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BIBLIOTHECA SACRA 

ARTICLE I. 

THE THEORY OF A FINITE AND DEVELOPING 
DEITY EX~MINED.* 

BY THE REVEREND L. FRANKLIN GRUBER, D.D., 

ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA. 

THE theory of a finite Deity is not altogether new. It was 
foreshadowed long ago by more than one eminent philoso
pher. Indeed, there has always been more or less difficulty 

on the part of unaided reason to reconcile the existence of 
the world's imperfections and evil with the doctrine of Divine 
omnipotence. This apparent difficulty has been regarded as 

virtually amounting to a theistic dilemma; namely, that if God 

could have made a better world than He did He cannot be 
perfectly good, and if He could not have made a better one 

than He did He cannot be almighty. This point was devel
oped at some length by John Stuart Mill in his "Three 
Essays on Religion"; and his conclusion - which, upon th'e 
basis of his expressed and implied premises, would seem 

plausible - was, that God cannot be omnipotent. He thus 
unequivocally declared: "Not even on the most distorted and 
contracted theory of good . . . can the government of Nature 

be made to resemble the work of a being at once good and 
omnipotent" (p. 38). And with reference to the animal 
kingdom he said: "If we are not obliged to believe the ani-
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mal creation to be the work of a demon, it ~ is because we 

need not suppose it to have been made by a Being of in

finite power" (p. 58). He therefore ca.me to the definite 

conclusion, "Omnipotence . . . cannot be predicated of the 

Creator on grounds of natural theology. The fundamental 

principles of natural religion as deduced from the facts of 

the universe, negative his omnipotence" (pp. 180--181). This 

great thinker thus, in a lengthy argument, contended for a 

Deity that is finite in power, as also supposedly in wisdom 

and other attributes. 

William James also declared for a finite Deity; and in his 

work entitled "A Pluralistic Universe" he set forth his 

grounds for such conviction. It should be noted, however, 

that he distinguished this Deity from the Absolute, whose. 

existence he does not deny. On this point he said: "I be

lieve that the only God worthy of the name must be finite . 

. . . If the absolute exist in addition ... then the absolute is 

only the wider cosmic whole of which our God is but the 

most ideal portion" (p. 125; see also p. 193). 

Various philosophical solutions of the problem of evil that 

have been offered, thus agree in ending in a Deity whose 

power is either limited by His very nature or circumscribed 

by the laws and forces of the existing universe. But it seems 

to have fallen to this time of a world-catastrophe somewhat 

fully to develop this theory of a finite and evolving Deity, by 

adequately setting forth the supposed philosophic grounds 

upon which it might be considered safely to rest. Several 

important works in which this theory is defended and more 

or less developed, have thus recently issued from the press. 

Among such should especially be mentioned Edmund H. 

Reeman's work, "Do We Need a New Idea of God"; and to 
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this class belongs Hastings Rashdall's "Theory of Good and 

Evil." This view of God is also contained in George Ber

nard Shaw's latest works; while it is considered tenable, and 

not incompatible with religion and Christian faith,. by Lucius 

Hopkins Miller, in his work, "Bergson and Religion." 

In addition to the works noted above, several important 

articles in support of this theory have also lately appeared. 

The April number of The Hibbert Journal (vol. xvi. no. 3) 

contains an article, entitled "The Doctrine of a Finite God 

in War-Time Thought," by R. H. Dotterer, in which the 

author holds up the fact of sin, even anyone instance of sin 

and suffering, as "sufficient by itself to make out a prima 

facie case against the hypothesis of omnipotent goodness." 

He declares further: "Unless we are willing to throw over

board all our logic and all our ethical convictions, we can

not, in the preseoce of the tragedies of human experience, 

reconcile the idea of omnipotence with that of universal benev

olence." Again he says: "Events do not take place arbi

trarily. Nature has ·no mercy; makes no exceptions; does not 

turn aside to avoid running over anyone. . . . God does not, 

so far as we can see, and therefore, we infer, he cannot, 

interrupt or change this order. His purposes are not accom
plished instanter, but in the course of a process.;' This last 

statement is in line with one of Mill's great arguments, es

pecially as expressed on pages 28-31 of th'e work noted above. 

Dr. Dotterer therefore considers the apparent temporal and 

physical limitation of God as not merely a self-limitation, but 

an absolute one; or else if His ends could be attained with 

less human suffering, if good, He would occasionally change 

the order of natural events to preserve innocent lives and 

prevent unhappiness. He contends that a good God would 

not thus have limited Himself unless compelled by some 
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"ulterior necessity," or a "limitation that is absolute and 
inevitable." 

Another contribution bearing upon this subject appeared 
in The Contemporary Review, December, 1917 (no. 624). 
This article, entitled "A Philosopher's Theology," by H. R. 

Mackintosh, is an' excellent review of A. Seth Pringle
Pattison's important work, "The Idea of God in the Light 

of Recent PhilOSlOphy." Although the author of this article 

does not directly contend for a. changing and developing 
Deity, he speaks on this subject as follows: "Does the re

ligious consciousness, then, accept the idea of a changing 
God? It doubtless repudiates wholeheartedly the notion of 

a God who is morally alterable, who is more loving or holy 

at one time than another. None the less it believes that the 
very thought of a historical revelation, willed and effectuated 

by the Father, implies that a potential relation of God to man, 

as of man to God, is now become actual, and that in this 
sense change, activity, experience, is predicable of Deity." And 

again he says: "We should further have to ask whether, in 

these high latitudes, pJ;ocess can be conceived which is only 
process, and not in some sense progress. It is indeed very 

probable that Professor James and M. Bergson have not 
spoken wisdom's last word on these trying problems." Thus 

this eminent writer apparently holds to some form of progress 

in Deity, and the inference from the above statement is th.at 
such progress might be expressed in terms of Bergsonian 

philosophy. 
Of perhaps greater philosophic significance is an article, en

titled" Some Theistic Implications of Bergson's Philosophy," 

by Frank Hugh Foster, in The American Journal of Theology 

of last April (vol. xxii. no. 2). This is an attempt from an 

apparently thorough examination of Bergson's published 
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works, especially his "Creative Evolution," to set forth what 
to its author seems to be that great philosopher's conception 
of God as an eternal Becoming, and to apply his principles 
to a further development of the idea of a supposedly evolving 
Deity. After briefly stating the Bergsonian theory of evolu
tion, he proceeds to identify Bergson's "Vital Impulse" 
with God, concluding with the following words: "And thus 
the imperfection of the Vital Impulse must be God's own 
imperfection, if he is morally in earnest with this world, that 
is, if he is God." Again, in his answer to the explanation of 
apparent imperfections in nature on the part of those who 
hold to the belief in a static God, he says: "The imperfec
tion of the world and of the World-Builder, if it is an im
perfection, must therefore, ·after all, be the imperfection of 
God, in the opinion of those who believe in a static God. We 
may well accept their conclusion and are well convinced ~hat 
Bergson will do so, for to us and to him there appear to be 
real imperfections, false solutions of creative problems, blind 
alleys into which evolution has run and where it has found 
itself unable to proceed, hesitations and new attempts - all 
of which, if actually what they seem, necessitate a developing 
World-Builder, and this necessitates a developing God since 
it is impossible upon the basis of a static God." Whether 
Dr. Foster has properly interpreted Bergson as to his concep
tion of an ever-operating Deity - on which there are differ
ences of opinion - does not concern us here. We are here 
concerned wholly with the substance of the theory itself, 
especially as set forth by these later writers. 

From what has so far been stated, it might, in a general 
way, be said that this theory of a finite and developing Deity 
as set forth by its various exponents, has grown out of an 
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attempted solution of the problem of evil, especially as illus
trated in great catastrophes like the present destructive war; 
for in the existence of that evil it would seem to find its chief 
justification. And its defense is largely based upon the ap
parent evolutionary world-process as a ceaseless struggle 
upward, especially as expounded in Bergson's great work, 
"Creative Evolution." And, as a purely philosophic theory .. 
it certainly is a very ingenious one; while, from the viewpoint 
of such as may accept unchallenged its underlying premises, 
it would seem that its conclusions should leave the matter of 
God's supposedly necessary limitations no longer an open 

question. But it is precisely in the premises that we must 
differ from its advocates. We shall therefore proceed to an 
examination of some of the chief elements of this theory of 
a finite and developing God, confining our present discussion, 
however, to the more purely philosophical aspect of the sub

ject. 

THE NATURE OF GOD AS MANIFESTED IN SUPPOSED UNIVERSAL 

EVOLUTION. 

Let us examine, in the first place, the more direct evidence, 
from the apparently evolving cosmos itself, that God sup
posedly is an evolving Being, or an eternal Becoming. 

