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The Doctrine of Creation

Having derived the triune nature of God from thei@are, Calvin next turns to describe this God in
two sections: God of providence, but first of abd>of creation. God is Trinity. God is the God who
created all things, and God is the God who preseawe governs all things. Today, we come to Cadvin’
treatment of creation. Ford Lewis Battles has tadextions of this material and arranged those nvgsti

of Calvin in what he calls “a hymn to creation.’as adapted from tHastitutesand is in the book,

The Pietyof John Calvirby Dr. Battles who is the translator of the editafrihelnstitutesthat we are
using. | would like to use a part of that hymn teation, which are really words from thestitutes |

have added some words to make it a prayer. WeugdIthat for our prayer before we begin our lesson.
Let us pray.

“God has set all things for our good and for ouhsaion. In our very selves, we feel His power and
grace, His great unnumbered benefits freely coeférpon us. All praise and thanks be unto God.
What else can we then do but stir ourselves td,ttagpraise, and to love Him. For all God’s handik

is made for man. Even in the six days He showthaifa care for His child as yet unborn. All praise
and thanks be unto God. Away, ingratitude and fuyygess of Him. Away with craven fear He may fail
us in our need. For He has seen to it that nothuigbe lacking to our welfare. All praise and thanbe
unto God. Whenever we call on God, creator of hearal earth, we must be mindful that all He gives
us is in His hand to give. Our every trust and haehang on Him alone. All praise and thanks be unt
God. Whatever we desire, we are to ask of Him hadKkfully receive each benefit that falls to ud. Le
us then strive to love and serve Him with all oaafts. All praise and thanks be unto God.” Amen.

First, | am going to talk about the place and digance of the doctrine of creation in Calvin’s erithg
and arrangement of the 1559 edition of ltgitutes You will notice that Calvin moves from his
treatment of the doctrine of God to creation araljglence. What seems to be missing there? Or, what
could be placed between the doctrine of God anddle&rine of creation? If you think about the
ordering of topics in the Westminster Confessiofaith, it will give you a hint as to what the amsw
is. It is God’s decrees. Calvin passes over God&aks. In the Westminster Confession, it is Saomépt
God, decrees, and then creation and providencgh&aoyrdering in the Confession is quite similar to
Calvin’s, but Calvin does not yet deal with the tlime of God’s decrees. In fact, he will keep tadlius
in Books |, 1, and even in Book Ill, basically, ‘®\tould talk about this now, but we are not gomg t
He keeps putting it off. Later, we will see why s it off so long. It is a little bit surprisinzecause
Calvin is usually viewed as the theologian of teerdes of God. Yet, it does not come early but late
his treatment of theology. That does not mean@adin does not think it is important. He has a
particular reason for putting it off. | will notlkaabout that yet. | just want to alert you to thaet that
you will see Calvin saying along the way, “We cotadtk about it now, but we will not.”

Calvin says, “Creation is not the chief evidenaeféith, but it is the first evidence in the oraddémature

to be mindful that wherever we cast our eyes hatigs they meet are works of God.” He is saying tha
the doctrine of creation is not the chief evidefarefaith. In other words, this—how God created the
heavens and earth—is not the most important thingneed to know in order to be saved. This is not a
soteriological order that he is talking about. Hoetrine of creation does not come first in thaisse
However, in a logical sense it does. As soon aghwk of God—God the triune God—we think of the
God who created all things. You might say, “Wallgically we think of the God who decreed all
things.” | think Calvin would admit that but postpes his treatment of the doctrine of the decreét un
later. Calvin wants to turn to the doctrine of ¢i@anow to fill out what we know from Scripture @it
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God the Creator, which is the topic of Book |I. Rember, when he talks about God the Creator, itis no
just the Father. It is the Father, Son, and HolyiSpho is the Creator. The triune God is the Goea

Let me mention some characteristics of Calvin'atireent of this doctrine. These are points that we
have now come to expect from Calvin: practical pagsonal. He wants his treatment of the doctrine of
creation to be very practical and very personaltéfle us that the object of Scripture, in givirgthe
history of creation, is not to answer all of ouegtions. So, right up front, Calvin says that thene

going to be many things that we might want to knbut, he is not going to answer them because
Scripture does not address those topics.

