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1646.] The Trinity. 499

use of a book of Topics, to a pedantic, discursive and general
style of remark, ill suited to the peculiar wants of his hearers;
but he may also, if he be well educated and if he be judiciouns in
the consultation of the book, derive from it a feeling of security
that his mental processes have been correct, an enlargement and
completeness of his views, and a general improvement of his
mental character. Such a book will not supply natural defi-
ciencies of talent, but may correct many faults arising from par-
tial, one-sided conceptions of a particular subject, and an habitunal
contractedness and monotony of thought. Among modem trea-
tises in this department, some of the most ingenious are found in
C. F. Bahrdt’s Versuch iiber die Beredsamkeit, and in Witting's
8chrift iber die Meditation eines Predigers ; but the best is C, A.
L. Kistner's Topik, oder Erfindungswissenschaft anfs neue er-
laitert.

ARTICLE I1I.

THE TRINITY.

[Translated by Rev. H. B, Smith, West Antesbury, Mass., from the Theological Lectares oft
Dr. A, D. C. Twesten, Professor of Theology in the University of Berlin.)

InrrOoDUCTORY NoOTE.

[The following Article has been translated, not only on account
of its intrinsic excellence, but also because it presents a discus-
gion of the doctrine of the Trinity upon somewhat different
grounds from those ordinarily found in English and American
systems of theology. Even if we do not agree with all the posi-
tions advanced nor think them conclusive, yet they may aid the
mind to some new aspects of a doctrine which lies at the basis
of the whole Christian scheme. This doctrine has always been
discussed and illustrated differently by different minds, in differ-
ent ages of the church; and that, too, without detriment to the
general orthodoxy. Those who hold, and faithfully hold, to the
same formula of doctrine will expound it differently, according to
the influences nnder which their minds have been trained, to the
objections made against their creed, and to the philosophical
views prevailing around them. And sach a discussion of this
doctrine as is here presented, may lead us to a more thorough



500 The Trinity. . [Ave.

conviction that it is not a mere abstract formula, but a living
truth ; a truth, not merely derived by a set of proof-texts from the
Scriptures, but intimately inwrought into the whole scheine of
Christianity ; which can not only be shown to be unassailable by
the principles of a common-sense philosophy, but can also be
maintained in its most orthodox form in the midst of the severest
critical discussions of the Scriptures, and against all the preten-
sions even of pantheistic and transcendental speculations.

Some parts of the discussion will be felt, in their full force, only
by those somewhat acquainted with the later theological and
philosophical systems of Germany. This is especially the case
in the third and fourth sections, which exhibit the connection of
this doctrine with the whole system of Christianity as experienced
by the believer, or with the Christian conscionsness; and in the
attempts made to give a philosophical deduction of the Trinity.
Th both these portions of the Article the difficulty of translation
has not been slight, and in many cases a free paraphrase has
been thought absolutely necessary. But even with the most lib-
eral translation, it may be doubted whether the exact sense of the
originpl can be transferred into a language so different in its the-
ological and philosophical phraseology, as is the English from the
German. " In the first section to which reference has just been
made, for example, the phrase Christian consciousness frequently
occurs; and it is a phrase of very distinct import in the school of
8chleiermacher. It will not do to translate it by Christian ezpe-
rience, for that phrase is too subjective ; it will not do to translate
it by the whole scheme of Christianity, for that is too objective.
A Christian believer is supposed to have new elements of con-
sciousness, those viz. which are derived from the religion he has
experienced. The word consciousness is here of course nsed in
a somewhat broader sense than it bears in the English language.
The phrase, a conscious ezperience of the Christian faith, may be
a sufficiently accurate description of what iz meant by Christian
conseiousness—it is the inward experience considered as em-

- bracing the whole of the objective revelation.

The fourth section, which gives a philosophical deduction of
the Trinity, may appear to many to be superfluous if not unintel-
ligible. The analysis of mental states is so different from that
given or attempted in our English philosophy, that it may seem
to be ‘mystical or even imaginary. Dr. Twesten, it will be seen,
expresses himself with much reserve as to the conclusiveness of
any such speculations. They may be liable to another charge,
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that of overstepping the bounds of human knowledge. The at-
tempt to explain a mystery may be hazardous; yet it may not be
hazardous for us to read such attempts. And they may, possibly,
open to our minds some other aspects of a doectrine which we
may wholly believe, thongh we understand it only in part.—Tr.]

‘Wz know that God in his nature or essence is one ; that there
is in him an absolute oneness of being. Yet so soon as we come
to reflect upon God as he is himself, and as he is in his relations
to the world, we are led to make definitions and statements,
whereby that which is in itself one, this oneness or unity, is re-
solved into a multiplicity. God is not only one, but is also mani-
fold. Now that which is manifold we can represent to ourselves
in one of three forms ; either as comprising several and distinct
subjects, or several attributes, or diverse acts and modes of
action. God is one; yet we speak of his attributes as many; of
his operatious or modes of action as wany ; and these two points
comprise the second and third of these forms of coneeiving of
what is manifold ; and we do this without detriment to the divine
unity. Wae conceive of God as one identical subjeet having dif-
ferent and distinct attributes and modes of action. May there
not also be that in the divine nature, which requires us to repre-
sent it as comsisting of several and distinct subjects or persons
a8 well as attributes? Are we pot obliged to conceive of this
complex of attributes and actions, or at least of attributes, in
which our idea of the divine nature is fully expressed, in such &
mauner, or to reduce it io such statements, as involve the division
of it into different and distinct subjects or persons ?

In treating of the different relations and works and attributes
of God, we are obliged to use great precaution in making our
statements and definitions, lest the unity of the divine existence
should seem to be infringed npon by the multiplicity and variety
of these relations and attributes. These attributes are not indeed
mere names ; yet in God Himself they are not to be considered
as wholly distinet either from one another or from the divine
essence. They express the different relations in which the infi-
nite God stands to what is finite, or rather in which finite exis-
tences stand to God ; and they must always be so defined as to
be consistent with the idea of the divine Unity.l. Yet we should

1 Relationes divinae ab essentia divina nullatenus realiter sed ratione tantum
distinguuntar, nec tamen di-uncﬁo‘ne rationis ratiocinantis, sed rationis ratisei-
44
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have only an imperfect conception of the trme nature of this unity-
or simplicity of the divine existence, if, in comparison with it, we
should think that the plurality of the divine works and attributes
were of minor importance. Now, these precautions, which we
are obliged to observe when treating of the divine attributes, are
additionally necessary when we come to treat of the different
subjects or persons in the Godhead; for here we seem to be
threatened by a suspicious approximation to polytheism. But
yet, as has been well remarked, we ought not to forget that there
may be in polytheism an element of truth, something which is
right and sound, although disfigured and misunderstood. On this
account John of Damascus made his boast of Christianity, that it
stood as it were in the centre between the abstract monotheism
of the Jews and the idolatrous polytheism of the Greeks; that it
completed what was wanting and corrected what was deficient
in both. In his own words: “ By the doctrine of the unity of
the divine nature, the polytheism of the Greeks is clearly abol-
ished ; by the admission of the Logos and of the Spirit, the doc-
trine of the Jews is purified. That which is profitable in each
conception remains. From the doctrine of the Jews we have
the oneness of nature ; from the Greeks the distinction in Hypos-
tases alone.!

The Christian religion, then, we say, teaches us to adore One
God in three persons; one and the same divine essence, or the
totality of the same divine attributes, in three subjects, in the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. This doctrine forms, as it
were the key-stone of the Christian doctrine respecting God.

§ 1. An Inadequate Conception of the Trinity.

Before proceeding to our main discussion it may be well to
notice one inadequate view of this doctrine which is adopted by
some of our theologians, especially by De Wette in his Doctrinal
Theology of the Lutheran Church3 Our conception of God, he
says, must necessarily be threefold; and this was .the primitive
Christian view. We must consider him as the highest and ab-
solutely independent being (the Father), as manifested or re-

nataé, ubi occasio distinguendi et fandamentum aliquod distinctionis in re ipsa
invenitur.— Quenstedt.

! Jo. Damasc. de orthod. fide. Conf. Basil M. Homil. XXIV. Opp. T. II.
p- 139; Gregor. Nazians. orat. XXX VII. p. 601. orat. XXI1X. p. 400 ; Ambros.
de fide i. 5; and others.

* De Wette, Dogmatik der Lutherischen Kirche § 41.
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vealed in the world (the Son), and as ever acting in pature (the
Spirit). But this view of the Godhead is one that exists only
in our minds, and only serves to express the different relations
which God sustains. The Church, however, under the influence
of the mythological spirit which prevailed in ancient times, and
in consequence of the limitation of human knowledge, has per-
sonified what was only a threefold conception of the Godhead,
and affirms that it exists objectively in the divine nature itself;-
that it is not only a threefold way of regarding God, but that it
designates real distinctions of subjects or. persons in the very
Godhead. The philosophical basis of this threefold way of con-
ceiving of God may be given in some such statement as this,
There are three modes in which, from the nature of our intellects,
we may and are obliged to look at every object of knowledge.
‘We may consider the object itseif as a whole; we may consider
the form which unites together the different parts of this whole ;
or we may consider the matter which is thus united, of which this
whole is made up.! Thus the whole ideu of God is expressed in
this threefold relation. We conceive of him, in the first place,
as the absolutely independent substance, the pure ideal of the
reason ; secondly, in relation to the world, we conceive of him
as the being through whom the world exists, who has given to it
existence and laws and form ; and, in the third place, in relation
to nature, (that is to the powers which are held together by this
form, and to the phenomena which are caused by these laws,)
we think of God as the source of all light and life. Thus we
have a threefold view of the Godhead which contains all that is
true in the doctrine of the Trinity. God as the absolutely inde-
pendent substance is the Father; God as the author of the world
and its laws is the Son; God as giving life to nature, as the
living source of its manifold phenomena, is the Holy Ghost?
And the doctrine of the Trinity, as it exists in the church, is only
a misapprehension or misgpplication of this necessary and philo-
eophical view of the Godhead.

To this statement we make three objections. In the first
place, the distinction between the second and third mode of view.
ing the divine nature cannot be shown to be necessary or philo-

! These distinctions are expressed by Fries (whom De Wette,follov;va), in
his philosophy, under the term, transcsndental, formal and material appercep-
tion

* These distinctions may be expressed in another way. God as the absolute
subatance, ens exiramundanum ; as the author of the world, exs supramundum ;
as the immanent ground of all existence, ens intramundum.
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sophical. Heze is a broad distinction between God as he eaxists
in himself, and God as the Creator of the world ; not so broad is
the distinction between God as the aathor of the world, and God
as ever acting in the world. It may be well, in order to remove
all dualistic notions, as though God and the world were entirely
independent existences, to speak of him as immanent in nature,
as not only the source of the powers and laws of nature, but as
also ever acting in and through these powers. But, at the bast,
this expresses simply a distinction in the mode of the divine oper-
ations ; it does not bring into view any new attributes or powers
of the Godhead ; mor does it present any wholly different view of
the mode in which these attributes are manifested. Under the
general notion of the relation of the world to God its creator,
we are obliged to bring aZ the attributes of God. And when we
consider God as the cause of nature, we are also obliged to con-
sider this causality as immanent in all his works. It may be a
matter of convenience, it may assist us in forming some concep-
tion of the universality and omnipresence of the divine agency,
if we make such a distinction ; but it is not & matter of philosoph-
ieal necessity.