The fundamental supposition is that, by the process of evo
lution, the universe has developed into its present form and 
that by that same process it will continue to develop through
out all future time. As the impelling cause, there is assumed 
a unified force, which manifests itself in its higher form as 
life, whence it is called by Bergson the "Vital Impulse" or 
"Vital Impetus." And, in the l,ast analysis, it is this force 
that supposedly constitutes the physical universe, as the uni
verse is regarded as itself nothing but energy or the expres-
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sion or manifestation of energy in motions. Thus all things 
are apparently in process of change. And this evolutionary 
flux is taken on the whole to be a progressive one, so that the 
"Vital Impulse" is regarded as a thrust upward. ~nd yet 
this upward thrust is seemingly for a time overcome in local 
deteriorations, as illustrated in the case of the fading and 
falling leaf, which would amount to a reversal of the " Vital 
Impulse." And in the attainment of vegetable life this sup
posedly tends temporarily to become torpid and would thus 
be checked in its thrust upward. Then, in the struggle for 
food, there would emerge the animal world. But, even in the 
animal world, life is supposed to be in danger of halting its 
upward progress in an apparent contentment' with. its attain
ments, in a pausing and sinking into the torpor of a merely 
skilled instinct. And thus, by this reversed motion of matter, 
there would again be a neutralization of the upward thrust 
of the "Vital Impulse." Then, supposedly upon another 
trial, in which it apparently rises above instinct, it lays its 
emphasis upon intelligence. And now with the attainment 
of intelligence, in an emphasized" self-activity," it constantly 
antagonizes torpor, thus steadily perfecting the "organiza
tion of indetenninism." And hence there is 9Upposed to 
emerge a moral world as the goal and justification of the 
whole movement. But even in the moral world the "Vital 
Impulse" is supposedly often thwarted, - a fact assumed to 
be iIlustrated in the present destructive World War. Such, 
in very condensed outline, is apparently the Bergsonian theory 

of evolution. 
The inference therefore is, that this "Vital Impulse" or 

"Vital Impetus" as the im~lling force in evolution, is not 
perfect in power and not certain as to its methods, but that it 
enlarges or develops in its struggle upward. And as this 
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"Vital Impulse" is identified with God (though not yet 

definitely done so by Bergson), God is supposedly a finite, 
changing, developing Being. And hence the imperfections 

of the "Vital Impulse" as manifested in the evolutionary 
process of nature, would be God's own imperfections. As an 

omnipotent God would have power enough to accomplish the 

tasks before Him without any imperfections in them, the 
supposed imperfections in nature would presumably be so 

much evidence that God cannot be omnipotent, as such ap
parent imperfections (pain, sin, etc. ) would be inexplicable 

upon the theory of a static God. And hence a God who 

develops with or through the evolving universe is the apparent 

conclusion from ~he above premises. 
And this would, of course, also be true even if the actual 

immediate Creator of the universe would not be the Ultimate, 
or would be some sort of subordinate World-Builder to whom 

creation was or is entrusted by the actually Ultimate. For, 

in such a view, the lack of giving sufficient power to such 
subordinate World-Builder to create a universe without imper

fections, would supposedly be irreconcilable with the theory of a 

static God as the Ultimate, as perfecltion would apparently have 

to be stamped upon all His works by an infinite God, whether 

directly, or indirectly through a subordinate agent or agency. 

As such a distinction between the immediate World-Builder 
and the supposed Absolute, upon the premises, would, how

ever, not add any essentially new element to the problem of 

Deity, we shall not to any great extent separately consider it. 

Our answer will be found applicable whether the universe be 

regarded as the direct work of the ultimate God, or that of a 

subordinate World-Builder to whom (or which) that work 

was delegated upon the bestowment of the necessary power. 

And this would even be true upon the supposition of any 
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number of successively subordinate World-Builders or World

Operators. However. this view could not seriously be main

tained, as it would involve insurmountable difficulties. 

Let us now examine several of the more important elements 

of this theory of a developing Deity. Assuming that the 

whole of universal nature is in process of some evolution, 

and that there are limitations and maculre manifest through

out the whole, as well as occasional local reverses, would 

that disprove God's omnipotence? Would not evolution as 

the Deity's (or some World-Builder's) modus operandi in 

nature, which is by nature finite, as we shall see, necessarily 

bear the marks of limitation? And, of course, man with his 

native limitations and imperfections would naturally read 

into nature imperfections due to his own state and condition. 

And although the facts of pain and sorrow and all the inhu

manities of man to man will be discussed under a separate 

head, it should here be said that these are due to sin. And 

hence, as the effects of sin, they can in no sense be ascribed 

to God. All that can be said is that, if God had not created 

man, there would not be these. But in creating man a free 

agent, He did not create his sin and consequent imperfec

tions, as will be shown later. 

And as to the other apparent maculre in nature, it might 

with considerable suggestiveness be asked, Who can truth

fully say that these are maculre from the viewpoint of the 

greater whole? The fading and falling leaf may seem to be 
such when considered in itself alone; but in the universal flux 

of nature it cannot be so regarded. And so of the other ob

jections against omnipotence from other apparent temporal 

retardations or apparent maculre in the supposed upward 

thrust; Upon the basis of this theory, these would rather 
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illustrate distinctive steps in the upward progress of such 
otherwise universal evolution. Surely, the elimination of a 
useless leaf or twig is not meant to be an injury to the tree, 
nor indeed is it so in reality. But this point surely needs no 
further enlargement here. 

It is thus seen that we cannot infer from such modus 

operandi, because not all its processes are clear and its ap
parent maculre understood, and because it apparently acts in 

ebbs and flows, that therefore. the Deity who thus operates 
is not unchanging and not omnipotent. Indeed, in just such 
rhythmic movements should we expect evolution to act in its 
upward progress, as a chain of secondary causes governed 
by imposed laws, if that were God's mode of operation. Thus 
the lightning flash app~ars in zigzags as the result of its 

seeking, by nature's laws, the path of easiest resistance. But 
that does in no way indicate a limitation in the Creator as 
its ultimate Cause. As the created product is by nature finite, 
it must by nature be subject to just such limitations. But 
therefore to ascribe such limitations to the Creator or some 
directing Deity, and thus to reduce Him to finiteness, is totally 

unwarranted. Creation is surely not the measure of the Crea
tor. This is even true of human work, in which case both 

work and worker are certainly finite entities. It is therefore 
only too evident that the supposed universal evolution as the 

,Creator's modus operandi in nature, can in no way be of evi-
dential value in any argument against the unchangeability 

and omnipotence of God. 
What is said above with reference to the natural apparent 

imperfections of any finite or incomplete, and still develop

ing, creature of God, would be equally true of the same 
viewed as the work of a 'SUbordinate World-Builder, as indeed 
it would be true of such a subordinate agency or agent Him-
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self. The finite work of such a subordinate World-Builder, 

who must necessarily Himself be finite, would bear the marks 

of essential incompleteness and finiteness, and therefore of 

apparent imperfection. And this would even more naturally be 

so in the case of the finite work of a finite subordinate World

Builder than in that of an infinite God without such subordi

nate agent or agency. Such subordinate World-Builder would 

even Himself have His necessary limitations. Surely, as all the 

power of man is, upon the same premises, from God, while not 

all the work of man is perfect, or bears the marks of complete

ness or perfection, so would the work of such a subordinate 

finite W orld-Builder ( or World-Builders), all of whose 

power would be from God, bear the marks of finiteness and 

apparent incompleteness and imperfection. Hence our argu

ment in defense of the apparent imperfections in nature 

stands, whether the cosmos be regarded as the direct work 

of God or as that of some subordinate World-Builder, or 

successive W orld-Builders. 

In this general theory of a developing God as an eternal 

Becoming, as deduced from the supposed limitations of evo

lution, there is apparently an identifying of the limitations and 

bounds of creation with the supposed limitations and bounds of 

the Creator. The apparent implication is that the Creator is 

confined within, or limited by, His creation, and that the 

creature's limitations, or necessary finiteneS'Sl, are such, there

fore, because of supposedly corresponding limitations in the 

Creator. Indeed, the physical universe is closely identified 

with the supposedly ever-operating Deity as the "Vital Im

pulse" of the supposed upward thrust of evolution. And 

whether that Deity be regarded as the indwelling power, 

somehow analogous to the soul within its body, or as Him-
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self (or itself) one also in essence with physical nature itself 
as simply the evolved or evolving product from or of His 
own Being, a finite God must necessarily come out of this 
theory under whatever form it may appear. And, therefore, 
the limitations of nature, due to its finiteness, must also be 
ascribed to God, either as identical with it or as confined 
within its bounds. 

Moreover, this would seemingly be all the more true if 
the whole physical cosmos were nothing but a manifestation 

of force - a fact or theory which Bergson apparently incor
porates into his theory - so that its very matter would be 
only the result of motions, or only motions, from infinites

imal to cosmical, or a form of energy. Thus, if that force 
or energy were wholly identical with the" Vital Impulse," 
it would be very evident that the apparent imperfections of 
physical nature as itself intrinsically nothing but energy (or 
the" Vital Impulse") would necessarily be the imperfections 

of the "Vital Impulse" as God, or as God's subordinate 
World-Builder. It surely requires no further proof to show 
that this view directly and literally identifies the universe as 
energy with the" Vital Impulse" as God, or at least as some 
subordinate World-Builder. And as the matter of a subor

dinate World-Builder has already been disposed of as not re
quiring separate consideration in our argument, we observe 
that this would resolve the problem into one of determining 
whether that hypothetical "Vital Impulse" is actually, or 
even in effect, identical with God. And, of course, if the 

"Vital Impulse" is not identical with God, as we endeavor 
to show, this theory must necessarily fall. 

It is, however, contended that personal causation is essen

tially creative, so that not only is there more in the effect 
than was in the cause, but also that the person himself neces-
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L'J ; 
sarily grows with his work. And thus it is held that as man 

develops by exercise so also must God develop in His work 

of creation. But, in so far as this may be said to be true in 

the case of man, it is because of the factor of will as an 

implanted potentiality in the worker, to which by its very 

term there belongs the ability of bringing forth that which 

is apparently new. But there is a vast difference between 

the so-called creative work of man and that of God, as we 

shall see. And, of course, to infer that, because man grows 

with his work, therefore God also must develop with His 

work of creation, is to assume, or at least to imply, that God 

is essentially finite, and therefore capable of development. 

This would, in a sense, be measuring the Creator by man His 

creature; and hence the necessary limitations of the finite 

creature man would seemingly also attach to God. And 

thus a'S man the creature is capable of ~evelopment by activ

ity, because of his created freedom in finiteness, it is assumed 

that so also must God the Creator be; and hence He must 

necessarily be a finite and circumscribed Being to make such 

development possible. 

And the above implies the further supposition that not 

only in measure (finiteness) is God like man, but also in ulti

mate essence and in the essential nature of His attributes. 

And thus, as development can be ascribed to man and to his 

attributes, so also WOUld. the natural inference seem to be 

that it can be ascribed to God. 

