also leads us to view creation and its relationship with the creator God

not as a static and fixed reality, but as a dynamic and existential reality.

The doctrine of creation coheres with the doctrine of the creator God the Fa-
ther. It is designed to attest the revelation of the creative action and being of God
the Father in creation and in Scripture. There is a mutual tie between knowledge
of creation including ourselves and the creator-God. Their mutual relationship
is not the central theme of the 1559 Institutes, as T. H. L. Parker claims, but its

epistemological basis. This is intended to avoid abstract speculation about the
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essence of God in and for himself, and to view this from his action (revelation)
of creation (of man). The untenability of Parker’s claim is that it presupposes
knowledge of creation including ourselves as the central theme of Book I. Its real
theme and subject is, however, the creative action and being of God the Father.

Knowledge of ourselves as creation is designed to witness this.

The doctrine of the creative action and being of God is based in the:r revela-
tion in creation and Scripture. This resists any dualistic and separate treatment
of the creative action and being of God. Calvin deals with the question of (the
being) who the one true God is always from the question of what he does {the ac
tion). The outcome of the conceptual basis of God in his self-revelation {action)
is this. God is viewed no longer as a solitary being in and for himself, but as a
relational and trinitarian being to us and for us. The acting person and subject of
God in revelation and the work of creation is attributed to the distinctive being
of the Father, rather than to his eternal essence in common with the Word or
Son and the Holy Spirit. We encounter and know God as the Creator and the
Father in the event of revelation. The eternal essence of God is incomprehensible
and transcendent to our cognition. The attribution here relies on epistemological

actualism rather than a logical priority of the Trinity to its unity.

The emphasis of the doctrine rests on the distinctive action and being of the
Father rather than on his being and action in common with the Son or Word
and the Holy Spirit. Their involvement in the creative work of God the Father
does not hinder Calvin from affirming creation as the distinctive work of God
the Father and his distinctive being as the Creator. The doctrine differentiates
the distinctive person of the creator-God the Father from his essence, recognising
them as temporal and as eternal realities. The temporal quality of God the Father
is implied in the designation of his distinctive work and being as the beginning
and the Initiator of all things. His eternal quality is recognised in the light of his
ontological unity with the Son or Word in the Holy Spirit.
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Calvin does not go beyond traditional trinitarian expressions. He expresses
the temporal and eternal qualities of the creator-God the Father as the temporal
person and as the eternal essence. The major weakness of the doctrine of the
creator-God the Father in Book I of the 1559 Institutes is this It fails to cousider
the personal dialogue between the temporal man Jesus Christ and the eternal God
the Father for the quality of their unity. There is no recognition of the conscious
subjects and personal dialogue in the unity of the temporal and eternal qualities
of the creator-God the Father. The systematic goal of the doctrine 18 largely
responsible for its major weakness. It limits Calvin’s trinitarian interpretation of

the creator-God as the Father within his relationship with the pre-existence of

the man Jesus, the eternal Word.
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Chapter II Soteriology

Calvin’s soteriology follows his doctrine of the creative action and being of
God the Father, the first step of theology,! and is expounded in the context of
christology and pneumatology. This chapter examines the relevance of Calvin’s
soteriology to the revelation (action) of the Son or Word of God in the man
Jesus and then to the revelation (action) of the Spirit of Ged 1 our subjectivity
The former establishes the objective basis of redemption, whilst the latter creates
and sustains faith for our subjective appropriation of God's redemption in Jesus
Christ. The chapter focuses on unraveling the implications'of the conceptual
basis of Calvin’s soteriology in the trinitarian revelation, and argues that the

orientation of his soteriology and his doctrinal freedom and dynamism in faith is

the direct outcome of his basis in the trinitarian revelation.

I1.1. The Revelation of the Son of God in Redemption

Introduction

Book II of the 1559 Institutes deals with soteriology by exploring the implica-
tions of the revelation of the Son or Word of God in the man Jesus. It begins with
the doctrine of sin (in i-vi), and then treats the relationship between the law in
the Old Testament and the gospel in the New Testament (in vii-xi). This treat-
‘ment demonstrates the basis of the doctrine of redemption in the biblical witness
to the exclusive covenantal relationship of God with the believer in Christ. The
doctrine of sin highlights the necessity of the historical human life (revelation)
of the Son of God in the man Jesus for the redemption of fallen men. Calvin's
exposit-ion of the revelation concentrates on its divine and human natures and

their redemptive purpose. This leads to a treatment of the person and work of

the man Jesus (in xii-xvii).