In the second place, we say, that when we make this constant
presence of God in his works, this immanence of the Creator in
the creation, to be the same thing as what is meant when we
speak of the Holy Ghost, we are doing violence to Scriptural
language and to the whole analogy of Christian faith. God as
the source of all life and phenomena in nature is one thing ; God
as the Holy Ghost is an entirely different conception. In the
Holy Ghost we have indeed the idea of the divine immanence
expressed ; but the specific idea is that of the dwelling of God
m his children, it is the relation in which he stands to the re-
generate. He who has been redeemed by Christ, and sanctified,
and elevated to communion with Ged ; of him itis said that God
comes to him and dwells in him (John 14: 28); he is in God
and God in him (John 17: 21); he is a temple of the Holy
Ghost (1 Cor. 3: 16,17). There are indeed passages of the Old
Testament in which the operations of God in nature are described
as the action of the Spirit of God; yet even there, especially in
the prophetical parts, this phraseology is chiefly employed when
some relation to the kingdom of God in the special senss is in-
tended. In the New Testament, however, this word, the Spirit
of God, is almost exclusively used to describe that principle of a
higher life which is at wotk in believers. And it belongs to the
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very genius of Christiunity to make here a broad distinction.
The whole peculiarity of our faith rests upon the contrast be-
tween what we designate as nature, and what we designate as
grace. And precisely because we acknowledge the indwelling
of the Spirit of God in the regenerate, we cannot acknowledge it
in what is not regenerate. The two conceptions express things
wholly diverse.

" In the third place, we object to this philosophical statement,
that it does not express the essential points in the doctrine of the
Trinity, and especially in the Christian conception of the Trinity.
Even if we should concede, contrary to what the church has
always maintained and enforeed with the clearest consciousness,
that there 1% nothing in the nature of God to warrant this three-
fold distinction, that it has no objective value, but is only a phi-
lesophical way of thinking about God; if we should grant that
this doctrine was derived from a principle foreign to Christianity,
or even opposed to it, that is, from the mythologizing spirit of the
ancient world ; still we say, that in this doctrine as held by the
church, we have very different conceptions and statements in re-
spect to the Godhead, from those which are brought to view in
this philosophical analysis. - The relations are different; the sub-
jects are different. According te this philosophy we should have
the following scheme: The Father, or God considered in his
absolute independence, is the infinite, eternal, unconditioned,
sabstance, beyond and above the world, self-satisfying; God,
considered in his relation to the world, or the Son, is the omni.
scient, oronipotent, henevolent and holy creator, preserver and
governor of the world ; God, considered in his relation to nature,
or the Spirit, is omnipresent, penetrating everything, cooperating
in all and with all. But are these the distingunishing predicates
by which Christianity represents the Father, the Son and the
Holy Ghost? The conceptions which lie at the foundation of
the Christian doctrine of the Trinity, are wholly diverse from any
sach philosophical divisions and statemeats. It is indeed true
that we believe, as the Nicene creed expresses it, that every-
thing was created by the Son; but the Father is also declared
to be the almighty maker of the beavens and the earth. Nor
can we say that the Son is precisely equivalent to God revealed
in the world, nor the Holy Ghost to God acting in nature; but
the Son is he who has redeemed us; the Holy Ghost is he who
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sanotifies ns.! In other words, we are to seek the foundation of
the doctrine of the Trinity in that which constitntes the peculiari-
¥y of the Christian system, that it is a scheme of redemption. Tt
is in our conscious experience of this redemption, considering
this consciousness as connected with the whole Christian scheme,
that we find the tme basis for this doctrine. We cannot find it
in the different relations which God sustains to the world, nor
can we reach it by any philosophical division we may make of
God's nataral attributes, nor by any reflexion upon our natural
and necessary conceptions of God. It is not in Natural Theology,
it is not in the general relation of God to the world, that we are
te seek the basis of the Trinity; it is found only in connection
with the Christian system of redemption. In the course of our
diseussion we shall again recur to this point.

For 4 clearer view of the foundation and meaning of this doc-
trine, we must separately consider its biblical, its religious and
its speculative aspects ; or its biblical foundation, its connection
with the whole Christian economy, including our experience of
it, and the speculations which have been made uponit. We
must always come back to the assertions of the Holy 8criptures,
for without them the doetrine would not have originated, nor
oould it be maintained in the form in which the church has held
. We also may and must endeavor to point out its connection
with the whole Christian scheme, and the foundation that there
is for it in our conscious experience of this scheme ; se that the
doctrine shall not remain a dead letter, bat shall be seen tobe s
necessary link in that chain of traths which constitute our Chris-
tian faith. And, fimally, we ought not to overlook the attempts
which philosophy has made in all periods of the ehurch to unveil,
or at least to make more elear, the mystery of the Trinity.

§2. The Scriptural Basts of the Doctrine.

In the first place, the Holy Seriptares reveal God to us not
only as the wise and ommipotent Creator of the heaven and the
earth, not only as the holy Lawgiver, the righteous Judge, who
renders to every man according to his works, but also as a merci-

! As Luther in his Larger Catechiam thus gives our Faith, ¢ in the shortest
way in so many words : 1 believe in God the Father who created me; I he-
lieve in God the Son who redeemed me; | believe in God the Holy Ghost
who sanctifies me.”
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ful and gracious Father. As such, though man became apostate,
and made himself unworthy and incapable of atteining the high-
pst good, and was exposed to temporal and eternal death, God
from the beginning determined to restore our fallen race ; divers
times he proclaimed this decree and prepared for its execntion ;
and at last, when the fulness of the time was come, he sent his
Son iato the world, that this purpose might be accomplished.

In the second place, in this Soun, sent to be a Mediator and &
Saviour, the Bible teaches us to recognise not & mere man, bwt
the Word which was in the beginning with God, and which was
God ; the brightness of his glory and the express imeage of his
person ; higher than the angels, since he upholds all things by
the word of his power, and since by him and for him all things
are created. He did indeed take upon himpelf the form of a
servant, and became like to us in all things except sin, but he
was again raised to the right hand of God, and glorified with the
gory which he had with the Father before the beginning of the
world, since 1o him all power is given in heaven and upon the
earth. Therefore at his name every knee shall bow, of things in
beaven and things in earth and things under the earth, that alf
men may honor the Son even as they honor the Father.

But since no man can say that Jesus is the Lord, but by the
Holy Ghost (1 Cor 12: 3), whom Christ at his departure promised
to his disciples, who animated, illuminated and guided the a
tles, and who dwells in all believers as the source of their as::
axnce asad joyfulness, as the pledge of everlasting life ; the Scrip-
tures do therefore, in the third place, teach us to believe in the
Holy Spirit, not as an excitation, a sentiment or a disposition of
our own souls, not as a quality, an active or passive state of these
in whom he dwells, but as a power from above, a higher and
divine principle, which is not only distinguished from, but even
opposed to human personality (Rom. 8: 16. Matt. 10: 20. 1 Pet.
1: 11). His relation to God is compared with that of the haman
spirit to man (1 Cor. 2: 11); and he is represented as of a truly
divine nature, but at the same time distingunished from the Fatbher
and the Son, as an individual subject of divine attributes and
acts (Matt. 28: 19. 1 Cor. 12: 4—6. 2 Cor. 13: 13. Titus 3: 4—6.
1 Pet. 1: 2).

The general result of the declarations of the Holy Scriptares
is then this: 1. That not only the Father, but also the Son and the

1 John 1: 1. Heb. 1: 3, Col. 1: 16. Phil. 2: 6. Heb. 4: 15, 12: 2. John 17: 5.
Mumtt. 28: 18, Phil. 2: 9. John 5: 23.
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Spirit have not a created, but a divine nature; 2. That the di-
vinity of the Son and of the Spirit is not merely that of the
Father, but that the Son is different from the Father, and the
Holy Ghost from both; but yet, 8. That there is and remains
only One God.

It does not come within our plan to investigate the objections
urged against this result; this would be the province of Biblical
Theology. To one point only can we allude. The Secriptures
seldom or never speak of the divinity of the Son and of the
Holy Ghost by themselves. In conformity with the whole char-
acter of the Bible, which is practical rather than strictly doctri-
nal, which is directed rather to the Christian life than to know-
ledge as such, it almost every where speaks of the Word in his
human manifestation, and of the Spirit as acting in our minds; so
that in its statements, the glory of the divinity (3¢ka rij¢ Baory-
so¢) appears mitigated by the human form (oyjua arfommivor)
in which it is exhibited. If Arian and Semi-arian conceptions
thus seem to be favored, we must bear in mind that there can-
not in truth be any middle term between God and a created
being. If then we find that Christ and the Holy Spirit are
spoken of in a way which raises them above the rank of crea:
tures; if predicates are givén to them, and a religious reverence
paid to them, or sentiments and feelings expressed towards them,
such as are befitting God only; we must then also regard them
as Qaving a truly divine nature.

The design of all the doctrinal statements and definitions
which the church has made respecting the Trinity, is to hold fast
the results which we have deduced from the Scriptures, and to
exclude those views which either abandon the divinity of the
Son and the Spirit, or look npon the difference between them as
merely a difference in the mode of revealing or of understand-
ing the eame One God, or attribute to the Godhead three differ-
ent divine natures. Hence these formulas are rather of a neg-
ative than a positive character, and, for the most part, only logi-
cal expositions of those fundamental reiations which are refer-
red to in the Scriptures.

We cannot be satisfied by a mere recital of these expositions.
‘We must attempt to make them more clear by showing what re-
ligious truth is contained in them. This can only be done by an
exhibition of the connection of the doctrine of Trinity with the
fundamental characteristics of Christianity, considered as a mat-
ter of faith and of experience; in other words by showing the
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connection between this doctrine and what we may call the
Christian consciousness. ‘This.connection between the definitions
that have been given of the doctrine of the Trinity end the
whole sphere of Christian doctrine and experience, is not a su-
perficial one; the two are interwoven, fast formed together ia
their very roots.

§ 3. Connection of the Doctrine of the Trinity with the Christian
Consciousness.

The fandamental idea of Christianity, the one which lies at
the basis of all Christian experience, is that of redemption and
atonement by Jesus Christ. Two elements are involved in our
experience of this redemption, the consciousness of sin or of
opposition to God, and the conscious reception of grace, which
is the doing away of the opposition, the return to communion
with God. These two states, that of nature or sin and that of
grace, are in such an antagonism as does nmot indeed exclude a
transition from the one to the other, but as does exclude the pog-
sibility of comprehending the second as a mere development of
the ficst. Otherwise redemption were either impossible or un-
mecessary. Both Manichaeism and Pelagianism, therefore, must
be regarded as systems in direct opposition to the fundamen-
tal idea of Christianity. '

From this it also follows, that in both these states we not only
refer our life to God as its last ground, but that we must first of
ol make such a distinction in the mode of reference ts will be
comformable with the difference in the two states. We derive
our patural life from God as our creator and preserver; but when
we have done this we have not yet come to understand the
ground of our higher life. Our natural relation to God, though it
does not directly include, yet it does not exclude, a state of sin
and of separation from him ; and from this state the opposite one
of grace and of vnion with God cannot of itself proceed. In
order to understand this latter state, we must assume a mode of
the divine agency different from that manifested in our creation
and preservation, and one which shall be connected with our
consciousness of redemption by Christ, in whom God became
united with haman nature ; through whom he has become united
with us, and will become united with the whole world.

