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Trinity

Salim, because there was much water there’” (Jn 8
23). Philip and the eunuch “both went down
into the water’”’ and they ‘‘came up
2. John the out of the water.” All NT baptisms
Baptist were by immersion (see also Rom 6
1-11).
The Didache (100-150 AD) ch vii: “Baptize into
the name of the Father and of the Son and of the
Holy Spirit in living [running] water.
3. The But if they have not living water, bap-
Didache tize into other water; and if thou
canst not in cold, in warm'’ (Barricare
els 10 Bvopa TOo0 warpds xal ToU viob kal Tob dylov
wvevuaros &v Udate {Ovri, baplisale eis t6 6noma tod
patrés kat tow huiod kai tou hagiou pneimatos en
hidati zontz). “But if thou have not either, Eour out
water thrice [7pls, tris] upon the head into the name
of the Father and Son and Holy Spirit.”” Here the
triple action is maintained throughout, even in
clinical baptism, while immersion is the rule.
Justin Martyr (Ap., 1.61) describes baptism
which can only be understood as triune im-
mersion.
4. Justin Tertullian (De Corona, iii) says,
Martyr ‘“Hereupon we are thrice immersed”’
(dehinc ter mergitamur), Again (Ad
Prazeam, xxvi), “And lastly he commands them to
baptize into the Father and the Son and the Hol
Spirit, not into a unipersonal God.
5. Ter- And indeed it is not only once but
tullian

three times that we are immersed into
the Three Persons, at each several

mention of their names” (nam nec semel, sed ter,
ad singula nomina, in personas singulos, tinguimur).
Eunomius (c 360) introduced single immersion *‘into

the death of Christ.”” This innovation was condemned.
ﬁggs Const, 50, says, ‘‘ If any preshyter or
0

p does not perform the one initiation
6. Euno-  Cf) % reo immersions, but with giving ono
mius fmmersion only into the death of the Lord,

let him hedeposed.” Single immersion was
allowed by Gregory the Great (c 691) to the church in
Spain in opposition to the Arians who used a trine (not
triune) immersion (Epis., 1.43). This was exceptional.

The Gr church has always baptized by triune
immersion. The historical practice of the Chris-
tian church may well be summed up
7. Greek in the words of Dean Stanley: “There
Church can be no question that the original
form of baptism—the very meaning
of the word—was complete immersion in the deep
baptismal waters; and that for at least four cen-
turies, any other form was either unknown, or re-
garded, unless in the case of dangerous illness, as
an exceptional, almost monstrous case. . ... A
few drops of water are now the western substitute
for the threefold plunge into the rushing river or
the wide baptisteries of the East” (Hist of Eastern
Church, 28). “For the first three centuries the al-
most universal practice of baptism was . . . . that
those who were baptized, were plunged, submerged,
immersed into the water”’ (Christian Institutions,
p. 21). See further, BaprisM; LiTERATURE, Sus-
ApPosTOLIC, I, 5.

LiteraTUuRE.—James Quinter, Triune Immersion aa
the Apostolic Form of Christian Baptism; C. F. Yoder,
God's Means of Grace, Brethren Pu{). House, Elgin, I11.,
U.S.A.; Smith, Dict. of Christian Antiquities; Huastings,
ERE; Bible Dicts.; Church Fathers; Church Histories,
and Histories of Baptism.

Danier. WEBSTER KuUrTz

TRINITY, trin’i-ti: :

The Term **Trinity’”

. Purvly a Revealed Doctrine

No Rational Proof of It

Finds Support in Reason

Not Clearly Revealed in the OT

Prepared for in the O

. Presupposed Rather Than Inculcated in the NT
. Revealed in Manifestation of Son and Spirit

. Implied in the Wholo NT

Conditions the Whole Teaching of Jesus
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11. Father and Son in Johannine Discourses
12. Spirit in Johannine Discourses

13. The Baptismal Formula

14. Genuineness of Baptismal Formula

15. Paul’'s Trinitarianism

18. Conjunction of the Three in Paul

17, Trinitarianism of Other NT Writers
18. Variations in Nomenclature

19. Implications of **Son'’ and ‘' Spirit"
20. The Question of Subordination

21. Witness of the Christian Consciousness
22. Formulation of the Doctrine
LITERATURE

The term “Trinity” is not a Bib. term, and we
are not using Bib. language when we define what is
expressed by it as the doctrine that

1. The there is one only and true God, but
Term in the unity of the Godhead there are
“Trinity” three cocternal and coequal Persons,

the same in substance but distinct in
subsistence. A doctrine so defined can be spoken

of as a Bib. doctrine only on the principle that the
sense of Scripture is Scripture. And the definition
of a Bib, doctrine in such un-Bib. language can be
justified orly on the principle that it is better to
greserve the truth of Scripture than the words of

cripture. The doctrine of the Trinity lies in
Secripture in solution; when it is crystallized from
its solvent it does not cease to be Scriptural, but
only comes into clearer view. Or, to speak without
figure, the doctrine of the Trinity is given to us in
Scripture, not in formulated definition, but in frag-
mentary allusions; when we assemble the disjecla

' membra into their organic unity, we are not passing

from Scripture, but entering more thoroughly into
the meaning of Scripture. We may state the doc-
trine in technical terms, supplied by philosophical
reflection; but the doctrine stated is a genuinely
Scriptumi doctrine.
In point of fact, the doctrine of the Trinity is
purely a revealed doctrine. That is to say, it
embodies a truth which has never been
2. Purely a discovered, and is indiscoverable, by
Revealed natural reason. With all his scarch-
Doctrine  ing, man has not been able to find out
for himself the deepest things of God.
Accordingly, ethnic thought has never attained a
Trinitarian conception of God, nor does any ethnic
religion present in its representations of the Divine
being any analogy to the doctrine of the Trinity.

Triads of divinities, no doubt, occur in nearly all
Rolyvhelsuc religions, formed under very various in-

uences. Sometimes, as in the Egyp triad of Osiris,
Isis and Horus, it is the analogy of the human family
with its father, mother and son which lies at their basis.
Sometimes they are the cffect of mere syncretism, t!
deities worshipped In different localitios being brought
together in the common worship of all. Somectimes, as
in the Hindu triad of Brahma, Vishnu and Shiva, they
represent the cyclic movement of a methelsuc evolu-
tion, and symbolize the three stages of Being, Becoming
and Dissolution. Sometimes they are the result appar-
ontli of nothing more than an odd human tendency to
think in threes, which has given the number three wide-
spread standing as a sacred number (so H. Usener).
It is no more than was to bhe anticipated, that one or
another of these triads should now and again be pointed
to as the replica (or even the original) of the Christian
doctrine of the Trinity. Gladstone found the Trinity in
the Homeric mythology, the trident of Poscidon_being
its symbol. Hegel very naturally found it in the Hindu
Trimurti, which indeed is very like his panthelzi
notion of what the Trinity is. “Others have perceiv
it in the Buddhist Triratna (Soderblom); or (despite
their crass dualism) in some speculations of Parsee-
ism; or, more frequently, in the notional triad of Platon-
ism (c.g. Knapp); while Jules Martin i8 quite sure that
it is present in Philo's neo-Stoical doctrine of the
‘‘powors,”” esp. when applied to the explanation of
Abraham’s threo visitors. Of lato ycars, eyes have
been turned rather to Babylonia; and H. Zimmern
finds a possible forerunner of the Trinity in a Father,
Son, and Intercessor, which he discovers in its my-
thology. It should be necdless to say that none of these
triads has the slichtest resemblance to the Christian
doctrine of the ’l‘rinitf. The Christian doctrine of the
I'rinity embodies much more than the notion of ** three-
ness,”” and beyond their ‘‘threeness’ “these triads
have nothing in common with it.
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As the doctrine of the Trinity is indiscoverable
by reason, so it is incapable of proof from reason.
There are no analogies to it in Nature,
3. No not even in the spiritugl nature of man,
Rational who is made in the image of God. In
Proof of It His trinitarian mode of being, God is
unique; and, as there is nothing in the
universe like Him in this respect, so there is nothing
which can help us to comprehend Him. Many
attempts have, nevertheless, been made to con-
struct a rational proof of the Trinity of the God-
hcad. Among these there are two which are par-
ticularly attractive, and have therefore been put
forward again and again by speculative thinkers
through all the Christian ages. These are derived
from the implications, in the one case, of self-
consciousness; in the other, of love. Both self-
consciousness and love, it is said, demand for their
very existence an object over against which the
sclf stands as subject. If we conceive of God as
self-conscious and loving, therefore, we cannot help
conceivin? of Him as embracing in His unity some
form of plurality. From this general position both
arguments have been elaborated, however, by
various thinkers in very varied forms.

The former of them, for example, is developed by a
great 17th-cent. theologian—Bartholomew Keckermann
(1614)—as follows: God is self-conscious thought; and
God's thought must have a perfect object, existing
eternally before it; this object to be perfect must be
itself God; and as God is one, this object which is
God must be the God that is one. It is essentially the
same argument which is popularized in a famous para-
gtph (g?ll) of Lessing’'s The Education of the Human

ace. fust not God have an absolutely perfect re&re-
sentation of Himself—that is, & representation in which
everything that is in Him is found? And would every-
thing that is in God be found in this representation if
His necessary reality were not found in it? If every-
thing, everyt! inf without exception, that is in God is to
be found In this representation, it cannot, therefore,
remain a mere em b{ image, but must be an actual dupli-
cation of God. It is obvious that arguments like this
prove too much. If God's representation of Himself,
to be perfect, must possess the same kind of reality that
He Himself possesses, it does not seem easy to deny that
His representations of everything else must possess ob-
jective reality. And this would be as much as to say
that the eternal objective coexistence of all that God
can conceive is given in the very idea of God; and that
is open pantheism. The logical flaw lies in including in
the perfection of a representation qualities which are
not proper to representations, however perfect. A perfect
representation must, of course, have all the reality
memr to a representation; but objective reality is so
ittle proper to a reprosentation that a representation
acq ng it would cease to be a representation. This
fatal flaw is not transcended, but only covered up,
when the argument is compi , 88 {t i3 in most of its
modern presentations, in effect to the mere assertion
that the condition of self-consciousness is & real dis-
tinction between the thinking subject and the thought
ohject, which, in God's case, would be between the sub-
ject ego and the object ego. Why, however, we should
deny to God the power of self-contemplation enjoyed by
every finite spirit, save at the cost of the distinct hypos-
tatizing of the contemplant_and the contemplated self,
it is hard to understand. Nor is it always clear that
what we get Is a distinct hypostatization rather than a
di:tinct substantializing of the contemplant and con-
templated ego: not two persons in the Godhead so much
as two Gods. The discovery of the third hypostasis—
the Holy Spirit—remains meanwhile, to all these attempts
rutionally to construct a Trinity in the Divine Being
a standing puzzle which finds only a very artificial
solution.