! Inst. ILvid.
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The major concern of this section still remains as illustrating the basis and
perspective of Calvin’s doctrine of redemption, and their implications. The rele-
vance of Christ’s two natures and their unity in his redemptive work is considered
through an exposition of the christological basis of the doctrine. Aitention is pad
to the precise trinitarian nature of the doctrine. It is essential to understand s

what sense Calvin talks about the redemptive action and being of God m Jesus
Christ.

1.i. The Perspective of Faith

The subject of inquiry of the doctrine of redemption in Bock If 18 the bibhcal
witness to the revelation of the redemptive action and being of the one true God
in Christ. The doctrine relates the gospel of the New Testament to the law of
the Old Testament, and makes both indispensable for Christign theology and
life.2 They attest the revelation of God’s merciful and gracious redemption of
fallen men in Christ. Their unity in the saving history ( Heilsgeschichte) of God
in Christ, however, does not seem to allow sufficient attention to be given to
their context and history. The unfulfilled and fulfilled promises of historical and
socio-political deliverance of God in the Old Testament appear merely as symbols

referring to his promise of eternal and spiritual salvation in Christ.

The implication of Calvin’s basis in the biblical revelation of the redemptive
action and being of the Son of God in Christ is this. Faith becomes indispens-

able for the noetic and conceptual possibility of this revelation. The perspective

2 Inst. ILvii-xi. Calvin’s view of the gospel is twofold. First, he refers to the New Testament
itself (Inst. II.xi.10). Second, he refers to the covenantal promises of God’s gracious and merciful
deliverance of man in Christ, which is in common to both the Old and New Testaments (Inst.
IL.x.1. cf. ix.2). The Son or Word of God, Christ, manifested himself to the pious Jews (e.g.
Abraham, Hannah and David) of the Old Testament, who had knowledge of him as their Redeemer
in faith. True and saving knowledge of the redeemer-God stems solely from faith in Christ (Inst.
Il.vi.4). Christ was presented to them under the Law as the object of their faith (Inst. ILvi.2).
Calvin acknowledges the difference of the Old from the New Testaments. The general method of
confirming the covenantal relationship of God with man in the Old Testament is the consideration

of sacrificial ceremonies (Inst. II.x.4), whereas it is the proclamation of Christ’s redemptive life
and works in the New Testament (Inst. I1.x.8).
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of faith relates the doctrine of redemption (and christology) to pneumatology ®
Faith relies on the internal witness of God’s Word by the Holy Spirit. Calvin
does not consider Scripture itself as the determinative source of the doctrine of
redemption and christology. We cannot therefore treat the doctrne of redemption
and christology in Book II of the 1559 Institutes merely as a raticnal exposition
of formal biblical principles of the redemptive action and being of God. The
assertion of the Old Testament’s witness to Christ stems from Calvin’s mnterpre-
tation of the Testament from the perspective of faith.* An expectation of God’s

redemption through a mediator of Christ is utterly foreign in the Old Testament
itself.

The doctrine of redemption in Book II has its particular systematic purpose
It systematises the biblical witness to the revelation of the redemptive action and
being of God in the man Christ as the distinctive action and being of the Son or
Word. “Christus may refer in a secondary sense to the Eternal son of God eztra
carnem as well as in a primary sense to the Deus manifestatus.”® The beauty
of Calvin’s systematisation is that it does not fall into a rigid and formalistic
rationalisation and systematisation of biblical materials. His systematisation is
subjected to the Holy Spirit’s internal witness of God’s living Word in faith.
The perspective of faith by this internal witness actually gives rise to Calvin’s

trinitarian interpretation of Jesus Christ as the Son or Word of God.

The dependence of Calvin’s theology on the internal witness is apparent in

Calvin’s endorsement of the Apostles’ Creed’s attestation of the redemptive life

3 W. Krusche, Das Wirken des Heiligen Geistes nach Calvin, Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, Gdttin-

gen, 1957, pp. 202ff. O. Weber, Foundations of Dogmatics, Vol. 11, trans. D. L. Guder, William
B. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 1983, p. 134.

“Now if we review objectively the second chapter of Zechariah, the angel who sends the other
angel (Zech. 2:3) is immediately declared to be the God of Hosts, and to him is ascribed the
highest power (v. 9). I pass over innumerable testimonies on which our faith safely agrees, even
though they move the Jews not a whit. For when it is said in Isaiah, “Behold, this is our God;...
he is Jehovah; we shall wait upon him, and he will preserve us”... anyone with eyes can see that
this refers to God, who rises up anew to save his people. And the emphatic demonstrations twice
repeated permit a reference here to no one else but Christ.” Inst. Lxiii.10.