Nor is this all. Not only does our conscionsness lead us to

Vou. IIL No. 11. 45
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see a difference in the relations of our nstural and of our higher
life to God, but God himself is placed according to thesse rela.
tions in a different position with respect to us. By this is not
meant that we do not recognize in both relations thé same Being
who worketh all in all; but we are obliged to form a different
conception of this same Being, considered as the subject from
whom the one agency proceeds, from that which we form of him
as the source of the other agency. God the creator, and God
the Redeemer are not ¢llo xai allo, but rather didoc xai dilog.
(That is, the difference is not such that we are led to attribute it
to beings of entirely different or opposite natures; but it is such
that we are naturally led to think of a difference in the personal
sgency employed.) There are those who acknowledge the dif-
ference of the two states of nature and of grace, but deny that
the two can be referred to the same being; and they represent
the Creator (the Demiurge), and that primal Deity who revealed
‘himself in Christ (the just and merciful God), in complete opposi-
tion to one another; this is the fruit of a Manichaeising or
qpalistic principle. On the other hand, the denial of a different
personal agency (of the dllog xa! ZAlog) has mostly been found
in connection with Pelagian tendencies, with a denial of the rad-
ical distinction between the state of nature and the state of
grace. Thus it would seem not to be a mere accident that Pe-
lagianism when logically carried out (as, for example, among the
Socinians) has also always led to Unitarianism.

However, clear as it is that a system which ignores the essen-
tial difference between the life of the natural man and of the
regenerate, needs no other Saviour than one who acts by doe-
trine and example for the perfecting of onr knowledge and our
moral sentiments ; and, hence, needs nothing more than a wise
and holy man, or, at the very highest, only a man sent by God,
endowed with higher powers and upheld by special grace;
it may yet appear to be a matter of doubt whether it might not
answer all the exigencies of the opposite evangelical system, to
distinguish redemption as an act of God from the act of creation,
in some such way as creation is distingnished from preservation,
codperation and government.  For, then, it might be said, it would
still remain true, as the Scripture declares (2 Cor. 5: 19), that
God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto himself. But this
very comparision may teach us that the relation, in point of faet,
‘is wholly different.
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Creation, preservation and codperation, the divine prescience
and government! may all be referred to the same sphere, or to the
same conception, that of the universal dependence of all things
upon God. In these terms this whole sphere of the divine agen-
cy is fully comprehended and exhausted, so that there is no room
left for any conception of God’s natural agency, which is not in-
cluded in them ; there is no need of any additional conceptions
to complete the idea of God which lies at the basis of all these.
And, on the other hand, they all exhibit the same fundamental
relation of God to creation, only in different modes; and hence
they can all be referred back to one another or to one fundamen-
tal idea, and they must be so referred when we think upon God
who is the common source of all these relations, the subject
from which they proceed. Cobperation can be considered as
included or given in preservation, and preservation in creation;
God's government of the world must be regarded as involved in
the idea of codperation, and prescience is involved in creation.
The difference between primary and secondary causes, regard to
or abstraction from the proper causality of what is finite, must
recede or vanish in our consciousness, in proportion as we sink
ourselves wholly into that Being who is the last ground and end
of all things and powers; in proportion as we view all things in
their necessary and entire dependence upon him. Hence there
is here no occasion to assume for all these different agencies,
(creation, preservation, etc.,) more than one subject from whom
they proceed ; since in the single idea of God as a Creator there
is not anything wanting to explain all creation, nor in the crea-
tion do we find any such differences of operation as make it ne-
cessary for us to add anything to this idea, or to divide it inte
any parts which may not be resolved into one another, or refer-
red back to one single conception of the Deity.

Redemption, on the other hand, with the ideas connected with
it, presents to us a wholly different sphere of dependence’whloh
also, only in another point of view, comprises all that is finite;
for, manifestly, the very possibility of redemption presupposes
that every being, without exception, is as it were ordained in
reference to it. On this account the Redeemer, no less than the
Creator, is called the Alpha and Omega, the first and the last,
‘the beginning and the end (Rev. 1: 11; 22: 13;) without him was
not anything made that was made (John 1: 3) ; without him, to

! [To these five heads Dr. Twesten reduces his di ion respecting the di-
vine attributes.—Tr.]
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whom all judgment has been committed (John 5: 22), and who
in the fulness of times is to gather together all things which are
in heaven and which are on the earth (Eph. 1: 10), the world
cannot reach the end for which it was created. But this depen-
dence can by no means be referred back to that general depen-
dence which is found in nature; redemption caunot be put un-
der the same head with creation, or be resolved into it, as can the
preservation and government of the world. Much rather is it
true, that when we reflect upon the author of creation and the
author of redemption, there comes into our minds a decided con-
trast between him who, when he created all things, gave them
over, as it were, to a separate and independent existence, and
him who, in that he redeemed created beings from death and
sin, called them back from the struggle they were making to live
without God and for themselves alone, to a life of union with
God, 10 a life which comes from God. And so, when we restrict
our thoughts to the work of redemption alone, we feel and see a
contrast between him to whom the world was to be reconciled,
and him who made the reconciliation ; between the Father who
conceived the purpose of bringing back a sinful race to blessed-
ness by means of the merits of his Son received by faith, and
the Son, who was sent by the Father, and who by his life and
doctrine, by his sufferings and work, by his death and resurrec-
tion, carried that purpose into effect and wrought out salvation
for us.

Accordingly we say, that the religions consciousness of the
Christian seems to demand, not only that we refer our redemp-
tion to God, but also that we make a distinction between God so
far as we owe to him our redemption, and God so far as we con-
sider him as the author of our natural existence. Baut at the
same lime we will not deny, that apart from the difficulty of ex-
hibiting this view with a clearness corresponding to“our inward
perception of it, there might still remain such objections to it, as
can only be set aside by the decisive declarations of the Holy
Scriptures. The Scriptures, however, exclude every modalistic
-(or Sabellian) view of this doctrine, since they not only reveal
to us in Christ, a being who is one with the Father, so that who-
ever sees him sees the Father also ; but they likewise represent
him as distinguished in the most precise manner from the Fath-
.er, and that, too, not merely in his human or temporal manifesta-
tion, but as one who was before Abraham, who, even before the
world was, had an eternal glory with the Father.
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To come to a clear perception of the relation in which the fact
of our redemption stands to God, of the new relation in which
the Godhead is thus presented to us, is the first and necessary
impulse of our minds when we begin to reflect upon the Chris-
tian scheme, and upon our conscious experience of that scheme ;
and the doctrine of the Divinity of Christ is the first fruit of such
reflection.!

But as the Holy Seripture, to the confession of the Father and
the Son, aiso adds that of the Holy Ghost, so likewise Christian
reflection does not stop with the author of our redemption, but
necessarily directs itself to the manner in which, and to the prin-
ciple by which, we attain to the redemption made by Christ.
The way and end, however, are already prescribed ; the doctrine
respecting the Holy Ghost, must shape itself after the analogy
of the doctrine respecting the Son of God.

If our redemption is to be referred back to Christ, and in an
especial manner to the indwelling of the eternal Word in him,
then the indwelling of the Spirit in us is to be considered as a
consequence of this, and as similar to it; here we find that union
of the divine with the human, which was originally realized in
Christ as the head, and is to pass over from him to the members,
But although it is to be viewed as a consequence, it must also be
viewed as & special and separate element, as a special divine
agency, and is to be distingnished from the redeeming work of
Christ ; for, while the latter always remains the same, we both
know that we ourselves have been in a state in which we had
not yet attained to fellowship with him and through him with
God, and we also see many around us who have not experienced
that drawing of the Father without which no one comes to Christ
(John 6: 44). But the Father draws us by the Spirit proceeding

! This view is confirmed by history. The doctrine of Christ’s relation to the
Father was a very early and earnest subject of doctrinal discussion, and even
after this had been described and decided in definite formulas, the doctrine
respecting the Holy Spirit was left for a time without any more definite de-
scription than was found in the declarations of the Scriptures or in the expres-
sions of ordinary Christian experience ; anll then, yet without any struggle or
opposition such as can be compared with those upon the Christology, was de-
fined in a corresponding manner. And not only is this so in the history of the
church, but in the Bible also, God and the Lord, the Father and the Son, are
more frequently brought together as two, than the Father, the Son and the
Holy Ghost aa three ; so that the doctrine of the second person in the God-
head seem to be more clearly and undeniably contained in the Scriptures, than
that of the third person.

45+
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from him, or who is sent from him through the mediation of
Christ (John 15: 26). Here, then, we also find a relation of de-
pendence from which no portion of the finite universe can be ex-
cluded. The agency of the Spirit is, first of all, connected with
the existence and agency of the church—for the church is the
body of Christ, and the Spirit is the soul of the church ; it is alse
connected with the general susceptibility of the human race for
divine influences, which differs somewhat acecording to the en-
dowments, the position and the degree of religious development
of different individuals and nations ; and all this cannot be sepa-
rated from the general direction and government of the universe.
Accordingly it is stated, that as nothing has come into being with-
out the Son, so likewise the Spirit of God in the beginning brood-
ed upon the face of the waters: Some reference to that divine
sgency, whose chief end and central purpose is the communica-
tion of redemption to the hearts of the regenerate, may be found
in the whole bistory of man. And since redemption cannot be
considered as a single divine act, coordinate with creation, pres-
ervation and government, so it i8 with sanctification—which one
word we may use to designate this new causality. God and his
general relations to us are here again to be represented by new
and peculiar statements, which make it necessary for us to main.
tain a distinction between the Father and the Spirit. And this,
again, not as if there were here a difference of nature or essence
(dAdo xei @Ado) ; but because the Father and the Spirit are rep-
resented as different subjects or persons, performing the same di-
vine acts (as @Alog xai dilog). But not merely must we here
distinguish the Father and the 8pirit, but also the Holy Spirit
and the Son. Although the indwelling of the Spirit in us is anal-
ogous to the indwelling of the Word in Christ, yet we are forced
to acknowledge an essential difference in the mode of the in-
dwelling ; what in Christ was original, is in us derived ; what in
him was complete and perfected, is in us incomplete and pro-
gressive; what in him was a personal indwelling, is in us merely
as membérs of the body of Christ, of his church. Not only so,
but that divine influence which dwells in us cannot possibly be
considered as identical with the divinity which dwelt in him.
To maintain this identity would, on the one hand, involve such a
degradation of Christ and such an exaltation of ourselves, a3
would make it difficult to say which of the two were the more
opposed to the Christian consciousness; whether our reverence
for the Saviour, if we consider him so wholly like to us, or our
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humility, if we consider ourselves as so many repeated incarna-
tions of the Son of God, would be most impaired. And on the

" other hand, it would be wholly incompatible with belief in the

personality of the Word manifested in Christ. For, should we
assumse that the principle which became personal in .Christ, after
his death passed over into the church, it would follow that the
personality of this principle was a mere consequence of its nnion
with human nature, and existed only during his earthly life; that
the theanshropic personality of Christ is no longer anywhere pre-
sent; and, consequently, that Jesus, if he continues to live as
man, wasg, after his death, not exalted but humiliated. We need
not stop to show, how inconsistent this would be, not merely with
the declaratious of Scripture, but also with our own conscious-
ness of the relation by which we are bound for all times to our
heavenly Righ Priest and King. Thus, as the personal preéxis-
tence of the Son makes it necessary to distingnish him from the
Father, so the personal existence of the God-man after his earth-
ly life, makes it necessary to distinguish him from the Holy Spirit,
whom he also describes as another Comforter or helper, whom
God would send to his followers after his departure (John 14: 16).
With these hints upon the relation of the doctrine of the Trini-
ty to the Christian consciousness, we must for the present con-
tent ourselves.! Since this doctrine is not the simple expres-
sion of one single act or state in the inward life of the Christian
(as is, for example, that of Regeneration), but the resait of very
many and diverse elements and states ; is not merely an expres-
sion of our direct Christian experience, but is also the result of our
reflections upon this experience; it would be impracticable to
follow out and lay open, one by one, all the threads by which it is
connected with our whole Christian faith and with the whole
sphere of Christian doctrine. With some attention we shall find
ourselves brought to it by every movement of Christian life.2

! In systems of Doctrinal Theology, the doctrine of the Trinity is usually
immediately connected with the doctrine respecting God’s nature and attri-
butes. This has originated from the custom of arranging dogmatical subjects
in accordance with their apparently similar reference to certain objects, and
not out of regard to their inward connections. It has not been without hurt-
ful influence upon the right understanding of, and even upon beliet in the
Trinity, that in this way the S8e¢ond and Third Persons of the Godhead were
discussed, before the full doctrine respecting Christ and the Holy Spirit was
introduced. These latter doctrines are more immediately connected with the
facts of Christian experience and of the Christian consciousness; and here is
the basis for the full development of the Trinity. [Vide p. 182 of Twesten's
Lectures.]

