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上帝的存在THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 
(Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology, pp. 19-28.)
A.  上帝論在教義神學的地位PLACE OF THE DOCTRINE OF GOD IN DOGMATICS 
系統神學從上帝論開始；原因：神學＝對上帝系統的認識； 萬物出於祂，藉着祂；歸於祂

因此我們應期待，神學從頭到尾都是對上帝的認識

第一個題目＝上帝論，直接探索上帝；其他題目：比較間接探索
DOGMATICS BEGIN WITH DOCTRINE OF GOD – GOOD REASON FOR IT: 
REASON: THEOLOGY = SYSTEMATIZED KNOWLEDGE OF GOD, 
 OF WHOM, THROUGH WHOM, UNTO WHOM ARE ALL THINGS 
WE SHOULD EXPECT DOGMATICS TO BE A STUDY OF GOD THROUGHOUT, IN ALL RAMIFICATIONS
FIRST LOCUS = DOCTRINE OF GOD, TREATS GOD DIRECTLY; OTHER LOCI – INDIRECTLY 

Works on dogmatic or systematic theology generally begin with the doctrine of God.  The prevailing opinion has always recognized this as the most logical procedure and still points in the same direction.  In many instances even they whose fundamental principles would seem to require another arrangement, continue the traditional practice.  There are good reasons for starting with the doctrine of God, if we proceed on the assumption that theology is the systematized knowledge of God, of whom, through whom, and unto whom, are all things.  Instead of being surprised that Dogmatics should begin with the doctrine of God, we might well expect it to be a study of God throughout in all its ramifications, from the beginning to the end.  As a matter of fact, that is exactly what it is intended to be, though only the fist locus deals with God directly, while the succeeding ones treat of Him more indirectly.  

神學的兩個前提：上帝存在；上帝在祂的話中自我啓示了
祂的啓示教導我們：祂對自己，和祂與受造物的關係，啓示了什麼
THEOLOGY’S 2 PRESUPPOSITIONS: GOD EXISTS; HE HAS REVEALED HIMSELF IN HIS WORD

HIS REVELATION TEACHES US WHAT HE REVEALED ABOUT HIMSELF & HIS RELATIONSHIPS 

We start the study of theology with two presuppositions, namely (1) that God exists, and (2) that He has revealed Himself in His divine Word.  And for that reason it is not impossible for us to start with the study of God.  We can turn to His revelation, in order to learn what He has revealed concerning Himself and concerning His relation to His creatures.  

歷史上，系統神學曾嘗試證明，神學的全部是研究上帝的：

方法：把神學的內容分為『聖父』，『聖子』，『聖靈』等：並不成功
DOGMATICS HAS TRIED TO SHOW THAT, IN ITS ENTIRETY, IT IS A STUDY OF GOD – 

BY ARRANGING CONTENTS UNDER “FATHER; SON; SPIRIT;” ETC. – NOT VERY SUCCESSFUL 

Attempts have been made in the course of time to distribute the material of Dogmatics in such a way as to exhibit clearly that it is, not merely in one locus, but in its entirety, a study of God.  This was done by the application of the Trinitarian method, which arranges the subject-matter of Dogmatics under the three headings of (1) the Father, (2) the Son, and (3) the Holy Spirit.  That method was applied in some of the earlier systematic works, was restored to favor by Hegel, and can still be seen in Martensen’s Christian Dogmatics.  A similar attempt was made by Breckenridge, when he divided the subject-matter of Dogmatics into (1) The Knowledge of God Objectively Considered, and (2) The Knowledge of God Subjectively Considered.  Neither one of these can be called very successful.   
一八零零年之前：系統神學一般以上帝論開始：

士萊馬赫的改變：欲保存神學的『科學性』（學術性）

神學的來源＝人的宗教意識，而不是上帝的話
人的洞悉（情感上，或理性上）＝宗教思想的標準；神學研究的對象＝宗教（不再是上帝）
UP TO 1800: DOGMATICS GENERALLY BEGIN WITH DOCTRINE OF GOD 

SCHLEIERMACHER CHANGES THIS: TO SAFEGUARD THEOLOGY’S SCIENTIFIC CHARACTER 

SOURCE OF THEOLOGY = MAN’S RELIGIOUS CONSCIOUSNESS, NOT WORD OF GOD 

MAN’S INSIGHT (EMOTIONAL OR RATIONAL) = STANDARD OF RELIGIOUS THOUGHT 
OBJECT OF THEOLOGY = RELIGION (NO LONGER GOD) 
Up to the beginning of the nineteenth century the practice was all but general to begin the study of Dogmatics with the doctrine of God; but a change came about under the influence of Schleiermacher, who sought to safeguard the scientific character of theology by the introduction of a new method.  The religious consciousness of man was substituted for the Word of God as the source of theology.  Faith in Scripture as an authoritative revelation of God was discredited, and human insight based on man’s own emotional or rational apprehension became the standard of religious thought.  Religion gradually took the place of God as the object of theology.  
對上帝的認識不再來自《聖經》；人的驕傲＝以『尋求上帝者』自居

十九世紀：人『發現』上帝；每一項『發現』被稱為『啓示』
上帝成為一連串推論的終點
因此有人自然認為，從上帝論開始系統神學＝不適宜
KNOWLEDGE OF GOD = NO LONGER GIVEN IN SCRIPTURE 

MAN PRIDES HIMSELF AS SEEKER OF GOD 
19th CENTURY: MAN “DISCOVERS” GOD; EVERY “DISCOVERY” WAS CALLED “REVELATION 
GOD CAME AT END OF A CHAIN OF REASONING 

