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Introduction: Are Evangelicals Still Speaking What Is Right of God? (Job 42:8) 

 

After God’s speeches to Job (and Job’s subsequent repentance), He tells Job’s friends that 

He is angry with them “because you have not spoken the truth about me” (Job 42:7, NIV). Since 

everyone says something about God, the question is whether or not what they are saying is true, 

a question that the Bible here assigns some importance. Not surprisingly, then, given their deep 

commitment to the inspiration, infallibility, and inerrancy of Scripture, evangelical theologians 

take the biblical picture of God very seriously. Yet even a cursory review of some leading 

evangelicals over the past several decades has shown a significant movement away from the God 

of classical theism.
1
 As such, the implicit (and often explicit) claim is that the God of classical 

theism—that is, the God of Athanasius, Anselm, Aquinas, and others—is not the God of 

Scripture. The question, then, is which view is true: the classical or the evangelical view? 

Such a problem is too large for one paper, but as it happens most aspects of classical 

theism are mutually entailing.
2
 This paper will therefore focus on how these scholars have 

reformulated the doctrine of immutability. While their sincerity remains unquestioned, this paper 

contends that they have made serious biblical and philosophical mistakes in rejecting classical 

theism that, if applied consistently, entail an unbiblical conception of God.  

It might appear that a simple analysis of the texts that affirm immutability would be 

sufficient, for perhaps one could simply discover in them the type or extent of immutability 

being pictured. In practice, however, this proves difficult, if for no other reason than 

immutability is taught for some practical reason, usually to emphasize God’s trustworthiness. As 

such, advocates for any given view of immutability can argue that their position is consistent 

with the text. Therefore, this paper will work from the assumption that Scripture cannot 

contradict itself and thus whatever it says about immutability must be consistent with what it 

says elsewhere about God. In this case, God’s aseity will be studied; the argument will be that 

the evangelical notion of immutability contradicts the clear biblical teaching regarding God’s 

aseity and is therefore incorrect. To clarify that argument, it will be applied to Bruce Ware’s 

article on immutability, which will serve as a representative of evangelical scholarship.
3
 The 

paper will then conclude by considering two serious implications of the evangelical notion of 

immutability demonstrating that it is fundamentally at odds with the testimony of Scripture. 

 

A Sketch of the Biblical Argument for Strong Immutability 

 

The classical view of immutability is that God cannot change in any way whatsoever. 

Thus, He cannot change His character, His mind, or His plans. He cannot learn, forget, diminish, 

or grow in any capacity. He is unaffected by creation. He cannot be temporal, for that would 

entail at least temporal changes in God. Yet while the Bible teaches that God is immutable (Ps. 

102:25-27; Mal. 3:6; Heb. 6:17; Jas. 1:17, etc.), these passages alone do not justify all the claims 

that classical theists make regarding immutability. This is not to say, however, that the classical 

claim is unbiblical. The Trinity, while biblical, is derived from comparing several biblical 
                                                             

1
For a small sample, see Bray (1993), Chisholm (1995), Feinberg (2001), Moreland and Craig (2003), 

Plantinga (1980), Richards (2003), Swinburne (1977), and Ware (1986). 
2
For instance, a classical view of immutability entails a classical view of impassibility and asiety, yet each 

of these entail the other two. 
3
Bruce Ware, “An Evangelical Reformulation of the Doctrine of the Immutability of God,” Journal of the 

Evangelical Theological Society 29, no. 4 (1986): 431-446. 
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statements. In the same way, the statements on immutability, combined with other statements 

about God’s aseity—which historically provided the primary motivation for the doctrine
4
—

necessitate  one adopt the classical view. First, then, the evidence for God’s aseity is briefly 

surveyed, and then its implications will be considered. 

 

The Bible Teaches God’s Aseity 

 

Aseity is defined as self-existence independent of creation. Three passages will be 

surveyed that imply this of God: Gen. 1:1; Acts 17:24-25; and Col. 1:16-17. 

 

Genesis 1:1 

 

The first passage that teaches God’s aseity is Genesis 1:1. If “the heavens and the earth” 

are taken as a merism then the text teaches that God is the creator of absolutely everything. If, 

though, God created all things, then He is dependent on none of them. “Thus,” Erickson says, 

“he could not have derived his existence from anything else.”
5
 If God is dependent on 

something, then He could not have created it, for then prior to its creation it would not have 

existed and thus He, being dependent on it, could not have existed either. So if God created 

everything other than Himself, then He cannot be dependent on anything other than Himself. 