3 Thaus, e. g. Melancthon rightly calls attention to the fact that when we
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§ 4. Speculations upon the Trinity.

The doctrine of the Trinity presents a third point of view, that
is, the speculative. This is to be seen in its history, and it lies
in the very nature of the case. For, it is a question appealing to
and demanding reflection and thought, how that which is essen-
tially one can be threefold, how what is threefold can yet be one.
The notions which we need in order to hold fast difference in
unity, and uaity in difference, are of a metaphysical character.
To this we may add, that speculation by itself seems to lead to sim-
flar distinctions and formulas. Hence we find, that not merely
were those who had the chief influence upon the formation of
this doctrine, influenced by ideas which belong to the sphere of
speculation ; but even the apostle John by the use of a term bor-
rowed from the speculation or theosophy of his times, brought the
Christology into connection withit. And it is impossible to under-
stand a doctrine perfectly, without regard to what always has ex-
ercised and always will exercise so essential an influence upon it.

Yet, on the other hand, we ought not to give too much impor-
tance to the speculative element. The most of the evangelical,
particularly of the Lutheran theologians, strongly inculcate the
position, that the Trinity cannot and may not be proved by rea-
son. Gerhard says: “ the mystery of the Trinity neither can nor
ought to be proved a priort by natural reason ;” Quenstedt asserts:
“ from our natural cognitions we do not know, nor can we know,

find ourselves laid hold of by the word of the gospel, we thus come to know
the Word who was in the beginning ; thereby, too, we know the Fatber, who
sends this Word, not once, but constantly, into the world ; and we are at the
same tine filled with an assurance and joy which are the work of the Holy
Ghost. Conf. Pezel, Argumenta et objectiones de praecipuis Articulis doc-
trinae Christianae com Responsionibus Phil. Melanchthonis, 1580 ; (a very
useful and well-arranged book for a knowledge of the theology of Melanch-
thon ;) P. 1. p. 38). « Augustine (1V. de trinit.) aays, The Son is sent every
day into the hearts of the faithful: and he adds, he is sent in one wy to be
man, in another way to be with man. Athanasius expressly says, whenever
the Spirit is said to be in any one it is meant, that there is in him the Word
giving the 8pirit. In what order? [ think thus; by the spoken word. The
Son truly speaks the word in the heart, and thus he shows the Father ; and at
the same time the heart is sprinkled all over by the Holy Spirit, which is the
cause of joy in God. These things may be understood by experience. With this
sgree many sayings of the Fathers. Thus Gregory Nazianzen says; ¢ from
the light, the Father we receive the light, the Son, in the light, the Holy
Ghost.”
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that God is 6ne in essence and three in persons.”! We conld
indeed have nothing aguinst it, should any one succeed in trans-
forming into a clear and well-proved philosophical theory what we
believe on the testimony of Christ, and of his Spirit in the Serip-~
tares and in Christian experience. But it is hazardous to find a
philosophical proof in what has no other value than that of an
explanation, or an analogy, or a ground of probability; and teo
build our faith upon such things. This is what has often hap-
pened in respect to this doctrine. As Calovius says, “it is one
thing to illustrate a mystery by some similitude, especially if this
be not foreign from Scripture ; but another thing to seek to de~
monstrate a mystery either a prioré or a posteriors from nature or
the light of nature. The former course may be allowed, (as in
a comparison of the divine nature with the intellectual nature of
man,) in the way in which such comparisons are made by John
of Damascas and others; but we can by no means concede the
propriety of the latter, nor think it to be without danger, since it
expoges our catholic faith to calumny and sarcasms.”® Such g
eourse is hazardous because it destroys our sense for what is
really certain, and accustoms the mind in matters of faith to hold
probabilities for evidence and shadows for substances ; becausé
it leads us to put into the back ground the proper and divine
foundation of Christian belief; because it makes prudent men
suspect a doctrine which is supported by so doubtful arguments.
“ He who endeavors,” says Aquinas?® “to prove a Trinity of
persons by natural reason derogates from our faith in a double
way ; first, in respect to the dignity of the faith itself, and, se-
condly, in his usefulness in drawing others to the faith; for when
any one brings forward arguments for proving the faith which
are not cogent, he gives it over to the deocision of the unbeliev-
ing ; since they think that we are convinced by such argunments
and that our faith ia founded on them.” To this we must add,
that the Trinity which philosophy or speculation espouses, is not,
without enything further, the Trinity of Christianity. What we
have said in the first section respecting the view of De Wetlte,

! Conf. Jo. Gerhardi exeges. loc. III. § 23—31; Calovii system. tom, {Il.
art. I. cap. 1. quaest. 1; Quenstedt system, tom. 1. eap. VI sct. I, qu. 3;
Musaens de usu princip. rationis (1644), especially in the appended disputa-
tio I. against Keckermann; Buddei institutt. lib. II. ep. 1. §44; Baumgarten's
Glaubenslehre, Th. I. 8. 559 sq.

* Calovius ubi supra.

? Thomas Aquin. in summa, P, I. qu. XXXIl, art. L,

.
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that the idea of God in his relation to the world, is not coincident
with the Christian idea of the Son of God, may be applied with
less mwodification than might have been expected, considering
the great differences in the fundamental philosophical views of
other schools, to most of the speculative theories about the Trini-
ty. Itis the world, or the principle of the world, or the reason,
or at any rate the race of man in general, in which these specn-
lators see the second person of the Godhead (the 8ed¢ devregos),
and not Jesus Chnist, born of the virgin Mary and crucified under
Pontius Pilate, whom we confess in the creed. Among the later
attempts to give a speculative development of this doctrine, that
of Daub! was not only one of the first in the order of time, but is
also among the first in its real significancy. Aecording to his
view, as the Father is autor sut, so is the Son aulor mundi, and
the Holy Spirit autor rationis. To the first is to be attributed
absolute necessity, majesty and unity, and hence divinity ; to the
second, ombnipotence, the highest obedience and omnipresence,
and hence personality ; to the third, beatitude, absolute simplici-
ty and omniscience, and hence spirituality. But since the Father
is himself Son and Spirit, and the Son is himself Father and
Spirit, and the Spiritis himself Father and Son, each one of them
has also the attributes of the others. Although Daub with the
creating and upholding nature (natura creatrix et conservatrix),
which he attributes to the Son also joins his reconciling nature
(natura reconciliatrix), and thus tries to exhibit in its true con-
nection the work of atonement and redemption which Christ per-
formed, and so to bring speculation into such a union with posi-
tive faith as is demanded by the Christian consciousness, yet it
may with good reason be doubted whether these positions are
conformed to the doctrine of the Trinity as given in the Bible and
held by the church. As with his view, so with the other philo-
sophical constructions of the Trinity. Is it not to be feared, that
in proportion as our interest is thrown upon the speculative side,
those very points which are for the Christian of chief importance
will be crowded out of sight™® And what, now, if the speculative

! Daub, Theologumena § 126, 127.

* It is hardly possible that any one who finds the marrow of the Christian
faith in a speculative Christology, should avoid the consequences which Strauss
has drawn out with such remarkable openness, keenness and clearnees in the
closing treatise to his % Life of Jesus,” § 146 and 147. Such a one must
Jook at the regard paid to the historical and positive parts of our faith, by those
who hold to the biblical and ecclesiastical or orthodox system, as a kind of pre-
judice without any scieatific basis, such as no man can continue in who hes
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theory have a character foreign 1o, even opposed to Christianity ?
Not a few of our contemporaries have laid so much stress upon
the Trinity in particnlar, only because they found in it the ex-
pression of a pantheistic view of the universe, and so, a proof
that what was the result of their speculations was also the veri-
table sense of the Christian doctrines and confessions. There
are indeed, on the other hand, those who have found the certain-
ty of God's personality and of his difference from the world in the
philosophically developed doctrine of the Trinity. I the former
give us ground to fear, that by giving ourselves up to their specu-
lative theories we shall become estranged from the religion of
the gospel, as it is presented to him who examines it on histori-
cal grounds, and as it has always been understood by the church;
the latter must undermine all trust in a mode of discussion which
allows such opposite results to be drawn from the same dogma,
perhaps by disciples of the same philosophical school. As cer-
tain as it is that theism lies at the foundation of the declara-
tions of Jesus and the apostles, so certain is it that they do not
connect it with any speculations upon the Trinity.l Without,
then, putting any arbitrary boundaries to such speculations, with-
out denying or giving up the use they may have in guarding
against a superficial rejection of our doctrine, in setting aside the

been elevated to the heights not merely of the philosophical but also of the
critical stand-point of our times.

! The most significant declarations of Christ about his person and his rela-
tion to God, (as John 10: 30. 14: 9.) might indeed be easily interpreted by a
pantheistic-mystical view of things. They are even surpassed by such as we
find in the'jubilee-song of Attar, in Tholuck’s ¢ Biathensammiung aus der mor-
genlandischen Mystik,” p. 260; or in Lessing's half playful declarations, of
which Jacobi speaks in his Works, (B. IV. Abth. 1. 8. 74, 79). But such an
interpretation of them lies too much on the surface, to fathom the depths of a
relation, which was a secret to all but the Father and the Son, (Matt. 11: 27) ;
sach a vnion with God would be, in the way of mere logic, of much easier
attainment, than even the moral union according to the interpretation of the
common rationalism ; and one would not need to learn first of the East Iln-
dians, that it was such a wonder that among us God had only once become man,
in the person of Christ; as Schelling has it in his ¢ Method nf Academical
8tudy,” p. 194. [“ The Christian missionaries that went to India thought they
were telling the inhabitants something never before heard of, when they taught
them that the God of the Christians had become man. But these heathen
were not astonished by this doctrine, they did not at all contest the Incarna-
tion of God in Christ; they only thought it strange, that among the Christians,
that had happened only once, which among themselves had often come to pass,
in constant repetition.”’] To this is to be added the contrariety of such an in-
terpretation with the totality of the other declarations and dootrines. of Chyrist,
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common objections to its reasonableness, or leading s to some
presentiment of its deep significancy, and thus bringing it, at
least in one aspect, nearer to our understanding ; yet, if true to
the principles of the evangelical Theology, we must find our
standard for judging, it and the proper grounds of our assent to
the representations of Seripture, weighed on all sides according
to their sense and connection, livingly appropriated by the reli-
gious consciousness, and brought together in so definite state.
ments as to ward off every kind of misinterpretation.

In making ourselves acquainted with these attempts to give &
philosophical deduction or explanation of the Trinity, it is not our
intention out of the great multitude and variety of them from the
most ancient to the most recent times, to bring forward even the
most noted ones in full detail ; nor wounld it eorrespond with our
purpose, excluding all the rest, to give only a single one of them;
we will rather endeavor to bring out the fundamental ideas that
recur in all of them under different forms and modifications. In
doing this, we shall be compelled to give less prominence to the
form itself than would be proper in a strictly philosophical or
speculative discussion, where the form and the substance are not
to be separated.

‘We can look at the matter under a dounble point of view. We
can either consider God in relation to the revelation he has made
of himself—meaning by this not so much his special revelation
in Christianity, to start from which would be the first impulse of
the Christian consciousness, as his revelation in the world in
general, which, to be sure, includes the former; or, we can con-.
sider God as he is in himself. Both these must be coincident
and connected, if that revelation is a true one, by which we know
God as he is.! .