5 E.D. Will, Calvin’s Catholic Christology, p. 109.
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and action of the Son of God in the man Jesus Christ. The basis of his endorse-
ment is not the authority and credibility of the Creed as such, but its perspective

of faith. In other words, it is authoritative because based on the Holy Spimt’s

internal witness of God’s Word in faith from Scripture.

Rather, the noteworthy point about the Creed is this: we have in 1t a summary
of our faith, full and complete in all details; and containing nothing in 1t except
what has been derived from the pure Word of God. If any persons have scruples
about admitting this article into the Creed, it will soon be made plain how

important it is to the sum of our redemption: if it is left out, much ef the
benefit of Christ’s death will be lost.®

Thus far I have followed the order of the Apostles’ Creed because 1t sums up
in a few words the main points of our redemption, and thus may serve as &
tablet for us upon which we see distinctly and point by point the things in
Christ that we ought to heed... We consider to be beyond controversy the only
point that ought to concern us: that the whole history of our faith is summed
up in it succinctly and in definite order, and that it contains nothing that is
not vouched for by genuine testimonies of Scripture. This being understood, it
is pointless to trouble oneself or quarrel with anyone over the author. Unless,
perchance, it is not enough for one to have the certain truth of the Hely Spirit,

without at the same time knowing either by whose mouth it was spoken or by
whose hand it was written.”

The perspective of faith allows Calvin to propose a dynamic and realistic view of
the nature and purpose of the revelation of God’s Word (or Son) in the man Jesus
Christ. Faith entails a dynamic encounter with the Word of God in Christ by
the Holy Spirit, which makes us believe and understand the nature and purpose
of this revelation in Scripture. Its nature and purpose are considered in the
context of Christ’s whole redemptive life and work (his divine and human life,

incarnation, suffering, death, resurrection and ascension).®

6 Inst. IL.xvi.8.
T Inst. ILxvi.l8.

8 «Therefore, we always have Christ according to the presence of majesty; but of his physical
presence it was rightly said to his disciples, ‘You will not always have me with you’ (Matt.
26:11). For the church had him in his bodily presence for a few days; now it holds him by faith,
but does not see him with the eyes.” Inst. II.xvi.14. “The cross, to which he was nailed, was a
symbol of this, as the apostle testifies: ‘Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, when he
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Calvin presupposes Christ’s own word, the Word of God in faith, as the noetic,
hermeneutical, conceptual possibility of the biblical revelation of his own redemp-
tive nature and work, and rejects any rational speculation of Christ’s two natures
and their relationship, or of their relevance to redemption. He designates Christ’s
role in this possibility as his prophetic office, and stresses its indispensability for
true and saving knowledge of God.® The possibility of his chnstology n faith
does not undermine the historicity of Christ. He views the biblical revelation of
the historical person and work of the man Jesus from the perspective of faith in
God’s Word in Christ. We therefore encounter the revelation of the historical

Jesus and his own interpretation of his nature and work in faith here and now by

the Holy Spirit.

On the other hand, we must note this: he received anointing, not only for
himself that he might carry out the office of teaching, but for his whole body
that the power of the Spirit might be present in the continuing preaching of the
gospel. This, however, remains certain: the perfect doctrine he has brought
has made an end to all prophecies. All those, then, who, not content with
the gospel, patch it with something extraneous to it, detract from Chnst’s
authority. The Voice that thundered from heaven, “This is my beloved Son...
hear him” (Matt. 17:5; cf. Matt. 3:17), exalted him by a singular privilege
beyond the rank of all others... That is, outside Christ there is nothing worth
knowing, and all who by faith perceive what he is like have grasped the whole
immensity of heavenly benefits. For this reason, Paul writes in another passage:
“I decided to know nothing precious... except Jesus Christ and him crucified”
(I Cor. 2:2). This is very true, because it is not lawful to go beyond the
simplicity of the gospel. And the prophetic dignity of Christ leads us to know

that in the sum of doctrine as he has given it to us all parts of perfect wisdom
are contained.!?

became a curse for us...’ Yet we must not understand that hbe fell under a curse that overwhelmed
him; rather—in taking the curse upon himself—he cursed, broke, and scattered its whole force.
Hence faith apprehends an acquittal in the condemnation of Christ, a blessing in his curse.”
Inst. ILxvi.6. Calvin elaborates the significance of Christ’s ascension for redemption from the
perspective of faith. The redemptive benefits of Christ’s ascension is knowable only to faith (Inst.
II.xvi.16).