THUS: SOME NATURALLY THINK, TO BEGIN DOGMATICS WITH GOD = INCONGRUOUS 

Man ceased to recognize the knowledge of God as something that was given in Scripture, and began to pride himself on being a seeker after God.  In course of time it became rather common to speak of man’s discovering God, as if man ever discovered Him; and every discovery that was made in the process was dignified with the name of “revelation.”  God came at the end of a syllogism, or as the last link in a chain of reasoning, or as the cap-stone of a structure of human thought.  Under such circumstances it was but natural that some should regard it as incongruous to begin Dogmatics with the study of God.  It is rather surprising that so many, in spite of their subjectivism, continued the traditional arrangement.  
有神學家意識到不適宜：士萊馬赫研究，分析宗教意識；

他支離破碎地論述上帝論，最後以三位一體論結束
出發點＝以人為中心，不以上帝為中心
SOME DO SENSE INCONGRUITY: SCHLEIERMACHER ANALYZES RELIGIOUS CONSCIOUSNESS 
HE DEALS WITH DOCTRINE OF GOD IN FRAGMENTS, CONCLUDES WITH TRINITY 

STARTING POINT = ANTHROPOLOGICAL, NOT THEOLOGICAL 
Some, however, sensed the incongruity and struck out in a different way.  Schleiermacher’s dogmatic work is devoted to a study and analysis of the religious consciousness and of the doctrines therein implied.  He does not deal with the doctrine of God connectedly, but only in fragments, and concludes his work with a discussion of the Trinity.  His starting point is anthropological rather than theological.  
有些神學家，如O.A. Curtis，從人論開始，以上帝論結束
SOME THEOLOGIANS BEGIN WITH STUDY OF MAN, ENDS WITH GOD: E.G. O.A. CURTIS

Some of the mediating theologians were influenced to such an extent by Schleiermacher that they logically began their dogmatic treatises with the study of man.   Even in the present day this arrangement is occasionally followed.  A striking example of it is found in the work of O.A. Curtis on The Christian Faith.  This begins with the doctrine of man and concludes with the doctrine of God.  
黎蓛爾派神學：上帝的客觀啓示不在《聖經》，乃在基督，上帝國度的創始者

國度＝神學最中心的觀念
可是：黎蓛爾派神學家跟傳統的系統神學次序
RITSCHLIAN THEOLOGY:  

GOD’S OBJECTIVE REVELATION = NOT IN BIBLE, BUT IN CHRIST, FOUNDER OF GOD’S KINGDOM

KINGDOM-IDEA = ALL CONTROLLING CONCEPT OF THEOLOGY

BUT RITSCHLIANS (HERRMANN, HAERING, KAFTAN) FOLLOW TRADITIONAL ORDER 

Ritschlian theology might seem to call for still another starting point, since it finds the objective revelation of God, not in the Bible as the divinely inspired Word, but in Christ, as the Founder of the Kingdom of God, and considers the idea of the Kingdom as the central and all-controlling concept of theology.  However, Ritschlian dogmaticians, such as Herrmann, Haering, and Kaftan follow, at least formally, the usual order.  

有些神學家以基督，或基督救贖大工開始
T.B. Strong: 基督教神學與神學不同，研究道成肉身
SOME THEOLOGIANS BEGINW ITH DOCTRINE OF CHRIST, OR HIS WORK OF REDEMPTION 

T.B. STRONG: CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY = DIFFERENT FROM THEOLOGY, STUDIES INCARNATION 

B. At the same time there are several theologians who in their works begin with the discussion of dogmatics proper with the doctrine of Christ or His redemptive work.  T.B. Strong distinguishes between theology and Christian theology, defines the latter as “the expression and analysis of the Incarnation of Jesus Christ,” and makes the incarnation the dominating concept throughout his Manual of Theology.  
C. 《聖經》中上帝存在的證據SCRIPTURAL PROOF FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 
上帝的存在＝神學的偉大前提；我們若不能先設上帝存在，認識祂則沒有意思 
神學的前提＝清楚，＝自存，自我意識，有位格的上帝，祂是萬有的源頭；

祂超越整個宇宙，同時在整個宇宙臨在；上帝不是『某種東西』
EXISTENCE OF GOD = GREAT PRESUPPOSITION OF THEOLOGY 
IF WE CANNOT PRESUPPOSE THAT GOD EXISTS, NO SENSE TO KNOW HIM 
THEOLOGY’S PRESUPPOSITION = VERY DIFINITE: NOT JUST GOD IS “SOMETHING”

THEOLOGY’S PRESUPPOSITION = SELF-EXISTENT, SELF-CONSCIOUS, PERSONAL GOD, ORIGIN OF ALL 

TRANSCENDS ENTIRE CREATION, IMMANENT IN ALL OF IT 

For us the existence of God is the great presupposition of theology.  There is no sense in speaking of the knowledge of God, unless it may be assumed that God exists.   The presupposition of Christian theology is of a very definite type.  The assumption is not merely that there is something, some idea or ideal, some power or purposeful tendency, to which the name of God may be applied, but that there is a self-existent, self-conscious, personal Being, which is the origin of all things, and which transcends the entire creation, but is at the same time immanent in every part of it.  
這是否合理的前提？是的；不是說：我們可以用邏輯證明上帝存在
乃是：雖然我們是藉信心接受上帝存在，可是此信心是有根有據的
凱伯：證明上帝的存在＝沒用，不可能成功的
IS THIS REASONABLE ASSUMPTION? YES – NOT THAT WE CAN LOGICALLY PROVE GOD EXISTS 