Since the world does not exist of and for itself, but is in every
respect absolutely dependent upon God, or has the ground and
end of its existence in God, we can eomprehend it only as a rev-
elation of the divine nature or essence But we know that the

Y Urlsperger, in his valuable ‘¢ Attempt at a more Ezact Determination of the
Mystery of God and of the Father and the Som, (17639-74,) makes a similar dis-
tinction between the revenled and the essential Trinity, which last he holds
to be unfathomable. The same thing lies in the distinctions of the church be-
tween the rpéror droxaiinpewc and tripfews.

t The glory of God, and the attainment of the highest good (or revelation and
communication), are not to be separated in considering the purpose of creation.
God reveals himself in that he who is the highest good communicates himeelf
to his creatures ; and he communicates himeelf to his creatures by revealing
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easence of God is infinite, perfect and necessary; or, in the ter-
minology of our times, that he is the Absolute being, the opposite
of all finite and conditioned existence. How can these two things
exist together? How is it conceivable, that the world can have
proceeded from, and can reveal, what is the opposite of it? For.
example, according to the ontological or metaphysical conception
of him, God is pure reality, without parts, without antagonisms,
without anything like juxtaposition, succession or division into
distinet parts, sach as we find in all that exists in space and time ;
the world or universe, on the other hand, is made of parts, is man-
ifold, spread out in space and time. Whence, now, this mani-
foldness out of the unity ? How can the antagonisms we every
where find, be reduced to a pure identity? How can that which
is thus separated into parts, each distinct from the others, in space
and time, be referred back to what is eternally simple and un-.
compounded? We feel here the need of something to mediate
between these extremes or opposites ; and we find this mediation
in the idea of a creative understanding, or notion (Begriff)? The
human understanding is also a unity, which comprises in itself, and
produces from itself what is varied and manifold ; by means of a .
conception or notion we bring what is manifold into a unity, see
separate things in their connection, follow out antagonisms to
their coincidence, and raise ourselves above time and space and
the forms of what is merely finite ;—although our intellect is
usually determined by external causes, to raise itself by reflection
from what is individual to what is universal, and does not en-
deavor to do more than reproduce in itself by means of ideas a
copy of the universe. It would not be able to do even this, at
least we could not hope in this way to arrive at a true knowledge
of the universe, if we could not presuppose as the ground of all

himself and his perfections through and for them, upon and in them. Jtisa
matter of indifference whether we say with the older theologiane, God wills
his own glory, and in order to that, the blessedness of rational beings ; or, with
some later divines, God wills the accomplishment of the highest good, l.nd from
this his own glory follows. Conf. Twesten, p. 87—89,

! We hardly need say, that the difference we are accustomed to make be-
tween our active powers and the objects on which we exercise them, cannot be
applied to God. As Aquinas says: it is manifest that in God the intellect
which understands and that which is understood, the intelligible idea and the
understanding thereof, are wholly one and the same.” (Summa, P. 1. qu. X1V,
art. 1V.) It will also be unnecessary to justify ourselves for here using the word
understanding and not reason. [Conf. Schelling’s Denkmal der Schrift von der
goulichen Dingen, %. 3. w. 8. 140.]

Vor. IIL No. 11. 46
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orentod things, an archetypal, creative understanding (intelloctum
sschetypum! ), and so the possibility of & relation between our un-
demtanding (as imtellectus ectypus), and this primitive under-
standing; for, without this, truth would be unattainable, even
imsonceivable by us.3 Aocordingly, the oondition of all revela-
tion of God in the world is the world-comprehending tAomght
of God, which on the one hand is eternal in God and met different
from God, and on the other hand, in order to reveal God, musé
preceed from him, become, as it were, exteraal, by unfolding it-
self in the ereature as the source of existence and truth, of light
sad life, (Jobm 1: 4). Thus the thought which springs into being
in the depths of the human soul is revealed by the spoken word.
This thought of God or this Word, (the Greek language has the
sdvantage of comprising beth these thimgs in the word isyoc,)
oonsidered as the prime condition of the revelation of Ged in the
world, we must distinguish from God, as the original essence,
eaclosed in his absolute unity and self-sufficiency. We are the
more led to do this, since it is impessible for us in the latter, con-
sidered by himself, to see any ground for any existenoe besides
his own.? And yet we must held fhst the position, that this
‘Word of God, this condition of his revelation of himself, cannot
be anything else than the reflection of his glory and the image

' Conf. Kant’s Kritik der Urtheilskraft, S, 346.

? Vide, Twesten’s Logik § 307.

3 Most persons, although some later philosophers think otherwise, will con-
foss their insbility of finding in the idea of the absolate, considered by itseM
alone, the necessity of its developing itself into the form of a world differemt
from iteelf| into what is relative, opposed and finite. This inability bas always
been recognized by theologians in the position universally maintained, that
“ Qod created the world, not from a necessity of his nature but of his own free
will.” (Quenst. P. 1. cp. IX. sct. 1. Jes. 12)) Thomas Aquinas brought the
doctrine of the Trinity into counection with the sarse idea, when he said:
(Summa P. 1. qu. 32. art. 1 ;) * The knowledge of the divine persons is neces-
sary to & right view of the creation of things; when we say, that God made all
things by his word, we exclude the error of those who assert that God pro-
duced things from the necessity of his nature; when we say that there is in
him a procession of love (processionem amoris), it is seen that God did not pro-
duce his creainres from any need of his own, but from the love of his own
goodness.” Agquinas finds in this the solution of the problem, how the man-
ifoldnese of things can proceed from what is absolutely one ; * agens per na-
turam agit per formam per quam est, quae unius tantum est una, et ideo non
agit nisi unum ; agens autem voluntarium, quale est Deus, agit per formam in-
tellectem ; cum igitur Deum multa intelligere non repugnet unitati et simplici-
tati ipsius, relinquitur ut, licet sit unus, poesit maita facere.” (Summa P. L.
qu. 46. art. 1.)
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of his nature (Heb. 1: 8), is nothing other than God himself re-
vealing himself.——But, further, no rewelation can be coneeived of
except for a cemsciousness which perceives it. It is, then, net
enough for the eternal and primitive groand of all things, merely
to ecome out of the hidden depths of his secluded state, he mumt
adso be known and perceived when he thus manifests himesdf.
But when we have got that principle which reveals what God is,
we do not at the same time get that which pereeives him who i
revealed. Nature reveals God, without itself kmowing anything
of God ; man alse does not see God in his revelations, so long
as his sense for such rewvelations is not yet opened. This can
only be opemed by God himself, or rather this sense must be
given by God; only through God cen we know God, as in other
things like is known only by like. God, then, must impart hims-
self to our consciousness, and so make us able to comprehend ia
bis works that eternal idea whieh is mirvored in them, that thus
we mmy arrive at the true conoception of his invisible essenss,
of his eternal power and Godhead (Rom. 1: 20). Hence, 8s a
condition of the true knowledge of God we must presnppose, not
only a divine principle by which he is revealed, the Word, the
Logos; but also a divine principle by which the revelation is
inparted, the Spirit, vo nvetpa; which are to some extent rela-
ted as objective and subjective, but which serve to exhibit the
ssme being or essence, who reveals himself in the world, and
knows himself in man as revealed.

As God reveals himself, so also is he, otherwise he were not
revealed. Those elements, which we have been obliged to dis-
tinguish in finding what are the preliminary conditions of a reve-
lation of God in the world, and of our attaining a knowledge of
God from the world, must in some way or other be founded and
contained in the idea of the divine nature, considered by itself.
And it is necessary to give special attention to this point, when
our thoughts take such a direction, (which should never be with-
out that holy fear which springs from a consciousness of our lim-
ited knowledge,) since it is all-important for us to gee id God not
merely the primitive ground of all things, not merely an infinite
being, but a self-conscious and intelligent nature, who is in trath
God alone, the living God, the being who could say, “I am, that
I am” (Exodus 3: 14).

How, then, are we to conceive of God as a personal and intel-
ligent being? 'We might seek an answer in the way of philoso-
phical analysis or investigation ; but it will be clearer to most if
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we appeal simply to the analogy of the human mind, which is
indeed at an infinite remove from God, but yet created in his
mmage. Because it is an mtelhgent spirit, although it be finite,
yet it must exhibit to us what is essential to an intelligent and
spiritual life. In ourselves, now, we see clearly, that the con-
sviousness of our personal, individual existence, arises only
when we make ourselves an object of thought to ourselves, when
we create from ourselves a representation of ourselves, which
although different from ourselves, as is a thought from that which
thiuks, is yet at the same time nothing other than ourselves. In
the same way, in order to conceive of God as a personal, self
conscioas intelligence, we must first think of him as finding him-
self, as it were, in the eternal thought (idea) of himself, which,
though so far as generated it be different from that which gener-
ates, is yet identical with it. Our self-consciousness, however,
is not completed when an objective representation of ourselves
proceeds from us; we must also see that this is & conception or
representation of what we are, we must recognize ourselves in
it; a subject must again be contrasted with, be set over against
this object, which subject will again be ourselves, thongh in an-
other relation. This third element is neither that which' creates
the objective conception or representation of ourselves, nor is it
this conception or representation created in us, but it is the vision
or perception of this conception as something identical with our-
selves. It is neither that which conceives, nor that which is con-
eeived, but the perceiving that this conception of ourselves
though different from ourselves is yet the same as ourselves.
-And it is this consciousness, which has first gone out from itself
(become objective), and then returned back into itself (become
subjective), and so comprehends and knows itself to be itself; this
it is which makes us to be self-conscious individuals, personal and
spiritual beings ; and it is this self-conscious personality which is
ever after the subject from which proceed our determinations of
will, and all our acts directed to external objects.! In an analo-

! We may gain a clearer view of this matter, if we start from this last point
and go backwards in the opposite way from the above. Let us try to bring
before our minds what is neceseary in order to the existence of a will, in the
proper sense of the word ; not a mere impulse or instinct or anything of that
kind, but a true will, which is the source of those external acts which reveal
what is within us. First of all, we must have a clear consciousness of eur per-
sonal existence, and of that which constitutes or is included in our individuality.
Bot how do we come to have this? It is only by making ourselves an object
of our own obeervation, by ourselves becoming the object of our own intellec-
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gous way, we must suppose that there exists in God, 8s a per-
-sonal intelligence, not mevely the eternal idea or thought of hins
self, but aiso a principle which as eternally perceives and knows
this thought of himself, by means of which he also is a personsl
spinit; which principle can, however, be nothing else than the
-same God who produeed that thought (or idea) of himself from
himself, and is himself that which has thus become an object of
thought. Inthe same manser, then, as we say, that we can dis»
tingeish in ourselves a threefold way of viewing oar own persem-
ality (a threefold me) ; that which is hidden in the ground of owr
being, which eomes out of this ground, and views itself as an ob-
jeet; this objeotive personality, in which we look at ourselves
objectively ; and, again, a subjective persomality, a viewing of
this second, ebjective personality, as being still identical with, er
nething other than ourselves ; and as these three are yet one and
the same persen (the same 1), only seen in different aspeots or
referred back to itself in different ways, in the same manner the
divine nature presents itself to our consideration under three in-
ternal relations. Considered as generating the image (or idea)
-of itself, it is the Father; considered as existing in the eternal
idea (a thought) of itself, itis the Logos, the Son ; considered as
having this thought of itself in distinct vision, or as returning baak
from it again into itself, it is the Spirit. Bat it returns back in or-
-der again to proceed forth in action, to unfold in the world the riches
of the divine ommuipotence, wisdom and love ; for with the very
thought of his infinite perfections, united as this must be with the
highest complacency in them, we also conceive that there is con-
mected the will or purpose of God, to bring these perfections into.
full view in the world, and to impart his own blessedness to his
oreatures.