That is, He exists a se. So it would seem that to deny God’s aseity would be to contradict 

Genesis 1:1. For by the same logic just mentioned, if God is dependent on something other than 

Himself, He could not have created everything. 

 

Acts 17:24-25 

 

Acts 17:24-25 also teaches God’s aseity. It says, “The God who made the world and all 

things in it, since He is Lord of heaven and earth, does not dwell in temples made with hands; 

nor is He served by human hands, as though He needed anything, since He Himself gives to all 

people life and breath and all things.”
6
 In these verses God is defined in two ways. First, He is 

the transcendent Creator of all things; second, He is the imminent Sustainer of all things.
7
 If the 

first is true, then one must affirm God’s aseity for the same reasons discussed above. Yet by 

similar logic, God cannot be dependent on that which He sustains, either. For if God sustains 

something, then that thing is necessarily dependent on Him. Therefore, He cannot be dependent 

on that thing, for then He would be dependent on something that was also dependent on Him, 

rendering Him essentially self-caused, which is a self-contradictory notion. Thus, to deny God’s 

aseity ultimately denies both that He is Creator of all things and that He is Sustainer of all things. 

 

Colossians 1:16-17 

 

A third text that demonstrates God’s aseity is Col. 1:16-17. Paul says, 

 
                                                             

4
Alvin Plantinga, Does God Have a Nature? (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1980), 28. 

5
Millard J. Erickson, Christian Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1983), 1:, 271 

6
All Scripture quotations NET unless otherwise noted. 

7
Darrel Bock, Acts (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007), 565. 
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For all things in heaven and on earth were created in him—all things, whether visible or 

invisible, whether thrones or dominions, whether principalities or powers—all things 

were created through him and for him.
 
He himself is before all things and all things are 

held together in him. 

 

Once again, God’s role as absolute Creator is stated. More interestingly, Paul insists God 

has created not only everything that is physical and visible but also everything that is spiritual 

and invisible. Thus, Platonic realists like Plantinga who believe in the real existence of the 

“Platonic menagerie” upon which even God Himself is dependent seem at odds with Scripture.
8
 

For according to Paul, there is absolutely nothing that God did not create. Once again, God’s role 

as Sustainer is emphasized. Not only is everything absolutely dependent on Him for its coming-

into-being but even for its ongoing existence. Thus, one sees again that God cannot be dependent 

on anything in creation—not prior to its creation nor in any moment of its existence—without 

denying the biblical witness to God’s role as Creator and Sustainer. 

 

Aseity Entails Immutability 

 

If it is clear that the Bible teaches God’s aseity, it should be just as clear that that it entails 

a strong view of immutability through at least three other attributes: sovereignty, impassibility, 

and simplicity. 

 

Aseity entails sovereignty, which entails immutability 

 

The sovereignty of God is beyond dispute, biblically speaking.
9
 While it is directly 

attributed to God in multiple passages (e.g., Gen. 15:2; 2 Sam 7:28; Ps. 47:2; Isa. 1:24; etc.), it is 

also important to note that it is entailed by aseity, which helps one understand both aseity and 

sovereignty. That the two doctrines should be joined together is not surprising. Plantinga writes, 

 

Now I think . . . the sovereignty-aseity intuition . . . must be taken with real seriousness. 

Suppose God has essentially the property of being omnipotent and suppose that property 

is an object distinct from him, is uncreated by him and exists necessarily. Then in some 

sense he does depend on that property. For in the first place he could not have existed if it 

had not; its existence is a necessary condition for his existence. And secondly he couldn’t 

have the character he does have, couldn’t be the way he is, if omnipotence didn’t exist or 

weren’t the way it is.
10

 

 

Thus even evangelicals who reject the classical view of God see the relationship between 

sovereignty and aseity. Yet further, Plantinga’s argument reveals that if God is dependent on 

anything other than Himself then those things upon which He is dependent have a degree of 

control over Him. Thus, aseity demands that God have absolute control over everything, since 

He is dependent on nothing. That is to say, aseity entails absolute sovereignty. But if this is true, 
                                                             