The case is much the same with the argument derived
from the nature of love. Our si;mpat,hlcs g0 out to that
old Valentinian writer—possibly it was Valentinus
himself—who reasoned—perhaps he was the first so to
reason—that ‘“ God is all love,”” ‘‘but love is not love
unless there be an object of love.” And they go out
more richly still to Augustine, when, secking a basis,
not for a theory of emanations, but for the doctrine of the
Trinity, he analyzes this love which God is into the triple
implication of ‘“the lover,” *“ the loved" and * the love
itself,” and sees in this trinary of love an analogue of
the Triune God. It requires, however, only that the
argument thus broadly suggested should be devcloped
into its details for its artificiality to become apparent,
Richard of St. Victor works it out as follows: It belongs
to the nature of amor that it should turn to another as
caritas. This other, in God's case, cannot be the world;

—

since such love of the world would be inordinate. It
can only be a person; and a person who is God's equal
in eternity, power and wisdom. 8ince, however, there
cannot be two Divine substances, these two Djivine
gg:sons must form one and the same substance. The

t love cannot, however, confine itself to these two
persons; it must become condilectio b{ the desire that
a third should be equally loved as t.);? ove one another.
Thus love, when perfectly conceiv leads necessaril
to the Trinity, and since God is' all He can be, this
Trinity must be real. Modern writers (Sartorius,
Schdberlein, J. Milller, Liebner, most lately R. H. Gritz-
macher) do not seem to have essentially improved upon
such a statement as this. And after all is said, it does
not appear clear that God's own all-perfect Being could
not sup%ly a satisfying object of His all-perfect love.
To say that in its very nature love is self-communicative,
and therefore implies an object other than self, seems an
abuse of figurative language.

Perhaps the ontological proot of the Trinity is nowhere
more attractively put than by Jonathan Edwards. The
pecullarltr of his presentation of it lies in an attempt to
add plauslbility to it by & doctrine of the nature of spirit-
ual ideas or ideas of spiritual t| 8, such as thought, love,
fear, in general. Ideas of such things, he urges, are just
repetitions of them, so that he who has an idea of any act
of love, fear, anger or any other act or motion of the mind,
simply so far repeats the motion in question; and if the
idea be perfect and complete, the original motion of the
mind is absolutely reduplicated. Edwards presses this
8o far that he is ready to contend that if & man could
have an absolutely perfect idea of all that was in his
mind at any past moment, he would really, to all intents
and pu?oses. be over again what he wasat that moment.
And if he could perfectly contemplate all that is in his
mind at ang given moment, as it is and at the same time
that 1t is there in its first and direct existence, he would
really be two at that time, he would be twice at once:
*The idea he has of himself would be himself again.’
This now is the case with the Divine Being. ‘'God’s
idea of Himself is absolutely perfect, and therefore is an
express and perfect image of Him, exactly like Him in
every respect. . . . . But that which is the express,
%ertect image of God and in every respect like Him is

od, to all intents and purposes, because there is nothing
wanting: there is nothing in the Deity that renders it
the Deity but what has something exactly answering to
it in this image, which will therefore also render that the
Deity.”" The Second Person of the Trinity being thus
attalned, the argument advances. ‘‘The Godhead
being thus begottem of God's loving (having ?] an idea
of Himself and showing forth in a distinct Subsistence
or Person in that idea, there proceeds a most pure act,
and an infinitely holy and sacred energy arises between
the Father and Son in mutually loving and delighting
in each other. . . . . The Deity becomes all act, the
Divine essence itself flows out and is as it were breathed
forth in love and joy. So that the Godhead therein
stands forth in yet another manner of Subsistence, and
there proceeds the Third Person in the Trinity, the Holy
8Spirit, viz. the Deity in act, for there is no other act but
the act of the will.”  The inconclusiveness of the reason-
ing lies on the surface. The mind does not consist in its
states, and the repetition of its states would not, there-
fore drmucaw or triplicate it. _If it,did, we should have
a plurality of Beings, not of Persons in one Being.
Neither God's lFerrect, ides of Himself nor His perfect
love of Himsell reproduces Himself. He differs from
His idea and His love of Himself precisely by that which
distinguishes His Being from His acts. hen it is said,
then, that there is nothing in the Deity which renders
it the Deity but what has something answering to it in
its image of itsclf, it is enough to respond—except the
Delty itself. What is wanting to the image to make it
a second Deity is just objective reality.

Inconclusive as all such reasoning is, however,
considered as rational demonstration of the reality
of the Trinity, it is very far from

4. Sup- possessing no value. It carries home
iorted by to us in a very suggestive way the
eason superiority of the Trinitarian concep-

tion of God to the conception of Him
as an abstract monad, and thus brings important
rational support to the doctrine of the Trinity,
when once that doctrine has been given us by reve-
lation. If it is not quite possible to say that we
cannot conceive of God as eternal self-conscious-
ness and eternal love, without conceiving Him as a
Trinity, it does seem quite necessary to suy that
when we conceive Him as a Trinity, new fulness,
richness, force are %iven to our conception of Him
as a self-conscious, loving Being, and therefore we
conceive Him more adequately than as a monad,
and no one who has ever once conceived Him as a
Trinity can ever again satisfy himself with a monad-
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istic conception of God. Reason thus not only
performs the important negative service to faith in
the Trinity, of showing the self-consistency of the
doctrine and its consistency with other known truth,
but brings this positive rational support to it of dis-
covering in it the only adequate conception of God
as self-conscious spirit and living love. Difficult,
therefore, as the idea of the Trinity in itself is, it
does not come to us as an added burden upon our
intelligence; it brings us rather the solution of the
deepest and most persistent difficulties in our con-
ception of God as infinite moral Being, and illumi-
nates, enriches and elevates all our thought of God.
It has accordingly become a commonplace to say
that Christian theism is the only stable theism.
That is as much as to say that theism requires the
enriching conception of the Trinity to give it a per-
manent hold upon the human mind—the mind
finds it difficult to rest in the idea of an abstract
unity for its God; and that the human heart cries
out for the living God in whose Being there is that
fulness of life for which the conception of the Trinity
alone provides.

So strongly is it felt in wide circles that a Trinitarian
conception is essential to a worthy idea of God, that
there is abroad a deep-seated unwilling-

5. Not ness to allow that God could ever have
Clearly made Himself known otherwise than as
a Trinity. From this point of view it

Revealed  j5 inconceivable that the OT revela-
in the OT tion should know nothing of the Trinity.
Accordingly, I. A. Dorner, for example,

reasons thus: “If, however—and this is the faith of
universal Christendom—a living idea of God must be
thought in some way after a Trinitarian fashion, it
must be antecedently probable that traces of the Trinity
cannot be lacking in the OT, since its idea of God is a
living or historical one.””  Whether there really exist
traces of the idea of the Trinity in the OT, however, is
a nice question. Certainly we cannot speak broadly of
the revelation of the doctrine of the Trinity in the OT.
It is a plain matter of fact that none who have depended
on the revelation embodied in the OT alone have ever
attained to the doctrine of the Trinity. It is another
question, however, whether there may not exist in the
pages of the OT turns of expression or records of occur-
rences in which onc already acquainted with the doctrine
of the Trinity may fairly sce indications of an undor-
lying implication of it. The older writers discovered
intimations of the Trinity in such phenomena as the pl.
form of the Divine name El6him, the occasional employ-
ment with reference to God of pl. pronouns (lLot
us make man in our image,”” Gen 1 26; 8 22; 11 7;
Isa 68 8), or of pl verbs (Gen 20 13; 85 7), certain
repetitions of the name of God which seem to distin-
uish between God and God (Gen 19 27; Ps 45 6.7:
10 1; Hos 1 7), threefold liturgical formulas (Dt 16
4; Nu 8 24.26; Isa 6 3), a_certain tendency to hy-
postatize the conception of Wisdom (Prov 8), and esp.
the romarkable phenomena connected with the appear-
ances of the Angel of Jeh (Gen 16 2-13; 22 11.16;
81 11.13; 48 15.16; Ex 3 2.4.5; Jgs 18 20-22). The
tendency of more recent authors is to appeal, not so
much to specific texts of the OT, as to the very * organ-
ism of revclation' in the OT, in which there i8 perceived

an underlying suggestion ‘'‘that ali things owe their

existence and persistonce to a threefold cause,”” both
with reference to the first creation, and, more plainly,
with refercnce to the second creation. Passages liko
Ps 83 6; Isa 61 1; 63 9-12; Hag 2 5.6, in which God
and His Word and His Spirit are brought together,
co-causes of effects, are adduced. A tendency 18 pointed
out to hypostatize the Word of God on the one hand
eg. Gen 1 3;: Ps 33 6; 107 20; 119 87; 147 15-18;
sa 55 11); and, esp. in Ezk and the later Prophets,
the Spirit of God, on the other (¢.g. Gen 1 2; Isa 48 16;
8 ; Ezk 2 2; 8 3; Zcc 12). Suggestions—in
1sa for instance (7 14; é 6)—of the Deity of the Mes-
siah are appealed to. And if the occasional occurrence
of pl. verbs and pronouns referring to God, and tho pl.
form of the name Eldkim, are not insisted upon as in
themselves evidence of a multiplicity in the Godhead,
yet a certain weight is lent them as witnesses that ** the
God of revelation is no abstract unity, but the living,
true God, who in the fuluness of His life embraces the
highest variety” (Bavinck). The upshot of iv all is that
it Is very generally felt that, somehow, in the OT devel-
opment of the idea of God there is a suggestion that the
Deity is not a simple monad, and that thus a preparation
is made for the revelation of the Trinity yet to come.
It would seem clear that wo must _recognize in the OT
doctrine of the rclation of God to His revelation by the
creative Word and_the Spirit, at least the germ of the
distinctions in the Godhcad afterward fully made known

in the Christian revelation. And we can scarcely stop
there. After all is sald, in the light of the later revela-
tion, the Trinitarian interpretation remains the most
natural one of the phenomena which the older writers
frankly interpreted as intimations of the Trinity; esp.
of those connected with the dcscri{l)tions of the Angel of
Jeh, no doubt, but also even of such a form of expression
as meets us in the ‘' Let us make man in‘our image" of
Gen 1 26—for surely ver 27: “*And God crea man
in his own image,' does not encourage us to take the
preceding verse as announcing that man was to be
created in the image of the angels. This is not an flle-

itimate reading of NT ideas back into the text of the

T; it is only reading the text of the OT under the
fllumination of the NT revelation. The OT mx:ﬂ be
likened to @& chamber richly furnished but mly
li%lll]ted; the introduction of light brings into it nothing
which was not in it before; but it brings out into clearer
view much of what is in it but was only dimly or cven
not at all perceived before. The mystery of the Trinity
is not revealed in the OT; but the mystery of the Trinity
underlies the OT revelation, and here and there almost
comes into view. Thus the OT revelation of God is not
corrected by the fuller revelation which follows it, but
only perfected, extended and enlarged.