And, furthermore, this theory would also have to be retro

active. But in its retroactive application to God and nature 

it would lead us to a strange impossibility. If the Deity were 

an eternally developing Being, He would have been less and 

less from reon to reon backward; while at the beginning of 

eternity, if we could speak of such a beginning, He might be 
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said to vanish into an infinitesimal. And hence, theoretically 
at least, in the eternity past there would have been no God, 

whether identified with the universe or considered as merely 
a wholly immanent "Vital Impetus." And, upon the basis 

of the former, there would then have been neither God nor 
universe. Thus all reality, of whatever nature, would theo

retically have had a beginning, before which it could have 
had no existence and beyond which there could have been 

nothing. And hence it should need no further argument to 
show that, even if God were now infinite, He surely would 
have been less than infinite before. And thus at least not 
until now would there have been any infinite, which, as we 
shall show, is not only inconceivable, but, in the nature of 
the case, impossible. But even more objectionable would 
this theory be from the standpoint of the supposed effect 

without any cause. Surely, upon the basis of the above, 
there could at least have been no cause at the beginning, if 
we could speak of such, to produce a universe, not to speak 
of the theoretically evolving God, whose origin would be 

infinitely more difficult of explanation than a universe:as His 
creative work. An~ even though there had been for Him at 

least no beginning; nevertheless, for Him' to grow or develop, 

even upon the supposition of something inherent in His na
ture as an indwelling force, there would have to have been 

something external to Him as a conditioning cause to make 

such growth possible. 
In this connection it should, however, be remembered that 

William James distinguished the Deity from the Absolute, 
a point in which Dr. Rashdall has agreed with him, but which 
we have already partly covered in our consideration of an 
hypothetical subordinate World-Builder. Upon this basis 
the Absolute would include God, as well as other beings, 
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unconsciOlls and conscious. And thus by implication infi
niteness is by this contention even demed to God in such a 

distioction. Hence, by the very supposed existence of another 
and more inclusive reality - entity or entities - than God, 
development on the part of God is assumed to be possible 
because of His essential finiteness in its relation to other ex
ternal entities. But this is in effect simply shifting, one step 
backward and outward, one apparent absolute for another 
beyond it, perhaps still more absolute.' And this shifting 
might be conceived of as indefinitely repeated; but in each 

case it would only be deepening the mystery of existence. 
Nor could such integral recessions ever terminate, and end 

in an absolutely infinite. 
Moreover, the supposition that because God acts He must 

think, and therefore grow in thought so as even to think of 
things not thought of before, belongs to the same category 
as the one that if He works He must develop with His work. 
As the answer to this is largely contained in our discussion 
immediately above, little more need here be said. As the 
essential nature of an ,uncreated Being must necessarily be 
very different from that of created and limited and phys

ically circumscribed man, so must thought in God and thought 
in man be essentially different. Man's thinking is either in
ductive or deductive, from facts or principles previously 
established, accepted or assumed. God's thinking cannot in ' 

the same sense at all be spoken of as deductive or inductive. 
Instead of speaking of God as thinking in the sense in which 
we speak of man as thinking, we should speak of Him as by 
immediate vision knowing. For with Him knowledge can

not even be conceived as being the result of investigation, 
generalization, and deduction. The same might be said of 
God's willing, for it would be more correct to say acting, as 
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surely we cannot chronologically separate thought, will, and 

act in an eternal being. Hence, as there can be no real par
allel between God and man in this respect, it must follow 
that it is incorrect to say that, because man by thinking 

grows, so also must God grow. And the further deduction 
from this point also, that therefore also mum his power grow. 
falls with the falling of the above as to supposedly growing 
thought. 

Nor would Wundt's statement, that spiritual energy tends 
by its very nature to increase, add anything to this argument 

against the unchangeability of God. W undt's necessary im

plication is that such a spiritual entity, in order to increase, 
must be finite, for surely an infinite spiritual entity could not 
become more infinite. Hence, a more correct statement of 
that principle would be, that finite spiritual energy tends by 
its very nature to increase. And this is certainly true, as is, 
of course, apparently Wundt's contention. 

But then it is contended that some uncaused progression 

is possible to uncaused existence or to an uncaused or eternal 
being. But such would be a contradiction in terms, as it as
sumes an effect (progression) to which by the word uncaused 

it denies a cause. And ,to assume such change in God be
cause there is and must be change somewhere, is to take the 

changing cosmos and to throw it back upon God. Indeed, 
the counter charge might be made that, as somewhere there 

must also be an unchanging, and as God would thus be a 
changing entity, therefore that unchanging must be the uni

verse. Now, if the physical universe were that unchanging 
entity, then the creature might be considered as more perfect 

and more complete than the Creator, and nature as a super
god would come out of such an argument, unless God were 
strictly identified with nature. But this alternative, in making 
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God a finite Being, as will be seen, would leave us without 
any infinite. The difficulties and contradictions involved in 

such an argument would thus be insurmountable. Instead of 
clearing up the mystery of Deity, which would even be deep
ened by this contention, the universe itself would become an 
even greater mystery than its God. On the' other hand, by 

assuming God to be unchangeable, and absolute in His 
power of creation, as indeed both reason and Scripture tes
tify, nature becomes not only easily possible to reason but 

God also acceptable to faith. Since there must apparently be 

an unchangeable (as indeed the very word change would 

seem to imply), and since the universe is one ceaseless change, 
that unchanging something cannot be the universe, and must 
therefore be its Creator. 

From what has been said above it is thus seen that this 
theory of a finite and developing God is untenable. The fal
lacy in its various elements lies in the premises. As already 
implied, the manifest fallacy of the Bergsonian aspect of it 

consists in apparently confining God within the universe or 
in somehow identifying it as a supposedly evolving entity 
with God Himself. Indeed, it will be seen that in such a 
theory there is a veiled petitio principii as to God's supposed 
finitude; namely, that according to it there is no infinite and 
·absolute entity; for the physical universe is by nature or con
stitution a finite entity, as has been shown in a recent work 

on creation.1 And thus, if God were conterminous with the 
universe, or somehow identical with it, He would necessarily 

have to be as limited or circumscribed in His attributes, and 
1 Creation Ex Nibllo: Tbe Pbyslcal Universe a Flnlte and Tem. 

poral Entity. By 1... Franklin Gruber. With a Foreword by G. 
lI'rederick Wright, LL.D., F.G.SA Boston:!I'he Gorbam Preas. 
1918. 

Vol. LXXV. No. 300. 2 
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as changeable in his 'nature or essence, as the universe itself. 
There would thus nowhere be an infinite either in essence or 
in attrihutes. 

However, to say that there is no infinite is to dethrone all 
reason and common sense. Some entity must necessarily be 
infinite, as is even already implied in the very idea of finite

ness. That which is finite or limited must be so because of 
a something beyond it by which it is limited. And there 
must necessarily be an ultimate "beyond," that is not thus 
limited or circumscribed. And this must be true of attributes 
no less than of essence. Hence, as the physical universe is 

necessarily finite, as noted above, it cannot be conterminous 
or identical with that infinite something; and therefore the 
contention that would confine God within, or identify Him with, 
the universe, would make of the finite, God, who by implication 

would supposedly have to be the God of the as certainly 
infinite. But as the finite cannot be an eternal entity (Crea

tion Ex Nihilo, chap. iii.), it would have to be later in origin 
than its limiting infinite, which must necessarily have to be 
eternal and self-existent. Or, this supposed God of this the
ory would have to be a temporal and younger entity than His 
environing infinite. And as He (as identified or contermi
nous with the universe) and His environing infinite would 
presumably be the only entities, and as He could not have 
originated Himself, it would necessarily follow that He would 
be that infinite's creature instead of its Creator, as the infinite 
would by its very nature have to be the eternal. And thus 
we have reached a reductio ad absurdum. Or, in other words, 
as that infinite would be the creator of this dynamic or evolv
ing Deity as a Becoming, that infinite would be the real God 

of this evolving Deity. And thus as that real God would 
ultimately have to be identical with the God of the Christian 
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Scriptures, we find that this supposedly dynamic Deity would 

not be the God of Revelation, or at least not the true God. 

And, indeed, as this dynamic Deity in every mark of inherent 
potentiality would have to be identical with the universe, it 
must follow that those who worship him (it) are really 
worshiping, and in consequence serving, the creature in its 
potentiality and oper.ative causes in some apparent evolution. 

instead of the eternal Creator (Rom. i. 25), who according 
to both Scripture and reason must be infinite and unchanging. 
Surely, the ultimate Cause or Creator must be greater than, 
and unlimited by, His creature, the physical universe. 

From what has been said above it becomes clear that the 
fundamental error in this argument for a finite and develop
ing Deity from an apparently evolving universe, lies in iden

tifying th'e hypothetical "Vital Impulse" in it with God 

the Creator of it Surely, the "Vital Impulse" either as 
confined within the universe, or as identical with it as ulti

mately and essentially nothing but energy or as an emana
tion, cannot be identified with the true God to which our 
argument above leads us. On the contrary, if we accept the 
hypothetical Bergsonian "Vital Impulse" as a reality, it 

must be the imposed force or potentiality as the agency in 
God's creative operations. And thus the imperfections will 
become intelligible in the light of what we have already said 
about the natural limitations of a finite entity and those of 
an hypothetical subordinate World-Builder, while they would 
be no evidence against God's omnipotence. 

It is thus seen that the evidence from nature itself as an 
apparently evolving entity, is not only inadequate to estab
lish the theory of a finite and developing God, but that this 
evidence is even inapplicable in an argument for such a 

Digitized by Google 



494 Theory of a Developing Deity. [Oct. 

theory, while a number of incontrovertible facts unite in sus

taining the accepted theory of a static Deity. 

MEANING OF THE WORD INFINITE. 