8
Plantinga, 35. 

9
What is a matter of dispute is, of course, the nature of that sovereignty with reference to free will. This 

issue is discussed under the various theories of the providence of God. Which position one adopts on that issue, 

however, is immaterial to the argument made here, so it will be ignored. 
10

Plantinga, 34. 
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the classical view of immutability necessarily follows. For if God is in control of everything and 

in principle (as demanded by aseity) dependent on nothing, then nothing can change Him. For if 

anything changed Him in any way, then He would be dependent on that thing for “the character 

he does have” and to “be the way he is.” That is to say, a sovereign God who exists a se cannot 

be changed by anything in creation (living, event, or property) lest that God cease to be 

sovereign over that thing and cease to exist in Himself. 

 

Aseity entails impassibility, which entails immutability 

 

The above argument also naturally suggests that aseity entails impassibility, a doctrine 

which is highly objectionable to both process theologians
11

 and many evangelicals.
12

 Yet if God 

exists a se, then He cannot be affected by creation, for to the degree He is affected, He is 

dependent on the thing affecting Him for His new state of being. Thus so dependent, He does not 

exist a se. So aseity entails impassibility, which in turn entails immutability in the classical 

sense, a connection that has long been recognized by theologians. Novation, born in in 200 A.D., 

was one of the earliest interpreters of the Trinity. Even for him, 

 

the doctrine of impassibility was intimately linked to immutability. In The Trinity, 

Novatian states that God never changes. He is not changed by the world, or, self-changed. 

. . . [T]he idea behind his assertion was James 1:17. Novatian maintained that any 

increase in the divine life, any type of actualization, indicates a beginning of a new form 

of life. Therefore, God cannot experience any manner of growth.
13

 

 

In short, if God cannot be affected by anything in creation (via impassibility), then there 

is no basis on which to say He can be changed at all. He is thus Aquinas’ “first mover, put in 

motion by no other.”
14

 Put differently, God is not unaffected because He is cannot be affected; 

He is unaffected because He is the absolutely unaffected source of all affection. 

 

Aseity entails simplicity, which entails immutability 

 

Simplicity is another highly controversial doctrine among evangelicals even though 

aseity entails it. Put simply, any being composed of parts is dependent on something other than 

itself for its existence, for at a minimum, “if anything has parts, then it is dependent on these 

parts for both the fact of and the nature of its existence, and this including God.”
15

 Therefore, 

God cannot be a composite being, which is to say, He is simple. Though the most philosophical, 

this is the most powerful entailment of strong immutability of all. If God is simple then He is 
                                                             

11
Barry L. Whitney, “Divine Immutability in Process Philosophy and Contemporary Thomism,” Horizons 

7, no. 1 (1980): 52. 
12

William Lane Craig, for instance, says, “On the contemporary scene there are very few theologians who 

would defend [impassibility]. There seems to be no good reason for taking the biblical descriptions of God’s 

emotions non-literally.” See, William Lane Craig, “Divine Impassibility and the Crucifixion,” Reasonable Faith, 

http://www.reasonablefaith.org/divine-impassibility-and-the-crucifixion (Accessed December 10, 2013). 
13

John B. Song, "An Exploration of Novatian's Hermeneutic on Divine Impassibility and God's Emotions in 

Light of Modern Concerns," Journal of Reformed Theology 6, no. 1 (January 1, 2012): 15. 
14

ST Ia.2.3 
15

Chris Morrison, Reconsidering Divine Simplicity (Master’s Thesis: Luther Rice Seminary, 2011), 43. 

http://www.reasonablefaith.org/divine-impassibility-and-the-crucifixion
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atemporal,
16

 yet by definition that which is atemporal cannot change, since to change presumes 

temporality. Put negatively, to allow for God to change is to make God temporal, which is to 

deny His simplicity, which is to deny His aseity, which is to deny the biblical witness. 

 

Consideration and Critique of Evangelical Notions of Immutability 

 

Despite the apparently strong, biblical case for the classical notion of immutability laid 

out above, evangelicals have increasingly abandoned it in favor of a position somewhere 

between process and classical theism. Therefore, the argument given above will be applied to 

evangelical thought as represented by Ware’s “Reformulation” to show what evangelicals have 

right, what they have wrong, and to further clarify the classical idea of immutability. 