Remember the episode that Calvin describes itngtéuteswhen someone asks a wise man, “What
was God doing before He created all things?” (Btasy comes from Augustine.) Calvin quotes
Augustine’s answer to that question by saying, e making hell for the curious.” | noticed that
Timothy George in writing about that in th@eology of the Reformetisat Calvin told this story no
doubt with a twinkle in his eye. Well, perhaps theras a twinkle in his eye, but Calvin took thisaas
pretty good answer. Augustine did not think muclhhef answer. He wanted to explore these things
further. However, Calvin seems to view this ansagea proper answer at least to flippant questioas t
he would not take seriously. | am not sure how man@alvin’s students dared to ask him a question i
class. Here, at least, he is saying what he otigg, 2and that is, “Do not go beyond the evidencent
speculate. Do not ask questions and seek answgtgesbions that we cannot answer. That is justgoein
flippant and irresponsible. The doctrine of creatithe history of creation as set forth in the Bjlloes
not answer all the questions, but it is there tengjthen our faith in God. That is really why weréshe
Genesis account of creation.”

Regarding the reason for the Genesis account afiorg Calvin says, “Therefore, it was God’s wihlhat
the history of creation be made manifest in orfiat the faith of the church resting upon this miggntk
no other God but Him who was put forth by MosethasMaker and Founder of the universe.” So, this
is to help us know that the God of the church,®ad and Savior, is the same one who made the
heavens and the earth. Because God is giving Usstey of creation for this purpose, we, therefor

do not expect that it is going to be given in stifanlanguage. This is not a scientific treatitds an
account of something that happened—the creatiati ¢iings—to draw us closer to God and to enable
us to know that it was our Father, our Savior,@od, our loving and kind heavenly Father, who
created all things. It is not a scientific treatiged as Calvin tells us, “It does not compete whthgreat
art of astronomy.” (That is not in thestitutesbut in his commentary on Genesis.) In other watfs,
account in Genesis is not trying do describe teatan of the heavens and the earth in the way the
astronomers would do it. Calvin is not saying tee@omers are wrong. They could be wrong, but they
could be right. He is saying that the purpose efabcount in Genesis is different from a scientific
explanation of creation.

Let me read to you a sentence or two from his contamg on Psalms 136:7, which talks about the same
thing. He says, “The Holy Spirit had no intentient¢ach astronomy and in proposing instruction mean
to be common to the simplest and most uneducatestpe He made use by Moses and other prophets
of language that none might shelter himself undermretext of obscurity as we will see men,
sometimes very readily, pretend an incapacity tewstand when anything deep or recondite is
submitted to their notice. Accordingly, the Holyipwvould rather speak childishly than unintelly

to the humble and unknown.” So, we come back tadba we looked at earlier. Calvin says that God
speaks childishly here in Genesis. Earlier, Cabdar that a little differently by saying that ireth
Scripture, “God lisps or talks baby talk to usdlieady made the comment that we cannot jump from
that idea to fallibility. It is not that childiskalk is inaccurate talk. Childish talk communicab@sour
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level. It is not inaccurate. It does not tell usngthing that was not true but neither does it gis@n
explanation of all these things in scientific langa.

We could take some time to talk about Calvin arsdview of science, but we are not going to do #bat
the moment. | may come back to that in more déttikre is time at the end of the class. Alister
McGrath, making the same point that | have jushlbeaking, said, “Calvin’s treatment of the doctrine
of creation in Genesis 1 teaches that God accomtmddimself to the abilities and horizons of a
relatively simple and unsophisticated people.” slaalking about the Jews and the very beginning of
their history. We can even apply that to ourselVés.know a great deal more about science today, but
we still do not know enough to grasp a treatisé @@d could have written on the scientific orderofg
the universe—in other words, His creation of ath¢fs put in more technical language. It would leave
most of us, if not all of us, behind. So, the préaon that God gives us in Genesis is a verytmalc
one, and we should not expect it to be what ibis his true but simple, and Calvin said it isywe
personal.