It seems that exponents of this theory of an evolving Dei~ 
also regard Him to be infinite, but with a different meaning 
attached to the term infinite. This point is touched upon 

by Dr. Mackintosh in the following words: "The truth is, 
'finite' and 'infinite,' as employed in philosophical theology, 
are terms much in need of scrutiny. The crucial question 
seems to be: Does infinite mean all-inclusive? Clearly we can 

conceive a reality, say the series of prime numbers, which is 
infinite in the sense that it has no assignable limit, while yet 
to call it all-inclusive is absurd. . . . When theology says that 

God is omnipotent, not as being able to do anything and 
everything but because He can do that which He wills, it 
exhibits some real sense of this difficulty." 

The last sentence of the above quotation involves a moral 
problem whose consideration would take us too far afield. 
But the implication is that God's power is limited by His 
will, whose dictates He can, however, execute. Thus the fur

ther implication is that God can do no wrong, because, being 
good, He could 'lvill no wrong. However, this would in
volve the question as to what would constitute wrong on the 
part of God, and to what regulative laws He could be sub
ject. Moreover, in balancing God's will against His power, 
there would be no contradiction in saying that both His 
power and His will are infinite. The two would not be mu
tually exclusive, if considered as distinct a.ttributes, as each 
could be infinite without in the least limiting the other. In 
this sense as applied to attributes, there can be more than 
one infinite, as we contend that all the divine attributes are 
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equally infinite. And, indeed, if one is infinite, it would 

seem to be necessary that all be equally infinite to sustain 

what might be called the moral equilibrium in the Godhead. 

But, then, there is even a sense in which God's will and 

power may be considered one, the power consisting in His 

will, for who can separat~ will and power or act in the doings 

of an eternal Being to whom there can be no time relations? 

Indeed, in speaking of will in God, ,~re must be exercised 

not to regard will in Him as altogether the same in nature 

as human will, for even in this term as applied to God we 

have a veiled anthropomorphism. We can readily see that 

such a misinterpretation or misunderstanding of terms like 

power, thought, will, act, as applied to God, must almost 

unconsciously lead the philosophic mind to a finite and evolv

ing Deity. For, surely, as applied to man, thought, will, act, 

are successive steps followed by an exercise of power which 

was in the individual before his thought led his will to issue 

in act. Indeed, each one of these involves temporal rela

tions, and each one may be regarded. as made up of succes

sive elements. Thus human thinking is a mental process, 
actually proceeding, involving various related things, both 

objective and subjective, and various relations. The same is 

true of willing. Hence, all these terms as applied to man 

necessarily imply finiteness in both space and time, and there

fore they imply progress and development. But in a pure 

spirit, God, to whom, as eternal and immaterial, there ~ be 
no space and time relations, and to whom these terms ~ 

therefore not be applied in exactly the same sense as to man, 

they must not be interpreted in the limited and limiting hu

man sense. Hence, much of the confusion of ideas as to the 

being and attributes of God is due to various erroneous defi

nitions of terms. And this the term infinite has not escaped. 
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According to some men, infinite, as applied to God, is 

taken simply to mean immeasurably great, or to be one fonn 

of the finite. And as immeasurable means that which is be

yond our ability to measure, the word infinite becomes syn

onymous with the word indefinite. Hence, the only infinite 

is supposedly the mathematical infinite. 

That which is great to the extent of being immeasurable by 

us, is made to be equivalent to an infinite. Or, whatever in 

the least transcends our faculties must be infinite. Thus, if 

our facuIties are comparatively very limited, as indeed all 

really great thinkers have always themselves consistently 

held, then infinity would begin immediately beyond the range 

of our faculties and would continue in successive reaches of 

equal magnitude in a multiplicity of successive contiguous 

infinities. Or, there would be as many infinities as the meas

ure of reality would be number of times greater than the 

measure of the human mind. And hence another reductio ad 

absurdum c~mes out of the premises upon which the theory 

of a finite Deity is established, upon a full logical application 

of them. 

Thus if the tenn infinite simply meant immeasurable by 

man, then truly there might be an indefinite number of such 

immeasltrables, or infinites. But as the word infinite liter

ally means without end, there can be only one infinite of the 
same nature, or else, in their succession to one another, suc

ceeding ends of such supposed infinites would have to be 

followed by successive beginnings of succeeding contiguous 

infinites. And thus there would be ends, and also begin
nings, to such successive infinites, both singly and as a whole, 

which is in contradiction of the endlessness of an infinite. 

However, the definition of an infinite as merely immeasur-
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able by us is at fault, and thus an equivalent to infinite is 
found in the word indefinite. 

Moreover, to make the mathematical infinite the only real 
infinite is to make the measuring-rod greater than the thing 
measured. Mathematics is a tool, and a tool that in its real 
nature is applicable only to the physical cosmos. It is the 
human mind's instrument of measure, necessarily implying 
that that to which it is applied is mathematically constituted. 
And that fact already implies that as an instrument of meas
ure it can at least not be greater in its own measure than the 
thing to which it is applied as made up of a unit or units of 
its measure. But as the physic-al universe has been shown to be 

a finite entity, mathematics as its measure must also be finite 

in its applications and powers. And if it be urged that a 
measure can be cooceived under certain circumstances or in 
certain cases as being greater than the thing measured, even 
then the measure could not be infinite, if the thing measured 
is finite. For, if the thing measured is finite, then, no matter 
how much greater than it were the measure, it would also 
have to be finite. In this case the thing measured (the uni
verse) might be regarded as the measure and the measure 
(mathematics) as that which is measured; and as the lesser 
is finite in measure so also must that be which it is now re
garded as measuring. No number of times the measure of 
a finite can constitute an infinite, as the finites joined in its 
measure would not only have internal termini, but also ex-. 
ternal limits to the whole internally contiguous series. 

Now what is the testimony of mathematics as to its own 
finiteness or infiniteness? It is unreservedly that it knows no 
infinite, that it can measure no infinite. As it deals with' 
integers and fractions of integers (which themselves from a 
lower point of view may be regarded as integers), its measure 
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cannot constitute an infinite, as no number of integers can 
constitute an infinite. Hence, there can in no real sense be a 

mathematical infinite, although we may indicate such an in
finite. 

N ow with reference to the application of the term infinite 

to God, it should be said that it does not mean the same as 
perfect. Perfection must indeed necessarily accompany His 
infinity, but it does not constitute that infinity. Thus infinity 
in God or the Absolute cannot mean perfection, except by 
implication. And, of course, if infinite as applied to the Ab

solute meant possessing all existing perfections, then God as 
the Absolute would necessarily have to be infinite. To say 
that all perfections are possessed by God is already by impli
cation to acknowledge infinity in Him, even as to those very 
perfections. And, indeed, as a physical entity (the universe) 
can by nature not be infinite, and as God must necessarily 
be a spiritual entity, He must be infinite, as there must be 

an infinite - and He alone, as there can be but one such 
infinite. 

Now, of course, if God is infinite, as reason demands and 
as we believe we have proved Him to be, there could be 

no development either of His essence or of His attributes. 
Surely, there could be no other such infinite external to an 
only infinite being that could necessitate or make possible as 
a condition such development, while a finite could not con
dition, limit, or increase an infinite - as, for that matter, an 
infinite could not increase or grow. And as an infinite can 
by nature not become less than itself, or a non-infinite, and 
could not be limited except perchance as a voluntary act, it 
must be unchangeable, as il.deed its very fullness itself would 
already imply. There could, therefore, be no essential in
ternal change possible to it, as that would make it less than 
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infinite in the changed respect. And with infinity and un

changeability must stand the attribute of omnipotence, not 
to speak of the other attributes. 

THE PRINCIPLE OF CAUSALITY AS APPUED TO DEITY. 

We come now to an examination of the doctrine of causa
tion as applied to Deity. In the physical universe as a chain 
of cau:;es, it is held that, in a sense, there is nothing new in 
the final effects that was not originally already in the causes. 
And this fact would, of course, naturalty follow from the 
laws of the conservation of matter and energy. Now, if this 
be granted, it would need little argument to prove that the 
physical universe could afford no evidence for a developing 
Deity, at least as the inherent or indwelling Cause. On the 
contrary, the law of causality, as implied in, and reenforced 
by, the laws of the conservation of energy and matter, would 
unanswerably make for a. static Deity, 'at least as manifested 
by or illustrated in the existing universe. However, this 
would assume not only that these great laws are inerrantly 
established and absolute, but also that our conclusion from 
these laws as to an unchanging God would be correct upon 
other premises, especially as to the relation of the Deity to 
the universe, of Creator to creation. It might, moreover, 
seem to imply some sort of necessity in the creative Cause, 
even as necessity is manifest in the caused and causing order 

of nature. Hence, it is important for our purpose to con
sider the law of causation with reference to Deity, and also 
to apply it to the question of supposed necessity in the Crea
tor and of the need and purpose of creation. 