 

Evangelicals affirm God’s immutability 

 

The first thing to note is that evangelicals do affirm God’s immutability in several 

important senses. This is important, because it serves as a reminder that the difference is not the 

wholesale acceptance or rejection of a given attribute but rather the nature or extent of that 

attribute, that is, how the assertion it is true ought best be understood.
17

 

 

Ware’s “ontological immutability” is not taken to its logical conclusion 

 

After reviewing three passages that teach that God does not change —Ps. 102:25-27; 

Mal. 3:6; Jas. 1:17—Ware offers two aspects of immutability proper for evangelicals to affirm. 

First, “the God of the Bible is unchangeable in the supreme excellence of his intrinsic nature. 

This may be called God's ‘ontological immutability’—that is, the changelessness of God's eternal 

and self-sufficient being.”
18

 Moreover, he notes that this concept “is a first-order conception 

under which any other sense of divine immutability is dependent.”
19

 He even goes so far as to 

agree with classical theists that God “is immutable not only with regard to the fact of his eternal 

existence but also in the very content or make-up of his eternal essence, independent of the 

world. He does not depend for his existence on anything external to him.”
20

 

Ware is correct in all this but then commits what has been called taxi-cab fallacy. That is, 

he has not taken his arguments to their logical conclusions. For as Craig has shown, if God is 

merely intrinsically changeless (as Ware asserts above), then He cannot be temporal, which 

negates Ware’s view of immutability: 

 

Even if we relax the definition of "immutable" to mean "incapable of intrinsic change" . . 

. an immutable God cannot be temporal. For if God is temporal, He at the very least 

changes in that He is constantly growing older—not physically, of course, but in the 

purely temporal sense of constantly adding more years to His life. Moreover, God would 
                                                             

16
For an admission of and defense of this point from an evangelical who does not hold to God’s simplicity, 

atemporality, or strong immutability, see William Lane Craig, Time and Eternity (Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 

2001), 29-32. 
17

Thus the debate is not in the same category as the debate between orthodox Christians and Jehovah’s 

Witnesses are over the divinity of Christ, to take but one example. 
18

Ware, 434. 
19

Ibid. 
20

Ibid., 436. 
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be constantly changing in His knowledge, knowing first that "It is now t1" and later "It is 

now t2." God's foreknowledge and memories must also be steadily changing, as 

anticipated events transpire ad become past. God would constantly be performing new 

actions, at t1 causing events at t1, and at t2 causing events at t2. Thus a temporal God 

cannot be changeless. It follows, then, that if God is immutable, He is timeless.
21

 

 

If, then, Ware wishes to assert that God’s intrinsic nature cannot change, then he must 

affirm the classical sense of immutability, for as argued above, an atemporal God cannot change 

at all, and so a God that cannot change is strongly immutable. That Ware argues that all other 

senses of immutability are dependent on this one shows that he has simply failed to take his 

argument to its necessary conclusion. Lastly, it should be noted that Ware affirms God’s aseity 

when he argues against process theologians that “He does not depend for his existence on 

anything external to him.”
22

 But if that is true, then by the arguments already discussed above, 

God’s strong immutability must be affirmed. 

 

Ware’s “ethical immutability” is not sufficiently grounded 

 

Beyond “ontological immutability,” Ware also affirms what He calls “God's ‘ethical 

immutability,’ the faithfulness and reliability of God by which he is true to his word and 

unfailing in accomplishing what he has promised.”
23

 It is certainly true that God keeps His word, 

but the salient point is that this aspect of immutability is firmly grounded in God’s ontological 

immutability. Put differently, God’s ethical immutability, even for Ware, must find its ground in 

His intrinsic nature.
24

 But that means if Ware’s notion of ontological immutability is insufficient, 

then he has not sufficiently grounded this extremely important biblical mandate. 