BUT: WHILE WE ACCEPT GOD’S EXISTENCE BY FAITH, FAITH = BASED ON RELIABLE INFORMATION 

KUYPER: USELESS & UNSUCCESSFUL TO PROVE GOD EXISTS 
The question may be raised, whether this is a reasonable assumption, and this question may be answered in the affirmative.  This does not mean, however, that the existence of God is capable of a logical demonstration that leaves no room whatever for doubt; but it does mean that, while the truth of God’s existence is accepted by faith, this faith is based on reliable information.  While Reformed theology regards the existence of God as an entirely reasonable assumption, it does not claim the ability to demonstrate this by rational argumentation.  Dr. Kuyper speaks as follows of the attempt to do this: “The attempt to prove God’s existence is either useless or unsuccessful.  It is useless if the searcher believes that God is a rewarder of those who seek Him.  And it is unsuccessful if it is an attempt to force a person who does not have this pistis by means of argumentation to an acknowledgement in a logical sense.”  
相信上帝存在＝建於證據上；證據＝普遍啓示與《聖經》
《聖經》並不直接宣告上帝存在，更不從邏輯證明；《聖經》從開卷就預設：上帝存在
FAITH IN GOD’S EXISTENCE = BASED ON EVIDENCE: GENERAL REVELATION AND SCRIPTURE 

BIBLE DOESN’T EXPICITLY DECLARES, NOR LOGICALLY PROVES, GOD EXISTS 

IT PRESUPPOSES GOD EXISTS IN OPENING STATEMENT 
The Christian accepts the truth of the existence of God by faith.  But this faith is not a blind faith, 
but a faith that is based on evidence, and the evidence is found primarily in Scripture as the inspired Word of God, and secondarily in God’s revelation in nature.  Scripture proof on this point does not come to us in the form of an explicit declaration, and much less in the form of a logical argument.  In that sense the Bible does not prove the existence of God.  The closest it comes to a declaration is perhaps in Heb. 11:6 … “for he that cometh to God must believe that He is, and that He is a rewarder of them that seek after Him.”  It presupposes the existence of God in its very opening statement, “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.”  
《聖經》形容上帝是萬物的創造者，托住萬物，掌管一切
上帝隨己意行萬事，並逐步啓示祂偉大的救贖計劃
SCRIPTURE DESCRIBES GOD = CREATOR, UPHOLDER, RULER OF ALL THINGS  

GOD WORKS ALL THINGS ACC. TO COUNSEL OF HIS WSILL; REVEALS GREAT PLAN OF REDEMPTION 

Not only does it describe God as the Creator of all things, but also as the Upholder of all His creatures, and as the Ruler of the destinies of individuals and nations.  It testifies to the fact that God works all things according to the counsel of His will, and reveals the gradual realization of His great purpose of redemption.   

《舊約聖經》：上帝預備祂的大工：揀選，帶領舊約的以色列民

《新約聖經》：上帝（初步）完成祂的大工：耶穌基督的道成肉身與大工

上帝以話語和作為啓示祂自己：差不多在《聖經》的每一頁

此啓示＝我們相信上帝存在的根據；因此我們的信仰是合理的
GOD PREPARES THIS WORK – CHOOSES, GUIDES O.T. PEOPLE OF ISRAEL (O.T.)

GOD (INITIALLY) CULMINATES THIS WORK – IN PERSON AND WORK OF CHRIST (N.T.)

GOD REVEALS HIMSELF IN WORDS AND ACTIONS – IN ALMOST EVERY PAGE OF SCRIPTURE 

THIS REVELATION = BASIS OF OUR FAITH IN EXISTENCE OF GOD -> ENTIRELY REASOPNABLE FAITH 

The preparation for this work, especially in the choice and guidance of the old covenant people of Israel, is clearly seen in the Old Testament, and the initial culmination of it in the Person and work of Christ stands out with great clarity on the pages of the New Testament.  God is seen on almost every page of Holy Writ as He reveals Himself in words and actions.  This revelation of God is the basis of our faith in the existence of God, and makes this an entirely reasonable faith.  
當然：我們只能藉信心接受，了解上帝的啓示（約17：17）
透過與上帝密切的交通－》認識上帝（何6：3）

OF COURSE: ONLY BY FAITH, WE ACCEPT & UNDERSTAND GOD’S REVELATION (John 17:17)
KNOWLEDGE <- INTIMATE COMMUNION WITH GOD (Hosea 6:3) 
It should be remarked, however, that it is only by faith that we accept the revelation of God, and that we obtain a real insight into its contents.  Jesus said, “If any man will do his will, he shall know of the doctrine, whether it be of God, or whether I speak of myself,” John 7:17.  It is this intensive knowledge, resulting from intimate communion with God, which Hosea has in mind when he says, “And let us know, let us follow on to know the Lord,” Hos. 6:3.  

非信徒並不真正了解上帝的話；

上帝藉着宣講（福音）的愚拙拯救相信的人
UNBELIEVER DOESN’T REALLY UNDERSTAND GOD’S WORD
GOD SAVES BELIEVER THRU FOOLISHNESS OF PREACHING 
The unbeliever has no real understanding of the Word of God.  The words of Paul are very much to the point in this connection: “Where is the wise? Where is the scribe? Where is the disputer of this age (world)?  Hath not God made foolish the wisdom of the world?  For, seeing that in the wisdom of God the world through its wisdom knew not God, it was God’s good pleasure through the foolishness of the preaching to save them that believe,” I Cor. 1:20, 21.  
D. 否認上帝存在的不同立場 DENIAL OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD IN ITS VARIOUS FORMS 
『上帝』的概念是普世性的，包括『落後民族』人士

可是：有人不承認上帝的存在，包括『基督教國家』人士 
IDEA OF GOD = “UNIVERSAL” IN HUMAN RACE, INCLUDING “UNCIVILIZED” TRIBES 

BUT SOME DO DENY GOD’S EXISTENCE, INCLUDING THOSE IN “CHRISTIAN” NATIONS 

Students of Comparative Religion and missionaries often testify to the fact that the idea of God is practically universal in the human race.  It is found even among the most uncivilized nations and tribes of the world.  This does not mean, however, that there are no individuals who deny the existence of God altogether, nor even that there is not a goodly number in Christian lands who deny the existence of God as He is revealed in Scripture, a self-existent and self-conscious Person of infinite perfections, who works all things according to a pre-determined plan.  It is the latter that we have in mind particularly here.  This may and has assumed various forms in the course of history.  