In the first place, if the universe were in its last analysis 
essentially nothing but energy, and if this energy or force 
were actually identical with the hypothetical "Vital Im-
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pulse" of Bergson, and if that "Vital Impulse" were iden

tical with God, as is asswned by some exponents of the theory 
of a developing Deity, then the universe itself would be God 
or the manifestation of God. Then, as noted above, upon the 
basis of the laws of conservation of matter and energy (or, 

in this view, of energy), God in His power, greatness, and 
completeness could not develop, at least as an undivided en
tity in its totality: Hence, upon these premises of reasoning, 
further argument would not be necessary in defense of the 
theory of a static Deity, however great or small that Uni
verse-God or Divine Universe would be. But that would 
necessarily make of Him a finite Deity, as the universe, as 
we have shown, is essentially a finite entity. Therefore, as 
an infinite there must be, and as we believe we have shown 
that that infinite, rather than the finite universe, must be God, 

it must follow that God must be greater than this supposed 
Universe-God or God-Universe. From this it would there
fore follow that, even if the universe as intrinsioa1ly nothing 
but energy were Deity or a manifestation of Deity, then it 
could not be or manifest the whole of Deity. And as God 

would thus have to be infinite even according to this argument, 

further discussion would not be necessary, upon the basis of 
these premises, to show that omnipotence, and indeed the 
infinitude of all the other attributes, must go with' that essen
tial infinity, or else God would be finite in at least those respects 

in which He would thus not be infinite. Or, in other words, 
there would be the manifest contradiction that a totally in
finite God would be partially finite, whereas infinity in one 
attribute necessitates infinity in all. However, as, according 
to this view of God, He would be immanent in, or identical 
with, the universe, but not wholly so, He would, beyond the 
universe, also be transcendent. And in that transcendence 
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and immanence He would have to be regarded as infinite, 
while yet finite in or through the finite physical universe, or 
in His immanence; and thus in this finite physical universe 
He might supposedly be changeable and not omnipotent, and 
hence manifest imperfections throughout its mighty reaches. 
However, that this cannot be true must follow from the fact 
that God as an undivided and indivisible whole, as apparently 
necessarily a personality, cannot be infinite in whole and lim
ited or finite in part, unless we could speak of a kenosis or 
self-limitation as a limitation in part. And, moreover, the 
point that the apparent imperfections of the finite universe 
could not be ascribable to God in the integrity of His infinite
ness, is covered, or at least implied, in our consideration of 

the natural limitations of a finite and in that of a subordinate 
World-Builder working under the Absolute. Hence, in this 
view of Deity, either as wholly or even as partially identical 
with the universe, the imperfections of nature can constitute 
no argument against His infinity, unchangeableness, and 
omnipotence. Indeed, from what is said above and else
where, it might be said that these imperfections, as altogether 
normal in nature upon the theory of a static Deity, even in
directly make for such a Deity. Believing that this point 
needs no further consideration here, we shall pass on to a 
consideration of a more common view of God's relation to 
the universe as its Cause, to see whether any of its elements 
make against the theory of a static God. 

A clear distinction must be made between secondary or 
caused causes and first or uncaused, and therefore pure and 
free cause. All secondary causes must necessarily themselves 
be effects; and thus they themselves are what they are by 

a necessity imposed upon them by their antecedent causes or 
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complexity of causes; and hence they cannot be free causes. 
But this suggests a chain of causes whose ultimate link or 
links must be the first in this series of caused or secondary 
causes, for no such series of integral links can be infinite. 
And so far it may truly be said, that if no new element were 
introduced from an external source, the power manifested in 

these successive effects (or later links of secondary causes) 
must potentially have been in their antecedent secondary 
causes (or successive effects). But that first cause, or parallel 

of causes, in all these chains of effects, must have been caused 
by a cause utterly different from all those of these various 
series. In a word, the first in each series of secondary causes 
must have been the effect of an uncaused, and therefore free, 
cause. If this were not so, and if that primary cause were 
in essence similar to the successive secondary causes, then it 

would be equivalent simply to the addition of one more to the 
chain of similar causes; and so on indefinitely, and yet, never 

reaching infinity, as noted above. Hence, as an infinite there 
must be, as already shown, there must be what we have called 
a primary, first, and uncaused cause, which must therefore 
be essentially different from all secondary causes created by 

it (Him), and hence free and absolute as far as these are con

cerned, as will more and more appear. 
The above point may be illustrated by the striking of a row 

of successive contiguous balls. The motion of each ball, as 
we ascend the series from the last to the first, is the effect of 
the motion or energy of the one next preceding it, as itself a 
secondary cause. But the primary mind-directed blow, or 
rnther the directing mind, as the first cause in this case, is 
altogether different as a cause from the motions of the suc
cessive balls as secondary causes. And while none of the 
balls has any kinetic energy apart from the impact of the 
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mind-directed blow, or rather the causative mind, ·and while 
the energy of each successive ball is wholly the effect of the 
energy of the next before it, the causative mind is not meas

urable by the energy of the balls, and hence not by the energy 
of the blow. And it is, moreover, totally different in essence 
from any of its effects, even including the muscular energy 
that wields the hammer to move the balls. And while that 
initial blow is not an act of necessity from the viewpoint of 
the causative directing mind, it is an act of necessity from 
the viewpoint of the effects as caused secondary acts. In 
other words, the mind acted by choice and not by necessity. 
while the effects of energy in the series of balls are such by 
necessity. And from them as actual facts looking toward 
the initial blow of the causing mind, the blow also was one 
of necessity, as far as they are concerned. And thus it would 
become easy, from the viewpoint of the imparted energy as 
an actual fact, from this relative ·necessity of the blow, also 
to read necessity into the action of the original actor, or into 
the original actor himself. Hence a manifest contradiction 

may come out of a confusion of these ideas. 
In applying our illustration above to the creative Deity in 

His 0p'erations in the universe through secondary causes, it 
becomes clear that all secondary causes (not now including 
man) are such by an imposed necessity, and that even the 
Creator's act in primal creation was an act of relative neces
sity as viewed from the created universe as an existing 
reality, or else it could not be in existence. But the error 
must not be committed of reading absolute necessity into the 
Creator's act of creation or into the Creator Himself, as if 
in Himself there existed some necessity of creation. The 
necessity of His creative act, in order to bring forth the uni
verse, existed in the universe as ·a future actuality, and not 
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in the Creator of it as a potentiality. And thus, though the 

universe may be said in a figurative sense to have potentially 
existed in the Creator before its creation, that potentiality 

was by no means one of necessity. Or, creation was a matter 

of choice, and not of necessity, on the part of the Creator. 
He could create, or not, at will. 

Moreover, it is manifest also that the Creator must be alto
gether different in essence from His creation. And, while 

there is no energy or other property inherent in the universe 

which was not put into it either directly, or indirectly as a 

potentiality, by the Creator, it is also clear, from what is said 

above, that the energy, etc., of creation, is not the measure 

of the power of its Creator. He could have created, or could 
create, a greater and far more wonderful universe than He 

did, and He could have created one smaller and less won
derful, even as a man could strike a harder blow or one not 

as hard, or lift a weight heavier or lighter than five pounds, 
or build a larger or a smaller house than he does. And though 

this last point would not in itself prove the power of the 

Creator to be infinite, any more than in our illustration above 
man would be proved infinite in power simply because the 

measure of the energy of his blow in moving the series of 

balls is not the measure of his own power, or simply because 
he could do a greater work than he does, that infinity of power 

in the Creator must, nevertheless, follow from an added con
sideration. As we have already shown, there must be an 

absolutely infinite. But as the physical universe can by nature 

not be infinite, it cannot be the measure of that absolutely 
infinite. Hence, it must follow that if God is that absolutely 
infinite, although the energy, ere., of the universe is not in

finite, it cannot limit the power of that infinite Creator of it 
to finiteness. And, indeed, a necessarily infinite Creator must 
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be infinite in all His attributes. And, of course, He must be 
absolutely free. 

In this connection it becomes necessary for us to consider 
whether the application to God of the principle of causality 
is proper. It is true that God is in no sense an effect. It is 
also correct that He is not self-caused, and that He has no 
more to do with His existence than we have with ours. But 
the nature of our existence must not be confounded with that 
of God's existence. He is not because He was caused to be, 
but because He is absolute or ultimate existence, and the only 
ultimate and absolute existence, as we have shown. Nor 
could there be two absolute entities. We are because we 
were caused to be. God is uncaused and independent; we 
are caused entities, and therefore necessarily dependent, even 
dependent upon God as ~he only absolute and independent. 
Hence the comparison of God's existence with our own ex
istence can have no value in an argument against God's un

changeability or omnipotence. 
But while God is uncaused, and the only uncaused Being, 

and therefore free, and thus in no sense an effect, as the 
Great First Cause He alone is a pure or true cause. For, all 
secondary causes, also in themselves being effects, are not 
pure causes. The First Cause alone really fully matches the 
following definition of cause by John Stuart Mill: " We may 
define ... the cause of a phenomenon to be the antecedent ... 
on which it is invariably and unconditionally consequent" 
(A System of Logic [Eighth Edition, 1888], p. 245). This 
definition is not strictly true of any secondary cause, for no 
phenomenon or effect is invariably and unconditionally con
sequent or dependent upon any such cause. Not being a pure 
cause, because it is conditioned by preceding and concurring 

Digitized by Google 



506 Theory of a Developing Deity. [Oct. 

or cooperating causes, there is no unconditionality between 
such cause and its associated consequent. But as the Great 
First Cause is a pure cause, it (He) must be a true cause, 
and the only one, attording to the definition of Mill. Thus 
our argument proves that God alone is a real cause - a cause 
absolute - instead of being no cause at all. 

However, in speaking of God as the Cause of the universe 
in a physical sense, there would seem to be an assumption 
that would need attention; namely, that God created or caused 
the universe in a physical mtJItIne1". Surely, if creation was 
the calling into being of physical nature, then it cannot have 
been in a physical manner as that term is understood, as 
physical processes themselves then first came into being. 

Hence it must have been in a hyper-physical, or transcen
dental, sense that God was the Cause of creation. Or, in 
other words, it was by Divine power acting immediately or 
directly in the primal creation of what had no elemental ex
istence before, and not mediately through means as secondary 
causes, which at that ultimate point of creation had no exist
ence. Hence the test of the unchangeability and omnipotence 
of God by applying to them the principle of causality rather 
establishes that omnipotence and unchangeability. 