% Inst. ILvil and 4.

10 Tngy. IL.xv.2.
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1.ii. The Christological and Soteriological Link

The basis of Calvin’s doctrine of redemption in God’s revelation in Chnst
determines its christological character. He confines the scope of the doctrine
to the revelation of the Son of God in the man Jesus Christ. The doctrne
explores the implication of the being and action of this man for redemption, and
demonstrates the objective basis of our redemption and faith in the human and
historical life and work of the Son of God in the man Jesus. Calvin’s Christology
is soteriologically orientated.’* It views the divine and human natures of Chrst
from their mediatorial and reconciling function for the redemption of fallen men

by God.'? It is a functional christology'® that stresses the importance of Chrst’s

divine and human natures in their particular redemptive functions.'*

Calvin’s interpretation of christology in the light of the doctrine of sin appears
responsible for the prominence of soteriology in his christology. The doctrne of
sin precedes christology. Christology is designed to answer the problem of sin
in the world. This was not the case in the patristic and mediaeval dogmatics !®
Calvin always sees the divine and human person of Christ as the Redeemer of
sinful men and as their Mediator in their reconciliation with God. In other words,
the understanding of christology in the light of the doctrine of sin entails the view
of the divine and human person of Christ from his redemptive work. It is crucial
for Calvin’s successful intergration of the person (being) with the work (action)

of Christ. The action (work) derives from and depends on the personal being of

11 (), Weber, op. cit., p. 11. R. A. Muller is convinced that the soteriological structure of Calvin’s

Christology follows the Augustinian and Anselmic argument for the necessity of the humanity and
the divinity of Christ for his mediatorial function, although he “examined scripture as a source
of doctrine.” Christ and The Decree: Christology and Predestination in Reformed Theology from
Calvin to Perkins, Baker Book House, Michigan, 1986, p. 27.

12 The redemptive functions of the divine and human natures of Christ will be spelled out later.

Jurgen Moltmann, The Crucified God, SCM Press, London, 1974, pp. 257-259.

“Now it has been of the greatest importance for us that he who was to be our Mediator is both
true God and man.” Inst. II.xii.1. “For the same reason it was also imperative that he who was
to become our Redeemer be true God and true man.” Inst. ILxii.2.

O. Weber, op. cit., p. 10.

13
14
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Christ, but never vice versa, even though they are inseparable as self-explanatory
to each other.

The implication of Calvin’s integration of the person with the work of Christ is
this. It eludes the suggestion of Christ as a mere symbol and means of redemption
and grace as in the mediaeval Thomistic christology; that considers the work of
Christ and its benefits independently from his person,!® and fails to stress the
personal subject of Christ in his work and its benefit to us and for us. Calvin
also avoids the abstract notion of person of Christ as a being existing n and of
itself in patristic christology,!” which did not take seriously the redemptive action

of Christ to us and for us in its treatment of the personal being of Christ.

Calvin’s christology opposes any separation of the divine and human natures,
and of the mediatorial and redemptive works of Christ. They are regarded as the
contents of the one revelation of the Son of God in the man Jesus Chrst from
the perspective of faith. “Calvin understands Jesus’s divine and human persor,
not his human nature, as the bearer of his office as mediator”.®* He distances

himself from the mediaeval Thomistic christology that claims the mediatorial

18 Thomas Aquinas fails to stress the relevance of the human and divine person of Christ for sacra-
ments (Summa Theologica, 111, gu. 50-6), and consequently reduces the significance of Christ to
a mere means and symbol of grace and redemption (O. Weber, op. cit., p. 10).

Weber asserts that the words ousia and prosopon or hypostasis were “originally meant the ‘mask’
behind which the essential was concealed and only indirectly appeared. Thus the concept com-
pletely lacks any trace of someone who is there as an opposite, who confronts with us. It leads
us very easily to an understanding of the ‘person’ of Jesus Christ as a being existing in and of
itself... We must bear in mind that such ‘titles of honor’ in the New Testament as ‘the Lord,’ or
‘the Christ,’ or ‘the Son,’ do not designate a being in and of itself, which could also be conceived
of as ineffective and inactive, but rather, in speaking of a person, they mean this person as the
One who encounter us, who carries out his work upon us, This has but no means always been
recognized in the history of Christology, although certainly Christology always was connected
with soteriology, which was generally the case in the West, but also often in the East, especially
in Athanasius. Yet this is the very glory of Jesus Christ, that he is who he is completely for us.
This is the correct insight which is expressed in the phrase ‘Christ for us’ (Christus pro nobis).
This is where the strength of Calvin’s Christology lies. And this is the reason that it may be
regarded as a special accomplishment when Calvin, following and continuing theological ideas of
the early Church and the Middle Ages, introduced the doctrine of the threefold office of Christ

(triplez munus Christi) into Reformed dogmatics first, which was then taken over into Lutheran
dogmatics, beginning with Johann Gerhard.” Op. cit., p. 11.