On the one hand, one may affirm that the ontological immutability just discussed is fully 

sufficient since, unbeknownst to Ware, it entails strong immutability. That would be true were it 

not for the fact that what Ware gives in the first part of his paper he takes away in the next. Since 

he affirms that God can change in some significant ways, then he denies the strong immutability 

entailed by his notion of ontological immutability. Thus, one can construct a modus ponens along 

the following lines: 

 

1. If God is ontologically immutable, then He is strongly immutable; 

2. God is not strongly immutable; 

3. Therefore, God is not ontologically immutable. 

 

Again, it is important to remember that evangelical scholars like Craig have shown that 

any significant degree of mutability (including asserting God’s temporality), denies that God’s 

intrinsic nature is immutable (that is, Ware’s ontological immutability). Thus one must either 

reject ontological immutability, in which case ethical immutability has no grounding, or else one 

must affirm ontological immutability and thus strong immutability. One final option possibly 

open to evangelical scholars would be to reject ontological immutability and simply insist on 

ethical immutability on the sheer weight of Scripture. In that case, however, it seems that one 
                                                             

21
Craig, Time and Eternity, 31. 

22
 Ware, 436. 

23
 Ibid. 

24
 Ibid., 437. 
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must be committed to the notion that the doctrine of God does not have to be philosophically 

coherent, at least in this one area—and if not here, it is unclear why evangelicals should insist on 

philosophical coherence anywhere else (e.g., the Trinity). That, however, seems like a price too 

high to pay simply to avoid affirming classical theism. 

 

Evangelicals affirm God’s relational mutability without biblical warrant 

 

Having affirmed the onto-ethical immutability of God, Ware next moves to propose that 

God is still relationally mutable, though several problems exist with his defense. His initial 

comments provide little support for this assertion. Instead, with no exegetical support, he simply 

claims, “That God changes in his relationship with others is abundantly clear from Scripture.”
25

 

He does offer some passing observations. For instance, he says that Psalm 78 highlights changes 

in God’s attitude towards His people. Unfortunately, those thoughts are far too underdeveloped 

for meaningful interaction, and classical theists have long seen such passages as 

anthropomorphisms. Ware also attempts to find justification for relational mutability in Anselm’s 

argument that changes in others does not necessarily entail changes in one’s self.
26

 Yet the 

changes Anselm talked about are today referred to as Cambridge changes
27

 and are recognized to 

have little bearing on the discussion since they are not real changes at all.
28

 

Finally, Ware insists that “these changes of relationship neither entail nor involve 

incidentally changes in God's intrinsic nature.”
29

 The difficulty with allowing changes in general 

not to affect God’s intrinsic nature has already been noted. It only needs to be added that Ware 

offers no logical support for his assertion that the two ideas are compatible, although he tries to 

strengthen the claim by insisting (again without offering an explanation of internal coherence) 

that God’s changes of behavior actually uphold His unchangeable nature. Classical theists would 

agree, of course, that God’s wrath falls on sin while His blessing falls upon obedience, but they 

simply deny that such “changes” are real at all.
30

 On the other hand, if Ware and other 

evangelicals see those changes as real in God, it is difficult to see how a God who can change 

His attitude in response to human acts is ontologically immutable, sovereign, or exists a se. 

 

God’s repentance offers no biblical support for relational mutability 

 

Despite these unaddressed issues, Ware still believes he finds support for his notion of 

relational mutability in God’s repentance and in His emotional changes. His argument from the 

former is incredibly weak. In fact, he explicitly affirms the traditional view that passages that 

speak of God’s repentance should be taken as anthropomorphisms.
31

 He thinks he finds some 

degree of support, though, in reading these anthropomorphisms as referring not to a real change 

of mind but to a real change of the will, saying, “In general it seems best to understand God's 
                                                             

25
 Ibid., 439. 

26
 Ibid.; cf. Anselm, Monologion 1.25. 

27
 Sandra Visser and Thomas Williams, Anselm (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 106. 

28
 John S. Feinberg, No One Like Him: The Doctrine of God. Kindle ed. (Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 

2006), 6146-6147 
29

 Ware, 439. 
30

 For a detailed defense of this view, see Patrick Lee, “Does God Have Emotions,” in God Under Fire: 

Modern Scholarship Reinvents God, eds. Douglas Huffman and Eric Johnson (Grand Rapids, Mich: Zondervan, 

2002), 211–30. 
31

 Ware, 444. 
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repentance as his changed mode of action and attitude in response to a changed human 

situation.”
32

 Yet it is not at all obvious that a “changed mode of action” requires any real change 

in God. By way of analogy, consider Aquinas’ answer to how God could respond to prayer 

without violating His immutability: 