There is another question that Calvin deals witld, lae takes this one seriously. The question isy'Wh
did the omnipotent God take six days to creatéhbavens and the earth?” He thinks this is a questio
that we can answer. God could have created evagythia moment. Why does He spread it out over six
days? Perhaps you have thought about that. Tdlokeng is debate over those six days and the legths
those creative days. Calvin says, “God took sixsdaycreate not because He needed six days t@gcreat
but He took six days to create for our benefitrsad teading this account, our minds would not be
overtaxed. We would not get it all at once. Thigwae can think about day one, day two, day three,
and so on. He is like a sympathetic teacher wheasjs out the assignments so you have time to do
them day by day.” | do not require you to readaiCalvin’s Institutesin one day. You have a whole
semester in which to do this. Calvin says, “Godtbies time not because He needed that time but
because He wanted to do it in a way that would fiesre and not only so that our minds would not be
overtaxed but to show His love for us in so catgfpieparing the world for us.” The climax of it al

was the creation of Adam and Eve. As we go thrahgke six days, we see how God carefully and
wonderfully prepared for the creation of man andnaa. As we read this, we are overwhelmed with the
fact that the triune God did this for us. You mighy that the six days are there for our benefihab

we could get a better idea of what God did. As tueysthrough those six days, our hearts are filled
with love, adoration, and thanksgiving to Him fohat He has done for us. So, the next time you read
Genesis 1 and read through those six days, re@thithat in mind. We are trying to find out what
happened on each day, of course. But, just thiftoaf God took His time and how He prepared the
world for us. In Book I, chapter 14, part 2, Calgays, “In the very order of things, we ought dihgy

to contemplate God'’s fatherly love toward us.” Wavér seen the place and significance of the doctrine
of creation and some characteristics of Calviréatiment of the doctrine. This is all somewhat
introductory but very important to Calvin’s presain of this material.

Next, we come to the creation itself. Calvin’s maiterest is in the creation of mankind. But, &tfihe
describes the creation of angels and demons. Herdgdind that in the opening chapters of Genesis
because it is not there. However, as you contiouedd the Bible, angels begin to appear. The devil
appears quite early, and demons also appear. &= things have to be accounted for before Calvin
returns to the creation of mankind in the openingpters of Genesis. Here, Calvin’s treatment, as we
expect, is scriptural, practical, and non-specutatHe takes to task Dionysius the Areopagite,eas h
used to be known. Now he is Dionysius the Pseudmpagite. He wrote not in the first century as a
convert of Paul at Athens (that is why we now bath the Pseudo-Areopagite) but in the fifth century
He wrote a number of very influential books thapauted the church in the Middle Ages and, to some
extent, all the way down to the present. One obbisks has to do with angels. Dionysius has a very
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detailed account of the angels. He arranges thelangnine specific orders from highest to lowest
(three triads of three each). Calvin refers to buek, but he calls it “that foolish wisdom” becaus
thinks (and we do as well) that Dionysius wentidayond what Scripture tells us. Scripture does not
clearly set forth the cause, the manner, or the btifrthe creation of the angels or the fall of dleil.

So, we dismiss speculation and stay with what vmeacaually know from Scripture. Let us take angels
first and then demons.

Calvin says we can know that angels are real smh#racterized by perception and intelligence .avée
not dealing with just vague influences here. Wedaaing with real, created beings who know, think,
see, and understand. We also know that the angeteasants of God. Calvin uses a beautiful
expression to describe the angels. He calls themlands of God.” He says, “The angels are thddan
of God not which work instead of Him but by whicle Morks” (Book I, chapter 14, part 12). So, it is
not that God needs angels to help in His work. Wikl not think of the angels working instead of
God. The angels are instruments that God choosgertothrough just as God chooses to work through
us. We are the hands of God. We do not work insté&ibd, but God chooses to work through us.
These angels are servants of people. That is otieeaésks that the angels have. God uses them and
works through them to serve us, keep us, protecngsguard us. You might think of it this way: the
angels were created not for God’s sake but forsale. It is not that God needed angels to do
everything He was going to do. As Calvin putsTthéy were created to comfort our weakness that we
may lack nothing at all that raises up our mindgdod hope or confirm them in security.” God works
through angels because He wishes to give us ngtHialprotection but also a sense of His protection

Perhaps we have lost a good bit of that. | havatadlic friend to whom angels are very real. He is
always talking about angels. He almost feels tlgesnaround him. We should have some of that too. |
do not know how real angels are to us, but theyeweal to Calvin. Calvin thought that the reasonl Go
created the angels and the reason the Bible talikgtangels is to give us that sense of God’s
protection. Remember the question he raises: “[2aek one of us have a guardian angel?” How does
he answer that? We do not have one guardian agehave a lot of angels. It takes a lot of angels t
take care of us, not just one. Book |, chaptemp®dt 7 says, “The care of each one of us is notatkle

of one angel only.” If we really get a sense thatangels really do camp around us, then we ngt onl
know that God is caring for us, but we also hagersse of His protection. The angels are here.

