
Bible Baptist Church of Galway 

PO Box 112, Galway, NY 12074 

 

Wednesday, July 15, 2015 

Dear ARBCA Friends 

 

It is with regret that I am writing you this letter as you 
are highly esteemed by me and ARBCA has been so 

much a part of our church life. As you no doubt gathered from my comments at the 
General Assembly, neither I nor the congregation of the Bible Baptist Church of Galway 
can affirm the ARBCA position paper on impassibility.   
 
For us, the emotional responses of God to His creation do not compromise His aseity nor 
do they threaten His unchangeable being and perfections. They rather display them. His 
grief in response to our sinfulness highlights His immutable love, holiness, and goodness. 
To think such grief is going to somehow make God emotionally unstable reflects a rather 
small view of God. Even a father and mother can grieve the actions of a wayward child, 
yet retain an emotional equilibrium.  How much more so of God. Unlike the philosophical 
concepts of Plato and Aristotle, which influenced the theology reflected in this statement 
under consideration (without passions), our God is a personal God, who seeks a 
relationship with His creation. The ancient Greek philosophers’ concept of a “supreme 
being” was impersonal. The popular gods of the Greek and Roman pantheon were 
personal, but were governed by unruly passions.  The God of the Bible is unlike either of 
those views. The Scriptures open with Him in the garden with Adam and Eve and closes 
with the redeemed enjoying His companionship in all eternity.  
 
I found the theological committees’ paper (TC) very weak.  The TC view of divine 
impassibility was supposedly built on the law of non-contradiction about a word (repent) 
that has both an emotional and a volitional component. The two examples first brought to 
the fore stressed a different aspect of the verb in an entirely different situation. God 
will not repent (change his mind) when it comes to breaking a promise in the case of 
Balaam. However, the emotional aspect is stressed when God is said to repent at making 
man, whom He was about to destroy with the flood.  This is NOT an “A does not equal 
non-A” set up, which the law of non-contradiction requires. The use of figurative 
language here by the TC is not really due to the law of non-contradiction. It is really due 
to a pre-conceived idea that God cannot have an emotional response to His creation. 
Where did that idea come from? Not from the Scriptures! The analogy of Scriptures 
ABUNDANTLY speaks of God’s emotional responses.  The problem Charles Hodge had 
with the classical view of divine impassibility is here clearly made known by the way the 
TC framed the argument. In the TC report, philosophy has stopped being the handmaid 
to theology. It has crawled in bed and with theology has birthed a philosophical-
theological offspring that is contrary to the plain sense of Scripture. Take Ephesians 4:30 
for example, “And do not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, by whom you were sealed for 
the day of redemption.” The TC report’s view is this verse means something other than it 
plainly states, as it asserts that God cannot be grieved!  



In a Confession that requires us to judge any controversy by the Scriptures and not the 
opinions of ancient men, the arbiter of this debate should not have been what was thought 
by our Baptist forefathers. They could have gotten this point wrong and like their 
comments in another section about the Pope being THE Antichrist, the Man of Sin, I feel 
they have! Like infant baptism, classical divine impassability has a long history. However, 
as a Baptist, I don’t base my views on how long it has been in circulation or what the 
Westminster Divines thought (of whose Confession we built upon), but the Word of God.  
 
Personally, I felt the moratorium on discussion of the issue in the public arena squelched 
any meaningful real discussion of the issues at hand. People can discuss issues civilly 
without rancor. I know that I could have easily discussed the TC report with Ron Baines. 
However, with my schedule, I didn’t even finish reading the whole report prior to the time 
when I wrote my hastily written paper, which in talking with individuals, many had not even 
read. My goal was to talk to Ron after reading the whole report. It was too much!  
 
I realize that I am not the most articulate person when it comes to speaking or writing. 
After speaking up at the AC, comments by some, made me realize that I was not 
understood. However, having spoken, my time was up. It was the end of discussion and 
the TC had the last word. I’m glad it was a peaceful AC, yet I felt that that it was one-
sided.  
 
As it stands now. I am wholly unsatisfied with the TC report. I cannot affirm the paper. To 
do so, in my opinion, would affirm something contrary to the Scriptures. I have in my study 
recommended books to read that are still unread. Frankly, there is too much to do here 
in Galway with my family, with the church, and with work in the post office to continue any 
further debate upon this topic. It is actually unnecessary for me to do so. Please don’t 
take what I’m about to say in the wrong way, but I don’t feel that I have to drink the whole 
glass of milk if in the first sip, I realize it is spoiled.  
 
I’m sorry that this issue has brought about this severance between us.  I hope my remarks 
do not offend you. In all honesty, I wish this issue had never come up. We will miss 
ARBCA. On our side, we part company with you as friends. 
 
In closing, we had a congregational meeting on Sunday, May 17th in which we 
unanimously voted to withdraw from ARBCA as of July 1, 2015. However, we will keep 
our financial pledge to ARBCA for the rest of this year, so that we will not contribute to 
any monetary shortfall during this time of transition for you. As always, we wish you God’s 
best in the years to come.  
 
We love you, my brethren, 

 

 

 

Wayne R. Brandow, Pastor, on behalf of the Bible Baptist Church of Galway 

 