1. 絕對否認上帝的存在。ABSOLUTE DENIAL OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 
就算『落後民族』，沒有特殊啓示的影響，也相信『上帝』的概念；

因此有人相信：人類沒有真正的無神論者；

可是事實是：有兩種無神論者：（一）實際的無神論者；（二）理論的無神論者
EVEN UNCIVILIZED, W/ NO IMPACT FROM SPECIAL REVELATION, BELIEVE IN IDEA OF GOD; 

THUS SOME BELIEVE: THERE ARE NO REAL ATHEISTS 

BUT FACT IS: THERE ARE ATHEISTS: (A) PRACTCAL ATHEISTS, (B) THEORETICAL ATHEISTS 

As stated above, there is strong evidence for the universal presence of the idea of God in the human mind, even among tribes which are uncivilized and have not felt the impact of special revelation.  In view of this fact some go so far as to deny that there are people who deny the existence of God, real atheists; but this denial is contradicted by the facts.  It is customary to distinguish two kinds, namely, practical and theoretical atheists.  
實際的無神論者：不敬虔，不面對上帝；假裝上帝不存在地生活

理論的無神論者：多是知識分子；相信有理性論據證明上帝並不存在
宗教種子->沒有先天的無神論者；無神論<-人的道德狀況，欲逃離上帝：
對自己靈魂的最基本的本能，最深的需要與追求是盲目的，壓抑這一切
PRACTICAL ATHEISTS: NOT GODLY; DON’T RECKON GOD; LIVE AS IF THERE WERE NO GOD 

THEORETICAL ATHEISTS: MORE INTELLECTUAL; 

THEY BELIEVE THERE’RE CONCLUSIVE RATIONAL ARGUMENTS THAT GOD DOESN’T EXIST 

SEMEN RELIGIONIS -> NO BORN ATHEISTS; ATHEISM <- MORAL STATE, DESIRE TO ESCAPE GOD 

BLIND TO, SUPPRESSES OWN DEEPEST INSTINCT, DEEPEST NEEDS & ASPIRATIONS OF SOUL 

The former are simply godless persons, who in their practical life do not reckon with God, but live as if there were no God.  The latter are, as a rule, of a more intellectual kind, and base their denial on a process of reasoning.  They seek to prove by what seem to them conclusive rational arguments, that there is no God.  In view of the semen religionis implanted in every man by his creation in the image of God, it is safe to assume that no one is born an atheist.  In the last analysis atheism results from the perverted moral state of man and from his desire to escape from God.  It is deliberately blind to and suppresses the most fundamental instinct of man, the deepest needs of the soul, the highest aspirations of the human spirit, and the longings of a heart that gropes after some higher Being.  

壓抑宗教種子（理論或生活上）可能包括長期掙扎

PRACTICALLY/INTELLECTUALLY SUPPRESSING SEMEN RELIGIONIS: INVOLVES LONG STRUGGLES 
This practical or intellectual suppression of the operation of the semen religionis often involves prolonged and painful struggles.  
世上充滿實際的無神論者：詩10:4, 14:1；弗2:12
可能在他人眼中是正人君子，可是對屬靈事物並不關心
知道自己遠離上帝，懼怕面對上帝，嘗試忘記上帝
順利時喜歡炫耀自己的無神論；患難臨到時則跪下禱告上帝

PRACTICAL ATHEISTS EXIST ABUNDANTLY: PS. 10:4, PS. 14:1, EPH. 2:12 

MAY BE “DECENT” IN EYES OF THE WORLD – BUT INDIFFERENT TO SPIRITUAL THINGS 

THEY KNOW THEY’RE ALIENATED FR.  GOD; DREAD TO MEET GOD, TRY TO FORGET HIM 
AT SMOOTH SAILING, THEY PARADE ATHEISM; IN TROUBLES, KNEEL IN PRAYER TO GOD 
There can be no doubt about the existence of practical atheists, since both Scripture and experience testify to it.  Psalm 10:4b declares of the wicked, “All his thoughts are, There is no God.”  According to Ps. 14:1 “The fool hath said in his heart, There is no God.”  And Paul reminds the Ephesians that they were formerly “without Go din the world,” Eph. 2:12.  Experience also testifies abundantly to their presence in the world.  They are not necessarily notoriously wicked in the eyes of men, but may belong to the so-called “decent men of the world,” though respectably indifferent to spiritual things.  Such people are often quite conscious of the fact that they are out of harmony with God, dread to think of meeting Him, and try to forget about Him.  They seem to take a secret delight in parading their atheism when they have smooth sailing, but have been known to get down on their knees for prayer when their life was suddenly endangered.  At the present thousands of these practical atheists belong to the American Association for the Advancement of Atheism.  
理論的無神論者分三種：
（一）教條式無神論：斷言否認上帝存在；
（二）懷疑主義：懷疑人有能力決定（證明）上帝存在；
（三）批判式無神論：沒有論據證明上帝存在
THEORETICAL ATHEISTS: 
(1) DOGMATIC ATHEISM – FLATLY DENIES GOD EXISTS, 
(2) SKEPTICAL ATHEISM – DOUBTS MIND’S ABILITY TO DETERMINE GOD EXISTS  

(3) CRITICAL ATHEISM – NO VALID PROOF THAT GOD EXISTS 
Theoretical atheists are of a different kind.  They are usually of a more intellectual type and attempt to justify the assertion that there is no God by rational argumentation.  Prof. Flint distinguishes three kinds of theoretical atheism, namely, (1) dogmatic atheism, which flatly denies that there is a Divine Being; (2) skeptical atheism, which doubts the ability of the human mind to determine, whether or not there is a God; and (3) critical atheism, which maintains that there is no valid proof for the existence of God.  These often go hand in hand, but even the most modest of them really pronounces all belief in God a delusion.  (Anti-Theistic Theories, p. 4 f.)  