In what is said above there is already an implied QIlswer 
to the objection against the doctrine of the unchangeability 
of God, growing out of the doctrine of causation; namely, 
that if God is the cause of the universe in the physical sense, 
everything in universal nature for all time must always have 
been in Him before its creation. And, therefore, as an exhi
bition of his perfections, if creation were merely a represent
ing or a repeating of what had always been the same, in God, 
it would have lacked sufficient reason. In other words, why 
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a creation if its purpose would have been answered without 
it, as would supposedly have been the case if God had in 
Himself eternaIIy and essentiaIIy everything in the future 

universe? 
Although we have already shown ~at it is incorrect to 

speak of God as the cause of the universe in the physical 
sense, there are other elements in the above objection that 
require consideration. According to this objection the uni
verse in toto must eternaIIy have been in 'God before its crea
tion. And hence naturaIIy would arise the question, Why, 
then, its creation? But the universe as a potentiality must 
not be confounded with the universe as an actuality. The 
two are very different things. The one is a possession of the 
necessary wisdom and power to create such a universe; the 
other is the manifestation of that power and wisdom in the 

created product. 
Although the limited power of man in his work from ma

terials at hand is not an exact parallel to the power of God 
in creation, human acts afford us an illustration of what is 
stated above. A person's ability to build a house is a very 
different thing from the finished product, and yet -one might 
truthfully say that the house was potentiaIIy in the builder. 
at least as an idea, before its erection was begun. But we 
anticipate the possible objection that the builder simply put 
together certain materials of nature according to some def
inite plans, whereas in creating the universe either the Deity 

. operates through or in eternal matter (and perhaps as some
how confined to or identified with it), or perhaps He created 
that material from Himself as some sort of emanation from 
the substance of His own Being. The latter seems at times 
to have been the conception of Sir William Hamilton, among 
others; the former is at least apparently that of Bergson, et al. 
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But both of these views assume precisely the point at issue; 
namely, an impotence, or the want of omnipotence-and 
therefore changeability - in God. For, in restricting the 
creation simply to an eternal operating by Deity in or through 
the supposedly eternal universe-stuff, or to some sort of ema
nation of His own substance, both views by implication deny 
to the Creator the power of absolute creation, or creation ex 
nihilo. And this latter is undoubtedly not only the Scriptural 

teaching as to primal creation, but also the unmistakable tes
timony of all the voices of universal nature (Creation Ex 
Nihilo, especially chaps. vi. and vii.). Hence it is this theory 
of a developing Deity that would . limit Him in His power 

to create, and not the essential nature of God or His relation 
to such a universe as real Creator. From this it follows, 
then, that the supposition that the perfections of God in the 
creation are only a repeating of what is eternally the same 
in Him, is foundationless. For although, as now amply 
shown; God does not change either in essence or in attri
butes, there is a difference of manifestation, and therefore of 
His perfections in their manifestation. 

The illustration of man's work from materials at hand and 
God's work even in a creation ex nihilo is applicable in our 
argument, although there is this difference, that in the build
ing of the house the builder uses already existing materials, 

while in the creation of the universe, according to this view, 
God created also the materials. In both, the materials, either 
before or after the completed work, were not a part of the 
designing worker, but were essetltially different from him. 
In neither, therefore, was the finished work, as an actuality, 
in the worker before it was begun, but only as a potentiality. 
And this potentiality was not one as to the substance itself, 
except as to the ability in the one of gathering it as already 
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existing, and in the other of also creating it. Moreover, it 

might be said that this potentiality in both was one of acci

dent, not one of essence or of necessity, for both acted from 

choice alone and might have contill'Ued the possession of the 

potentiality without having it issue in actuality. And, of 

course, if in creating the universe God simply worked upon 

and through eternally existing matter, or if the universe as 

perhaps nothing but energy were simply a manifestation of, 

or an emanation from, God, then He would necessarily have 

to be finite, as already shown. And then our application to 

God of our illustration above would be superfluous, as such 

a conception would not only assume Him to be a finite Be

ing, but it would arso by implication limit His omnipotence 

by that finiteness and by denying to Him the power of abso

lute creation, as noted above. However, the contradiction 

involved in such a view has already beep pointed out. 

The foregoing paragraphs also embody a partial answer 

to the objection as to the need of creation, because a crea

tion would have added nothing to the knowledge of God 

concerning Himself that He did not know before; for, as 

implied above, a creation involves more than knowledge. 

And such a creation would not be meant to add to the knowl

edge of the Creator of it. But if there were, or were to be, 

rational beings, the purpose of creation from this point of 

view would be apparent. However, as God's knowledge 

would include, and really be the cause of, that of such ra

tional beings, it might again be contended that creation would 

thus add nothing to the sum total of knowledge. And this 

would, of course, be true also if the universe existed in God 

substantially (a point to be discussed with reference to ra

tional beings in our next paragraph), instead of merely 
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potentially. But this contention as to the totality of knowl

edge also is nullified by the above consideration. And al

though God's knowledge must, of course, have been or be 

as comprehensive as His own Being in all its attributes, and 

therefore necessarily even more comprehensive than the uni

verse about to be created, that undoubtedly infinite knowledge 
on the part of God would not have made impossible some 

knowledge on the part of rational beings already created or 

to be created later. For surely no one will contend that God's 

knowledge, whether infinite or not, in the least nullifies man's 

actually existing partial knowledge. In other words, God's 
knowledge cannot be exclusive of man's knowledge, any more 

than man's knowledge can lessen the knowledge of God. 

Hence, in the possibility of such partial knowledge on the 

part of rational creatures, already existing or about to be 

created, a universe-potentiality in God would have abundant 
reason and justification to issue in actuality in a created 

universe. 

It is thus seen that the universe viewed as only a poten

tiality in the Deity before its creation, could not lack sufficient 

reason in its actual creation, or be a mere repetition. From 

this point of view such an objection would certainly be 
groundless. And even if God had the whole universe in Him

self substemtially before its creation, and if there had been 

a body of eternal spirits before its existence to enjoy the 

same upon its creation, creation would not have been a mere 
repetition or display of what they supposedly knew of God 

from eternity before its creation. To be so would require 

omniscience on the part of such hyPothetical eternal spirits, 

or a knowledge of God as great as God or as His knowledge 
of Himself. For only on the supposition that they knew what 

was substantially (or even potentially) in the Being of God,. 
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and all that was in His Being, could such a bodying forth 
in creation have seemed unnecessary. And even then would 
this have been true only upon the further supposition that 
no other finite and more ignorant beings might have been 
created either before, or synchronously with, the creation of 
the physical universe, or even after the completion of that 
creation. And certainly, upon the correct basis that they 
do not and could not know all that was in God! before crea
tion, there would be a good ground for creation to manifest 
more of God than was before manifest to them. 

But, then, what about hypothetical eternal spirits? Surely, 
there could be none such, or else they would have to be iden
tical with God, or co-eternal and co-equal with Him, both of 
which suppositions are necessarily impossible or even con
tradictory. And to speak of eternal created spirits, is a con
tradiction in terms, for that which is eternal oannot have been 

created, while a created entity cannot have been or be eternal; 
for creation implies a time and condition of creation, before 
which it did not exist. Hence it must follow from the above 
that, however viewed, in assuming the existence of any 
intelligent beings to contemplate creation, that creation would 
legitimately subserve the very purpose which this theory 
would deny to creation, whatever other purpose or purposes, 
more or less exalted, it may subserve in addition. 

And to this may even be added another purpose in crea
tion, in emphasis of the one which we have shown to be alto
gether proper and reasonable; namely, that perhaps by the 
very nature of a creature, which m1l$1: necessarily be a finite 
entity, only a finite and created entity can directly and ade
quately be contemplated. Man can by nature as a sense
bound personality not directly behold the personality or being . 
of God. And this would undoubtedly also to a degree be 
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the case with any creature, whether as a sense-bound per

sonality or as a pure spirit. And thus for the more satis

factory contemplation of God as an undoubtedly infinite and 
certainly uncreated spiritual Being, it was only proper for 

Him to manifest Himself in finite and created works in man

ifestation of His glory. Thus even as in the incarnation of 

Christ Jesus we see the Father and know the Father's heart, 
as we could not see and know directly, so in a finite and 

created universe as their complement or counterpart, created 

and finite rational beings can behold the Creator's glory as 

they could not by immediate vision behold the eternal God 
as unmanifested in His works. But the necessity for creation 

upon this basis also would in no sense be in the Creator, but 

in the rational creature that would thus be enabled to look 

through nature up to nature's God. 

But, then, the further question might be raised, Why the 

creation of any rational beings at all? For, apart from such, 

presumably no such reason for physical creation could be 

offered. This would surely be the objector's last recourse; 

for his next question would naturally be, Why does even God 
exist ? Well, that He does exist, tl0t even an honest objector 
should deny. And if one should, as indeed many do, deny 

this, and insist on being an aimless tempest-tossed orphan in 

the universe, then he would not remove but only deepen the 

mystery of his own existence and that of universal nature. 
For then the existing universe would be infinitely more diffi

cult of explanation than upon the doctrine of an absolute 

creation by a transcendent Deity, however immanent He may 

continue to be in its operations. That anything else exists is 
more mysterious than that God exists. And that God exists 

is manifest from an array of evidence from universal nature 
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that makes His existence an absolute necessity as a postulate 

of reason, even as the only necessity ascribable to Him is 

that of existence. 

Hence, in that undoubtedly infinite Creator we come to the 

ultimate and absolute, through whom all things exist and by 

whom they continue. Himself uncaused, He is the Great 

First Cause of all. He moves all, though Himself unmoved. 

To deny this would be to contend that God is Himself moved 

by something external to Himself. Such would be grossly 

materializing God, and ascribing to Him physical properties 

and necessary relations of time and space. N or can an Ulti

mate· be spoken of as perchance depending upon a still more 

ultimate, as is elsewh.ere implied. One ultimate there must 

be, one therefore that is absolute, independent, and unmoved 

by external power, because there can be no such external 

power. At any rate, motion can S1.1rely not be ascribed in the 

physical sense to God, who as necessarily infinite must essen

tially be everywhere. We therefore take God as the I AM, 

JEHOVAH. whom by searching we cannot further, or at 

least fully, find out. 

FREEOOM AND THE FACTS OF SIN AND PAIN IN THE 

LIGHT OF THIS THEORY. 

