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Introduction

And the Catholic faith is this: That we worship one God in Trinity, and Trinity in
Unity; neither confounding the Persons: not dividing the Substance. For there is
one Person of the Father: another of the Son: and another of the Holy Ghost. Bur
the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is all one: the

Glory equal, the Majesty coeternal.’

[T 1S THIS trinitarian confession that distinguishes the Christian religion from
all pagan religions and philosophies and every cultic distortion of the Bible.
No doctrine of the Christian faith is more important or more profound.
Contrary, however, to what is sometimes asserted, this most sublime and
incomprehensible doctrine finds its roots in neither philosophical speculation
nor m}rstical vision. [t comes to us, rather, thmugh biblical revelation and 1s
assimilated into the everyday experience of the humblest Christian. We all
begin the Christian life when, like the Apostle Thomas, we see the nail prints
in Christ’s hands and the wound in His side, and we fall down before Him
exclaiming, "My Lord and My God!” Having believed in Jesus, we pray, as
He taught us to pray—and as He Himselt prayed in the Garden—"Abba,
Father” When we realize that we have been transformed and that God has
created us anew, we learn from His Word that His saving Spirit has been

puuurcd out upon us and dwells within us as Savior.

' “The Athanasian Creed,” articles 3-6, in Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom ( Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1977 [1877]), 66.

X1



X11 INTRODUCTION

No teaching of the Christian faith transcends our experience and
understanding like the doctrine of the Trinity. At the same time, no doctrine
is so essential to our Christian thought and ever}rda}r Christian life. Even the
immature or uneducated Christian who cannot express the trinitarian
theology, or has never heard the creeds and knows nothing of the traditional
formulas—even such a Christian walks in the trinitarian light. For, if he
follows the Scripture, he will naturally lift up his prayers to the Father in the
power of the Spirit and in the name of the Son.

In spite of its centrality to our faith, however, the doctrine of the Trinity
tends to be neglected in our pulpits and absent from our expositions of the
Christian worldview. As Carl F. H. Henry rightly protested, “The doctrine
of the Trinity is seldom preached in evangelical churches; even its practical
values are neglected. . . " It 1s not that the essential points are unknown—
though perhaps in some churches even that may be a problem—it 1s more
that pastors and their congregations have not really considered the
implications of the doctrine. Once the doctrine is proved from Scripture,
little more s taught about it. This is a tragedy since the doctrine of the
Trinit}f is the crux of the Christian Llndf:rsl:;}_nding of the world,

Obviously, an adequate statement of the Christian worldview must find
its center in the Trinity, for the Christian God Himself 1s the heart of the
Christian’s understanding of the world. But popular statements of the
Christian worldview barely mention the Trinity, let alone make it central.”
Why neglect the Trinity? Perhaps because many people think the doctrine
of the Trinity is difficult. Or perhaps many have decided that the doctrine
of the Trinity is theology and the notion of worldview is a sort of pre-
theological introduction. In any case, without the Trinity, there is no

Christianit}? and no Christian worldview.

* God, Revelation and Authority, vol. 5: God Whe Stands and Stays, Part I { Waco: Word Publishers,
19823, 212.