tual apprehension. Let us now confine ourselves to this simple fact, ] observe
myself, 1 bave an intuition of myself. The very form in which we make this
statement teaches us, that it rests apon a contrast beiween I es subject and J
a8 object, buth of whieh however are one and the same 7, are identical. The
-perfect identity, however, (the subject-objectivity,) lies neither in the subjec-
tive aor in the objective I, but is a third element, presupposed by and necessa-
1y to both the others. We may call this an indifference of subject and object,
lying at the basis, and which, in our intuition or observation of ourselves, (as
expressed in the above formula,) is separated or disparted into subject and ob-
jeet, but is-aflerwards brought back again or regstablished in the unity of oar
stlf-consciousness. And this process is the necessary condition not only of our
self-conscmamess, but alse of the aotion of our wills, which are the means of
exhibiting what we really are.
46
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This leads us in couclusion, to consider the relation between
the Trinity considered as belonging to the essence of God, which
we have now viewed as the form which a spiritual personality
takes, and the Trinity considered in reference to the revelation
which God has made of himself, which we saw to be a conditien
of the true knowledge of God—between the essential and reveal-
ed Trinity. If we may so express ourselves, it is the same im-
manent process of self-consciousness, which we have just devel-
oped, in the very nature of Ged, which repeats and mirrors it-
self in the revelation he makes of himseif in the world, as we
have before considered it. That world-comprehending thought
(or idea), which we were obliged to suppose as a mediation be-
tween God's absolute essence and his revelation in the world,
and as the principle by which the latter is constituted, cannot be
essentially different from that thought or idea, with which Ged
thinks of himself. For, if it be the divine perfections which are
exhibited in the world, then that vision of himself, as the most
perfect being, which God thus has, must ocontain the original
images, the archetypes, of all which he determined to produce
by means of creation and to realize in the world. The bring-
ing forth of these divine archetypes into the world, or in other
-wards, the revelation of God in the world, is not only conditioned
by, but corresponds to the mode in which we coneeive, that in
the divine understanding the idea of the perfections whieh re-
pose in the hidden depths of his nature, comes to be, as it were,
objective to himself, to stand in distinct vision over agninst his
own mind. And as, again, this idea is perceived by the Spirit in
God and seen to be his own essence, thus is it too with the copy
thereof which is realized in the world. Only the Spirit given us
by God sees in the copy also the archetype, in the stream also
the original fouutain ; only through this Spirit are we brought
into & state in which we may come to know what God is through
the revelation he has made of himself in the world ; through a
notion of him corresponding to the mode in which he knows
himself, and hence a true notion so far as it goes, though still in-
adequate. This analogy of the archetype and the copy, which
presupposes a certain causal connection between them, is the
utmost limit of every theistic speculation about the Trinity. The
pantheistic view identifies the archetype and the copy, so that
the generation of the Sou and the creation of the world, the
self.conscionsness of God and the knowledge which created
beings have of God, become coincident, are considered in fact as



1646.) Iwsuficiency of plilosophical Arguments. &%y

one and the same thing, and are distmguished from each other
only in notion, but net in reality.

In what precedes we believe that we have given the substance
of the attempts which have been made, down to the most re-
cent times, including the views of our Lutheran theologians, to
give a philosophical foundation to the dootrine of the Trinity as
held by the church. If any one should think that the resalts are
not accordant with the doctrine of the church, and that the de-
ductions are far from being free from objections or entirely con-
wincing ; especially if the last defined limits of the theistic view,
when seen from the stand-point of philosophy, should seem to him
to be arbitrary, and that, by holding fast a total separation between
what is manifested in this world and what lies beyond our ex-
perience in another sphere of existence, it seems to transfer the
doctrine of the Trinity from the domain of what is intelligible
into that which is incomprehensible and mysterious; after what
we have remarked in the introduction to this section, we shall
be far from contradicting him in these opinions. It is our own
eonviction, however much room we may allow to such discus-
sions, that they need to be completed and adjusted, by what we
have called the biblical and religions aspects of the doctrine. It
is the Scriptures which make us firm in our conviction, that these
limits, these distinctions between what is temporal and what
is eternal, must not be abandoned ; without the Bible, we should
hardly hold ourselves justified in the assertion that the distinc-
tions we were led to make by a consideration of the personal in-
telligence and of the revelation of God, were to be viewed as
distinctions of three persons in the divine essence. Without
scriptural proof and foundation, any one might well fear that he
was oveérstepping the limits of man's power of investigation and
research, if he should dare to attribute a real objective existence
to the speculation about the internal economy of the divine na-
ture and consciousness, when these speculations were made only
by human reason relying upon itself, and made by a being like
man, who has attained so little certainty even in his knowledge
of himself. We need a higher assurance of truth, than can be
found by holding our subjective forms of thought to be the only
substance and source of human knowledge ; we need more hu-
mility, than to believe that we can place ourselves upon the
judgment-seat and decide in respect to infinite existence and ab-
solute knowledge.

For the Christian view of the Trinity, it is not sufficient to see
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in Christ and the Hely Spirit only the highest development and
the centre of that revelation and knowledge of God, which are
given us to some extent in 2 general way in the world asd in
man’s reason. The point of chief importance is and remaios the
wonnection of Christ and the Holy Spirit with our redemption sad
sanctification. And in respect to this it may be eaid, that we
1may not only take for granted in & general way, that the highest
revelation of the Word in the flesh would be ecincident with re-
d-npﬁm,anduthe higirest commmnication of the Spirit
would be seen in the regeneration amd sanctification of men,
sinoce only thus is a power brought into the world and received
dnto the soul by which siu can be overcome, and a kingdom of
nighteousness and heppiness esteblished; but that we may go
ntill farther, and, in the way of philosophical apeculation attempt
40 show, that when we say that God becomes objective 4o him-
pelf and reveals himself, we have got all the elements necessary
%o the idea of redemption, and that in God's self-consciousness
and in his imparting himself to others we have a foundation for
the doctrine of sanctifieation also.. Evea our older theologiane
have not neglected to notice this.! Yet it may well be donbted,
‘whether philosophy left to itself, would ever come in its own
way to the notion of redemption and sanctifieation in their
Christian sense.

These objections to the philosophical speculations upon this
doctrine, may be just, when we regard the speculations as a
means of proving and establishing the Trinity; but yet they do
not destroy their value in leading us to some clearer understand-
ing of the definitions and statements which the church has made
respecting this doctrine. This will be manifest when we come
4o exhibit these statements more fully, which we will wext pro-

proceed to do.

Nor=. It may be well here to present a concise summary of
‘the leading attempts to give a philosophical view of the Trinmity.
They may be divided into three classes; those connected with
the Scholastic Theology ; those which proceeded from the Mystic
Theology ; and those made by such as espoused the philosophi-
oal views of Leibnitz and Wolff.

1. The Scholastic theologians usaally put at the basis of their

! Keckermann, Poiret and Reusch, each in his way, according to his funda-
mental views, endeavor to show this.
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exhibition of the subject the donble comparison, given by Angus-
tin, of the divine Trinity with the essence and the essential
powers or modes of action of the soul; namely, memory, under-
standing and will; or, the soul itself, knowledge and love.) [In
making the first of these comparisons, Augustin, in order to illus-
trate the equality of the three persons and the entire divinity of
each, goes on to say,—that in man, each one of these powers
when it acts, involves also the action of all the others; sigce I
not only remember my acts of memory, but also of knowledge
and of will ; and, just so, I know that I remember and will ; and,
again, will to know and to remember. Gregory of Nyssa and
Scotus Erigena make use of almost the same comparison, when
they speak of the soul, the reason and the power of life, as a
Trinity immanent in man. The second eomparison of Augustin
18 of & more speculative character; for here we have the mind,
its notion of itself, produced from and equal to itself, and its love
to itself equal to both of these a8 the image of the Trinity. In
another place (de civit. Dei, VL 24), he appeals in illustration to
the logical relations of the notions of cause, means and end, or
of the vg’ o0, the 8¢ ev, and 8¢ &'. Abelard (introduct. ad theol.
IL 12), attempts a parallel illustration from the grammatical dis-
tinction of three persons. Anselm (Monol. 48), and Alexander
of Hales (Summa, L 42, 2), follow Augustin’s hints respecting
the soul as a subject-object: “ Deum intelligere se, cum intelli-
gere sit speciem rei intellectae gignere, non est aliud, quam gen-
erare suam imaginen et speciem in se ipso.” Richard of St

! [Aug. de Trin. X, 11: Haec tria, memoria, intelligentia, voluntas, quoniam
non sunt tres vitae, sed una vita, nec tres mentes, sed una mens; consequenter
utique nec tres substantiae sunt, sed una substantia. Memoria quippe quod
vits et mens et sabstantia digitur, ad seipsam dicitur; quod vero memoria di-
citur, ad aliguid relative dieﬂr, etc. Voluntas etiam mea totam intelligentiam
totamque memoriam meam capit, dum toto utor quod intelligo et memini. Qua-
propter quando invicem a singulis et tota omnia capiuntur, sequalia sunt tota
singula totis” singulis et tota singula simul omnibus totis, et haec tria unum,
una vita, una essentia. Jam adscendendum est ad illam altissimam essentiam,
oujus impar imago est humana mens, sed tamen imago.

Aug. de Trin. 1X,2: Nondam de supernis loquitur, nondum de Deo Patre
et Filio et Spiritu S., sed de bac impari imagine, attamen imagine, id est homi- .
ne. Cum aliquid amo, tria sunt ; ego, et quod amo, et ipse amor. Non enim
amo amorem, nist amantem amem, nam non est amor, abi nibil amatar. 12:
Est qaaedam imago Trinitatis ipsa mens et notitia ejus, quod est proles ejus as
se de ipen verbum, et amor tertius, et haec tria unum atque una sabstantia.
Nec minor proles, dum tantam se novit mens, quanta est, nec minor amor, dum
tantum se diligit, quantum novit et quanta est. Cited in Hase, Dogmatik, 8.
637--8.]
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Vietor (de trim. 1, 4), camies out Augustin’s flustration drawn
Svom the pature of love, as demanding a commensurate objeot—
ocaming to the conclusion, “ that the commanion of perfect love
cannot exist in less than three persoms.”!] Peter the Lombard
cites Augustin’'s views regarding them as an illustrating image
9r comparison, (Sentemt. lib. 1. dist. 3,) snd investigating with
sontoncss the similarity and dissimilarity. Thomas Aquinas de-
velopes the ‘whole doctrine of the Trimity, in a2 methodioal wey,
from their comparisons, (Somma P. L qu. 27). He shows how
m God himself, corvesponding with the two immanent active
powess of the intellectual (or spiritual) nature, there is a twofold
precession, “ a procession of the word, following the opemation ef
the understanding, and a procession of love following the action
of the will ;" and that, as a consequence of this, there must be
fowr relations (patermitas and fkatio the result of the first, and
qpiratio and processio, the result of the seeond procession) ; and
bence three persons.? The relation of these persons to the divine
-essence and to one amother he proceded to explain in comgrwity
with these stetements. Melanchthon adopted the same view, and
frequently recars to it in his doctrinal end exegetical writings.?

1 [Conf. Stranss, Dogmatik, 1, 8. 462—466.]