It is an old saying that what becomes patent in
the NT was latent in the OT. And it is important
that the continuity of the revelation of
6. Prepared God contained in the two Testaments
for in should not be overlooked or obscured.
the OT If we find some difficulty in perceiving
for ourselves, in the OT, definite points
of attachment for the revelation of the Trinity, we
cannot help perceiving with great clearness in the
NT abundant evidence that its writers felt no in-
congruity whatever between their doctrine of the
Trinity and the OT conception of God. The NT
writers certainly were not conscious of being “setters
forth of strange gods.” To their own apprehen-
sion they worshipped and proclaimed just the God
of Isracl; and they laid no less stress than the OT
itself upon His unity (Jn 17 3; 1 Cor 8 4; 1 Tim
2 5). They do not, then, place two new gods by
the side of Jeh, as alike with Him to be served and
worshipped; they conceive Jeh as Himself at once
Father, Son and Spirit. In presenting this one
Jeh as Father, Son and Spirit, they do r.ot even
betray any lurking feeling that they are making
innovations. Without apparent misgiving -they
take over OT passages and apply them to Fathwr,
Son and Spirit indifferently. Obviously they under-
stand themselves, and wish to be understood, 8s
setting forth in the Father, Son and Spirit just the
one God that the God of the OT revelation is; and
they are as far as possible from recognizing sny
breach between themselves and the Fathers in pire-
senting their enlarged conception of the Divzne
Being. This may not amount to saying that they
saw the doctrine of the Trinity everywhere taujght
in the OT. It certainly amounts to saying that
they saw the Triune God whom they worshiplped
in the God of the OT revelation, and felt no indon-
gruity in speaking of their Triune God in the tejrms
of the OT revelation. The God of the OT was t heir
God, and their God was a Trinity, and their s¢nse
of the identity of the two was so complete thag no
question as to it was raised in their minds.
The simplicity and assurance with which the\NT
writers speak of God as a Trinity have, howejver,
a further implication. If they beiray
7. Pre- no sense of novelty in so speakingg of
supposed  Him, this is undoubtedly in part | be-
in the NT cause it was no longer a noveﬁy 8 to
speak of Him. It is clear, in o%her
words, that, as we read the NT, we are not wit-
nessing the birth of a new conception of God. Wrthat
we meet with in its pages is a firmly establisthed
conception of God underlying and giving its gone
to the whole fabric. It is not in a text here:and
there that the NT bears its testimony to the ‘doc-
trine of the Trinity. The whole book is Trinitsarian
to the core; all its teaching is built on the asstunp-
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tion of the Trinity; and its allusions to the Trinity
are frequent, cursory, easy and confident. It 1s
with a view to the cursoriness of the allusions to it
in the NT that it has been remarked that ‘“‘the doc-
trine of the Trinity is not so much heard as over-
heard in the statements of Scripture.” It would be
more exact to say that it is not so much inculcated
as presupposed. The doctrine of the Trinity does
not appear in the NT in the making, but as already
made. It takes its place in its pages, as Gunkel
phrases it, with an air almost of complaint, already
“in full completeness” (villig fertig), leaving no
trace of its growth. ‘There is nothing more won-
derful in the history of human thought,’”’ says San-
day, with his eye on the appearance of the doctrine
of the Trinity in the NT, “than the silent and

imperceptible way in which this doctrine, to us
so difficult, took its place without stru fe—and
without controversy—among accepted Christian

truths.”” The explanation of this remarkable
phenomenon is, however, simple. Our NT is not
a record of the development of the doctrine or of its
assimilation. It everywhere presupposes the doc-
trine as the fixed possession of the Christian com-
munity; and the process by which it became the
possession of the Christian community lies behind

the NT.
We cannot speak of the doctrine of the Trinity,
therefore, if we study exactness of speech, as re-
vealed in the NT, any more than we

8. Mani- can speak of it as revealed in the OT.
festedin The OT was written before its reve-
Son and lation; the NT after it. The revela-
Spirit tion itself was made not in word but

. in deed. It was made in the incar-
nation of God the Son, and the outpouring of God
the Holy Spirit. The relation of the two Testa-
ments to this revelation is in the one case that of
preparation for it, and in the other that of product
of it. The revelation itself is embodied just in
Christ and the Holy Spirit. This is as much as to
say that the revelation of the Trinity was incidental
to, and the inevitable effect of, the accomplishment
of redemption. It was in the coming of the Son of
God in _the likeness of sinful flesh to offer Himself
a sacrifice for sin; and in the coming of the Holy
Spirit to convict the world of sin, of righteousness
and of judgment, that the Trinity of Persons in the
Unity of the Godhead was once for all revealed to
men. Those who knew God the Father, who loved
them and gave His own Son to die for them; and
the Lord Jesus Christ, who loved them and deliv-
ercd Himself up an offering and sacrifice for them;
and the Spirit of Grace, who loved them and dwelt
within them a power not themselves, making for
righteousness, knew the Triune God and could not
think or speak of God otherwise than as triune.
The doctrine of the Trinity, in other words, is
simply the modification wrought in the conception
of the one only God by His complete revelation of
Himself in the redemptive process. It necessarily
waited, therefore, upon the completion of the re-
demptive process for its revelation, and its revela-
tion, as necessarily, lay complete in the redemptive
process.

From this central fact we may understand more fully
several circumstances connected with the revelation of
the Trinity to which allusion has been made. 'We may
from it understand, for example, why the Trinity was
not revealed in the OT. It may carry us a little way
to remark. as it has been customary to remark since
the time of Gregory of Nazianzus, that it was tho task
of the OT revelation to fix firmly in the minds and
hearts of the people of GGod the great fundamental truth
of the unity of the Godhead; and it would havo been
dangerous to speak to them of the plurality within this
unity until this task had been fully accomplished. Tho

 real reason for the delay in the revelation of the Trinity,
however, is grounded in the secular development of
the redemptive purpose of God: the times were not

ripe for the revelation of the Trinity in the unity of
the Godhead until tho fulness of the time had come for
God to send forth His Son unto redemption, and His
Spirit unto sanctification. The rovelation in word must
needs wait upon the revelation in fact, to which it brings
its necessary explanation, no doubt, but from which also
it derives its own entire significance and value. The
revelation of a Trinity in the Divine unity as a mere
abstract truth without rclation to manifested fact, and
without significance to tho development of the kingdom
of God, would have been foreign to the whole method of
the Divine procedure as it lics exposed to us in the pages
of Scripture. Here the working-out of the Divine pur-
pose supplies the fundamental Prlnci e to which all else,
even the progressive stages of revelation itself, is sub-
sidiary; and advances in revelation are ever closely
connected with the advancing accomplishment of the
redemptive purpose. We may understand also, however,
from the same central fact, why it is that the doctrine
of the Trinity lies in the NT rather in the form of allu-
sions than in express teaching, whr' it is rather every-
where presupposed, coming only here and there into
incidental expression, than formally inculcated. It is
because the revelation, having been made in the actual
occurrences of redemption, was alrcady the common
Property of all Christian hearts. In speaking and writ-
ng to one another, Christians, therefore, rather spoke
out of their common Trinitarian consciousness, and re-
minded one another of their common fund of belief,
than instructed one another in what was already the
common_property of all. We are to look for, and we
shall find, in the NT allusions to the Trinity, rather evi-
dence of how the Trinity, believed in by all, was con-
ceived by the authoritative teachers of the church, than
formal attempts, on their part, by authoritative declara-
tions, to bring the church into the understanding that
God is a Trinity.

The fundamental proof that God is a Trinity is
supplied thus by the fundamental revelation of the
Trmity in fact: that is to say, in the
9. Implied incarnation of God the Son and the
in the outpouring of God the Holy Spirit.
Whole NT In a word, Jesus Christ and the Holy
Spirit are the fundamental proof of
the doctrine of the Trinity. This is as much as to
say that all the evidence of whatever kind, and from
whatever scurce derived, that Jesus Christ is God
manifested in the flesh, and that the Holy Spirit is
a Divine Person, is just so much evidence for the
doctrine of the Trinity; and that when we go to the
NT for evidence of the Trinity we are to seck it, not
merely in the scattered allusions to the Trinity as
such, numerous and instructive as they are, but
primarily in the whole mass of evidence which the
NT provides of the Deity of Christ and the Divine
personality of the Holy Spirit. When we have said
this, we have said in effect that the whole mass of
the NT is evidence for the Trinity. For the NT
is saturated with evidence of the Deity of Christ
and the Divine personality of the Holy Spirit.
Precisely what the NT is, is the documentation of
the religion of the incarnate Son and of the out-
poured Spirit, that is to say, of the religion of the
Trinity, and what we mean by the doctrine of the
Trinity is nothing but the formulation in exact
language of the conception of God presupposed in
the religion of the incarnate Son and outpoured
Spirit.  We may analyze this conception and
adduce proof for every constituent element of it
from the NT declarations. We may show that the
NT everywhere insists on the unity of the God-
head; that it constantly recognizes the Father as
God, the Son as God and the Spirit as God; and
that it cursorily presents these three to us as dis-
tinct Persons. It is not necessary, however, to
enlarge here on facts so obvious. We may content
oursclves with simply observing that to the NT
there is but one only living and true God; but that
to it Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit are each God
in the fullest sense of the term; and yet Father,
Son and Spirit stand over against each other as I,
and Thou, and He. In this composite fact the NT
gives us the doctrine of the Trinity. For the doc-
trine of the Trinity is but the statement in well-
guarded language of this composite fact. Through-
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out the whole course of the many efforts to formu-
late the doctrine exactly, which have followed one
another during the entire history of the church
indeed, the principle which has ever determined
the result has always been determination to do
justice in conceiving the relations of God the
Father, God the Son and God the Spirit, on the
one hand to the unity of God, and, on the other, to
the true Deity of the Son and Spirit and their dis-
tinct personalities. When we have said these three
things, then—that there is but one God, that the
Father and the Son and the Spirit is each God, that
the Father and the Son and the Spirit is each a dis-
tinct person—we have enunciated the doctrine of the
Trinity in its completeness.