" In James W, Sire’s very helpful book, The Universe Next Door, for example, the doctrine
of the Trinity is given only one paragraph in his exposition of the Christian faith and 1s not
even included in the index. In Norman L. Geisler and William D. Watkin, Worlds Apart: 4
Handbook on World Views, the Trinirty is mentioned, bur it occupies no important place in the
exposition of the theistc worldview. The same must be said of Ronald H. Nash's Worldviews
in Conflict. See Norman L. Geisler and William D, Watkins, Worlds dpart: A Handbook on World
Views, second edition (Grand Rapids: Baker, [989); The Universe Next Door: A Basic Worldview
Catalopste ( Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1976); Ronald H. Nash, Worldviews in ffunj."rr::
f:f;ucl.m-rg (::.l':ln'ﬂe'mu'.'_}l i @ World c_.*j' ldeas .“:('lrand RH}‘JidE: Zondervan, 1992,
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Trinitarianism, moreover, has spcciﬁc and wide-ranging imp]i-:atiﬂns
for a Christian discussion of worldview. The I'I{_‘g]ECt{_‘d but nevertheless
profound fact is that all truth finds its source in the truth of the triune God.
In this book we will explore the meaning of the doctrine of the Trinity for
the Christian worldview, aiming at an exposition of the Christian
understanding of the world that is both biblical and God-centered, and also
(be forewarned!) clear and practical, with strong implications for the Christian
life. A trinitarian view of the Christian worldview is more theological and
biblical than typical worldview presentations, but it could not be otherwise
and remain faithful to the real meaning of “Christian” in the expression
“Christian worldview.” For non-Christians, philnsuphical categories or
abstract ideas may suffice as the framework for a discussion of worldview,
but tor Christians nothing but God Himself can be the basis—not God as
an idea or a vague and general benevolent power, but the God of the Bible as
Father, Son, and Spirit.

This brings up a special problem. Though the word worldview is used n
this book, the nature of Christian truth 1s such that the word worldview limits
the horizon of the discussion more than is apprmpriat& The Bible does
teach us how to view the world, but the Pible also communicates much
more. Its commandments lay out a way of life. Its history is not only the
story of the world; it is also our story. Biblical poetry guides our aesthetics
as well as our religious sensibility. More than all of this, in the Bible we
confront the triune God Himself, who has invested His word with power.
The Christian faith, then, is not simply a “view"” on the world, and the
Trinity is more than just a doctrine.

The advantage of the word worldview is that it is so often used to
communicate religious ideas mn a broad, comparative context. Keeping in
mind its imitations, I am using it here in a pregnant sense, including meanings
of “story of the world,” “ethical standard,” and “attitude on life.” The
Christian worldview defines the world in which Christians live. Since, however,
we are still learning abourt that world, and our understanding of it matures
over time, calling it a “view” 1s not altogether inappropriate in spite of the
limitations of the optical metaphor.

Finally, I should state from the beginning that my remarks about non-
Christian religions 1n this book are for the purpose of illustration, in order

to help us think about the Trinity more clearly. I realize that these remarks
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are general and that Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism are too complex to
deal with in passing. I hope, however, that even superficially contrasting the
biblical worldview with other worldviews will be helpful in clarifying Christian
thinking about the triune God.



|. Basic Trinitarianism

For THE Christian, the Trinir:.r 1s a basic truth—one of the first truths that
we learn, even if we do not learn 1t as a theological statement. How 1s that
so? Like Christians since the age of the apostles, we begin our Christian
walk confessing that Jesus—and He alone—can save us from our sins: “There
is no other name under heaven given among men by which we must be
saved” (Acts 4:12). At the same time, since the earliest days of the Church,
it has been clearly understood that only God can save, Two propositions:
Jesus is my Savior and Only God can save. The inescapable conclusion was re-
flected in the faith of the first Christians: Jesus is Lord (I Cor. 12:3). The
apostle Paul, therefore, quoted from the following passage in Isaiah when he

spoke of the Lord Jesus.

Assemble :;nur.*;c'h'ﬁ and come:

Draw near rogether,

You who have E.SCHF'L’d from the nations.
They have no knowledge,

Who carry the wood of their carved image,
And pray to a god that cannot save.

Tell and bring forth your case;

Yes, let them take counsel mgfrhfr.

Who has declared this from ancient time?
Who has told it trom that time?

Have not I, the Lorn?
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And there 1s no other God besides Me,

A just God and a Savior;

There 1s none besides Me.

Look ro Me, and be saved,

All you ends of the earth!

For | am God, and there is no other.