® [Thomas P. 1, Qu, 27. Art. 5: Processiones in divinis accipi non possunt
Bisi secundum actiones, quae in sgendo manent. Hujusmodi actiones in na-
tars intellectuali et divina non sunt nisi dose, intelligere et vdlle. Nam semtire
guod etiam videtur esse operstio in sentiente, est extra natursm intellectualem,
neque totaliter eat remotum & genere actionum, quae sunt ad extra. Relingui-
tur igitur, quod nulla alia processio potest esse in Deo nisi Verli et Amoris.
Quoted in Hase, Dogmatik, 8. 638,

Somma, I, 27, 3: Hujusmodi actio (immanens) in intellectuali natura est
actio intellectus et actio volantatis. Processio sutem verbi attenditur secus-
dum actionem intelligibilem. Becundom autem gperationem voluntatis inves-
itur in nobis quaedam alia processio, scilicet p: o amoris, secondum quam
amatum est in amante, sicat per conceptionem verbi res dicta vel inteliecta est
in intelligente, Unde et practer processionem verbi ponitur alia processio in
divinis, quae est processio amoris. And this is s0, quia de ratione amoris est,
quod nom procedat, nisi a conceptione intellectus, habet ordinis distinctionem
processio amoris a processione verbi in divinis. Quoted in Sireuss, Dogmatik,
1, 466.]

¥ In his Loci theol., his Examen Ordinandorum, in the /[nlerpretation of the
Nicene Creed, the work against Servetus, the Notes to the Gospel of John and
%o the Epistle to the Colossians. [The passage from the Loci is given in
&rauss's Dogmatik, 8. 466. ¢ Filins dicitur imago et Ajyos. Est igitur imago
eqgitatione patris genita, quod ot aligao modo considerari possit, 8 nostra mente
exempla capiamus. Voluit enim Deus in homine conspici vestigia sua.—Mens
humana cogitando mox pingit imaginem rei cogitatae ; sed nos non transfuadi-
mus nostram essentiam in illas imagines, suntque cogitationes illae gubites et
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Pesol, in the work of whish we have already spoken (P. L de
apir. sancto arg. 5), brings together his different statements in
the following manner: “ If the nature of mam were not eorrupt,
a oonsideration of it would have given us mere instruction re-
specting God; but we may still to some extent take our exam.
ples from this natare. There are two chief powers belonging to
the soul, the undemstanding and the will. The understanding
generates images by thinking; the will has impulses, as when
the heart generates emotions (spiritus), feels love, joy, and other
affections. From these examples the exposition is taken. Since
the Son may be called the Logos (1¢y0¢), he is generated as it
were by the act of thinking; but thought is the image of the
thing thought ; the Logos therefore is called Son, because the
Son is the image of the Father. (Melanchthon states this more
definitely in his Refidatio Erroris Serveti; The eternal Father
is, as it were, the mind ; he looking upon and perfectly knowing
himself, by this thought generates an image of himself, not evan-
escent but dqioTauésny xai opoovaioy, (subsistent and consubstan-
tial). But the Holy Spirit is said to proceed, because love is of
the wil. The Father therefore looking upon the Son wills and
loves him; and the Son in tam looking upon the Father wills
and loves him ; from this mutual love, which belongs ounly to the
will, proceeds the Holy Spirit, who is that which excites motion
(agitator) ; from the eternal Father and Son, in the coéternal
image of the Father. As therefore to the understanding faculty
we attribute generation, thus we say that procession is from the
will, because the will is the seat of love and emotion (agitationis).
In us however the essence is not transposed into any image of
the intellect, or into any love or impulse of the will; although
even our nature is vehemently carried away by love or joy, and
as it were, migrates into the loved object. But the image of the
eternal Father, which is the Son, is from the substance of the
eternal Father; and the essence of the Father and the Son is
ocommunicated to the Holy Spirit.” The opposition of the ad-
versaries of Melanchthon (the Antiphilippists), Flacius, Wigand
and others, had the effect of preventing the Lutheran theologians
from pursuing these speculations any farther; and even when

evanescentes actiones. At pater aeternus sese intuens gignit cogitationem
sui, quae est imago ipsius, non eva , sed i , communicata ipsi
essentia. Haec igitur imago est secunda persona.—Ut autem filius nascitar
cogitatione, ita spiritus S. procedit a voluntate patris et filii. Voluntatis enim
est agitare, diligere : sicut et cor humanum non imagines sed spiritus seu_hali-
tus gignit.]

h




632 The Trinity. [Ave.

they conceded to these hints the value of a fignrative explana-
tion, they did not go into any more definite details or dogmatieal
development of them.! In the Reformed or Calvinistic chureh,
on the contrary, Mornay and Keckermann! endeavored to give
them the form of scientific proof, and not without real speculative
talent. Even Hugo Grotius, despite his Arminian tendencies,
took interest enough in them, to express the leading thoaght in
his « Silvae Sacrae,” in the following lines :

Aeterna tua mens, hoo quod est intelligens,

Sapientiam progenuit aequalem sibi,

Se mense, quanta est, compari imagine,

Ac hine, videntem colligans visumgque, amor

Processit, in se vim repercutiens suam,

Unumque tria sunt; nam quod es, scis, vis, idem est.

‘What Lessing, too, regards as the rational truth3 to which

1 Conf. Hutter, loc. comm. de trinitate person. prop. VI{. p. 106—108.

* Mornay, De la verité de la religion Chrétienne ch. V: Keckermanwm,
Systema sacrosanctae theologiae, L. I, cp. 11;—to this book, the judgment of
Bayle, that K. had more method than mind, would be very unjustly applied.

3 Lessing, Erzichung dcs Menschengeschlechts, § 173, and Das Christenthum
dor Vernunft, § 1—12, (Werke, Theol. Schrifien, Thl. I. and 1II). [The par-
agraphs in the Christianity of Reason are remarksble, and concise. * 1. The
one only and most perfect being could not have employed himself from eternity
with the consideration of anything but that which is most perfect. 2. That
which is most perfect is himself; God then from eternity could have thought
only of himself. 3. To think, to will and to create, are with God one. We
may then say, that all which God conceives or represents to himself, he also
creates. 4. God can think of himself only in two ways; either he thinks of
all his perfections at once, and of himself as containing them all ; or, he thinks
of his perfections as divided, one separated from the other, and each from him-
self, according to its degree. 5. God thought himself from eternity in all his
perfection ; that is, God from eternity created a being, who was wanting in
no perfection which he himself possessed. 6. This being the Scripture calls
the Son of God, or, which would be still better the Son God; a God, since
none of the attributes which belong to God are wanting in him; a Son, be-
cause according to our notions that which thinks of or represents to itself
something seems to have a certain priority to the thought or the representa-
tion. 7. This being is God himself and is not to be distinguished from God,
since we think it 5o soon as we think of God, and cannot think it without
QGod ; that is, since we cannot conceive of God without God, or since that
would be no God, from which we should take away the thonght of himself.
8. This being may be called the image of God, but it is an identical image.
9. The more two things have in common with one another, the greater is the
harmony between them. ‘The greatest harmony, then, must be between two
things, which have all in common with one another, that is, between two
things which are together only one. 10. Two such things are God and the
8on God, or the identical image of God; and this harmony which is between
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God would lead uman by the New Testament doctrine of the
Father, Son and Spirit, is accordant with this view, although he
does not seem to have recollected it For that which might
seem a2 deviation, that he conceives of the Holy Ghost, as the
harmony between God and his identical image, is in trauth noth-
ing but the Scholastic view of the Holy Ghost, as the “ substan-
tial love” of the Father and the Som. If it should be thought
that this representation, which expresses only a relation, does
not well commespond with the doctrine that the Holy Spirit is a
person, this is also no less true of the more common comparison
with the will, which is but a mode of spiritual action. In both
these we must go back to the first element or the subject from
which the operations proceed, and lay the stress not upon the
notions of love, of harmony and of will, but upon that element
of self-consciousness or of spiritual personality which is presup-
posed by, or expressed in these operations. Of the scholastio
view, which follows the analogy of the haman soul, it may in
general be said, that it was too much influenced by the current
psychological distinctions and gives them an unreal prominence.!

2, In this point of view, the mystic view can be considered as
an advance upon the scholastic. Thus Jacob Boehmen usually
puts at the basis of all his speculations on this subject the notion
of will or of power—a sure sign that he did not concern himself
with the difference of the will from the intellect. He describes?
the Father as the will which has not in itself a real existence

them the Scripture calls the Spirit, who proceeds from the Futher and the Som,
11. Inthis harmony is all which is in the Father, and hence also all which is in
the 8on ; this harmony then is God. 12. But this harmony is God in such a
way, that it would not be God, if the Father were not God, and the Son were
not God, and that both could not be God, if this harmony were not ; that is—
all three are one.” In the other easay of Lessing to which reference is made,
The Education of the Human Race, he gives a hint which may serve to meet
the objection, that God might have a conception of himself, and yet this con-
ceptiorl not have a real existence. He asks, « Would all be found in this con-
ception, which there is in God himself, if it contained only s were notion, a
were possibility of his necessary eficiency, as well as of his other attributes ?
This possibility exhausts the essence of his other attributes; but does it ex-
haust the of his ry and actual existence ? It seems to me not.
—Consequently, either God can have no perfect conception of himself; or
this perfect conception is as necessarily really existing, as he himeelf is.”’]

! These are justly rejected by Quenstedt, de trin. sct. I1. qu. 1X.

* E. g. in his Morgenrothe, C. L11. 32 seq.; VI, 26—27; XXIIl, 61—73; in
his Mysteriam magnum, C. VII. 5—11; and in many other parts of his
writings. ’
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(den Willen des Urgrumdes), or the divine all-power, (or possi-
bility of all things), from which all created things proceed ; this
will has in itself a desire to reveal itself, and this desire, the
Father's exerted power, his heart and his light, that which en-
lightens all his powers, his abode and centre of life, the first be-
ginning in the will's agency and his eternal form, is the Son.
By virtue of this internal energy, the will is manifested as an
out-breathing or a revelation, and this out-going of the will is the
Spirit of the Deity, the executor of the will in God, a former
and creator of all things. As Boehmen recognises the three-
fold God in the eternal generation everywhere else, so also in
man, but iu a different way. He compares the Father with the
life-power in the heart, the blood-vessels and the brain ; the Son
with the light issuing forth from thence, by which we understand
and know what we must do; the Spirit with the power and
reason proceeding from both, circulatiug in the body and govern-
ing it, (Morgenrothe I11. 37, 38). Since his efforts were chiefly
directed to the explanation of the procession of all things from
the eternal unity, the immanent, or what we have called the in-
ternal and essential Trinity is not 30 prominent in his exhibition
of the subject. Yet it is clear enough that he also makes the
reflexive movement of the divine life, by which it as it were re-
turns back into itself, the chief thing. Thus he speaks of that
movement of the divine life, by which God, * eternally brings to-
gether the power of colors and the virtue of the will into a cen-
tre of life, or heart, for his abode ; and out of this state as out of
his eternal form again and ever speaks; and yet also again eter-
nally combines all together into his heart’s centre,” (Myster.
mag. VIL 9); or “ whereby the divine will leads itself into an
eternal union of itself,” (Gnadenwahl I, 6). The views of Poi-
ret are more clearly expressed. Though this anthor generally has
more susceptibility for the mystic vision of things than originality
or independence in devecloping his views, (as might be inferred
from the way in which he gave himself up to the reading of, and
eonverse with the other mystics,) he is yet by his philosophical
culture the most adapted to be a kind of mediator between the
later mysticism and philosophy. His exhibition of the doctrine of
the Trinity! is among the most attractive, clear and fruitful things

! In the second edition of his Cogitationes rationales de Deo, anima et ma-
lo, 1685, especially in the continuation of the eighth chapter of the third book,
de Deo uno et trino ; and in his Oeconomie divine, I'coeconomie de la creation
chap. If. and X1V.
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which has been said upon it by this school. The fundamental
idea he thns expresses:! “ Godis an infinitely perfect, incom-
prehensible and eternal mind, that is, such as at the same time
possesses infinite realities wholly united in one act as in an un-
discriminated point. But when this mind reflects upon itself
more distinctly, and passes as it were beyond the consideration
and undivided point of this undiscriminated etemity, it is then
separated or distingnished into a certain adorable triplicity ; this
triplicity is embraced in its immense and most vivid affection to
itself and its own perfections, in its luminous understanding and
idea, and finally in its delight and love or infinite joy.” In his
Economy of Creation (p. 380), he describes God as “a most puis-
sant and independent thought which lpngs for and represents it-
self to itself by its idea, in which it acquiesces and finds the
source of its joy and its love” Here are many points of view
for the distinction of the three persons from which we select the
following as he has put them together in a tabular form in his

Cogitationes rationales, (p. 235 and 236) :

I. PaTxr.
Deus a se.
Cogitatio directa, se
quaerens.

Cogitatio infinitis vir-
tatibus praedita.