In accounting for sin by referring it to free will, the Chris

tian apologist does not ascribe necessity to God in thus cre

ating man a free agent. N or could it be said in an absolute 
sense that God could not have prevented man from actually 
sinning, whether in some or in all cases. God certainly could 
have made man either with or without such freedom. To 
deny this is to assume what is a point at issue; namely, that 
God is not omnipotent. But if man had been made without 

Digitized by Google 



514 Theory of a Developing Deity. [Oct 

freedom, he would not have been a moral and responsible 

being. 
Here, however, we are confronted with the supposed 

difficulty that freedom apparently involves something new; 

whereas, in a universe of a static Deity, such freedom would 
always have existed in Him. That freedom involves some
thing new is indeed true from the viewpoint of a created uni

verse. wherein it was new at its introduction or creation; but 
from the viewpoint of the Creator it is as old as the eternal 
God. And hence both these statements would be correct 
from their own viewpoints. And, therefore, as freedom in
volves something new and at the same time is as old as the 

eternal God, there can be no contradiction in such attribution 
of both newness and age or eternity 'to freedom as applied 
respectively to creature and Creator. The thing that can 
truthfully be said is, that the attribute of eternal freedom in 

the Creator appears temporal in His creature, to which it is 
imparted by Divine fiat. But such temporal impartation of 
freedom to the creature would not lessen it in the Creator, 
nor would it involve a change in His being. 

Now for the reason why God chose to make man a free 
agent rather than a creature of necessity, we should have to 
look away from and beyond man himself, especially as an 
isolated unit in creation. And hence here we should be enter
ing upon a problem of moral purpose transcending man and 

his capacity of solution. This might even be regarded as 
forbidden ground. But there is no doubt that the answer to 
this' question of God'S' purpose in creating man a free agent, 

must be sought partly in the nature of God and partly in the 
ultimate purpose of man in the all-comprehensive whole. And 
looking at the nature of God, among other attributes, we see 
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freedom there. Hence, man, as apparently the highest product 
of His creation in the physical universe, would naturally in 

God's image be created free. 
The above might, however, be construed as implying that 

God in being free could also sin. But that this is not correct 
becomes evident when it is remembered that if God is infinite, 
as we believe we have proved, then He must also be infinite 
in all His attributes. An infinite cannot transgress or sin, 
as such sin or transgression would imply limitation. An in
finite must be not only perfect but complete and absolute. 
How could an infinite sin when there is no other infinite and 
surely none greater? By whose laws could He be said to be 
restricted and governed and to whom considered to be ac
countable? In essence whole and in all attributes apparently 
equally infinite, as our conception of God must necessarily 
regard Him, there could be no unbalancing among them nor 
any eccentricity of anyone of them beyond its own infinity. 
It may, however, be contended, that, in thus reasoning from 
the infinity of God, we are implying His omnipotence, and 
that therefore further argument would be of no value. And 
this is in a sense true, as surely an infinite God would neces
sarily have to be unchangeable, as already shown; and hence 
His omnipotence would need no further proof. However, 
as the subject should, in the interests of clearness and com

pleteness, be viewed from various angles, this form of argu
ment is a valid and legitimate one, and is also employed 
elsewhere. 

But even the point made above must not be regarded as 
at least in this respect to read necessity into the being of 
God; for necessity necessarily implies some one or something 
external that necessitates, or by whom or which there is some 
necessitating restriction or limitation. And as this cannot be the 
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case with an undoubtedly infinite being, whether regarded as 

personal or impersonal, even in this respect of not being able 

to sin, necessity cannot be ascribed to God. Hence, although 

God cannot sin, He must be free; or, in other words, His 
existence is one of absolute sinless freedom. 

Thus God is sinless by His very nature as the only eternal 

and absolute being by whom all other beings exist and unto 

whom they are related as dependent. And with His nature 

we must stop, for there is nothing with which directly to 

compare it; and therefore further investigation and analysis 

would bring us no nearer a solution. We thus come upon 

the ultimate, which cannot be defined in terms of a nonulti
mate, or even of another ultimate (for there can be none), 

and for the definition of which there is no superultimate to 

which as a genus the ultimate is related as one of a species. 

This ultimate must therefore be accepted as the mystery be

yond which reason cannot go. And some such ultimate mys

tery necessarily meets us at the final terminus of all human 

ratiocination, as we have already explained. And here we 

surely have the simplest ultimate that can make our reason

ing sure and safe, and that can possibly account for all the 
complexities of all other existence. 

With man, the creature, the status of freedom and the 

possibility of sinning are different. He is by nature finite, 

and that finiteness manifestly implies restrictions. Indeed, 

finiteness implies necessary relation to, and interdependence 

in the midst of, mUltiplex finiteness. And such relation and 

interdependence, apart from will, would involve necessity. 

But coupled with will it permits of freedom. And such free

dom implies the possibility of acting contrary to, .and of 
rising above, environment; and it therefore involves the 

possibility of transcending mere physical restrictions. By this 
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we mean that sin is the transgression of higher than mere 

natural restrictions, of what we choose to call moral restric

tions, imposed upon man as a social being for the good of 

the whole social 'fabric, as well as of himself as one of its 

units. Hence the moral law as summarized in the Deca

logue. Thus the taking of a thing that belongs to a fellow 

man, in being an exercise of the will, is a rising of the im

pelling personality above passive environing physical condi

tions. But, apart from the thing's relll, ownership, the taking 

in itself considered would not be sin. But here the higher 

moral law governing man as a social being comes in, and 

thus the thing's real ownership makes the taking of it by an

other sinful. Hence it follows that freedom of action in the 

social sphere involves the possibility of transgressing against 

fellow men and of sinning against God, even as in the physical 

sphere, considered purely as such, freedom of action involves 

the possibility of rising above mere otherwise necessitating 

environment. And if man did not possess this freedom of 

action or possibility of choice in the moral sphere, he could 

not possess it in the purely physical sphere, for the moral 

here exists in, or is associated with, the physical. And if he 

possessed it in neither, he would be a physical automaton and 

morally irresponsible. Hence, by his very nature as a finite 

being possessing will, man, as a free and responsible agent, 

is able to sin. And this analysis of the reason why man could 

sin would seem to throw light upon the fall of certain angels, 

as reported in the Christian Scriptures; for angels, too, are 

finite: and thus our reasoning may even apply to them. 

But this possibility of sinning on the part of the creature 

can in no sense be attributed to the Creator, no more than the 

actual sinning. He did not make man a sinner, nor does He 

cause him to sin. And in no sense can He therefore be a.c-
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counted as the cause of sin. He made man by nature free; 

and, in the exercise of that freedom, the creature, who is by 

nature finite, can transgress the moral laws that were imposed 

for the regulation and development of society. Thus man be

came a transgressor, a sinner, against his fellow men and 

against his God. Or, it might be said that essentially man 

was made free and innocent, but accidentally, or apart from 

God's creation of him, he became a sinful being. And again 

we emphasize that neither can any responsibility be attached 

to God because of man's defection, nor can any necessity be 

ascribed to Him in so creating man. Hence, the argument 

from the sin of man, in an endeavor to establish God's im

potence and changeability, upon the plea that if He were 

omnipotent and unchangeable He could have prevented sin, 

utterly fails of its purpose. 
And the above is, of course, equally true, however great 

the depths of wickedness to which man has sunk, and what
ever sufferings the race has thus brought upon itself throvgh 
sin. Not all the savagery of barbarous tribes, nor all the 

brutality of all the wars since history began, with all their 

attendant sufferings, not to speak of the present World War 

in particular, can thus, in the light of all the facts, constitute 

any real evidence against the omnipotence of God. To blame 

God for human sin and suffering is a cowardly repetition of 

the old, old story, of passing the guilt along to some one else, 

of the man putting it upon the woman. Nay, it is going much 

further, in that it is the putting of the guilt of both upon their 
God who created both free and moral personalities. Surely, 

a little reflection should be sufficient to convince any intel

ligent and conscientious person that God the Creator is not 

responsible for the sins and sufferings of man, as illustrated 

in the lives of both individuals and nations. To make Him 
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responsible for these and thus to limit His power, would surely 

be magnifying beyond all proportion the greatness of this 
self-conscious crea~ure we call man, and of his little speck 
of a world that floats somewhere within the immeasurable 
immensity of the God-created and God-sustained universal 
whole. For the power of the God and Ruler of such an in
conceivably mighty universe must not be balanced against the 
potential of our little earth, nor can His power be limi~ed by 

the acts of man. 

Now in viewing man in the light of his ultimate purpose 
in the all-comprehensive whole, what light does this afford 

for the reason why God madie man a free agent rather than 
a creature of necessity? Well, here we may be said to en
croach upon the realm of prophecy, for that ultimate purpose 
of the all-comprehensive whole cannot become fully apparent 
until the final consummation of all things. As our consideration 

above, from the nature of God and that of man, had to do with 
creation, so this consideration from man's ultimate purpose has 
to do with his final redemption and coronation. And as this 
last will be the final destiny of man according to Scripture, 
especially according to the testimony of the Book of Revela
tion, as well as also according to the profoundest philosophic 
conception of man from a natural point of view, we may 
there perhaps find the hint of an answer to our question. 

Freedom in man makes possible for him an immeasurably 
higher destiny. Indeed, development in freedom does not 

belong to the same category as a supposedly merely environ
mental development through the necessitating laws of phys
ical nature. The former is moral and spiritual; the latter, 

physical and narural. And the question naturally arises, 
whether will (or mind), as we find it in man, does not 'Mets-
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sarily imply freedom, or whether freedom is not a necessity 

to human will. To will, already means to be free in volition. 

And such freedom makes possible that moral and spiritual 

development in man which was his by his created nature. 

and which is . his again by grace, despite his defection and 

temporal retrogression. We say, "By grace"; for by ~ace. 

through the atonement-provision of the incarnate Lord, man's 

possibility of moral and spiritual development is restored. 