懷疑主義＝無神論之一種，
結果讓人沒有敬拜的對象
AGNOSTICISM = SORT OF ATHEISM, LEAVES US W/O OBJECT OF WORSHIP (LIKE DOGM. ATH.)

In this division, it will be noticed, agnosticism also appears as a sort of atheism, a classification which many agnostics resent.  But it should be borne in mind that agnosticism respecting the existence of God, while allowing the possibility of His reality, leaves us without an object of worship and adoration just as much as dogmatic atheism does.  
真正的無神論者＝教條式無神論者：兩個可能：

他不承認任何神的存在，或他不承認《聖經》的上帝存在
很少無神論者不製造某種神明；多說無神論者與《聖經》的上帝決裂
REAL ATHEIS = DOGMATIC ATHEIST: EITHER [1] HE RECOGNIZES NO GOD OF ANY KIND, OR 

[2] HE DOESN’T RECOGNIZE GOD OF SCRIPTURE  

FEW ATHEISTS DON’T FASHION SOME GOD; MOST ATHEISTS BROKE W/ GOD OF BIBLE 

However the real atheist is the dogmatic atheist, the man who makes the positive assertion that there is no God.  Such an assertion may mean one of two things: either that he recognizes no god of any kind, sets up no idol for himself, or that he does not recognize the God of Scripture.  Now there are very few atheists who do not in practical life fashion some sort of god for themselves.  There is a far greater number who theoretically set aside any and every god; and there is a still greater number that has broken with the God of Scripture.  
理論的無神論通常有科學理論或哲學理論為基礎：

唯物論的一元論與無神論相輔相成
絕對，主體的唯心主義：相信『上帝』的概念，可是沒有真實的上帝
現代人文主義：上帝＝『人類精神』或其他抽象概念

其他理論：相信有上帝，可是排除《聖經》的上帝：

至高，有位格的存有，宇宙的創造者，保存者，統治者，與宇宙有別，卻在宇宙中臨在
THEORETICAL ATHEISM USUALLY ROOTS IN SOME SCIENTIFIC/PHILOS. THEORY

MATERIALIST MONISM & ATHEISM GO TOGETHER 

ABSOLUTE SUBJECTIVE IDEALISM: BELIEVES IN GOD-IDEA, BUT NO REAL GOD 

MODERN HUMANIST: GOD = “SPIRIT OF HUMANITY” OR OTHER ABSTRACT IDEA

OTHER THEORIES BELIEVE IN GOD, BUT EXCLUDE GOD OF BIBLE: 

SUPREME, PERSONAL BEING, CREATOR, PRESEVER, RULER OF UNIVERSE, 

DISTINCT FROM / PRESENT IN CREATION
Theoretical atheism is generally rooted in some scientific or philosophical theory.  Materialistic Monism in its various forms and atheism usually go hand in hand.  Absolute subjective Idealism may still leave us the idea of God, but denies that there is any corresponding reality.  To the modern Humanist “God” simply means “the Spirit of humanity,” “the Sense of wholeness,” “the Racial Goal” and other abstractions of that kind.  Other theories not only leave room for God, but also pretend to maintain His existence, but certainly exclude the God of theism, a supreme personal Being, Creator, Preserver, and Ruler of the universe, distinct from His creation, and yet everywhere present in it.  
泛神論：自然與超自然、有限與無限合而為一，成為一體（質）

上帝＝隱藏的，現象世界的基礎（實體），可是並沒有位格，沒有理性，意志

一切（萬有）就是上帝（包括世界的邪惡？）

排除《聖經》的上帝：因此顯然是無神論的
Pantheism merges the natural and supernatural, the finite and infinite, into one substance.  It often speaks of God as the hidden ground of the phenomenal world, but does not conceive of Him as personal, and therefore as endowed with intelligence and will.  It boldly declares that all is God, and thus engages in what Brightman calls “the expansion of God,” so that we get “too much of God,” seeing that He also includes all the evil of the world.  It excludes the God of Scripture, and in so far is clearly atheistic.  
斯賓諾莎：『迷醉於上帝』，可是他的神不是基督徒所敬拜的

世界上不少理論的無神論者：休謨：沒有教條式的無神論者；法國d’Holbach男爵不同意！

懷疑主義者其實與無神論：其實換湯不換藥
SPINOZAA: “GOD-INTOXICATED MAN,” BUT HIS GOD = NOT CHRISTIAN GOD 

MANY THEORETICAL ATHEISTS EXIST IN THE WORLD 

HUME DOUBTS DOGMATIC ATHEIST EXISTS: D’HOLBACH REBUTS 

AGNOSTIC & DOGMATIC ATHEIST – BOTH LEAVE US WITHOUT A GOD 
Spinoza may be called “the God-intoxicated man,” but his God is certainly not the God whom Christian worship and adore.  Surely, there can be no doubt about the presence of theoretical atheists in the world.  When David Hume expressed doubt as to the existence of a dogmatic atheist, Baron d’Holbach replied, “My dear sir, you are at this moment sitting at table with seventeen such persons.”  They who are agnostic respecting the existence of God may differ somewhat from the dogmatic atheist, but they, as well as the latter, leave us without a God.  