 

In order to throw light on this question we must consider that Divine providence disposes 

not only what effects shall take place, but also from what causes and in what order these 

effects shall proceed. Now among other causes human acts are the causes of certain 

effects. Wherefore it must be that men do certain actions, not that thereby they may 

change the Divine disposition, but that by those actions they may achieve certain effects 

according to the order of the Divine disposition: and the same is to be said of natural 

causes. And so is it with regard to prayer. For we pray not that we may change the Divine 

disposition, but that we may impetrate that which God has disposed to be fulfilled by our 

prayers. In other words "that by asking, men may deserve to receive what Almighty God 

from eternity has disposed to give," as Gregory says (Dial. i, 8)
33

 

 

In short, it is possible that God foreordains not only events but the means by which those 

events come to pass. Thus, Thomas says that God decrees that if a man prays for X then he will 

receive it; if he does not, then he will not. Of course, God knows what the man will do, but that 

does not mean that the option was not real for the man himself. In just the same way, there is no 

reason to suppose that God’s supposed change of behavior is anything less than a foreordained 

divine plan in which man is the responsive one rather than God. There is, then, simply no biblical 

warrant for the claim that divine repentance provides any warrant for relational mutability. 

 

God’s emotions offer no biblical support for relational mutability 

 

Ware finds far more support for his relational mutability in the idea that God experiences 

emotional changes. While he acknowledges that classical theists have explained biblical passages 

that speak of divine emotions as anthropomorphisms, he thinks they are wrong here (though not, 

again, in the case of repentance). He says, 

 

by utilizing the criterion developed above for genuine anthropomorphic expression, it 

seems here that there is no basis for calling such emotions mere anthropomorphisms. The 

Scriptures offer abundant references to various emotions in God. He is said to be angry 

(Num 12:9; Josh 7:1; Isa 42:25), wrathful (2 Kgs 22:13; Ps 110:5; Jer 10:10), jealous 

(Exod 20:5; Josh 24:19; Zech 1:14), compassionate and merciful (Ps 103:8; 145:8; Jer 

3:12), patient and long-suffering (Exod 34:6; Num 14:8; 2 Pet 3:9)—just to name a few.
34

 

 

Three things can be said in response. First, by Ware’s own criteria there may be biblical 

evidence for seeing emotions as anthropomorphisms. In Acts 14:15, Paul says, “Sirs, why do ye 

these things? We also are men of like passions with you” (KJV). His point is that he is not a god, 

but a man with passions and emotions. At best, this means that the “emotions” God has are not 

like human emotions. It can also be reasonably taken as an affirmation of divine impassibility. 
                                                             

32
 Ibid., 443. 

33
 ST. IIb.83.2. 

34
 Ware, 445. 
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Second, Ware seems to be confusing surface grammar with depth grammar and thus begs the 

question. As Feinberg points out, one cannot simply take descriptions of God and simplistically 

apply them so as to draw metaphysical conclusions.
35

 Finally, if God is truly affected by human 

acts and has emotional responses, then His emotional state is directly dependent on humanity. 

That, however, denies His aseity and therefore must be rejected. Thus, the “changing emotions” 

of God also fail to provide biblical warrant for relational mutability. 

 

Conclusion: The Implications of Ware’s Doctrine on Biblical Theology 

 

If the arguments above are sound, then there are serious implications for rejecting the 

classical view of God’s immutability. Two obvious errors should be considered. 

 

Evangelical notions of God’s mutability entail contingency in God (contra aseity) 

 

If Ware’s reformulation is correct, then God is at least partly a contingent being. 

According to his view, God’s emotional state is dependent on how human beings behave at any 

given time. Ware insists that these changes are not incompatible with immutability of God’s 

character. This assertion can be accepted for the sake of argument, but it misses the larger point. 

Whether or not God’s changing emotions reflect an immutable character, the fact that the 

changes in emotions are contingent on human behavior means that God is contingent on human 

behavior for the way in which He exists at any given time. But if God is contingent on mankind, 

then He does not exist a se, in clear violation of the biblical text. 

