
Introduction

The twentieth century was full of creative developments in the doctrine of

God. A brief mention of three shall illustrate my point: process, openness and

postmodernity .These three approaches are fairly different but they show

something of the range of theological options with which our current day is

wrestling.

In 1925 Alfred North Whitehead delivered the Lowell Lectures at Harvard

University, which were published in Science and the Modern World.J In this

presentation a novel microscopic idealism emerged which tried to describe a

relativistic universe in phenomenalistic language. In this volume and especially

the idiosyncratic volume of the Gifford lectures, Process and Reality2 to follow,

the soft persuasive powers of the primordial nature of God were portrayed. This

primordial nature is a transcendent omniscience of all possibilities (including the

evil possibilities) which might take place. When such possibilities are seen as

energized by the creative thrust a grand evolutionary universe progressively

emerges. Each occasion and the societies of occasions, like humans, cooperate

with this creative thrust to give their free will contribution to the next generation

of occasions. The imminent consequent nature of God absorbs all the knowledge

that can be known, namely knowledge of the past that has had sufficient time to

be known by God, so that the primordial nature could suggest the next possibility

for each occasion's consideration. In this model we can help God grow by

I Alfred North Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (N.Y.: The Free Press, 1925).
2 Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Realily(N.Y.: The Free Press, 1929,1978).
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enabling the evolutionary process of the universe. Also in this model God's effect

on the universe is portrayed as persuasion, which means that the evil of the

universe is experienced because occasions have chosen awry, God is not to be

blamed. In this model prediction is seen as an expression of the divine intention

but there is no 'guarantee that this persuasive God will accomplish these

prophecies or bring in the kingdom. In Tielhard de Chardin's version, the goal of

history or omega point is Christ Who continues to evolve out in front of the

evolving universe.3 In a Whiteheadian model of process, everlasting life reduces

down to being remembered by the consequent nature of God. Neither model

portrays a final resolution of the evil experienced in this life for the universe

continues to evolve and all the evil experiences are also remembered in the

consequent nature of God.4

The openness of God model is a recent development of the theological

landscape appreciating some of the points of process theology from within a

context where an Anninian god concept had been previously. The book The
Openness of God 5 presents a Christian God Who feels our hurt in suffering unlike

the platonic simple god mystically beyond description or the Aristotelian god of

pure actuality, which the patristic, medieval and scholastic church embraced.

They view themselves as calling Christianity away from this Hellenistic god

concept to a Biblical God, Who responds to humans in their prayer and faith. The

Christian God is not seen as a-historically eternal with everything set in the

decree, but the God Who is in history and reacts to the decisions we make as

though our choices make a difference; they view man :&5 having a libertarian free

will.6 Some of the philosophers, like William Hasker, see this libertarianism as a

3 This is especially seen in Tielhard de Chardin, The Divine Milieu (N.Y.: Harper and

Row, 1960), and The Future ofMan (N.Y.: Harper and Row, 1964).
~ese last points in the paragraph are illustrated in Marjorie Hewitt Suchocki, The End

of Evil (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1988) and many other sources.
5 Clark Pinnock, Richard Rice, John Sanders, William Hasker, and David Basinger, The

Openness ofGod (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1994). The view is also even more simply
developed in the volume by Greg Boyd, God of the Possible (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000).

6 David Basinger, The Case for Freewill Theism (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press,

1996).
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driving feature setting the framework for the openness model, whereas some of

the theologians see that this libertarianism is merely an implication from a more

basic idea that God is trinitarian with respect to attributes like love: That is, for

God to love and receive love God must be a free agent. Such freedom is seen as a

facet of a person to give and receive love. Therefore, we humans have this

libertarian free will in order to cultivate a love relationship meaningfully.

Additionally, somewhat informed from process theology, God's omniscience is

that God knows all that can be known, that is the present and the past. because the

future is still largely open for us to decide how it will be. God is everlastingly in

time and immutable in His character as He consistently initiates and responds to

the circumstances, which occur in Biblical narrative and in our lives. There are a

few things of the future, like the second coming of Christ, salvation for believer's

in Christ, and God's ultimate victory in history that are established because God

has guaranteed and predicted that they would happen.8 Such a view sees evil and

sin as the work of the human and angelic agents who choose awry from the

revealed moral will of God, so God is not to be blamed for evil occurrences.9

Additionally, since God guarantees the victory, God's salvation program is the

answer for evil. They call people to faith in Christ, to be fervent in prayer and

godly living pecause our choices really make a difference.