18 w. Pannenberg, Jesus—God and Man, trans. L. L. Wilking and D. A. Priebe, SCM Press,
London, 1968, p. 124. cf. p. 222.
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action (office) of Christ mainly from his human nature.’

The mediatorial and redemptive work of Christ is contemplated mn the Light
of his threefold (prophetic, kingly and priestly) office. Calvin introduces their
dogmatic significance into Reformed dogmatics first,?® and demonstrates the di-
vine and human natures of Christ from his threefold office, and vice versa. The
threefold office of Christ should not be understood as static and successive, but
as dynamic and simultaneous activities. “He is not now a prophet, now a priest,
or now a king; rather, He is always at every moment prophet, priest, and king *%

The offices are the actions of the one person of Christ for his mediation between

God and fallen men for redemption.

J. F. Jansen is misleading to claim that the essential structure of Calvin’s
doctrine of Christ’s work remains two-fold in the kingly and priestly offices.?®
Calvin upholds the threefold (prophetic, kingly and priestly) work of Christ,
and apparently warns us not to overlook the indispensability of each one of the
threefold offices of Christ for our faith and our hope of redemption.?® Jansen’s
claim relies on the fact that “revelation is not a ‘third something’; revelation is
redemption since the Revealer is the Redeemer.”?* It fails to recognise the fact

that Calvin views Christ’s threefold office from his threefold (prophetic, kingly

1% Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, III, qu. 26, art. 2.

20 E. Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemption, trans. Olive Wyon, Lutterworth
Press, London, 1952, p. 314. W. Pannenberg, op. cit., p. 222. O. Weber, op. cit., p. 12. The
doctrine of Christ’s threefold office (triplez munus Christi) functions to identify the anointed
messianic figures of prophet, king and priest in the Old Testament with Christ in the New
Testament (Inst. II.xv.2), and achieves a theological unity of the Old and New Testaments.

J. F. Jansen, Calvin’s Doctrine of The Work of Christ, J. Clarke, London, 1956, p. 17.
2 Ibid. p. 51.
23

21

“Therefore, in order that faith may find a firm basis for salvation in Christ, and thus rest in him,
this principle must be laid down: the office enjoined upon Christ by the Father consists of three
parts. For he was given to be prophet, king, and priest.” Inst. ILxv.1. “Now it is to be noted
that the title “Christ” pertains to these three offices: for we know that under the law prophets as
well as priests and kings were anointed with holy oil. Hence the illustrious name of “Messiah” was
also bestowed upon the promised Mediator. As I have elsewhere shown, I recognize that Christ
was called Messiah especially with respect to, and by virtue of, his kingship. Yet his anointings
as prophet and as priest have their place and must not be overlooked by us.” Inst. ILxv.2.

24 Ibid. p. 106.
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and priestly) works, not from his one being as the Revealer and the Redeemer
There is no difficulty in arguing the distinctiveness of the prophetic, kingly and
priestly works of the one person, Christ. His prophetic office, the continuous
proclamation of his redemptive nature and work in our faith for redemption,
differs from his priestly office, the offering of his obedient and sinless human hfe

unto death on the cross as a satisfactory sacrifice to God the Father for our

redemption.?®

1.iii. Christ’s Divinity for Redemption
iii.1. God’s Election as the Origin of Christ’s Humanity

Calvin maintains the traditional doctrine of the anhypostasis that rejects the
autonomous existence of the historical man Jesus, and argues for the total de-
pendence of his existence on the self-revelation and incarnation of the etermal
Word or Son of God. There is clear rejection of the copulation of the virgin
Mary with man for the conception of the man Jesus.?® His conception denotes
the self-revelation and dwelling of the eternal Son of God, Christ, in the virgin
Mary’s womb.?” The incarnation of Christ does not mean that he became a man

or gained his humanity for the first time.

The doctrine of the Logos ensarkos (Aoyos 'evoapkos) is upheld much favor-
ably than Logos asarkos (Aoyos 'acapkog). Calvin views the humanity of the
historical Jesus from that of the eternal Word or Son of God, Christ, rather than
confirming the humanity of Christ only from his incarnation in the man Jesus.