Next, we will discuss the demons. Here again, tieeaepractical emphasis. Calvin says, “An enemy
relentless threatens us.” So, when we think abemotahs, we think about enemies. When we think
about angels, we think about friends and God'’s b&e@ping and protecting us. According to Calvin,
the devil is God’s adversary and ours. We will fimdl anything in thénstitutesor anywhere else in
Calvin as to the cause, manner, or time of theofalhe devils. You have to read MiltorParadise Lost
to get that information. Two passages that arenafted to point to the fall are Isaiah 14:12 anelkiet
28. Isaiah 14:12 says, “How you have fallen froraves, O morning star, son of the dawn.” Some
people see that as a reference to the fall of gelawho is the devil. However, when you turn to
Calvin’s commentary on that he says that this sefilethe king of Babylon. There is no referencallat
to the devil in that verse. The other referendezskiel 28, which says, “Your heart became proutl so
threw you to the earth.” We do not have Calvin’eyaeentary on that because his life ended as he was
writing a commentary on the book of Ezekiel; heyankde it to chapter 20, verse 44. However, it is
almost certain that he would not have seen thieeeds a reference to the fall of Satan but agphacy
against the king of Tyre, as it seems to be in¢batext. So, there is no speculation as to whew, br
why this happened.
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Calvin had two chief concerns. God created allghjrand God is a good God who creates all things
good, but by introducing the devil and the demoeshave the introduction of an evil force in the
universe. How could it be that there is an evit&t One big concern of Calvin throughout this secti

is to emphasize that the evil of the devils isefoBod but of themselves. He says over and ovanaga
“They ruin themselves.” God created these spiitsggm we can call angels, with perception,
intelligence, and freedom. Some of these angelswsdre created to be good ruined themselves. Evil is
not from nature but from corruption of nature. Bswnot an evil nature created, but a good natuse wa
corrupted. We will see that to be true not onlyta fall of the angels but also of the fall of m@alvin
never talks about an evil nature but nature thatiteen corrupted by evil choice. Calvin tells Wg*
must not ascribe to God what is utterly alien tomH+that is, the creation of that which is evil.” We
cannot ascribe that to God. It is alien to Him heseaHe is good. So, one important point about the
demons is that they ruin themselves. The secondri@pt point about the demons or the devils is that
they stand under God’s power. The devil can doingthnless God wills and ascents to it. The devil i
not independent. The way Luther said this was, “déwl is God’s devil, and God uses the devil to do
what He chooses to do.” Calvin says, “The devil damothing unless God wills and ascents to it.” We
will see the devil doing a lot—creating chaos ia thniverse, in human lives, and in the church. But,
Calvin believed that God wills and ascents to it.

Calvin seems to use both ideas of God’s will ansl péirmission, which is characteristic of Calvin.
Permission can never be mere permission. God willsigly, not unwillingly. So, if the devil does
something, it is God’s willing permission. As we thoough Calvin’s treatment, we will also see some
glimpses of how God uses the devil. He uses the tepunish the wicked. He uses the devil to
exercise and develop the patience, fortitude, anld bf the faithful.

When Calvin uses the phrase “creation in the intdgeod” for the angels and even later for mankind,
he defines that in so many different ways that hard to get a firm handle on what he means. @4,

of the best ways to understand it is given by GeBahy. Bray said, “The image extends to everything
in which the nature of man surpasses that of htrogpecies of animals.” That is in terms of thagm

of God in man. The image of God in the angels, whassume have been created before the creation of
anything else, would reflect things like intelligenand perception. These points, Calvin tells iss, a
characteristics of the angels. Perhaps the kel td the various ideas that Calvin uses in talkaimgput
the image of God is that the angels were creatddtive possibility of fellowship with God—meeting
God as person to person. Angels are persons irtarceense, and God is a person in a certain sense
There is a potentiality of communion and fellowshgiween the two, which is also true with the
creation of man and woman.