Ene sine fundo; abys-
sus, tenebrae, cogitatio
consgiderata sine sui idea,
lumine, detectione.

Ignis (ens activissimum
et vividissimum).

1L, Fivtos.
Deus ex se.
Cogitatio sni reflexa,
se ipsam adepta.

8ui forma, idea, intel-
ligentia, imago, reprae-
sentatio, Adyos, verbum
internam. '

18 qui in sinu (fundo)
Patris videt Putrem ; lux
ipsa.

Lox (agentis ad se di-
" rectio vel tendentia).

IIl. 8rirrros B.
Deus ad se refluens.
Cogitatio se inventam

sibi exponens et patefa-
ciens.

Intelligentia reflexa su-
per sui intelligentiam ;
acquiescentia, amor im-
pletus, voluntas regens.

Is qui scrutatur pro-
funditates Dei, et mani.
festat inventam lucem e
tenebris.

Calor, ardor, (ac gentis
ad se reflexio).

The agreement of this with the explanation we have attempted,
We must pass by the pecaliar way in

will be readily seen.

which Poiret brings the distinction between nature and grace,
and the whole economy of redemption, into union with his theo-
ry of the Trinity, that we may be able to give a short notice of
the speculations of theologians of the school of Leibnitz and
‘Wolf.

3. Leibnitz himself is also best pleased with the comparison
with the process of reflection, which lies at the foundation of the

! In his work, de eruditione solida, superficiaria et falsa, L. I. P, I. § 4.
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acholastic and mystic views. *“I find nothing” he says,! ¢ in cre-
ated beings more fit to illustrate this subject than the process of
mental reflection, when the same mind is its own immediate ob-
ject, and acts upon itself in thinking of itself and of what it does.
For the reduplication gives an image or shadow of two respective
substances in one and the same absolute substance, that is, of
that which understands and of that which is understood ; each of
these existences is substantial, each is a concrete individual;
they differ in their mutual relations, but they are still only one
and the same, one absolute individual substance.”® Wolf did
not give himself up to these speculations; and the most of the
theologians of his school were satisfied with a formal application
of his method and definitions to the explanation of the church
doctrine3 Those who used the Leibnitz-Wolfian propositions to
make a plurality that should be congruous with the unity of the
divine nature either credible or conceivable (as Daries, Canz,
Beusch and several others), did not gain any singular success,
though they did not all encounter so violent an opposition as Da-
ries4 They did not even bring about an agreement in their
modes of teaching, and contributed less to the promotion of be-
lief and understanding, than to a certain fondness for all sorts of
attempts at explaining things. So long as faith in the Scriptures
and in the scriptural character of this doctrine was firm, such at-
tempts had the appearance of a vain over-curionsness, or expo-
sed them to the suspicion of heterodoxy; but when faith in the
Bible was sinking, they seemed more like a foolish endeavor to
maintain what was untenable, and became, one might almost
say, contemptible. As an example we may take that of Reusch,

! Miscellan. IV. Remarque Sur le livre d’un Antitrinitaire. {In his Opp. L.
p- 14, he describes the Father as the intellsctivum, the Son as the intelligibils,
the Spirit as the intellectio.—Strauss, 1. 484.]

2 [« In this comparison there is no personal independence of the individual
elements ; and, besides, here, as in many other attempts of the kind, the num-
ber of the elements is different from that in the doctrine of the Trinity as held
by the church. Correctly carried out, the latter contains three elements which
are united im a fourth, the divine essence; in the philosophical constraction,
on the other hand, the three are not one in a fourth, but two ¢lements are uni-
ted in a higher third element.”—Strauss, p. 485.]

3 Thus Carpoo in his ¢ Dissertatio 8. 8. Trinitatis mysterium methodo de-
monstrativa sistens.”

4 He was obliged by the Theological Faculty in Jena to recall his treatise,
%in quo pluralitas personarum in Deitate ex solis rationis principiis demon-
stratar ;" oounf. Ludovici Historie der Wolf. Philos. Th. 11. § 519.
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one of the most acute, though not the most successful.! ¢ Ac-
cording to the analogy of the human spirit,” he says, “ we must
also find in God as the most perfect spirit, the faculties of thought
and of will exhibited in three modes of action or three produc-
tions, which are connected together and suppose one another.
From an infinite power of thought must proceed: 1. The most
perfect conception of ail that is pessible, so to speak, the materia
tdeaks of all possible worlds; 2. The most perfect conception of
possible forms, or of the arrangement and combination of these
possibilities into all pessible systems of possible worlds; 3. The
knowledge, springing from this comparison, of the best and most
perfect world among all these systems. In a like way, in the
iden of the most perfect will, the following things are involved :
1. The inclination to all possible good and perfection, the aver-
sion to all possible evil and imperfection in itself considered—the
voluntas premitiva ; 2. The relation of this inclination and aver-
sion to the possible combinations or systems of worlds as they
exist in the idea of them, according to the degree of the perfec-
tions and imperfections conceived to he in them—the voluntas me-
dia; 3. The choice of that one of these worlds, in which, the
least imperfection being allowed the highest perfection can be
realized—the voluntas finakis. Analogous acts of the understand-
ing and will are found in the finite spirit also, and in every one of
them, this spirit, as their suppositum intellsgens, is a person; but,
in consequence of its finiteness, these acts come into being only
in succession, one after another, and hence are accidental and
changeable states, and always possible only on condition of being
exchanged for one amother. In the Infinite Spirit, however,
these limitations must be considered as abolished, and hence
these states must be conceived of as simultaneous, essential and
eternally actual ; or, we must say, that by means of them, that
power of conceiving of or representing things which exists in
God (vis repraesentativa Dei), that is the divine essence, hags a
triple subsistence, and hence that three persvns in the divine es-
sence are possible by means of these acts.” It would be super-
fluous to go into a further examination of this theory; we will
therefore only add that Le Clerc was in fact the first one who
thought that he could comprehend the possibility of three persous
in the divine nature from the position, that what in a finite being
was pot possible, might exist simultaneously in God as several

¥ lntroductio in theol. revelatam, § 406—426.
47%
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distinct series of thoughts. “ God,” he says,! “ although only ome
in number can at the same time form various series of thoughta.
God, thinking in a certain way, is called the Father ; in another way,
the Son; in another, the Holy Spirit ; and thus there are rightly
said to be three persons in only one essence. A person is that
which is neither a part ner an adjunct of any other thing. Bat
the Deity thinking in a certain manner, which is called the Fa-
ther, is neither a part nor an adjunct of the Son or of the Holy
Spirit, but is constituted wholly by itself; and the same is to be
said of the Son and the Holy Spirit.” Reusch had only to com-
plete this view by defining the difference of the series of thoughts
possible in God according to the hypothesis which lies at the
foundation of the Theodicée of Leibnite.

From the Transcendental Idealism, and from the general im-
pulse which specunlative philosophy has received in later times,
there might have been expected a more profound comprehen-
sion of the doctrine of the Trinity ; but the relation of the deola- .
rations and deductions of the modermn German philosophy to the
doctrine of the church has as yet been brought out so inoconsider-
ably, that we cannot enter into a closer examination of them.
We must content ourselves then, in conclasion, with reference to
a small work of Fr. Baader (Useber die Vierzahldes Lebens, Berlin
1818), as one which is a sort of intermediate link between the
older (especially the mystical), and the later attempts at the
fathomiag of our doctrine, throwing light apon both—although we
do not fully agree with his positions. [Since the publication of
this volume of Dr. Twesten, many works have been published in
Germany which discuss this latter point more fully. Nitzsch and
Weisse in the “ Studien und Kritiken” have both presemted able
arguments for an Immanent Trinity in the Godhead ; the former
giving the Biblical, and the latter the philosophical foundation
for this doctrine. Baur of Tihingen has published an elaborate
History of the Trinity in 3 vols. 8vo; and Meier has given the
first volume of a work on the same subject. The noted Dr. Fried-
rich Strauss has examined the whole matter of a philosopbical
construction of the Tnnity with his usual acuteness and clear-
ness in his system of Doctrinal Theology (1840). His conclusion
seems to be that no philosophical Trinity is possible excepting a
pantheistic in which the world is the second person. Both Schel-
ling and Hegel concede a certain Trinity as necessary in a phil-

* In his * Epistolae Theologicae,” Ep. 11. and 111, published under the name
of Liberius de Sancto Amore,” p. 103.
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osophical construction of the universe! The views of Schellmg
are now more accordent with the Christian system, than when -
he published his “ Method of Academical Study.” It is still a
matter of controversy in the school of Hegel, whether this phi-
losopher believed in & Trinity immanent in God, or only a Trinity
developed in, and growing out of, the existence of a created uni-
verse. By some he is considered orthodox in this point; by
‘others he is reputed pantheistic; by many, if not most, he is
thought to be inconsistent with himself. His Lectures on the
Philosophy of Religion were not published till after his death;
and they have been published in two editions by different editors ;
and the different editions differ, as might be expected from the
fact that they were compiled from the manuscript notes of several
auditors in different years. Had his own belief been clear, or had
he not been influenced by a desire to give his philosophy some
currency among orthodox men, this inconsistency could hardly
have been so great. And in general it may be said, that what is
true of most of the attempts ata philosophical construction of this
‘doctrine, is especially true of the speculations of the more recent
German philosophers, that while they may serve to show, that
even philosophy does not disown the necessity of making certain
fandamental distinctions in the very Godhead, that the concep-
tion of God as only one does not fully satisfy the mind; yet they
bave signally failed in the endeavor to show, that these distine-
tions are necessarily the same as those for which the church has
sgreed to employ the word persons. This distinction is an infer-
ence from the declarations of the Scriptures, and not from any
philosophical speculations about the Godhead.}

! [Conf. Schelling, Method. d. ak. Stud. 8. 184, Philosophie u. Religion, 8.
28. Hegel, Religions-philosophie, 1. 8.185, 199, 230—238,261. Encycl. § 567.
Gesch. d. Phil. 8,8. Hase in his Dogmatik gives the most concise sketch of
these various speoulstions, 8. 638-9. ¢« The logical form of thesis, antithesis and
synthesis lics at the foundation of most of them. For the most part they trans-
fer the mode in which human self: } originates into the divine selfs
consciousness, either in the mode already presented in the systems of Reusch,
De Wette, etc.; or in the higher forms of pantheism, (as held by Schelling
and Hegel), by considering the Father as the original ground, who becomes
revealed to himself in the world’s history as the Son, and as the Holy Ghost
takes back himself mto himself ; or, in another way of expressing it, the Father
becomes himself another in the Son, and in thie other knows himself as Spirit;
or, as it is given by those who are striving to overcome the pantheistic view,
(Weise, Ganther and others), God in order to be a person must from all eter-

_nity have had in himself a distinction, must have * specificated himself,” as
threefold personality, unity in manifoldness.”’]