That this doctrine underlies the whole NT as its
constant presupposition and determines everywhere
its forms of expression is the primary fact to be
noted. We must not omit explicitly to note, how-
ever, that it now and again , &8 occasion arises
for 1its incidental enunciation, comes itself to ex-
}i‘rmsion in more or less completeness of statement.

he passages in which the three Persons of the
Trinity are brought together are much more numer-
ous than, perhaps, is generally supposed; but it
should be recognized that the formal collocation
of the elements of the doctrine naturally is rela-
tively rare in writings which are occasional in their
origin and practical rather than doctrinal in their
immediate purpose. The three Persons already
come into view as Divine Persons in the annun-
ciation of the birth of Our Lord: ‘The Holy Ghost
shall come upon thee,’ said the angel to Mary, ‘and
the power of the Most High shall overshadow thee:
wherefore also the holy thi(r)xg which is to be born
shall be called the Son of God’ (Lk 1 35m; cf Mt
1 18 fT). Here the Holy Ghost is the active agent
in the production of an effect which is also ascribed
to the power of the Most High, and the child thus
brought into the world is given the great desig-
nation of ‘“Son of God.” The three Persons are
just as clearly brought before us in the account of
Mt (1 18 ff), though the allusions to them are dis-
persed through a longer stretch of narrative, in the
course of which the Deity of the child is twice inti-
mated (ver 21: ‘It is He that shall save His people
from their sins’; ver 23: ‘They shall call His name
Immanuel; which is, being interpreted, God-with-
ug'). In the baptismal scene which finds record by
all the evangelists at the opening of Jesus’ minis-
try (Mt 8 16.17; Mk 1 10.11; Lk 8 21.22; Jn
1 32-34), the three Persons are thrown up to sight
in a dramatic picture in which the Deity of each is
strongly emphasized. From the open heavens the
Spirit descends in visible form, and ‘a voice came
out of the heavens, Thou art my Son, the Beloved,
in whom I am well pleased.’ us care seems to
have been taken to make the advent of the Son of
God into the world the revelation also of the Triune
God, that the minds of men might as smoothly as
possible adjust themselves to the preconditions of
the Divine redemption which was in process of
being wrought out. . .

With this as a starting-point, the teaching of
Jesus is Trinitarianly conditioned throughout. He

has much to say of God His Father,
10. Condi- from whom as His Son He is in some

tions the  true sense distinct, and with whom He
Whole is in some equally true senseone. And
Teaching of He has much to say of the Spirit, who
Jesus represents Him as He represents the

Father, and by whom He works as
the Father works by Him. It is not merely in the
Gospel of Jn that such representations occur in the
teaching of Jesus. In the Synoptics, too, Jesus
claims a Sonship to God which is unique (Mt 11
27; 24 36; Mk 13 32; Lk 10 22; in the following

g{assuges the title of “Son of God” is attributed to
im and accepted by Him: Mt 4 6; 8 29; 14 33;
27 40.43.54; Mk 8 11; 12 6-8; 16 39; Lk 4 41;
22 70; cf Jn 1 34.49; 9 35; 11 27), and which in-
volves an absolute community between the two in
knowledge, say, and power: both Mt (11 27) and Lk
(10 22) reco is great declaration that He knows
the Father and the Father knows Him with perfect
mutual knowledge: ‘“No one knoweth the Son, save
the Father; neither doth any know the Father, save
the Son.” In the Synoptics, too, Jesus speaks of
employing the Spirit of God Himself for the per-
formance of His worksz as if the activities of God
were at His disposal: . “I by the Spirit of God”—or
as Lk has it, “by the finger of God’’—*cast out
demons’” (Mt 12 28; Lk 11 20; cf the promise of
the Spirit in Mk 13 11; Lk 13 12).

It 18 in the discourses recorded in Jn, however, that
Jesus most copiously refers to the unity of Himself, as
the Son, with the Father, and to the mis-

11. Father sion of the Spirit from Himself as_the

. dispenser of the Divine activities. Here
and Son in He not only with great directness declares
johannine 19509255 ‘with ' aalty of Inter:

. .21.22.25) with a y of inter-

1scourses genetmtlon (*“The Father Is in me, and I in

he Father,”” 10 38; cf 16 10.11), so that

to have seen Him was to have seen the Father (14 9; cf
15 21); but He removes all doubt as to the essential
nature of His oneness with the Father by explicitly assert-
ing His eternity (‘‘Before Abraham was born, I am,” Jn
8 58), His co-eternity with God (‘‘had with thee before
the world was," ls ; cf 17 18; 6 62), His eternal E‘ar-
ticipation in the ivine glory itself (‘‘the glory which
I had with thee,” in fellowship, community with Thee
*‘before the world was,'’ 17 5). Soclearisit thatin -
ing currently of Himself as God's Son (§ 25; 9 35: 11 4,
cf 10 36), He meant, in accordance with the underlylg
significance of the idea of sonship in Sem speech (found
on the natural implication that whatever the father is
that the son is also; cf 16 15; 1'{ 10), to make Himself,
a3 the Jews with exact a‘pprecht on of His meaning per-
ceived "equal with God™ (§ 18), or, to put it brusquely,
ust* God " (10 33). How He, being thusequal or rather
dentical with God, was in the world, He explains asinvolv-
ing & coming forth (é¢7hA6ov, exéithon) on His part, not
merely tfrom the presence of God (aré, apé, 16 30; cf 18
3) or from fellows! oig with God (wapd, pard, 16 27;
but from out of God Himself (éx, ek, ‘,42; 16 28). And
in the very act of thus asserting that His eternal home
is in the depths of the Divine Being, He throws up, into
as strong an emphasis as stressed propouns can convey,
His personal distinctness_from the Father. ‘If God
were your Father,’ says He (8 42), ‘ye would love me:
for I came forth and am come out of God: for neither
have I come of myself, but it was He that sent me.
Again, He says élé 26.27): ‘In that day yo shall ask
in my name: an say not unto you that I will make
request of the Father for you; for the Father Himaelf
loveth you, because zye have loved me, and have believed
that it was from fellowship with the Father that I came
forth; I came from out of the Father, and have come
into the world.” Less poinwdly, but still distinctly,
He says again (17 8): ‘They know of a truth that it
was from fellowship with Thee that I came forth, and theﬁ
belicved that it was Thou that didst send me.' It
not necessary to illustrate more at large a form of expres-
sion 80 characteristic of the discourses of Our Lord re-
corded by Jn that it meets us on every page: & form of
expression which combines & clear implication of a unity
of Father and Son which is identity of Boln]g, and an
equally clear implication of a distinction of Person
tween them such as allows not merely for the play of
emotions between them, as, for instance, of love ?l'l 24;
ct 15 9 (8 35); 14 31), but also of an action and reaction
uPon one another which argues a high measure, if not
of exteriority, yet certainly of exteriorization. Thus,
to instance only one of the most outstanding facts of
Our Lord’s discourses (not indeed confined to those in
John's Gospel, but found also in His sayings recorded in
the Synoptists, as e.g. Lk 4 43 Scf}* 1k 1 38]; 9 48;
10 16; 4 34; b 32; % 19; 19 10), He continually rep-
resents Himself as on the one hand sent by God, and as,
on the other, having come forth from the Father (e.g.
Jn 8 42; 10 36; 17 3; B 23, et saepe).

It is more important to point out that these phe-
nomena of interrelationship are not conflned to the
12. Spirit in St‘nhgri:ind S'llglrll bu‘t are exwlndeid also to

. it e t. us, for example, in a con-

Shanaine . text In which Our Lord hed emphasized

A in the strongest manner His own essen-

iscourses tial unity and continued interpenetration

with the Father (‘' If ye had known me, ye
would have known my Father also’’; *“He that hath seen
me hath seen the Father''; ‘'I am in the Father, and the
Father in me’’; * The Father abiding in me docth his

. 1
E&}';
b
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works,’" Jn 14 7.9.10), we read as follows (Jn 14 16-26):
‘And I will make request of the Father, and He shall
ﬂ:e you another [thus sharply distinguished from Our
rd as a distinct Person] Advocate, that He may be
with you forever, the Spirit of Truth . . . . He abideth
with you and shall be in you. I will not leave you
orphans; I come unto you. . . . . In that day ye shall
know that I am in the Father. . . . . If a man love me
he will keep my word; and my Father will love him and
we [that is, both Father and Son] will come unto him and
make our abode with him. . . . . These things have 1
spoken unto you while abiding with you. But the
dvocate, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send
in my name, He shall teach ¥ou all things, and bring to
our remembrance all that I said unto you." It would
impossihle to speak more distinctly of three who were
yet one. The Father, Son and Spirit are constantly
distinguished from one another—the Son makes request
of the Father, and the Father in response to this request
ves an Advocate, ‘‘another’ than the Son, who 18 sent
the Son's name. And yet the oneness of these three
is s0 kept in sight that the coming of this * another Ad-
vocate'' is spoken of without embarrassment as the
coming of the Son Himself (vs 18.19.20.21), and indeed
88 the co! of the Father and the Son (ver 23). There
is a sense, then, in which, when Christ goee away, the
8pirit comes in His stead; there is also a sense in which,
when the Spirit comes, Christ comes in Him; and with
Christ's coming the Father comes too. There is a dis-
tinction between the Persons brought into view; and
with it an identity among them; for both of which
allowance must be made. The same phenomena meet
us in other p: . Thus, we again (1§ 26):
‘But when there is come the Advocate whom I will send
unto you from (fellowship with]) the Father, the Splrit
of Truth, which goeth forth from [fellowship with] the
Father, He shall bear witness of me." In the compass
of this single verse, it i8 intimated that the Spirit is per-
sonally distinct from the Son, and gvnc, like Him, has His
eternal home (in fellowship) with the Father, from whom
He, like the Son, comes forth for His saving work, being
sent thereunto, however, not in this instance by the
Father, but by the Son.