The question has been asked, “How would Calvin \Helkrews 1:2 in the context of Genesis 1:1?” It
confirms Calvin’s conception that God, the Creai®the Trinity. You can speak of the Father cresti
you can speak of the Son creating, and you carksygaghe Holy Spirit creating. But, it is reallydgtone
triune God who is the Creator of all things. As®oene to chapter 2, “God the Redeemer in Christ,” we
will have the same trinitarian basis for that. Galvin does not really see the Father alone as the
Creator, but the Trinity as Creator. You can spaaturately, then, of God the Father, God the Son, o
God the Holy Spirit creating.

Let us move on to the creation of the world. Cdt/lmasic orientation here is against dualism and
pantheism. Against dualism, Calvin taught that Gagted all things out of nothing. Before God there
was nothing. There was not an existing substanoerelwas nothing, so there was not dualism. Against
pantheism, Calvin said that God is separate fromdration. Creation is not an emanation that flows
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out of God. When we come to the actual creatioth@fworld, we need to talk about Calvin's view of
that as he read it in Genesis.

| also want to say a word about how Calvin viewssl gix days. We have already said that this is not
scientific talk. This is baby talk, so we expecahygs to be simplified or put in a way we understang
know what a day is. We know what six days are. feunderstand that language. Did Calvin mean six
literal days with 24 hours each? Alister McGratlCimristian Theologyays, “Six days does not
designate six periods of 24 hours in Calvin bubaomodation to designate an extended period of
time.” This was McGrath'’s view of Calvin becausehdd idea of accommodation. McGrath goes
beyond the evidence there. | prefer Jack Collioshment on Calvin at this point. Dr. Collins says, “
Calvin’s commentary and in thestitutes Calvin seems to assume that these are ordingsy at he
does not discuss the question.” That is aboutraasfave can go on that. Calvin seems to assume thes
are ordinary days. He does not say anything to Usad think otherwise, but he does not discuss the
guestion. There is quite an interesting point here.

Dr. Warfield, in his treatment of Calvin’s doctrioécreation, talks about Calvin’'s doctrine of
evolution. Warfield, as you might know, was morenpo theistic evolution—evolution that was
guided and directed by God—than some others wehmesitime and most evangelical Christians are
today. Warfield was not convinced that evolutiorswarrect, but he was sympathetic to the ideaithat
could well be the way God had worked in creatiornthWiis sympathy to that point of view and with his
very great love for Calvin, Warfield could see ial@n more than he should when he talked about a
doctrine of evolution.

Let me explain what Warfield meant by that. We wii to decide if it is right or not. Calvin putgyeeat
deal of emphasis on the initial creation of alhtfs out of nothing. He uses the Hebrew waoach,
meaning “create” when God created the heavenshenédarth. Then, out of that initial creation, God
forms or shapes everything else that comes, efoefite soul of man, which is anothzara ex nihilo
feat. So, Warfield sees it this way: God first maké of this (Calvin calls it the seed or the sbed),

and then from this creation of world stuff, Godrfar everything else that comes into being. Thiig h
Warfield puts it for Calvin: “All that has come mbeing since that initial act of creation excéya t

souls of men alone has arisen as a modificatidhisforiginal world stuff by means of the interactiof
its intrinsic forces”—not these forces apart fromdsof course—"and then God’s superintending,
guiding, directing, using this world’s stuff and ditying it in various ways to create everythingests

to form everything else that is formed.” Warfieleks this as a very pure evolutionary scheme. Later,
theologians (not in Calvin but in later theologiptadked about mediate and immediate creation. We a
trying to understand what Calvin is teaching. TiigVarfield’'s view of Calvin. God created all thisg
out of nothing and then superintended, throughigence we could say, the development of all that
came into existence during the six created dayhdynteraction of God’s will and purpose on that
substance, which intrinsically within had that whigas necessary to support and develop all of these
life forms.

| am going to contrast Warfield’'s view with the wi®f another Reformed theologian, John Murray,
who feels that Warfield has misunderstood Calviartdy points out that Calvin does use creation for
that initial act of creation. God created the heavand the earth. Contrary to Warfield, Murray éetis
(and I think he is right) that Calvin can use a@afor other steps along the way as well. Reformed
theologians (not John Calvin but others) have dakés first creation “immediate creation” and thes
other steps “mediate creation.” Murray does nat tikose terms. He prefers to talk about the origina
creation and subsequent creations. Another wagsoribe that would be “creation one” and “creation
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two.” Murray thinks that these terms are confudiegause on one side you have God creating
immediately and directly. On the other side youeh®od creating indirectly, but it is still direct
creation.