2. 當代對上帝的錯誤觀念：含有否認真神的成分。
PRESENT DAY FALSE CONCEPTIONS OF GOD INVOLVING A DENIAL OF THE TRUE GOD
當代神觀的種種：都否認有神論的上帝
CURRENT CONCEPTIONS OF GOD – DENY THEISTIC CONEPTION OF GOD 
There are several conceptions of God current in our day, which involve a denial of the theistic conception of God.  A brief indication of the most important of these must suffice in this connection.  
a. 一位臨在，非位格的上帝。AN IMMANENT AND IMPERSONAL GOD.   
泛神論：相對於自然神論取相反方向： 上帝＝世界，

沒有一位與宇宙有別，居宇宙之上的上帝

士萊馬赫：上帝與世界連續：人，透過經驗，可以認識上帝

上帝自我顯示為『絕對成因』，基督徒的意識：絕對的依靠
上帝的『屬性』＝依靠的感覺的不同形態：只不過是一些主觀的觀念

PANTHEISM: OTHER DIRECTION FROM DEISM – GOD = WORLD,

NO GOD DISTINCT FROM/INFINITELY EXALTED ABOVE HIS CREATION 

SCHLEIERMACHER: GOD = CONTINUOUS WITH THE WORLD: MAN, THRU EXP’CE, CAN KNOW GOD 

GOD MANIFESTS SELF AS ABSOLUTE CAUSALITY – XN CONSCIOUSNESS: ABSOLUTE DEPENDENCE 

GOD’S “ATTRIBUTES” = SYMBOLS OF MODES OF FEELING OF DEPENDENCE – ONLY SUBJECTIVE IDEAS 

Theism has always believed in a God who is both transcendent and immanent.  Deism removed God from the world, and stressed His transcendence at the expense of His immanence.  Under the influence of Pantheism, however, the pendulum swung in the other direction.  It identified God and the world, and did not recognize a Divine Being, distinct from, and infinitely exalted above, His creation.   Through Schleiermacher the tendency to make God continuous with the world gained a footing in theology.  He completely ignores the transcendent God, and recognizes only a God that can be known by human experience and manifests Himself in Christian consciousness as Absolute Causality, to which a feeling of absolute dependence corresponds.  The attributes we ascribe to God are in this view merely symbolical expressions of the various modes of this feeling of dependence, subjective ideas without any corresponding reality.  

早期與后期的士萊馬赫：不同？
布倫納：士萊馬赫以宇宙取代上帝

上帝與宇宙：只在理念上不同：世界的合一與世界的多元顯示

上帝就是宇宙，就是世界的一切：非位格？可是，我們能藉着基督與上帝相交
EARLY & LATE SCHLEIERMACHER = DIFFERENT? 

BRUNNER: SCHL. REPLACES GOD W/ UNIVERSE

GOD = UNIVERSE ITSELF, AND UNITY LYING BEHIND UNIVERSE 

GOD & UNIVERSE: ONLY “IDEALLY” DIFFERENT: WORLD’S UNITY VS. DIVERSE MANIFESTATIONS 

GOD = UNIVERSUM, WELT-ALL: IMPERSONAL? YET WE CAN COMMUNE W/ GOD IN CHRIST 

His earlier and his later representations of God seem to differ somewhat, and interpreters of Schleiermacher differ as to the way in which his statements must be harmonized.  Brunner would seem to be quite correct, however, when he says that with him the universe takes the place of God, though the latter name is used; and that he conceives of God both as identical with the universe and as the unity lying behind it.  It often seems as if his distinction between God and the world is only an ideal one, namely, the distinction between the world as a unity and the world in its manifold manifestations.   He frequently speaks of God as the “Universum” or the “Welt-All,” and argues against the personality of God; though, inconsistently, also speaking as we could have communion with Him in Christ.  

上帝與宇宙的連續：十九世紀神學的主題：巴特抗衡
GOD AS CONTINUOUS WITH THE WORLD: DOMINANT IN 19TH CENTURY THEOLOGY; <= BARTH

These views of Schleiermacher, making God continuous with the world, largely dominated the theology of the past century, and it is this view that Barth is combating with his strong emphasis on God as “the Wholly Other.”  
b. 一位有限，有位格的上帝。A FINITE AND PERSONAL GOD.   
有限的神（一位或多位）：與多神論一樣古老：與多神論相配，與哲學的一元論不同

FINITE GOD/GODS: AS OLD AS POLYTHEISM/HENOTHEISM – FITS PLURALISM, NOT PHILOS. MONISM 
19th CENTURY: MONIST PHILOSOPHY RISES: GOD OF THEOLOGY = ABSOLUTE OF PHILOSOPHY 

LATE 19th CENTURY: GOD NO LONGER IS “ABSOLUTE” – BECAUSE IT IMPLIES AGNOSTICISM/PATHEISM 

AND BECAUSE: THEOLOGY WANTS TO EXCLUDE ALL METAPHYSICS 

BRADLEY: CHRISTIAN GOD = PART OF THE ABSOLUTE; 

JAMES: GOD TO HARMONIZE WITH EXPERIENCE RATHER THAN BE INFINITE 

JAMES: ELIMINATES GOD’S METAPHYSICAL ATTRIBUTES; MORAL ATTRIBUTES = SUPREME 

GOD EXISTS IN TIME, WORKS OUT A HISTORY, LIKE MEN 
The idea of a finite god or gods is not new, but as old as Polytheism and Henotheism.  The idea fits in with Pluralism, but not with philosophical Monism or theological Monotheism.  Theism has always regarded God as an absolute personal Being of infinite perfections.  During the nineteenth century, when monistic philosophy was in the ascendant, it became rather common to identify the God of theology with the Absolute of philosophy.  Toward the end of the century, however, the term “Absolute,” as a designation of God, fell into disfavor, partly because of its agnostic and pantheistic implications, and partly as the result of the opposition to the idea of the “Absolute” philosophy, and of the desire to exclude all metaphysics from theology.  Bradley regarded the God of the Christian religion as a part of the Absolute, and James pleaded for a conception of God that was more in harmony with human experience than the idea of an infinite God.  He eliminates from God the metaphysical attributes of self-existence, infinity, and immutability, and makes the moral attributes supreme.  God has an environment, exists in time, and works out a history just like ourselves.  


JAMES: EVIL IS IN WORLD, THUS: GOD IS LIMITED IN KNOWLEDGE, POWER (OR BOTH) 

GOD=LARGER POWER, FRIENDLY TO MAN, MAN CAN COMMUNE W/, MEETS MAN’S PRACTICAL NEEDS 

GOD IS PERSONAL; IS GOD INFINITE?  