This last feature is even more strongly emphasized in
yet another passage in which the work of the Spirit in
relation to the Son is prescnted as closely parallel with
the work of the Son In relation to the Father (18 5 fI).
‘But now I go unto Him that sent me. . , . . Never-
theless I tell you the truth; it is expedient for you that
I go away; for, if I go not away the Advocate will not
come unto you; but if I go I will send Him unto you.
And He, after He is come, will convict the world . . . .
of righteousness because 1 io to the Father and ye be-
hold me no more. . . . . I have yet many things to say
uato you, but ye cannot bear them now. Howbeit when
He, the Spirit of truth is come, He shall guide you into
all the truth; for He shall not speak from Himself; but
what thi soever He shall hear, He shall speak, and
He shall declare unto you the things that are to come.
He shall glority me: for He shall take of mine and shall
show it unto you. All things whatsoever the Father
hath are mine; therefore said 1 that He taketh of mine,
and shall declare it unto you." Here the Spirit is sent
by the Son, and comes in order to complete and apply
the Son's work, receiving His whole commission from the
8on—not, however, in derogation of the Father, because
when we speak of the things of the Son, that is to speak
of the things of the Father.

1t I3 not to be said, of course, that the doctrine of the
Trinity is formulated in passages like these, with which
the whole mass of Our Lord’s discourses in Jn are strewn;
but it cemlnl{ is presupPoscd in them, and that is, con-
sidered from the point of view of their probative force,
even better. As we read we are kept in continual con-
tact with three Persons who act, each as a distinct per-
son, and [x;et, who are in a decr. underlying sense, one.

ut one God—there never any question of
that—and yet this Son who has n sent {nto the world
by God not only represents God but is God, and this
8pirit whom the Son has in turn sent unto the world is
also Himself God. Nothing could be clearer than that
the Son and_ Spirit are distinct Persons, unless indeed it
ba that the Son of God is just God the Son and the Spirit
of God just God the Splrit.

Meanwhile, the nearest approach to a formal
announcement of the doctrine of the Trinity which
i8 recorded from Our Lord’s lips, or,

13. The })erhaps we may say, which is to be
Baptismal found in the whole compass of the NT,
Formula  hasbeen preserved for us, not by John,
but by one of the synoptists. It too,

however, is only incidentally introduced, and has
for its main object something very different from
forﬂ'mlaging the doctrine of the Trinity. It is em-
ied in the great commission which the resur~
rerted Lord gave His disciples to be their “marching
orders” “even unto the end of the world”: “Go

e therefore, and make disciples of all the nations,

aptizing them into the name of the Father and
of the Son and of the Holy Spirit”’ (Mt 28 19).
In seeking to estimate the significance of this great
declaration, we must bear in mind the high solem-
nity of the utterance, by which we are required to
give its full value to every word of it. Its phrasing
18 in any event, however, remarkable. It does not
say, “In the names [plural] of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Ghost”’; nor yet (what might
be taken to be equivalent to that), “In the name of
the Father, and in the name of the Son, and in the
name of the Holy Ghost,” as if we had to deal with
three separate Beings. Nor, on the other hand
does it say, “In the name of the Father, Son and
Holy Ghost,”” as if ‘“the Father, Son and Holy
Ghost” might be taken as merely three designations
of a single person. With stately impressiveness it
asserts the unity of the three by combining them
all within the bounds of the single Name; and then
throws “1)13 into emphasis the distinctness of each
by introducing them in turn with the repeated
article: “In the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Ghost”’ (AV). These three, the
Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, each stand
in some clear scnse over against the others in dis-
tinct personality: these three, the Father, and the
Son, and the Holy Ghost, all unite in some profound
sense in the common participation of the one Name.
Fully to comprehend the implication of this mode
of statement, we must bear in mind, further, the
significance of the term, “the name,’”’ and the asso-
ciations laden with which it came to the recipients
of this commission. For the Hebrew did not think
of the name, as we are accustomed to do, as a mere
external symbol; but rather as the adequate ex-

ression of the Innermost being of its bearer. In
glis Name the Being of God finds expression; and
the Name of God—*‘this glorious and fearful name,
Jeh thy God” (Dt 28 58)—was accordingly a most
sacred thing, being indeed virtually equivalent to
God Himself. It 18 no solecism, therefore, when
we read (Isa 80 27), “Behold, the name of Jeh
cometh’; and the parallelisms are most instruct-
ive when we read (Isa 69 19): ‘So shall they fear
the Name of Jeh from the west, and His glory from
the rising of the sun; for He shall come a8 a stream
pent, in which the Spirit of Jeh driveth.” So preg-
nant was the implication of the Name, that it was
possible for the term to stand absolutely, without
adjunction of the name itself, as the sufficient rep-
resentative of the majesty of Jeh: it was a terrible
thing to ‘blaspheme the Name' (Lev 24 11). All
those over whom Jch's Name was called were His,
His possession to whom He owed protection. It is
for His Name’s sake, therefore, that afflicted Judah
cries to the Hope of Isracl, the Saviour thercof in
time of trouble: ‘O Jeh, Thou art in the midst of
us, and Thy Name is called upon us; leave us not’
(Jer 14 9); and His people find the appropriate
expression of their deepest shame in the lament,
‘We have become as they over whom Thou never
barest rule; as they upon whom Thy Name was
not called’ (Isa 63 19); while the height of joy
is attained in the cry, ‘Thy Name, Jeh, God of
Hosts, is called upon me’ (Jer 16 16; c¢f 2 Ch 7
14; Dnl 9 18.19). When, therefore, Our Lord
commanded His disciples to baptize those whom
they brought to His obedience “into the name of
. ..., Hewasusing language charged to them with
high meaning. He could not have been understood
otherwise than as substituting for the Name of
Jeh this other Name ‘‘of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost”; and this could not
possibly have meant to His disciples anything else
than that Jeh was now to be known to them by the
new Name, of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy
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Ghost. The only alternative would have been that,
for the community which He was founding, Jesus
was supplanting Jeh by a new God; and this alter-
native 18 no less than monstrous. There is no
alternative, therefore, to understanding Jesus here
to be giving for His community a new Name to
Jeh, and that new Name to be the threefold Name
of “the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost.”
Nor is there room for doubt that by ‘‘the Son” in
this threefold Name, He meant just Himself with
all the implications of distinct personality which
this carries with it; and, of course, that further
carries with it the equally distinct personality
of ‘“the Father” and “the Holy Ghost,” with
whom “the Son'’ is here associated, and from whom
alike “the Son’’ is here distinguished. This is a
direct ascription to Jeh, the God of Israel, of a three-
fold personality, and is therewith the direct enun-
ciation of the doctrine of the Trinity. We are not
witnessing here the birth of the doctrine of the
Trinity; that is presupposed. What we are wit-
nessing is the authoritative announcement of the
Trinity as the God of Christianity by its Founder,
in one of the most solemn of His recorded declara-
tions. Israel had worshipped the one only true God
under the Name of Jeh; Christians are to worship
the same one only and true God under the Name
of “the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost.”
This is the distinguishing characteristic of Chris-
tians; and that is as much as to say that the doc-
trine of the Trinity is, according to Our Lord’s own
apprehension of it, the distinctive mark of the reli-
gion which He founded.

A passage of such range of implication has, of course,

not ezcaped criticism and challenge. An attempt which
cannot be characterized as other than
14. Gen-

frivolous has even been made to dismiss
by it from the text of Matthew's Gospel.
uineness of Against this, the whole body of external

Baptismal evidence cries out: and the internal evi-
F ull dence is of itself not less decisive to the same
ormuia effect. When the ‘‘universalism,” ‘‘ec-

clesiasticism,” and ‘' high theology' of
the passage are pleaded against its genuineness, it is for-
gotten that to the Jesus of Mt there are attributed not
only such parables as those of tho Leaven and the Mustard
Seed, but such declarations as those containedin 8 11.12;
21 43; 24 14; that in this Gospel alone is Jesus recorded
as speaking familiarly about His church (16 18; 18 17);
and that, after the great declaration of 11 27 ff, nothing
remained in lofty attribution to be assigned to Him.
When these same objections are urged against recog-
nizing the passage as an authentic saying of Jesus' own,
it is quite obvious that the Jesus of the evangelists
cannot be in mind. The declaration here recorded is
quite in character with the Jesus of Matthew's Gospel,
as has just boen intimated; and no less with the Jesus of
the whole NT transmission. It will scarcely do, first to
construct a priori & Jesus to our own liking, and then to
discard as ‘‘unhistorical’” all in the NT transmission
which would be unnatural to such a Jesus. It is not
these discarded passages but our a priori Jesus which is
unhistorical. In the present instance, moreover, tho
historicity of the assailed saying is protected by an im-
portant historical relation in which it stands. It 1s not
merely Jesus who sﬁeaks out of a Trinitarian conscious-
ness, but all the NT writers as well. The universal
possession by His followers of so irm a hold on such a
doctrine requires the assumption that some such teaching
as is here attributed to Him was actually contained in
Jesus' instructions to His followers. Even had it not
bheen attributed to Him in so many words by the record,
we should have had to assume that some such declara-
tion had been made by Him. In these circumstances,
there can be no good reason to doubt that it was made
by Him, when it is expressly attributed to Him by the
record.
When we turn from the discourscs of Jesus to the
writings of His followers with a view to observing
how the assumption of the doctrine
16. Paul’'s of the Trinity underlies their whole
Trinita- fabric also, we naturally go first of all
rianism to the letters of Paul.  Their very mass
is impressive; and the definiteness with
which their composition within a generation of the
death of Jesus may be fixed adds importance to
them as historical witnesses. Certainly they leave