I have sworn by Myself;

The word has gone out of M}-’ mouth 1n rii.;rhr_m:ruﬁncﬁs,
And shall not return,

That to Me every knee shall bow,

Every tongue shall take an oath. (Is. 45:20-23)

Therefore God also has highly exalted Him and given Him the name which
s above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of
those in heaven, and of those on earth, and of those under the earth, and
that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ 1s Lord, to the glory of

(God the Father. i\P]‘lll 2:9-11 ,I

We may say that confessing faith in the truth of the Trinity is a fuller and
more theologically sophisticated way of confessing faith in Jesus as Savior.

To deny the Trinity, therefore, 1s to deny Jesus.

Biblical Basis of Trinity

Not a few who claim to be Christians deny the Trinity because, they say, the
Trinity 1s not biblical. Sometimes these are confused young Christians who
are troubled by the fact that the word Triity 1s not found in the Bible. More
often these are people like modernist Christians, Jehovah's Witnesses, or
Mormons who are ensnared in false ideologies fundamentally contrary to
the teaching of Scripture. Given the confusion that exists about the doctrine
of the Trinit}*, It 1S Important to prﬂﬁlce our discussion of its impIi:::ltit}ns
b}! L‘rricﬂ}r setting forth the basis for our belief in the Trinity.

Most Christians are familiar with one or more of the ancient creeds.
These statements of trinitarian doctrine are carefully worded formulations,
theologically dense and complex. To appreciate any one of them fully would
require extensive exposition, but the essence of what they express can be
stated simply. The ancient creeds are all based upon clear biblical teaching

that can be summed up in a short sertes of propositions. All Christians
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agree on each of the basic propositions that form the foundation for
trinitarianism, I:huugh Christians sometimes disagn:c on (1) how to r:xpl;iin
the relationships between these basic statements and (2) what other biblical
teachings might be added to the basic list to fill

out the doctrine of the Trinity. This implies that  The word Trinity, though it is
all branches of the Church are unified in their  not found in the Bible, is used
basic confession of the Trinity so that whatever s “theological shorthand.”
variations exist do not undermine the confes-

ston of trinitarian faith. It means that Christians are united in their view of
who God 1s. The Church is one. It also means that whoever does not agree
with these basic biblical foundations for the trinitarian faith is, by defini-
tion, not a Christian.

Betore stating these basic propositions, it is important to say a few words
about the often-noted fact that the word Trinity 1s not found in the Bible.
Christians ask or are asked why, if the word s not in the Bible, do they use ir?
The answer is stmple and has nothing to do with some conspiracy to add
something to the Bible that really is not there. The word Trinity 1s used for
theological and practical convenience—it is “theological shorthand,” a single
word that sums up a series of biblical teachings. Instead of repeating the
whole series every time we speak of God, we substitute a single word that
summarizes the truth.

What, then, are these basic biblical propositions? The basic truth, which

all Christians agree upon, can be c'.xpre:ifat:d in five Propositions.

[. There is one God.

2. The Father 15 God.

3. The Son 1s God.

4. The Spirit 1s God.

5. The Father, Son, and Spirit are distinguishable persons in relationship

with one another. They are not merely different names for the one God.

By way of introduction to the doctrine of the Trinit}-', it 1s appropriate to
demonstrate briefly that these five propositions are truly biblical. The fol-
lowing is certainly not a comprehensive demonstration, for the biblical evi-
dence for the truth of the Trinity is far too copious to be set forth in any
short essay, or even in a short book. To illustrate the abundance of the
evidence, one theologian offered this analogy: Crystals of salt that appear
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on the beach afrer the tide has receded may be the most apparent prm:rf that

the sea 1s saltwater, but every bucket of water drawn from the ocean testifies

::learl}r to the fact.' A full Expositin:nn of the Trinit}r would require volumes:

here are a few crystals.

I. There is one God (Deut. 6:4; 1 Sam. 2:2; 2 Kgs. 19:15; Is. 37:16; 44:8; Mk.
[2:28-34; 1 Cor. 8:4—06; I Tim. 2:5; Jas. 2:19). That the Bible teaches this
proposition is not disputed.

2. The Father is God (Rom. [:7; I Cor. 1:3; 8:6; 15:24; 2 Cor. 1:3; Eph. 4:6;
Phil. 4:20). Again, this proposition is seldom disputed.