Postmodernity emerged progressively upon the landscape of the twentieth

century. The first form emerging first in literary expression on the lips of Ivan

Karamasov in Dostoevsky's novel The Brothers Karamazov.lo However, with

Ivan being redeemed in an orthodox way toward the end of the story by the

generosity of his brother, a traditional orthodox God still amazes this form of

7 The distinctive difference can be seen in the papers of the 471h Wheaton College

Philosophy Conference, act. 26-28, 2000, namely: John Sanders, 'Mapping the Terrain of Divine
Providence' and William Hasker, 'Antinomies of Divine Providence.' Also Clark Pinnock's
works on trinity contn'bute here.

8 Greg Boyd, God at War: The Bible and Spiritual Conflict (Downers Grove:

InterVarsity, 1997).9 John Sanders, The God Who Risks (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 1998).
10 Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Brothers Karamozov (Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica,

1952).
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postmodernity. A more blatant form of existential postmodernism can be seen in

Friederich Nietzsche's The Will to Power in which he advocates the exercise of

one's will to the extent that one's power will carry it.)) Of course Nietzsche's

postmodern tapestry as expressed by Thus Spoke Zarathustra shows his tendency

toward autonomy within atheistic existentialism. It was in reaction to this

existential postmodernity that Bernard Bell in 1926 coined the term

'postmodernism,' calling us back to modern rational thought.12 However, much

of what is known to be postmodernity today is more indebted to the communal

form of conventional language or language games which Ludwig Wittgenstein

developed mid-century in his Philosophical Investigations.13 The effect of these

existential and conventional postmodernities is extensive and I have elsewhere

explored them at some length in my book The Relationship between

Epistemology, Hermeneutics, Biblical Theology and Contextualization.14 In the

wake of postmodernity, pluralism is often embraced. Any individual may

existentially choose a god of his own liking that will enable him to be a self

fulfilled individual or any community may choose a god that fits their liking and

tradition so that they might keep their faith. There is a danger here that

evangelicals maintaining their traditional God will become just one more

postmodern option in the theological smorgasbord, using the same postmodern

techniques to keep their language game live for their audience. One way that

some of these postmoderns view 'God' is that of a meaningful existential

metaphor for individuals or communities to make sense of their lives. For

example, Goddess as the Divine Feminine15 necd not be describing a

II I have found that the translations and notes by Walter Kaufmann to reliably capttlre

Friedrich Nietzsche's works The Will to Power (New York, 1966) and The Portable Nietzsche
(New York, 1954) in which Thus Spoke Zarathustra is found.

12 Bernard Iddings Bell, Postmodemism and Other Essays (Milwaukee: Morehouse

Pub1ishin~ Co., 1926).
I Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations (N.Y.: Macrnillan, 1953,1968).
14 Douglas Kennard ed., The Relationship between Epistemology. Hermeneutics. Biblical

Theology and Contextualization (Lewiston: Mellen Press, 1999).
IS There are abundant examples, but these are two of them: Virginia Ramey Mollencott,

The Divine Feminine (N. Y.: Crossroad, 1989) and Eleanor Rae and Bernice Marie-Daly, Created
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metaphysical being of God as though she is gendered. Rather this at tinles is a

subtle denial of metaphysical theology altogether and beings are not really in view

at all. What is in view is a meaningful metaphor to make sense of the female

Christian experience with metaphors to which some of our sisters can relate. This

perspective would accuse the classical Christian God and an openness God as

both being idols. They would claim that Goddess is not an idol because there is

no actual being which is described even though referring to a goddess (as an

equivocal metaphor) who is to be worshipped is a reportedly meaningful religious

act.

I have previously developed a rationale for a critical realistic epistemology

that takes the best of the tools that pre-modernism, modernism and

postmodernism has to offer.16 This critical realism model of epistemology has a

place for modern philosophical precision as evidenced by my use of philosophy

of religion in this work. Also the precision of the mostly modem discipline of

Biblical theology presents a Biblical God that can be distinguished apart from the

variety of traditions that try to proof-text the Bible. This precise Biblical theology

mingles in a post critical move that returns to the pre-modern confidence of the

Biblical text as our authority and merges with a post-modern passion for vividness

of Biblical narrative compelling us to worship God more fully. That is, while all

the chapters are trying to work the precision of truth about God (a modern idea)

some of them are trying to do a very pre-modern thing like becoming devotional

literature in the spirit of Anselm and also accomplish a post-modern goal as well,

such as existentially compelling us to worship this God I love. It means that

in Her Image (N.Y.: Crossroad, 1990). Once at the American Theological Society I asked a
goddess theologian if she wasn't in fact fostering idolatry and she responded that from her
phenomenological perspective that she was not but that I was in danger of idolatry with a classical
Christian God.