nothing to be desired in the richness of their testi-
mony to the Trinitarian conception of God which
underlies them. Throughout the whole series, from
1 Thess, which comes from about 52 AD, to 2 Tim,
which was written about 68 AD, the redemption,
which it is their one business to proclaim and com-
mend, and all the blessings which enter into it or
accompany it are referred consistently to a three-
fold Divine causation. Everywhere, throughout
their Enges, God the Father, the Lord Jesus Christ,
and the Holy Spirit appear as the joint objects of
all religious adoration, and the conjunct source of
all Divine operations. In the freedom of the allu-
sions which are made to them, now and again one
alone of the three is thrown up into prominent view;
but more often two of them are conjoined in thanks-
giving or prayer; and not infrequently all three
are brought together as the apostle strives to give
some adequate expression to his sense of indebt-
edness to the Divine source of all good for blessings
received, or to his longing on behalf of himself or
of his readers for further communion with the God
of grace. It is regular for him to begin his Epp.
with a gzx:iyer for ‘‘grace and peace’’ for his readers;
“from our Father, and the Lord Jesus Christ,’
as the joint source of these Divine blessings by
way of eminence (Rom 1 7; 1 Cor 1 3; 2 Cor 1
2; Gal 1 3; Eph 1 2; Phil 1 2; 2 Thess 1 2; 1
Tim 1 2; 2 Tim 1 2; Philem ver 3; cf 1 Thess
1 1). It is obviously no departure from this habit
in the essence of the matter, but only in relative
fulness of expression, when in the opening words of
the Ep. to the Col, the clause “and the Lord Jesus
Christ” is omitted, and we read merely: “Grace to

ou and peace from God our Father.” So also
it would have been no departure from it in the
essence of the matter, but only in relative fulness of
expression, if in any instance the name of the Holy
Spirit had chanced to be adjoined to the other two,
as in the single instance of 2 Cor 13 14 it is ad-
joined to them in the closing prayer for grace with
which Paul ends his letters, and which ordinarily
takes the simple form of, ‘“the grace of our Lord
Jesus Christ be with iou” (Rom 16 20; 1 Cor 16
23; Gal 6 18; Phil 4 23; 1 Thess & 28; 2 Thess
8 18; Philem ver 25; more expanded form, Eph
6 23.24; more compressed, Col 4 18; 1 Tim 6
21; 2 Tim 4 22; Tit 8 15). Between these open-
ing and closin;z[f)assugm the allusions to God the
Father, the Lord Jesus Christ, and the Holy Spirit
are constant and most intricately interlaced. Paul’s
monotheism is intense: the first premise of all his
thought on Divine things is the unity of God (Rom
330; 1Cor84; Gal 820; Eph46; 1Tim
2 5; cf Rom 16 22; 1 Tim 1 17). Yet to_him
God the Father is no more God than the Lord Jesus
Christ is God, or the Holy Spirit is God. The
Spirit of God is to him related to God as the spirit
of man is to man (1 Cor 2 11), and therefore if the
Spirit of God dwells in us, that is God dwelling in
us (Rom 8 10ff), and we are by that fact consti-
tuted temples of God (1 Cor 8 16). And no ex-
pression is too strong for him to use in order to
assert the Godhead of Christ: Heis “our great God”
(Tit 2 13); He is “God over all” (Rom 9 5); and
indeed it is expressly declared of Him that the “ful-
ness of the Godhead,” that is, everything that
enters into Godhead and constitutes 1t Godhead,
dwells in Him. In the very act of asserting his
monotheism Paul takes Our Lord up into this
unique Godhead. “There is no God but one,”
he roundly asserts, and then illustrates and proves
this assertion by remarking that the heathen may
have “%ods many, and lords many,” but ““to us there
is one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and
we unto him; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through
whom are all things, and we through him” (1 Cor
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8 6). Obviously, this “one God, the Father,” and
“one Lord, Jesus Christ,”” are embraced together in
the one God who alone is. Paul’s conception of the
one God, whom alone he worships, includes, in other
words, a recognition that within the unity of His
Being, there exists such a distinction of Persons as
is given us in the “one God, the Father” and the

“one Lord, Jesus Christ.”
In numerous passages scattered through Paul’s
Epp., from the earliest of them (1 Thess 1 2-5;
2 Thess 2 13.14) to the latest (Tit

16. Con- 8 4-6; 2 Tim 1 3.13.14), all three
junction of Persons, God the Father, the Lord
the Three Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit, are
in Paul brought together, in the most inci-

dental manner, as co-sources of all

the saving blessings which come to believers in
Christ. A typical series of such passages may be
found in Eph 2 18; 8 2-5.14.17; 4 4-6; & 18-20.
But the most intcresting instances are offered to
us perhaps by the Epp. to the Cor. In 1 Cor 12
4-6 Paul presents the abounding spiritual gifts with
which the church was blessed in a threefold aspect,
and connects these aspects with the three Divine
Persons. ‘“Now there are diversities of gifts, but
the same Spirit. And there are diversities of minis-
trations, and the same Lord. And there are diver-
sities of workings, but the same God, who worketh
all things in all.” It may be thought that thereis a
measure of what might almost be called artificiality
in assigning the endowments of the church, as they
are graces to the Spirit, as they are services to Christ,
and as they are energizings to God. But thus there
is only the more strikingly revealed the underlying
Trinitarian conception as dominating the structure
of the clauses: Paul clearly so writes, not because
“gifts,” ‘“‘workings,”’ ‘‘operations”’ stand out in his
thought as greatly diverse things, but because God,
the Lord, and the Spirit lie in the back of his mind
constantly suggesting a threefold causality behind
every manifestation of grace. The Trinity is al-
luded to rather than asserted; but it is so alluded
to as to show that it constitutes the determining
basis of all Paul’s thought of the God of redemption.
Even more instructive is 2 Cor 18 14, which has
passed into general liturgical use in the churches as
a benediction: “The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ,
and the love of God, and the communion of the Holy
Spirit, be with you all.” Here the three highest
redemptive blessings are brought together, and
attached distributively to the three Persons of the
Triune God. There is again no formal teaching
of the doctrine of the Trinity; there is only another
Instance of natural speaking out of a Trinitarian
consciousness, Paul is simply thinking of the
Divine source of these great blessings; but he
habit'ually thinks of this Divine source of redemptive
lessings after a trinal fashion. He therefore does
not say, as he might just as well have said, “The
grace and love and communion of God be with you
all,” but “The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and
the love of , and the communion of the Holy
Spirit, be with you all” Thus he bears, almost
unconsciously but most richly, witness to the trinal
composition of the Godhead as conceived by Him.
The phenomena of Paul’'s Epp. are repeated in
the other writings of the NT. In these other writ-
ings also it is everywhere assumed that

17. Trini- the redemptive activities of God rest
tarianism of on a threefold source in God the
Other NT Father, the Lord Jesus Christ, and the
Writers Holy Spirit; and these three Persons
repeatedly come forward together in

the expressions of Christian hope or the aspirations
of Christian devotion (e.g. He 3 3.4; 6 4-6; 10
29-31; 1 Pet 1 2; 2 3-12; 4 13-19; 1 Jn 6 4-8;
Jude vs 20.21; Rev 1 4-6). Perhaps as typicui

instances as any are supplied by the two following:
‘““According to the foreknowledge of God the Father
in sanctification of the Spirit, unto obedience an
sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ”” (1 Pet 1 2);
“Praying in the Holy Spirit, keep yourselves in the
love of (%od, looking for the merey of our Lord Jesus
Christ unto eternal life’’ (Jude vs 20.21). To these
may be added the highly symbolical instance from
the Apocalypse: ‘Grace to you and peace from
Him which is and wus and which is to come; and
from the Seven Spirits which are before His throne;
and from Jesus Christ, who is the faithful witness,
the firstborn of the dead, and the ruler of the kings
of the earth’ (Rev 1 4.5). Clearly these writers,
too, write out of a fixed Trinitarian consciousness
and bear their testimony to the universal under-
standing current in apostolical circles. Everywhere
and by all it was fully understood that the one God
whom Christians worshipped and from whom alone
they expected redemption and all that redemption
brought with it, included within His undiminished
unity the three: God the Father, the Lord Jesus
Christ, and the Holy Spirit, whose activities rela-
tively to one another are conceived as distinetly
personal. This is the uniform and pervasive testi-
mony of the NT, and it is the more impressive that
it is given with such unstudied naturalness and
simplicity, with no effort to distinguish between
what have come to be called the ontological and the
economical aspects of the Trinitarian distinctions,
and indeed without apparent consciousness of the
existence of such a distinction of aspects. Whether
God is thought of in Himself or in His operations,
the underlying conception runs unaffectedly into
trinal forms.

It will not have escaped observation that the
Trinitarian terminology of Paul and the other

writers of the NT is not precisely
18. Varia- identical with that of Our Lord as
tions in recorded for us in His discourses.
Nomen- Paul, for example—and the same is
clature true of the other NT writers (except

John)—does not speak, as Our Lord
is recorded as speaking, of the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Spirit, so much as of God, the Lord Jesus
Christ, and the Holy Spirit. This difference of
terminology finds its account in large measure in
the different relations in which the speakers stand
to the Trinity. Our Lord could not naturally
speak of Himself, as one of the Trinitarian Persons,
by the designation of ‘“‘the Lord,” while the desig~
nation of “the Son,” expressing as it does His con-
sciousness of close relation, and indeed of exact
similarity, to God, came naturally to His lips. But
He was Paul's Lord; and Paul naturally thought
and spoke of Him as such. In point of fact, “Lord”
is one of Paul’s favorite designations of Christ, and
indeed has become with him practically a proper
name for Christ, and in point of fact, his Divine
Name for Christ. It is naturally, therefore, his
Trinitarian name for Christ. Because when he
thinks of Christ as Divine he calls Him “Lord,”
he naturally, when he thinks of the three Persons
together as the Triune God, sets Him as “Lord”
by theside of God—Puaul’s constant name for *“‘the

‘ather”—and the Holy Spirit. Question may no
doubt be raised whether it would have been possible
for Paul to have done this, esp. with the constancy
with which he has done it, if, in his conception of
it, the very essence of the Trinity were enshrined in
the terms ‘“Father’” and ‘“Son.” Paul is thinking of
the Trinity, to be sure, from the point of view of a
worshipper, rather than from that of a systematizer.
He designates the Persons of the Trinity therefore
rather from his relations to them than from their
relations to onc another. He sces in the Trinity
his God, his Lord, and the Holy Spirit who dwells
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in him; and naturally he so speaks currently of the
three Persons. It remains remarkable, neverthe-
less, if the very essence of the Trinity were thought
of by him as resident in the terms *‘Father,” “Son,”
that in his numerous allusions to the Trinity in the
Godhead, he never betrays any sense of this. It is
noticeable also that in their allusions to the Trinity,
there i8 preserved, neither in Paul nor in the other
writers of the NT, the order of the names as they
stand in Our Lord’s great declaration (Mt 28 19).
The reverse order occurs, indeed, occasionally, as
for example, in 1 Cor 12 4-6 (cf Eph 4 4-6); and
this may be understood as a climactic arrangement
and so far a testimony to the order of Mt 28 19.
But the order is very variable; and in the most
formal enumeration of the three Persons, that of
2 Cor 18 14, it stands thus: Lord, God, Spirit.
The question naturally suggests itself whether the
order Father, Son, Spirit was esp. significant to
Paul and his fellow-writers of the NT. If in their
conviction the very essence of the doctrine of the
Trinity was embodied in this order, should we not
anticipate that there should appear in their num-
erous allusions to the Trinity some suggestion of
this conviction?