Thus, though man fell from his created state of holiness, 

and from his fall could not restore himself, nevertheless, by 

his regeneration, or in a sense recreation, in Christ, in whom 

his nature is once more exalted by its union with the Divine 

nature, the possibility of development is once more before 

him. And though he can resist that grace, because he still 

has a certain natural freedom, by accepting it his prospects 

are even enhanced. As God by His power made man in His 

image as creation's crown, so in God's incarnation in the image 

or likeness of man, man was crowned and exalted as the 

special object of His redeeming love to be a joint-heir with 

Christ as Creation's lord. And thus, although" now we see 

not yet all things put under him," "we see Jesus ... crowned 

with glory and honour" (Heb. ii. 8-9). And in Him we 
see man exalted apparently above the possibility of his original 

created nature. And of this exaltation of the redeemed we are 

permitted to catch a glimpse in Revelation vii. 13-15: "And 

one of the elders answered, saying unto me, What are these 

which are arrayed in white robes? and whence came they? 

And I said unto him, Sir, thou knowest. And he said to me, 

These are they which came out of great tribulation, and have 

washed their robes, and made them white in the blood of the 

Lamb. Therefore are they before the throne of God, and 
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serve him day and night in his temple: and he that sitteth 

on the throne shall dwell among them." 

Thus man's apparent ultimate purpose in the all-compre

hensive whole, in his immeasurably greater possible devel

opment and ~estiny, must have been the final cause of his 

creation as a free personality, from the viewpoint of the con

summation, even as the very nature of man as a finite moral 

personality must have been the reason from the viewpoint 

of creation. 

The fact that man was originally made a free and perfect 

personality, must not be construed to mean that therefore 

development could not have been possible to him. Perfect

tion must not be confounded with completeness, and much 

less with infinity. A thing may be perfect as far as it has 

progressed or been developed, when it is still far from being 

complete. And a thing may, of course, also in a sense be 

com.plete without being perfect. Thus man's perfection and 

holiness in creation did by no means make impossible his fur

ther development toward a higher and ever higher complete

ness as a free moral personality, any more than his imperfec

tion in his fallen state made impossible, by grace, his devel

opment toward perfection and even toward completeness. 

In our consideration of sin above, the status of pain is 

already largely implied, for physical pain results from direct 

or indirect transgression of the laws of nature. Thus, in his 

freedom of action, transgressions of nature's laws are possi

ble to man, even as are possible transgressions of the moral 

laws governing his relations to his fellow men. And the 

argument in proof of the fact that the existence of sin is in 

no wayan evidence against the unchangeability or omnipo

tence of God, is equally applicable in proving that the exist-
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ence of pain is not an evidence against that omnipotence and 
unchangeability. 

Indeed, there is a manifest teleological value in the sensa
tion of pain, as also there is in that of pleasure. The crea
ture might be conceived as having been so constituted as not 
to experience pain in a transgression of nature's laws. But 

this provision has the purposive effect to cause a desire in 

the individual to avoid a repetition of such transgression, 
even as the provision of pleasure has the purposive effect to 
cause a desire to repeat it. Thus the sensations of pleasure 
and pain are inseparably associated, as secondary causes, 

with the preservation of the individual, as well as of the race. 
They are therefore teleological means to greater ends. Thus 
design, with which the universe teems everywhere, is even 
manifest in these unmistakably implanted guides of life. And 
what is true of man is only in a lower degree true of aninIals. 
It has, however, long been questioned whether the sensation 
of pain is as keen in animals as in man. All the evidences 
are against it; and thus there is undoubtedfy far less of suf
fering in the world than is generally supposed. And that 
suffering in animals may not only be different in degree but 

also in kind from suffering in man, and may not t;ven at that 
be an essential evil. But, at any rate, apparent pain in ani

mals, as well as in man, is a means to a benevolent end, and 
is not inconsistent with absolute goodness and omnipotence, 
as will be shown in what follows. 

The above brings up the old objection, which might be 
raised against this part of our argument; namely, that the 
very use of means, whether in these sensations of pain and 

pleasure or in any other form in nature, would supposedly 
be an evidence against the omnipotence of God. In other 
words, the use of means is taken to indicate that a certain 
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end could not otherwise be attained or else Deity would have 
acted directly, and therefore that such use would be an evi
dence of limitation in God. Thus either what we speak of 
as means of an operating or superintending Deity could sup

posedly not be such at all, or if that Deity actually did em
ploy them as such He must be limited in His operations by 
such use. 

This was the argument made against design by John Stu
art Mill (Three Essays on Religion, pp. 176-177); and it 
has been accepted by many others since. As an answer to 

this objection has already been given, because it is equally 
applicable here we shall incorporate a paragraph of it, as 
follows: "This objection of Mill, if analyzed, leads, how
ever, to a counter objection to his objection. If Mill could 
contend that 'Design in the Kosmos is so much evidence 
against the omnipotence of the Designer,' we contend that 

his contention, by just that much, limits that omnipotence. 
An omnipotence that is not able to work by design or through 
means is not omnipotent. Indeed, a being(God) that would 
not be able to operate through means would be as truly lim
ited, though in a different way, as a being(man) that is not 
able to operate without means. If Mill had said that neces

sary means or design would limit omnipotence, he would 
have spoken correctly. Man is limited by necessary means. 
And, if design or means in creation were necessary with the 

Creator, He, too, would be limited. But that is precisely 
what we contend is not the case. However, Mill inadvert

ently speaks of 'the necessity for contrivance - the need of 
employing means'; and thus he really nullifies his own argu
ment against design. It is, th'erefqre, Mill who limits the 
Creator's omnipotence by design or means, by reading into 

them necessity on the part of the Creator; but the m~re use of 
Vol. LXXV .• No. 300. 4 
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means by the Creator, and the presence of design in nature, 

do not thus limit Him" (Creation Ex Nihilo, p. 236). This 

objection against means in whatever form (pain, etc.) bas, 

therefore, no validity in an argument against the omnipo

tence of God. Indeed, in some Biblical miracles we might 

be considered to have an illustration of God's operating 

directly, without means: However, this point we cannot de

velop here further. 

The physical universe is thus a vast purposive mechanism. 

And, hence, design and means are manifest everywhere. It 
is so because it was so constituted, and therefore it is gov

erned in accordance with its constitution. Nor can such a 

constituted creation in the least limit the Creator of it, how

ever men have tried so to limit Him by an appeal to argu

ments that involve manifest contradictions. And only by 

such contradictions can God be limited or conditioned. Thus 

even His omnipotence could not cause Him tWt to be, any 

more than it caused Him to be; for as He is an uncaused 

being, His omnipotence is simply an inherent attribute of that 

Being, so that the Being is not dependent upon the attribute. 

Nor could His omnipotence really make a stone tha:t is not 

a stone. Very suggestive and conclusive as to this point are 

the following words of the well-known man of science and 

Christian apologist, Dr. G. Frederick Wright :-" It is no 

heterodox limitation of divine power to affirm that it cannot 

make a thing to be and not to be at the same time and place. 

Yet this logical necessity imposes conditions upon an om

nipotent Creator. The Creator is not at liberty to make a 

thing, arid then govern it as though it were something else 

than he has made it. . • . When he bas made it dependent in 
one way, he cannot destroy its dependence without destroy-
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ing the ground of its existence" (The Logic of Christian 

Evidence, p. 104). 

It must not be forgotten that the impossibility of doing 

contradictory things is implied in God's attribute of wisdom. 

Governed ,by a wisdom that is apparently perfect and infinite, 

His operations must be consistent; whereas the doing of con

tradictory things would involve a nullifying of His wisdom, 

either as to the one or as to the other. God's wisdom, more

over, implies that His operations are what they are because 

to be otherwise would contradict that wisdom. And it must, 

of course, be evident that His omnipotence cannot override 

that wisdom and make it of none effect. His omnipotence 

must be exercised in accordance with His wisdom, and, in 

the nature of the case, be bound by it in its proper sphere. 

Thus God is within Himself a law'unto Himself. 

Now, in applying this thought to the animal creation (oot 

now to speak of man), it can readily be understood that, as 

animals are constituted, and conditioned by surrounding na

ture, the sense of pain, no less than that of pleasure, would 

be altogether consistent with their being. Otherwise there 

would even be involved a contradiction, as pointed out above; 

namely, that they could have been made without the possi

bility of pain and still be constituted as they are and condi

tioned by nature's laws. Indeed, this would open a great 

field for investigation; but it would not be possible here to 

do justice to it, nor would further discussion be necessary 

for our consideration. Enough has been said, we believe, to 

show that the sufferings in the animal world constitute no 

evidence against the omnipotence of its Creator, nor would 

they constitute any evidence against His benevolence; for 

benevolence must be an attribute of Deity no less than om

nipotence and wisdom, while wisdom would necessarily involve 
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benevolence. And, for. that matter, all the Divine attributes 

must be balanced and consistent one with another, so that the 
measure of one must be the measure of the other. Thus 
omnipotence would involve omniscience, and these would in

volve absolute benevolence or omnipotent goodness. But as 
this point of the undoubted benevolence of God in universal 
nature has been adequately developed by a number of emi

nent apologists, we shall not further develop it here. 
We hold, therefore, that the facts of freedom, sin, and pain 

can in no way be of evidential value in an argument against 
the infinitude and omnipotence of God, nor can they be against 
His perfect goodness. And, although we have examined only 

the more important elements in this theory of a finite and de
veloping Deity, with this point we must close our present dis
cussion. 

It has been shown that this theory cannot be defended upon 
scientific and philosophic grounds. The apparent paradoxes 

in man and nature, which have been supposed to make against 
an infinite, unchanging God, are not adequate evidence against 

such a Deity, nor are they even relevant, when viewed in their 
proper perspective. As in the case of James's th'eoretical mul
tiverse, a higher synthesis would unquestionably unify the 
various parts and departments, the apparent inconsistencies. 

As there can be but one God, in spite of James's theory of a 
pluralistic universe, so also must that one 'God be infinite, 

eternal, unchanging, and omnipotent, in spite of nature's dif

ficulties, as we have end~vored to prove. And that God who 
thus matches reason, also corresponds to the God of the 
Christian Scriptures. 
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