One may argue, however, that the argument for God’s contingency need not apply to 

God’s emotional state and thus does not violate His aseity. For on this view, human emotions are 

actually theomorphic (rather than divine emotions being anthropomorphic),
36

 meaning that God 

created people with emotions similar to His. Therefore, He is not dependent on His creation, 

since things like love and hate are not created but rather part of the very essence of God. Put 

differently, when God becomes angry, He is not dependent on something He did not create. 

This objection helps clarify the argument given above. Classical theists do not deny that 

human emotions are like something in the divine essence. The same, however, can be said for 

everything asserted about God—His knowledge (human knowledge points to something like 

knowledge in God), His power (human knowledge points to something like power in God), etc. 

The classical argument is that all of these attributes, however, are simply different ways of 

thinking about the same, undivided divine being. That is, the difference is in the human mind 

rather than in God Himself. This is important, because on Ware’s view, God is composed of 

emotional “parts.” One could theoretically list all these properties and God would be defined as 

“the being that possesses the properties of being omniscient, being holy, being loving, being 

hateful of sin, etc.” But if these are distinct properties, then God’s existence is contingent on their 

more fundamental reality and He is, then, contingent on something He did not create, which 

violates the biblical witness. It is better to follow Anselm here, who wrote, 

 

But how [is God] compassionate, and simultaneously passionless? For if You cannot 

suffer, You do not feel sympathy. Yet if you do not feel sympathy, Your heart is not 

wretched from sympathy for the wretched, which is to be compassionate. But if You are 
                                                             

35
 Feinberg, 7506. 

36
 Ware ,446. 
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not compassionate, where does the comfort for the wretched come from? So how are You 

both compassionate and not compassionate, O Lord? You are compassionate in terms of 

our experience and not in terms of Your being.
37

 

 

So people experience God’s essence based on their own relationship to God. In this way, 

the emotional “changes” in God are conceived of as mere Cambridge changes. Just as Socrates 

does not change when his student becomes taller than him, so God does not change when a 

person changes from being properly related to Him (in which they might experience God as “He 

is blessing me”) to being improperly related to Him (in which they might experience God as “He 

is angry at me.”) On the classical argument, then, God’s emotional “responses” entail no 

contingency and thus does not contradict the biblical doctrine of aseity. 

 

Evangelical notions of God’s mutability entail dependency in God (contra sovereignty) 

 

From this clarification of the classical view, it is easy to how Ware’s notion of God’s 

mutability contradicts sovereignty. Put simply, on his view, the mutability of God’s relations 

entails that human beings have some degree of control over the way in which God exists at any 

given moment. But to have control over God in any way is absurd inasmuch as it constitutes a 

denial of God’s sovereignty. This, of course, suggests questions about how God can be 

absolutely sovereign while still allowing free will. As serious as a problem this is, though, it 

should not be regarded as a defeater of the classical position. Put simply, solutions have been 

offered for the problem.
38

 Some are better than others, but the fact that viable options are on the 

table suggests that the existence sovereignty/free-will debate is not enough to overturn classical 

immutability.
39

 The same cannot be said about Ware’s position, for at bottom, any view that 

allows God’s state to be under the control of humans is in principle a denial of divine 

sovereignty. The only response possible in principle is to redefine sovereignty such that it allows 

human control over God. But any such redefinition is both a very high price to pay and must 

ultimately deny God’s aseity, contra Scripture. 

The Church, then, needs to seriously reconsider accepting Ware’s reformulation of divine 

immutability. These arguments have shown that the stakes are high. The very coherence of 

Christianity, the integrity of the biblical witness, divine sovereignty, and aseity are all at risk. If 

these fail, then, contrary to standard evangelical claims, the very trustworthiness of God—which 

is the reason immutability is primarily taught in Scripture—is open to question. One can 

continue to affirm it on biblical grounds, of  course, but if such affirmations result in an 

incoherent faith, then far from being a humble acceptance of biblical truth, it becomes a blind 

assertion that falsehood is true. Yet as God told Job, He takes no pleasure when people speak 

falsely of Him.  
                                                             

37
 Proslogion 8, author’s translation, emphasis added. 

38
 For a helpful survey of the options, see Feinberg, 15105-433. 

39
 In order to overturn the classical argument, one would have to show that any attempt to reconcile 

sovereignty and free will must necessarily fail. But in that case, one will have created an even more serious biblical 

problem, namely, that the Bible seems to affirm both divine sovereignty and human free will. 
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