Such facts as these have a bearing upon the tes-
timony of the NT to the interrelations of the Per-

sons of the Trinity. To the fact of
19. Impli- the Trinity—to the fact, that is, that
cations of in the unity of the Godhead there sub-
“Son” and sist three Persons, each of whom has
“Spirit” his particular part in the working out

of salvation—the NT testimony is
clear, consistent, pervasive and conclusive. There
is included in this testimony constant and decisive
witness to the complete and undiminished Deity
of each of these Persons; no language is too exalted
to apply to each of them in turn in the effort to
give expression to the writer's sense of His Deity:
the name that is given to each is fully understood
to be “‘the name that is above every name.” When
we attempt to press the inquiry behind the broad
fact, however, with a view to ascertaining exactly
how the NT writers conceive the three Persons to
be related, the one to the other, we meet with great
difficultics. Nothing could seem more natural, for
example, than to assume that the mutual relations
of the Persons of the Trinity are revealed in the
designations, “the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit,” which are given them by Our Lord in the
solemn formula of Mt 28 19. Our confidence in
this assumption is somewhat shaken, however,
when we observe, as we have just observed, that
these designations are not carefully preserved in
their allusions to the Trinity by the writers of the
NT at large, but are characteristic only of Our
Lord’s allusions and those of John, whose modes of
speech in general very closely resemble those of
Our Lord. Our confidence is still further shaken
when we observe that the implieations with respect
to the mutual relations of the Trinitarian Persons,
which are ordinarily derived from these desig-
netions, do not so certainly lie in them as is com-
monly supposed.

It may be very natural to see in the designation
“Son” an intimation of subordination and deriva~
tion of Being, and it may not be difficult to ascribe
a similar connotation to the term “Spirit.” But it
is quite certain that this was not the denotation of
either term in the Sem consciousness, which under-
lies the phraseology of Scripture; and it may even
be thought doubtful whether it was included even
in their remoter suggestions. What underlies the
conception of sonship in Secriptural speech is just
“likeness”’; whatever the father is that the son is
also. The emphatic application of the term “Son”
to one of the Triniturian Persons, accordingly,

asserts rather His equality with the Father than
His subordination to the Futher; and if there is any
implication of derivation in it, it would appear to
be very distant. The adjunction of the adjective
“only begotten” (Jn 1 14; 8 16-18; 1 Jn 4 9)
need add only the idea of uniqueness, not of deriva-
tion (Ps 22 21; 26 16; 86 17; Wisd 7 22m); and
even such a phrase as ‘“God only begotten” (Jn 1
18 m) may contain no implication of derivation, but
only of absolutely unique consubstantiality; as
also such a phrase as ‘the first-begotten of all
creation’ (Col 1 15) may convey no intimation of
coming into being, but merely assert priority of
existence. In like manner, the designation “Spirit
of God” or “Spirit of Jeh,” which meets us fre-
quently in the OT, certainly does not convey the
idea there either of derivation or of subordination,
but is just the executive name of God—the desig-
nation of God from the point of view of His activity
—and imports accordingly identity with God; and
there is no reason to suppose that, in passing from
the OT to the NT, the term has taken on an essen-
tially different meaning. It happens, oddly enough,
moreover, that we have in the NT itself what
amounts almost to formal definitions of the two
terms ‘“Son’’ and “Spirit,”” and in both cases the
stress is laid on the notion of equality or sameness.
In Jn 6 18 we read: ‘On this account, therefore,
the Jews sought the more to kill him, because, not
only did he break the Sabbath, but also called God
his own Father, making himself equal to God.’
The point lies, of course, In the adj. “own.” Jesus
was, rightly, understood to call God “his oun
Father,” that is, to use the terms ‘“Father” and
“‘Son’’ not in a merely figurative scnse, as when Israel
was called God’sson, but in the realsense. And this
was understood to be claiming to be all that God is.
To be the Son of God in any sense was to be like
God in that sense; to be God’s own Son was to be
exactly like God, to be “equal with God.” Simi-
larly, we read in 1 Cor 2 10.11: ‘For the Spirit
searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God.
For who of men knoweth the things of a man, save
the spirit of man which is in him? Even so the
things of God none knoweth, save the Spirit of
God.” Here the Spirit appears as the substrate
of the Divine self-consciousness, the principle of
God'’s knowledge of Himself: He is, in a word, just
God Himself in the innermost essence of His Being.
As the spirit of man is the seat of human life, the
very life of man itself, so the Spirit of God is His
very life-clement. How can He be supposed, then,
to be subordinate to God, or to derive His Being
from God? If, however, the subordination of the
Son and Spirit to the Father in modes of subsistence
and their derivation from the Father are not impli-
cates of their designation as Son and Spirit, it will
be hard to find in the NT compelling evidence of
their subordination and derivation.

There 8, of course, no (1\105“0“ that in *‘modes of

£

operation,'’ as it is technically called—that is to say, in

the ‘"{“’,“"','I-? io.wcril;od r:o rte}:io aevtl\.ra.l Per-

sons of the Trinity in the emptive proc-
20. Tl.m ess, and, more broadly, in the entire deal-
Question of ing of Giod with the world—the prlnc’}pla
Subordi- of subordination is clearly expressed. he
nation Father is first, the Son is second, and the

Spirit is third, in the operations of God as

revealed to us in general, and very ('slgl in
those operations by which redemption is accomplished.
Whatever the Father does, He does through the Son (Rom
2 16; 8 22; § 1.11.17.21; Eph 1 5; 1 Thess § 9; Tit 8
5) by the Spirit.  The Son is sent by tho Father and does
His Father's will (Jn @ 38); the Spirit is sent by the Son
and does not speak from Himself, but only takes of Christ’s
and shows it unto His peoplo (Jn 17 7 f1); and we have
Our Lord’s own word for it that ‘one that is sent is not
greater than he that sent him’ (Jn 18 16). In crisp
decisiveness, Our Lord even declares, indeed: ‘* My Father
is greater than I' (Jn 14 2%): and Paul tells us that Christ
i.:x God's, even as we are Christ’s (1 Cor § 23), and that a8
Christ is ** the head of every man," so God is ** the head
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of Christ” (1 Cor 11 3). But it is not so clear that the
principle of subordination rules also in * modes of sub-
sistence.” as it is technically phrased; that is to say,
in the necessary relation of the Persons of the Trinity to
one another. The very richness and variety of the
expression of their subordination, the one to the other,
fn modes of operation, create a difficulty in attaining
certainty whether they are represented as also subordi-
nate the one to the other In modes of subsistence.
Question is raised in each case of apparent intimation
of subordination in modes of subsistence, whether it may
not, after all, be explicable as only another ex%r:salon of
subordination in modes of operation. It may natural
to assume that a subordination in modes of operation
rests on & subordination in modes of subsistence; that
the recason why it is the Father that sends the Son and
the Son that sends the Spirit is that the Son is subordi-
nate to the Father, and the Spirit to the Son. But we
are bound to bear in mind that these relations of sub-
ordination in modes of operation may just as well be due
to a convention, an agreoment, between the Persons of
the Trinity—a * Covepant'’ as it is technically called—
by virtue of which a distinct function in the work of
redemption is voluntarily assumed by each. It is
eminently desirable, thercfore, at the least, that some
definite evidence of subordination in modes of subsist-
ence should be discoverable before it is assumed. In
the case of the relation of the Son to the Father, there is
the added difficulty of the incarnation, in which the Son,
by the assumption of a creaturely nature into union with

imself, enters into new relations with the Father of a
definitely subordinate character. Question has even been
raised whether the very designations of Father and Son
may not be expressive of these new relations, and there-
fore without significance with respect to the eternal
relations of the Persons so designated. This question
must certainly be answered in the negative. Although,
no doubt, in many of the instances in which the terms
“Father” and “Son'’ occur, it would be possible to take
them of merely economical relations, there ever remain
some which are intractable to this treatment, and we may
be sure that “ Father' and **Son'’ are applied to their
eternal and necessary relations. But these terms, as
we have seen, do not appear to imply relations of first
and second, superiority and subordination, in modes of
subsistence; and the fact of the humiliation of the Son
of God for His earthly work does introduce & factor into
the interpretation OF the passages which import His
subordination to the Father, which throws doubt upon
the inference from them of an eternal relation of sub~
ordination in the 'I‘rlnitfv itself. It must at least be said
that in the presence of the great N'T doctrines of the
Covenant of Redemption on the one hand, and of the
Humiliation_of the Son of God for His work’'s sake and
of the Two Natures in the constitution of His Person as
incarnated, on the other, the difficulty of interpreting
subordinationist passages of eternal relations between the
Father and Son becomes extreme. The question con-
tinually obtrudes itself, whether they do not rather find
their full explanation in the facts embodied in the doc-
trines of the Covenant, the Humiliation of Christ, and
the Two Natures of His incarnated Person. Certainly
in such circumstances it were thoroughly illegitimate to

ress such gwsnges to suggest any subordination for the

n or the Spirit which would in any manner impair that
complete identity with the Father in Being and that
complete equality with the Father in powers which are

constantly presupposed, and frequently emphatically,
though onl. inck{énmlly asserted for them t.?n-oushoub
the whole fabric of the NT.