!6 Douglas Kennard, ed. The Relationship Between Epistemology, Hermeneutics. Biblical

Theology and Contextualization (Lewiston: Mellen Press, 1999). I especially (from a postmodem
or romantic perspective) developed this in the chapter of 'The Rise and Fall of Modem Philosophy
as Illustrated in the Arts' (which is the transcript of an audio-visual presentation) but this was
balanced by the more precise analysis of my positive epistemology in the chapter 'Faith and
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unlike the criticism of some forms of classical Christianity, I am not platonic or
Aristotelian. 17 I wish to distance myself from those Christian traditions that have

read Platonism and Aristotelianism into their God concept. Wolfhart Pannenberg

who makes these points about early Christianity embracing these philosophical

templates also recognizes that some philosophical argumentation such as the

causal inference in Romans 1:19 is a Biblical instance of cosmological

argumentation, and thus such use of philosophy is Biblical and appropriate.1s

Philosophically, I desire to retain the precision of modem philosophy, without

returning to the intuitional naivete of classical philosophy. Nor am I guilty of the

Christian charge of autonomy leveled at modernity, for I submit these

philosophical disciplines to the services of theology and God ultimately with a

devotion that wishes that the reader enter into these chapters to follow as

devotional literature in the same way as Anselm proposed his works. I recognize

that arguments for God's existence and Biblical narratives may be used in certain

settings with apologetic value, but that is not my primary purpose here. So that I

am not guilty here of a kind of liberalism, a human evangelical attempt to get to

God by philosophy or to get behind the Biblical text to somehow bridge Lessing's

ugly ditch. Rather, following thinkers like Alvin Plantinga, my methodology

merges the concerns of faith and knowledge together in a manner that refuses to

separate them.19 Furthermore, when I explore the Biblical text and the Biblical

theology that comes from texts, it is to unpack the meaning in the text within its

Knowledge. ' Each of these sides of my model of critical realism come together in my

hermeneutical model, which is expressed in the chapter' A Thiselton-Ricoeur Hermeneutic. ,
17 John Sanders in The Openness ofGod, pp. 59-76 develops the platonic development of

the patristic God concept. Likewise, Wolfhart Pannenberg in Basic Questions in Theology
(philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971) volume 2, pp. 119-183 develops how the patristic embracing
of philosophy embraced a platonic God concept as well. I agree with these authors that it is
unfortunate that the early church became so platonic in its tradition. The classical Christian God
that I am exploring is not platonic but is still accessible in part through philosophical argument.

18 Wolfhart Pannenberg, Basic Questions in Theology, Vol. 2, p.158.
19 I have defended this view in my book: Douglas Kennard ed., The Relationship Between

Epistemology, Henneneutics, Biblical Theology and Contextualization (Lewiston: Me1len Press,
1999), especially chapter 3, "Faith and KnowledRe," PP. 35-70.
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ancient Near Eastern context!Q What I am trying to do in this book is to portray

God in such an accurate and lofty and compelling way as to prompt faith in my

readers for the God I love and to woo them to inform their theology and worship

my Beloved God. I recognize that Augustine, Anselm, Aquinas, Melanthon,

Calvin, Edwards each combined the precision of their philosophical thought with

Biblical exposition in a manner that tried to be true to both and their subject, God,

as well. I am trying to follow in their big footsteps here as we enter into the

twenty- first century .I realize that one approach would be to provide chapters that

critique each of these models, however I find more ofwhat I have said I am trying

to do able to be accomplished through a positive statement, rather than critique.