Because of the evil that is in the world, He must be thought of as limited in knowledge or power, or in both.   The condition of the world makes it impossible to believe in a good God infinite in knowledge and power.  The existence of a larger power which is friendly to man and with which he can commune meets all the practical needs and experiences of religion.  James conceived of this power as personal, but was not willing to express himself as to whether he believed in one infinite God or a number of them.  
BERGSON: A STRUGGLING, GROWING GOD, DRAWING ON HIS ENVIRONMENT 

OTHERS: GOD IS FINITE 

Bergson added to this conception of James the idea of a struggling and growing God, constantly drawing upon his environment.  Others who defended the idea of a finite God, though in different ways, are Hobhouse, Schiller, James Ward, Rashdall, and H.G. Wells.  
c. 上帝只不過是一個抽象觀念的位格化。
GOD AS THE PERSONIFICATION OF A MERE ABSTRACT IDEA. 

LIBERAL THEOLOGY: “GOD” = MERE SYMBOL – COSMIC PROCESS, UNIVERSAL WILL … 

MAN IS NOW CREATING GOD IN HIS IMAGE 

PRE-WWI: GOD = ABSOLUTE SOVEREIGN; POST-WAR: DEMOCRATIC RULLER SERVING ALL SUBJECTS 


It has become quite the vogue in modern liberal theology to regard the name “God” as a mere symbol, standing for some cosmic process, some universal will or power, or some lofty and comprehensive ideal.  The statement is repeatedly made that, if God once created man in His image, man is now returning the compliment by creating God in his (man’s) image.   It is said of Harry Elmer Barnes that he once said in one of his laboratory classes: “Gentlemen, we shall now proceed to create God.”  That was a very blunt expression of a rather common idea.  Most of those who reject the theistic view of God still profess faith in God, but He is a God of their own imagination.  The form which He assumes at any particular time depends, according to Shailer Mathews, on the thought patterns of that day.  If in pre-war times the controlling pattern was that of an autocratic sovereign, demanding absolute obedience, now it is that of a democratic ruler eager to serve all his subjects.  
COMTE ET AL: GOD = SOCIAL ORDER OF HUMANITY PERSONIFIED  - MELIORISTS/SOCIAL THEOLGIANS

NEW PSYCHOLOGISTS: GOD = PROJECTION OF HUMAN MIND – EXPERIENCES W/QUASI-PERSONALITY

LEUBA: ILLUSION OF GOD SERVED USEFUL PURPOSE; TIME COMES: “GOD” = NO LONGER NEEDED

Since the days of Comte there has been a tendency to personify the social order of humanity as a whole and worship this personification.  The so-called Meliorists or Social Theologians reveal a tendency to identify in some way with the social order.  And the New Psychologists inform us that the idea of God is a projection of the human mind, which in its early stages is inclined to make images of its experiences and to clothe them with quasi-personality.  Leuba is of the opinion that this illusion of God has served a useful purpose, but that the time is coming when the idea of God will be no more needed.  
(BERKHOF’S) CONTEMPORARY DEFINITIONS 

ROYCE: IMMANENT SPIRIT OF COMMUNITY

SMITH: “SOCIETY’S QUALITY OF SUPPORTING/ENRICHING HUAMNITY IN SPIRITUAL QUEST” 

AMES: “TOTAL RELATIONS = WHOLE SOCIAL ORDER OF GROWING HUMANITY” 

FOSTER: “UNIVERSE IN ITS IDEAL FORMING CAPACITY” 
MATHEWS:“PERSONALITY-EVOLVING, PERSONALLY RESPONSIVE ELEMENTS OF COSMIC ENVIRONMENT” 

A few definitions will serve to show the present day trend.  “God is the immanent spirit of the community” (Royce).  He is “that quality in human society which supports and enriches humanity in its spiritual quest” (Gerald Birney Smith).  “God is the totality of relations constituting the whole social order of growing humanity” (E.S. Ames).  “The word ‘god’ is a symbol to designate the universe in its ideal forming capacity” (G.B. Foster).  “God is our conception, born of social experience, of the personality-evolving and personally responsive elements of our cosmic environment with which we are organically related” (Shailer Mathews).  

NOT PERSONAL GOD; DOESN’T ANSWER TO DEEPEST NEEDS OF MAN 

It need hardly be said that the God so defined is not a personal God and does not answer to the deepest needs of the human heart.  
E. 哲學史中對上帝存在的『證據』
THE SO-CALLED RATIONAL PROOFS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 
In course of time certain rational arguments for the existence of God were developed, and found a foothold in theology especially through the influence of Wolff.  Some of these were in essence already suggested by Plato and Aristotle, and others were added in modern times by students of the Philosophy of Religion.  Only the most common of these arguments can be mentioned here.  

1. 本體論的論據。The Ontological Argument.  
ANSELM (ALSO DESCARTES, SAMUEL CLARKE):

 (1) MAN HAS IDEA OF ABSOLUTELY PERFECT BEING; (2) EXISTNCE = AN ATTRIBUTE OF PERFECTION  

This has been presented in various forms by Anselm, Descartes, Samuel Clarke, and others.  It has been stated in its most perfect form by Anselm.  He argues that man has the idea of an absolutely perfect being; that existence is an attribute of perfection; and that therefore an absolutely perfect being must exist.  

BERKHOF’S CRITIQUE: (1) IDEA OF GOD DOESN’T PROVE HIS EXISTENCE

(2) ARGUMENT ASSUMES: KNOWLEDGE OF GOD’S EXISTENCE EXISTS IN MIND – 

WHICH ARGUMENT WOULD DEMONSTRATE LOGICALLY

KANT: UNTENABLE!  HEGEL: ONLY ARGUMENT WHICH WORKS!  