Another difference between Warfield and Murray aivd is that Warfield tends to assume that, within
this initial creation of world stuff, there werdrimsic factors that God used to develop all tlmahes to
pass. Murray and most of the Reformed traditionthenother hand, would say that within this
immediate, created world stuff (whatever that &) @ot intrinsic factors, but God just developseOn
illustration would be the creation of the body afadn. God makes it out of dust. The Warfield view
would assume that within the dust is that which Godld use to make a human body. Murray and
others in the Reformed tradition (and Murray thidksvin too) would view that world stuff as not
having within it intrinsic qualities that could bet together in order to create a human body. Waald
stuff is stuff, but it is inactive and intrinsicalinvalid. It does not have the potentiality thaduld be
necessary for that kind of development. Murray&savf Calvin is that God creates all things out of
nothing, and then through subsequent creative detsises this stuff that does not have within fitibed
potentiality to become what apparently Warfieldidetd it could become through providence.

After all the creation is over, we move into prexide as God preserves and keeps that which He has
created. It seems to me that in this issue, Johmaylus closer to Calvin’s thought than Warfield is
Warfield is a wonderful Calvin scholar, but occamsitly | think that he goes beyond the evidencdieas
does here. Warfield's view of what Calvin belieweduld have been closer to Warfield’s own ideas,
and Murray’s view of what Calvin believed was caiacloser to Murray’s. Let me read a sentence
from Murray that sums this up: “Calvin conceivedcodative factors as entering into the process by
which the heavens and the earth were perfected’istadking about creation two here—"so that we are
not able to characterize the process as Warfiaidawed of it, as a very pure evolutionary scheitis.
still God'’s creative acts, not God’s superintendiggverning, and producing through that which is
already created through the intrinsic forces abéalavithin that created material, which actuallyras
into being.” That statement is a little complicatbdt | think that is the way to read Calvin here.

Let us move on to the creation of man, becauseaghhe big point that Calvin actually wants to @am
to. Calvin’s plan is to give us a twofold knowledgfeourselves as well as a twofold knowledge of God
The twofold knowledge of God is that God is Creaiod God is Redeemer. We know God as both
Creator and Redeemer. We know God is Creator beddesnade all things. We know God is
Redeemer because of our sin. We know ourselveeated—that is chapter 15 of Book I. And, we
know ourselves as fallen and sinful—that will be ftiist five chapters of Book II. Here, in Book |,
chapter 15, we see ourselves as created. Latarpmue to ourselves as fallen in Book II, chapters 1
through 5. Calvin is very concerned about this heede says, “Philosophy confuses fallen and ateate
man and so seeks in a ruin for a building.” He s&kilosophy does not understand the difference
between man is created and man is fallen. Philos@plooking at man, and what we have in man and
mankind is a ruin of what was created. Philosogeks in the ruin for a building, but we will not be
able to find it because philosophy seeks in fatfem that which is integral and unfallen.

Let us look at the practical emphasis again inGkeaesis account of the creation of man and woman.
We have that which produces gratitude as we seé @ did and how He made us. It is the noblest
and most remarkable example of God’s justice, wisdand goodness, Calvin says in Book |, chapter
15, part 1. There is a lot of praise of unfallemrhare—how good, how fine, how beautiful, how
amazing this creation was. When we see how God msdéproduces gratitude. However, it also
produces humility. Even though we will come to sadission of fallen mankind in Book Il, chapters,1-5
these things have a way of coming in earlier bez&avin does not want to be abstract about thes. H
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is talking about the creation of man and woman—ieriabefore sin. But he is talking to sinful peepl
like us. So, even though he wants to make a pbaitthis is what unfallen humanity was like, hesloe
not wait to make the application until Book II.

One application is that when we see what we hagerbe (a majestic building that is now a ruin), it
produces humility and prevents our blaming Godolar present, sad ruin. We know what we were, we
know what we are, and we will come to see why weeheecome what we are as we will see later in
Book II. There is no escape from inexcusability. ¥éa@not blame God. Every escape route, Calvin
says, is blocked.