So as I spin the positive web of belief about our beloved God there will be

occasional moments of critique to clarify how I understand God to in fact, be. In

this work I find that I resonate with Millard Erickson' s excellent work, God the

Father Almighty,21 which is trying to accomplish something of the same task as

my volume here. I enjoy his command of history and irenic style and tried to

emulate it here. I am not trying to duplicate this work by Erickson but trying to

be complemen~ in exploring a purer look at my disciplines of Biblical theology

and philosophy of religion to find the intersection between them to inform a

systematic theology with devotion to God and practicality in life. Part of my

motive in exploring these disciplines in the purer and more blatant way was that it

seemed to me that each side of these creative options and of their critics was

being very selective in noticing only the evidence that supported their own view

thus selectively slanting texts without acknowledging that they were eisegeting

Scripture. That is, instead of an ideological hermeneutic I follow Gabler in a

descriptive Biblical theology methodology, So my model ends up more varied

20 My henneneutic and Biblical theology method is explained in Douglas Kennard ed.,

The Relationship between Epistemology, Hermeneutics. Biblical Theology and Contextualization
(Lewiston: Mellen Press, 1999), pp.117-151, 181-185. Additional explanation and rationale is
also provided in two papers: 'The Reef of Biblical Theology" (ETS paper presented Spring, 2000)
and "Biblical Authority in the Contemporary Henneneutical Scene" (Wheaton Theology

Conference, Apri12001).
21 Millard Erickson, God the Father Almighty (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1998).
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and complex wherever the texts and arguments take me, sometimes for tradition

and sometimes against tradition. Provided that I see a way of making sense of

these complex composite views that is free from contradiction, I consider that this

view which I present in this book is a more complete or corresponding critical

realist view of the way God, in fact is, in reality. One of the advantages of this

approach is that many of the reasons and points to which these opposing views

call us will be realized within my view in a complex hybrid. That is, the evidence

often for each side supports my hybrid view. The accompanying difficulty is that

some may find difficulty holding in tension the extent ofhybridization, which my

view maintains. However, often the complexity reflects the complexity of the

Biblical text. Ultimately, it is not a detriment to be as complex as God has

revealed things to be.

Because this book about God is an attempt to present a positive model in

systematic theology, it would be helpful to briefly state what I am trying to do in

this theological work. Systematic Theology, in my tradition, can be defined by

Lewis Sperry Chafer as: "The collecting, scientific arranging, comparing,

exhibiting, and defending of all facts from any and every source concerning God

and His works."22 To accomplish this task, systematic theology would have the

following goals: 1) Systematic theology under this definition should evidence the

development of a method (indicating "the collecting, scientific arranging,

comparing, exhibiting, and defending" process), so I intend to show method as

well as a product. This is why at times some of my chapters emphasize the

philosophical method or Biblical theology meth.od or historical traditions.

Following the classical pattern, as in Aquinas, I first explore the philosophical

22 Lewis Sperry Chafer, Systematic Theology (Dallas: Dallas Seminary Press, 1947) vol.

1, p. 6. This definition is merely a starting point out of which I wish to develop my theological
method as explained here and in Douglas Kennard ed., The Relationship be/Ween Epistemology,
Hermeneutics, Biblical Theology and Contex:tualization (Lewiston: Mellen Press, 1999), pp. 181-
185. Additional explanation and rationale is also provided in two papers: "The Reef of Biblical

Theology" (ETS paper presented Spring, 2000) and "Biblical Authority in the Contemporary
Hermeneutical Scene" (Wheaton Theology Conference, Apri12001).
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concept of God as illustrated in the Biblical text and then the Biblical concept of

God, which is philosophically consistent. Unlike some evangelicals, I see the

philosophical and the Biblical concept of God to be essentially describing the

same God. 2) The method for doing systematic theology would be especially

dependent upon Biblical authority and the Biblical theology appropriate to the

texts of Scripture. Some of the chapters are Biblical theology expositions of texts

that focus upon God. 3) Such a Biblical interpretation requires the Biblical text to

be understood in the ancient Near East context, rather than proof-texted to fit into

a logical point. 4) Such a systematic theology would interact with the primary

historical options of church history and incorporate the ones to which our

orthodox Christian and evangelical traditions have tended to be defined. 5) A

fully funded systematic theology would also think through the spoils of

philosophy of religion and incorporate the proper level of engagement of this

discipline. A few chapters approach the concept of God primarily from this

philosophical side. 6) A theological method that is thought through for its

epistemic concerns should be utilized so that the readers see why each feature is

inclined to be included. 7) Systematic theology should engage the student where

they are in their stage of life development. Some of my chapters and parts of the

others chapters try to practically apply the theology in ways that connect with the

reader, as in prayer. 8) Systematic theology should also engage the contemporary

arena of theological options, while calling the student to truths that transcend the

contemporary arena; 9) Systematic theology should provide an apologetic for the

points being made so that they are not merely presented dogmatically but have a

compelling rationale. This is the challenge I have in this volume but our God is

well worth this effort so that He might be known, loved and worshipped.