. The Trinity of the Persons of the Godhead, shown
in the incarnation and the redemptive work of God
the Son, and the descent and saving

21. Witness work of God the Spirit, is thus every-
of the where assumed in the NT, and comes
Christian  to repeated fragmentary but none the
Conscious- les¢ emphatic and illuminating ex-
ness pression in its pages. As the roots of
= 1ts revelation are set in the threefold
Divine causality of the saving process, it naturally
finds an echo aﬁo in the consciousness of everyone
who has experienced this salvation. Every re-
deemed soul, knowing himself reconciled with God
through His Son, and quickened into newness of
life by ‘His Spirit, turns alike to Father, Son and
Spirit with the exclamation of reverent_ gratitude
upon his lips, “My Lord and my God!” Ifghe could
not construct the doctrine of the Trinity out of his
consciousness of salvation, yet the elements of his
consciousness of salvation are interpreted to him
and reduced to order only by the doctrine of the
Trlll_lty which he finds underlying and giving their
significance and consistency to the teaching of the
Scriptures as to the processes of salvation. By means

of this doctrine he is able to think clearly and con-
sequently of his threefold relation to the saving
God, experienced by him as Fatherly love sending &
Redeemer, as redeeming love executing redemption,
as saving love applying redemption: all manifes-
tations in distinct methods and by distinct agencies
of the one secking and saving love of God. Without
the doctrine of the Trinity, his conscious Christian
life would be thrown into confusion and left in dis-
organization if not, indeed, given an air of unreality;
with the doctrine of the Trinity, order, significance
and reality are brought to every element of it.
Accordingly, the doctrine of the Trinity and the
doctrine of redemption, historically, stand or fall
together. A Unitarian theology is commonly
associated with a Pelagian anthropology and a
Socinian soteriology. It is a striking testimony
which is borne by E. Koenig SOﬂ'enbarungsbegn:ﬂ‘
des AT, 1882, I, 125): “I have learned that many
cast off the whole history of redemption for no other
reason than because they have not attained to a
conception of the Triune God.” It is in this inti-
macy of relation between the doctrines of the
Trinity and redemption that the ultimate reason
lies why the Christian church could not rest until
it had attained a definite and well-compacted doc-
trine of the Trinity. Nothing else could be ac-
cepted as an adequate foundation for the experience
of the Christian salvation. Neither the Sabellian
nor the Arian construction could meet and satisfy
the data of the consciousness of salvation, any more
than either could meet and satisfy the data of the
Scriptural revelation. The data of the Scriptural
revelation might, to be sure, have been left unsat-
isfied: men might have found a modus vivendi with
neglected, or even with perverted Scriptural teach-
ing. But perverted or neglected elements of Chris-
tian experience are more clamant in their demands
for attention and correction. The dissatisfied Chris-
tian consciousness necessarily searched the Scrip-
tures, on the emergence of every new attempt to
state the doctrine of the nature and relations of God,
to see whether these things were true, and never
reached contentment until the Scriptural data were
given their consistent formulation in a valid doe-
trine of the Trinity. Here too the heart of man
wag restless until 1t found its rest in the Triune
God, the author, procurer and applier of salvation.
The determining impulse to the formulation of
the doctrine of the Trinity in the church was the
church’s Y)r:found conviction of the
22. Formu- absolute ity of Christ, on which
lation of the as on a pivot the whole Christian con-
Doctrine  ception of God from the first origins
. of Christianity turned. The gui(fing
principle in the formulation of the doctrine was
supplied by the Baptismal Formula announced by
Jesus (Mt 28 19), from which was derived the
ground—Plan of the baptismal confessions and “rules
of faith” which very soon began to be framed all
over the church. It was by these two fundamental
principia—the true Deity of Christ and the Baptis-
mal Formula—that all attempts to formulate the
Christian doctrine of God were tested, and by their
molding power that the church at length found itself
in possession of a form of statement which did full
justice to the data of the redemptive revelation as
reflected in the NT and the demands of the Chris-
tian heart under the experience of salvation.

In the nature of the case the formulated doctrine was
of slow attalnment. The influence of inherited con-
ceptions and of current philosophies Inevitably showed
itself in the efforts to construe to the intellect the imma-~
nent faith of Christians. In the 2d cent. the dominant
neo-Stoic and neo-Platonic ideas deflected Christian
thought into subordinationist channels, and produced
what is known as the Logos-Christology, which looks

upon the Son as a prolation of Deity reduced to such
ensions as comported with relations with a world of
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time and space; mcanwhile, to a great extent, the Spirit
was neglected altogether. A reaction which, under tho
name of Monarchianism, identificd the Father, Son, and
S!)irit, so completely that they were thought of only as
different aspocts or different moments in tho life of the one
Divine Person, called now Father, now Son, now Spirit,
as His several activities came successively into view,
almost succoueded in establishing itself in the 3d cent. as
the doctrine of the church at large. In the conflict be-
tween these two opposite tendencies the church grad-
ually found its way, under the guidance of the Baptismal
Formula elaborated fnto a *“ Rule of Faith,”' to a better
and more well-balanced conception, until a real doctrine
of the Trinity at length came to expression, particularly
in tho West, through the brilliant dialectic of Tertullian.
It was thus ready at hand, when, in the early ycars of
the 4th cent., the Logos-Christology, in opposition to
dominant Sabellian tendencles, ran to seed in what is
known as Arianism, to which the Son was a creature,
though exalted above all other creatures as their Creator
and Lord; and the church was thus prepared to assert
its settled faith in a Trilune God, one in being, but
in whose unity there subsisted three consubstantial
Persons. Under the leadership of Athanasius this doc-
trine was proclaimed as the faith of the church at the
Council of Nice in 325 AD, and by his strenuous labors
and those of ‘‘the three great Cappadocians,” tho two
Gregories and Basil, it gradually won its way to the
actual acceptance of the entire church. It was at tho
hands of Augustine, however,. a century later, that the
doetrine thus become the church doctrine in fact as
well as in theory, received its most complete elaboration
and most carcfully grounded statement. In the form
which he gavo it, and which i8 embodied in that ‘* battle-
hymn of the early church,” the so-callod Athanasian
Creed, it has retained its place as tho fit expression of the
faith of the church as to tho nature of its God until
today. The language in which it is couched, even in
this flnal declaration, still retains elements of speech
which owe their origin to the modes of thought charac-
teristic of the Logos-Christ,ulugK of the 2d cent., fixed
in the nomenclature of the church by the Nicene Creed of
325 AD, though carcfully guarded there against the sub-
ordinationism inherent in the Logos-Christology, and
made the vehicle rather of the Nicene doctrines of the
eternal generation of the Son and procession of the Spirit,
with tho consequent subordination of the Son and Spirit
to the Father in modes of subsistenco as well as of oper-
ation. In the Athanasian Creed, however, the principle
of the equalization of the three Persons, which was
already the dominant motive of the Nicene Creced—tho
homoousia—is so strongly emphasized as practically to
push out of sight, if not quite out of existence, these
remanent suggestions of derivation and subordination.
It has been found nocessary, nevertheless, from time to
time, vigorously to reassert the principle of equaliza-
tion, over against & tendency unduly to emphasize the
elcments of subordinationism which still hold a place
thus in the traditional language in which the church
states its doctrine of the Trinity. In Pnrtlcular, it fell
to Calvin, in the interests of the true Deity of Christ—the
constant motive of the whole body of Trinitarian thought
—to reassert and make good the attribute of self-exist-
ence (autotheotds) for the Son. Thus Calvin takes his
place, alongside of Tertullian, Athanasius and Augustine,
as one of the chicf contributors to the exact and vital
statement of the Christian doctrino of the Triune God.
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BENJAMIN B. WARFIELD

TRIPOLIS, trip’s-lis (Tplwokw, Tripolis, “triple
city”’): Demetrius the son of Secleucus, having fled
from Rome, collected “a mighty host and fleet,”
sailed into the haven of Tripolis, took the city, ob-
tained possession of the country, and put to death
his cousin, Antiochus V, along with his guardian
Lysias (2 Macc 14 1ff; Jos, Ant, XII, x, 1)
After a period of unsuccessful guerrilla warfare
against ﬁyrcanus in Samaria, Antiochus Cyzi-
cenus retired to Tripolis (Ant, XI1I, x, 2). The
city was founded by the Phoenicians and was a
member of the Phoen league. It was divided into
3 quarters by walls—hence the name “triple city”
—and these were occupied by settlers from Tyre,
Sidon, and Aradus, respectively. The federal
council of these states sat here. Its position on the
Phoen seacoast, with easy access to the interior, gave
it many advantages from the commercial point of
view. The Scleucid monarchs, the Romans, and
Herod the Great did much to beautify the city; the
last-named building a gymnasium (Jos, BJ, I, xxi,
11). When attacked by the Arabs the inhabitants
took ship and esca c! Later their places were
tuken by Jews and Persians. Captured by the
Crusaders in 1109, it was taken by the Egyptians
in 1289. The ancient city was surrounded on three
sides by the sea. The site is now occupied by el-
Mina, the harbor of the modern city, Tarabulus,
which stands on the bank of Nahr Kadisha, about 2
miles away. The inhabitants number about 23,000.
The town gives its name to a district under the vila-
yet of Beirat, which has always been famous for its
fruitfulness. W. EwiNG

TRIUMPH, tri’'umf{ (OprapBedw, thriambeus, “to
lead in triumph”): The word is used by Paul to
express an idca very familiar to antiquity, and
to the churches at Corinth and Colossae: “But
thanks be unto God, who always leadeth us in
triumph in Christ” (2 Cor 2 14); “Having de-
spoiled the principalities and the powers, he made a
show of them openly, triumphing over them in it”
(Col 2 15).

A triumph in Rome was a magnificent procession
in honor of a victorious general, and the highest
military distinction which he could obtain. It was
granted by the senate only to one who had held the
office of dictator, consul, or practor, and after a
decisive victory In the complete subjugation of a
province. In a Rom triumph the victorious general
entered the city in a chariot drawn by four horses.
He was crowned with laurel, having a scepter in
one hand and a branch of laurel in the other. He
was preceded by the senate and magistrates, musi-
cians, the spoils of his victory, and the captives in
fetters; and followed by his army on foot, in march-
ing order. The procession thus advanced along
the Via Sacra to the Cupitol, where a bull was sac-
rificed to Jupiter, and the laurel wreath deposited
in the lap of the god. During the triumphal entry
the priests burned incense, and hence the reference
of the apostle: “For we are a sweet savor of Christ
unto God, in them that are saved, and in them that
perish; to the one a savor from death unto death; to
theother a savor from life unto life” (2 Cor 2 15.16). .
The incense that was to the victor the “suvor’’ of his
triumph would be to the wretched captives the
“savor,” or intimation, of a rapidly approaching
death 1n the Rom arena or in the damp vaults of
the Tullianum. Thus the ‘““incense,” or influence,
of the apostolic gospel would be to the believer the
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