The doctrine itself says that man is created baoalyssoul. Calvin talks about body and soul. To Galvi
the soul is the much greater part, and some pé@ple thought that Calvin was influenced too much by
Platonic philosophy—that the body is evil, not geeahd it is the soul that is good. Calvin never says
the body is evil, but he does contrast the greatoéthe soul with the body in a way that worriedng
people that Calvin may be going too far here. Hestabout the body as the “prison house” of thd.sou
The soul is our nobler part; the body is the imfegart. This is not an absolute contrast. Calaiyss

“God, in His glory, also shines in the outer man.bther words, there is some reflection of thaglaf
God in the body—some sparks of the image of God avéhe body. We will talk about the image of
God in a moment, but there are some sparks ohthge of God even in the body. One way in which
Calvin thinks that happens is that we walk arouiiti wplifted faces. We do not creep around on the
ground like my cat with its head down, although, cay does look up sometimes. We, however, look up
normally and naturally. You might wonder if thatreally part of the image of God, but Calvin sedms
want to say something good about the body. Sopks that. The Scripture, of course, speaks abeut th
body in words like “house of clay” and “tabernaofelesh.” Paul never uses the word “prison” foe th
body. He does not use the idea that the body isarpof the soul.

It seems to me that Calvin goes too far when he tlegt. He talks about the body being a prisomef t
soul. I am not overly concerned that Calvin hakefainto Platonic philosophy here. He is tryingo®
scriptural, but it could be that in some of hisrierand designations of the body he has erred Tibee.
soul is an immortal yet created essence. Therenvar@eas that Calvin wants to deal with—that g t
immortality of the soul and its separateness froenldody. Calvin seems to believe that if he canero
that the soul exists separate from the body, hefagen the immortality of the soul. He uses a nemb
of arguments to support his assertion that the Imdgparate from the soul. He talks about conseien
and the possibility of the knowledge of God, buttwaild indicate something going on that was separat
from the body. He also includes in the soul sonmgtie calls the “nimbleness of the mind” and even
dreams because something is happening as we dnaaseemed to indicate to Calvin that there is a
part of us that is active that is separate frombibay. While dreaming, the body is closed down and
asleep, but another part of us is still very busy.

Well, those arguments probably lack something. Inatsure that Calvin succeeds in doing what he
was trying to do. Gerald Bray says that modern meéiand psychology have demonstrated that much
of what Calvin attributed to the soul belongs,eality, to the sphere of flesh and blood. | amswe if
Calvin in these arguments succeeds in provingthieasoul is separate and immortal—immortal because
it is separate from the body. Calvin also triepriove this in Scriptures. He is on much safer gdoun
there. His arguments for man’s many preeminens gife not that strong, but his arguments thatdhé s
exists separate from the body and is immortal—ithat will not die—are teachings of Scripture.

The question has been asked, “What would Calvimktbf the new body of the resurrection?” | am sure
Calvin would not call that a prison house. | wobhll/e to look at his commentaries on passages in 1
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Corinthians and other places where he would desthie resurrected body. | am not sure how he would
exactly answer that.

So, the soul is created to be immortal. | thinkéhare a couple of points that go with that. Tha s

not eternal. Its immortality is a gift of God, maole God. Each soul is a direct creation of Godv{Dal

is not a tradutionist. There is a creationist/ttaxhist debate that Calvin would have known abaat)

we know about it as well. Tradutionism teaches thatsoul is formed in conception as the body is.
Calvin believed that each soul is a direct creatib@od and rejects the tradutionist point of vi&ach
soul is a direct creation of God, and it is theatimn out of nothing, not derivative of God’s si#rste. It
is just as muclex nihilocreation as the creation of the heavens and ttile ieathe beginning of Genesis
1.

Man was created in the image of God. What is thegeof God? That is what we need to ask now. We
have talked about how man is created body and Btan.is created in the image of God, and man was
created with two faculties: understanding and V@8, those are the main ideas that Calvin discusses
here. Where is the image of God to be found in nmatiklit is found primarily in man’s soul. However,
there are some sparks of God’s image even in nianay. It is hard to know exactly how to understand
what would be the image of God in these sparkshdpearit is in the uplifted face, but that seemg a b
speculative to me. Calvin is trying to find somathin the body that would be described as the inodge
God. If Gerald Bray is right, though, and Calvirfides the image of God in a lot of different ways,
Gerald Bray says, “The image extends to everytmnghich the nature of man surpasses that of all
other species of animals.” You may be able to athaethe human body surpasses other animals. We
are not the same as animals. We are not animéie isense that we have souls. Even so, it ide litt
problematic to think about that. Do we really swpall the animals in our physical being? | do not
know. | suppose when you watch the Olympics yoypaegty impressed with the ability of the human
body, but | doubt that human beings normally areengwaceful in our movements than some of the
animals are. So, Calvin does not spend much timteatnand we will not spend much time on it either
because the image of God is to be found primanilhe soul.