3. The Son 15 God. Because this pmpusjtiun 15 f[r.'qufntl}r dented, I give a fuller

statement of the evidence, but it still only scratches the surface.

d.

b.

The Son s called God (Jn. 1:1; 20:28; Acts 20:28; Rom. 9:5; T, 2:13;
Heb. 1:8).

The Son 1s given divine names (n. 1:1, I8; Acts 5:31; I Cor. 2:8; Jas.
2:1; Rew. 1:8; 21:6; 22:13).

The Son has divine attributes.

i. Eternity (Jn. 1:2; 8:58; 17:5; Rev. 1:8, 17; 22:13).

1. Immumhﬂit}r (Heb; L:11, 127 13:8),

1. Omnipresence (Jn. 3:13; Me. 138:20; 28:20).

v. Omniscience (Mc, 11:27; In, 2:23-25; 21:17; Rev. 2:23}

V. D‘mnipﬂt{fnfﬁ (Jn, 5:17; Heb. 1:3;: Rev. 1:8: I[:I?:l.

. The Son does divine works.

i. Creation (Jn. 1:3, 10; Col. 1:16-17).
il. Salvation (Acts 4:12; 2 Tim. 1:10; Heb. 5:9),
tit. Judgment (Jn. 5:22; 2 Cor. 5:10; Mt 25:31-32).

. The Son 1s wurshipptd as God (Jn. §5:22-23; 20:28; 1 Cor. 1:2; Phil.

2:9-10; Heb. 1:6).

4. The Spirtt is God. Those who accept the biblical evidence for the deity of

the Son seldom have trouble undtrstanding the evidence for the d::it:-,-' of the

Sp Irit.

a,
b.

.

The Spirit is called God (Acts 5:3—4; 2 Cor. 3:17).

The Spirit is given divine names (Mt. 12:28).

The Spirit has divine attributes (1 Cor. 2:13-14; Gal. 5:22; I Tim. 4:1;
Heb. 3:7; 9:14; 1 |n. 5:6-7).

"Benjamin B. Warfield refers to a “remark” of Dr. Dale in “The Deity of Christ,” Selected
Shorter Writings of Benjamin B. Warfield, vol. 1 {Nutley, N. [.: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1970,

153,
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d. The Spirit does divine works (Jn. 6:33; 14:17, 26; 16:13; Acts 1:8; 2:17—-
[8; 16:6; Rom. 8:26; 15:19; 1 Cor. 12:7-11).
e. The Spirit is worshipped as God (Mrt. 12:32).
5.The Father, Son, and Spirit are distinguishable persons in relationship with
one another. They are not merely different names for the one God,
a. The Son prays to the Father (Jn. 11:41-42; 17; Mt 26:39 f'f:],
b. The Father speaks to the Son (Jn. 12:27-28).

¢. The Father, Son, and Spirit—all three—appear together, but are clearly
distinet from one another (Mt 3:16—17).

d. The Father sends the Son and the SPirit, and the Son sends the SPirit (In.
3:17; 4:34; 5:30; 6:39; 14:26; 15:26; 16:7).

e. The Father and Son love one another ([n. 3:35; 5:20; [0:17; 14:31; 15:9—
10; 17:24).

This small fraction of the larger biblical basis for believing in the Trinity 1s
clear enough and should suftice as a starting point for anyone who is willing
to learn. Now that the biblical basis for believing these five propositions has
been set forth, we may restate them as two: (1) God is one, and (2) God is
also three persons in relationship as Father, Son, and Spirit. This is the
essence of the doctrine of the Trmity. In various branches of the Church,
slightly different language has been used to express this truth, but the doc-
trine 1s the same. There 1s one and only one God, and the one true God 1s

three persons—TFather, Son, and Hn]}-* Spirit.