MODERN THEOLOGIANS – CAST IT IN DIFFERENT FORM 

But it is quite evident that we cannot conclude form abstract thought to real existence.  The fact that we have an idea of God does not yet prove His objective existence.  Moreover, this argument tacitly assumes, as already existing in the human mind, the very knowledge of God’s existence which it would derive from logical demonstration.  Kant stressed the untenableness of this argument, but Hegel hailed it as the one great argument for the existence of God. Some modern Idealists suggested that it might better be cast into a somewhat different form, which Hocking called “the report of experience.”  By virtue of it we can say, “I have an idea of God, therefore I have an experience of God.”  

2. 宇宙觀的論據。The Cosmological Argument.

EVERYTHING HAS CAUSE: UNIVERSE MUST HAVE INFINITELY GREAT CAUSE 

This has also appeared in several forms.  In general it runs as follows:  Every existing thing in the world must have an adequate cause; and if this is so, the universe must also have an adequate cause, that is a cause which is indefinitely great.  

BERKHOF’S CRITIQUE

HUME QUESTIONS LAW OF CAUSATION; 

KANT – GOD MUST HAVE A CAUSE – ENDLESS CHAIN 

ALSO: UNIVERSE DOESN’T NECESSARILY HAS A SINGLE, PERSONAL, ABSOLUTE CAUSE 

BOWNE’S CONSTRUCTION: UNIVERSE = INTERACTIVE; UNITARY AGENT MUST MEDIATE PARTS, 
OR IS DYNAMIC GROUND OF BEING 

However, the argument did not carry general conviction.  Hume called the law of causation itself in question, and Kant pointed out that, if every existing thing has an adequate cause, this also applies to God, and that we are thus led to an endless chain.  Moreover, the argument does not necessitate the assumption that the cosmos had a single cause, a personal and absolute cause, - and therefore falls short of proving the existence of God.  This difficulty led to a slightly different construction of the argument, as, for instance, by B.P. Bowne.  The material universe appears as an interacting system, and therefore as a unit, consisting of several parts.  Hence there must be a unitary Agent that mediates the interaction of the various parts or is the dynamic ground of their being.  
3. 因果論的論據。The Teleological Argument.  
WORLD REVEALS INTELLIGENCE, ORDER, HARMONY, PURPOSE – IMPLIES INTELLIGENT BEING
KANT: THIS = BEST ARGUMENT; EXPLICITLY STATES WORLD HAS EVIDENCES OF INTELLIGENT PURPOSE, 

LEADS TO EXISTENCE OF CONSCIOUS, INTELLIGENT, PURPOSEFUL BEING

BUT IT DOESN’T FOLLOW THAT THIS BEING = CREATOR OF THE WORLD 

This is also a causal argument, and is really but an extension of the preceding one.  It may be stated in the following form: The world everywhere reveals intelligence, order, harmony, and purpose, and thus implies the existence of an intelligent and purposeful being, adequate to the production of such a world.   Kant regards this argument as the best of the three which were named, but claims that it does not prove the existence of God, nor of a Creator, but only of a great architect who fashioned the world.  It is superior to the cosmological argument in that it makes explicit what is not stated in the latter, namely, that the world contains evidences of intelligence and purpose, and thus leads on to the existence of a conscious, and intelligent, and purposeful being.  That this being was the Creator of the world does not necessarily follow.  
4. 道德論的論據。The Moral Argument.   
Just as the other arguments, this too assumed different forms.  Kant took  his startingpoint in the categorical imperative, and from it inferred the existence of someone who, as lawgiver and judge, has the absolute right to command man.  In his estimation this argument is far superior to any of the others.  It is the one on which he mainly relies in his attempt to prove the existence of God.  This may be one of the reasons why it is more generally recognized than any other, though it is not always cast into the same form.  Some argue from the disparity often observed between the moral conduct of men and the prosperity which they enjoy in the present life, and feel that this calls for an adjustment in the future which, in turn, requires a righteous arbiter.  Modern theology also uses it extensively, especially in the form that man’s recognition of a Highest Good and his quest for a moral ideal demand and necessitate the existence of a God to give reality to that ideal.  While this argument does point to the existence of a holy and just being, it does not compel belief in a God, a Creator, or a being of infinite perfection.  
5. 歷史或民族（文化）的論據。Historical or Ethnological Argument.  
In the main this takes the following form: Among all the peoples and tribes of the earth there is a sense of the divine, which reveals itself in an external cultus.  Since the phenomenon is universal, it must belong to the very nature of man.  And if the nature of man naturally leads to religious worship, this can only find its explanation in a higher Being who has constituted man a religious being.  In answer to this argument, however, it may be said that this universal phenomenon may have originated in an error or misunderstanding of one of the early progenitors of the human race, and that the religious cultus referred to appears strongest among primitive races, and disappears in the measure in which they become civilized. 

OVERALL EVALUATION  

In evaluating these rational arguments it should be pointed out first of all that believers do not need them.  Their conviction respecting the existence of God does not depend on them, but on a believing acceptance of God’s self-revelation in Scripture.  If many in our day are willing to stake their faith in the existence of God on such rational arguments, it is to a great extent due to the fact that they refuse to accept the testimony of the Word of God.  Moreover, in using these arguments in a an attempt to convince unbelievers, it will be well to bear in mind that none of them can be said to carry absolute conviction.  No one did more to discredit them than Kant.  Since his day many philosophers and theologians have discarded them as utterly worthless, but to-day they are once more gaining favor and their number is increasing.  And the fact that in our day so many find in them rather satisfying indications of the existence of God, would seem to indicate that they are not entirely devoid of value.  They have some value for believers themselves, but should be called testimonia rather than arguments.  They are important as interpretations of God’s general revelation and as exhibiting the reasonableness of belief in a divine Being.  Moreover, they can render some service in meeting the adversary.  While they do not prove the existence beyond the possibility of doubt, so as to compel assent, they can be so construed as to establish a strong probability and thereby silence many unbelievers.  