Let me read to you some of the ways Calvin attertgpssy what this is. He says, “It is the integpitiyh
which Adam was endowed—the uprightness, the itiggiiBook I, chapter 15, part 3). Then he comes
back to it in Book I, chapter 14, part 4 and sagsitally the same thing, but he spells it out irreno
detail. He says, “It is the light of the mind, tingrightness of the heart, the soundness of ajb&ines.”
Then, in Book I, chapter 15, section 4 he sayss‘ltue knowledge, it is righteousness, and it is
holiness,” and finally, “It is an inner good of teeul.” Somewhere in all of that, Calvin finds theage

of God. Once again, Bray’s comment was “The imagderals to everything in which the nature of man
surpasses that of all other species of animalsat iray be the best way to sum up all of Calvin’s
thinking. Another way he approaches this is toteay the image of God is that which was lost benth
reclaimed. It was lost in Adam but reclaimed in iShr

Finally, man is created with two faculties. It msportant to grasp this here because Calvin willkwor
with this later on. There are different ways of ersflanding the human being and our faculties. Galvi
prefers a simple approach, he says. Philosophemsach more complicated on this point. Calvin says
there are just two parts: one is understandingcaueds will. Understanding is the leader and gower
of the soul. Will is the follower. We will not deteaat the moment whether or not that is right bseau
we will have to come to that later. Basically, Galsays, “This is how mankind works. The will fos
the understanding. The understanding comes firstutderstand something, and then we act on it.”
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Let me close by making two points. In Book |, clead5, section 8, Calvin says, “We are not yetyead
to raise the question of God’s secret predestindtidere is one of those times when he says wedcoul
talk about God’s election or God’s predestinatieneh The point, of course, is that Adam and Eveewer
made good. They fell into sin. Was that God’s psgdso0d’s will? They were not made evil but
became evil because of their own misuse of thadetstanding of their will. Calvin hints, at leatat

this would be a place where you could ask thattipesbut he says that we are not yet ready fotlet.
says, “Our present concern is what man’s natureli@s He was saying, “We are trying to see how
God made us. Let us not talk about predestinatenWe have not even come to the Fall.” He was
asking how God made us, and it is important fotousee that because it produces in us gratitude and
humility. It closes off all escape routes so thatave inexcusable. We cannot say, “Well, God maegle m
this way—wealk, sinful, fallible.” We cannot use tlhhagument.

My second point in closing is that Calvin doesedise question, “Why did God not make a man who
either could not or would not sin at all?” Why disd make us the way He made us with the possibility
of sinning (with the possibility of loving and sarg Him but also with the possibility of not loviramnd
serving Him)? Why did God not make a man who eitteerdd not or would not sin at all? Calvin’s
answer is quite different from the answer thatagmally given. Calvin’s answer is “Such a nature
would indeed have been more excellent.” So, iigsvlew, strangely, that God could have done it
another way and made a more excellent creatureHeanade. The answer to that question that is given
by Francis Schaeffer, C. S. Lewis, and almost éxady else | can think of is that God made us the wa
He made us because it goes beyond the creatitwe @nimals. If He had made us in a way that we
could have not sinned, then neither could we heaayf and voluntarily loved Him. So, that answea is
popular, but Calvin did not go that way. He ladkattkind of theodicy. God simply chose to do isthi
way. He could have done it some other way, butltese to do it this way. Mankind fell, and we are
responsible for our fall. You might ask, “How amebkponsible for what Adam and Eve did?” This is a
later question that Calvin will get to. However, a@ responsible, we are inexcusable, and frofth it a
God will get glory, and this is as far as Calvimidling to go.

The triune God made all things, but we do not shape. Calvin is not a deist. The triune God who

made all things is very intimately associated \ailtof His creation and His works of providencegan
that is what we will look at next.
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