The Trinity and Logic

Though it is clearly the teaching of the Bible, cultic groups and atheists often
complain that the Christian doctrine of the Trinity s a contradiction. How
can there be one God and at the same time three who are called God? Chris-
tians seem to be saying that I + I + I = I. This 1s simply bad arithmetic, we
are told, not profound the::nI-::}g}?. The fact is, however, that the doctrine of the
Trinity neither involves nor implies a contradiction. How, then, does a Chris-
tian explain that God is both one and three at the same time? The answer, in
part, is that He is not one in precisely the same way that He is three,
Trimnitarianism would be a contradiction if it affirmed that God is one and
three in precisely the same sense, but no one in the hismr}r of the Church has

ever taught such a view. All the same, this is mﬂ}r a partia] ANSWer.
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The deeper problem with every Christian attempt to define the Trinity 1s
the brute r{-:alit}r that God 1s very hard to describe, Especiall}: if we try to
reduce our definition to philosophically precise terms. We can say that God
is three x and one y, but trying to develop full and precise definitions for x
and y becomes exceptionally com-
plicated. However, to conclude con-  There is a very great difference between
tradiction from complexity is rash something hEiﬂg a demonstrated contradic-
folly. There is a very great difference  tion and something being incomprehensible.
between something being a demon-
strated contradiction and something being incomprehensible. The doctrine
of the Trinity could be demonstrated to be a contradiction if one could
show that Christians are claiming something like “p and not-p” at one and
the same time and in precisely the same sense—which 1s not the Christian
idea at all.

Mystery
The Jrimity 1s a mystery, a truth bE}r{}nd our cumprchcnsium But some
object that words like "incomprehensible”™ are just a nice way of saying
“contradiction.” What 1s the difference between a mystery and a contradic-
tion? We have defined a contradiction as the assertion of pand not-p at the
same time and in the same reIaticmship, A mystery may be defined as a
paradox, something that looks like it might be a contradiction but for which
we have good grounds to believe to be true. The doctrine of the Trinit}*
appears to us to be a contradiction because in the human world, a personal
being is mono-personal.* We would not believe that God is three persons in
one being unless we had reasons. What are our grounds for believing the
Trinity to be true? The fact that the Bible teaches us the five truths cited
above is the foundational evidence of the truth of the Trinity. Unless a

person believes that the Bible is revelation from God Himself—inscripturated
truth—there could be no compelling reasons for believing in a mystery so
sublime.

The notion of the Bible as truth, however, is not what is ultimately per-
suasive. A theological truth would hardly satisty us if we did not know Jesus

Himself. As He put it, His sheep hear His voice because they know Him

2This is true even of those with a so-called “mulo ph: persnrmlit}f disorder.”
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(Jn. 10:4, 14). To know Jesus is to know Him to be God the Son. Because
we believe in Him, we receive His testumony about the Father and the SpiriL
Our knowledge of God is also dependent on the H:::l}' Spirit, for the Spirit
bears witness with our spirit (Rom. 8:16). God the Father, the Creator and
Lord, manifests Himself in the world around us and in our very souls so
that we cannot escape knowing Him (Rom. 1:18-20; Ps. 19). Thus, our
knowledge of the doctrine of the Trinity and our confession of its truth
depend in the final analysis on the fact that we have a personal knowledge
of the triune God Himself. David said, “In Thy light we see light” (Ps.
36:9). So also, because we know God Himself, we are able to learn the
Scﬁptures and receive their testimony.

For some, it is offensive to think that the Christian faith has at its very
center a mystery, an incomprehensible truth. To them, Christians seem to be
calling for a sacrifice of the intellect on the altar of religious confession. In
reality, trinitarian faith demands something quite different. It is not a sacrifice
of the intellect, but the sacritice of the pretense of intellectual autonomy: the notion
that the mind or reason of man is the ultimate judge of truth. The truth of
the Trini ty rf:quil‘es us to accept what we cannot f_uH}: cnmpl‘chcnd. ’W’h}; should
that be thﬂught SO Extratlrdinar}f? There is no branch of knnwh:dgc, be 1t
physics or biology or history or literature, that does not confront us with
paradox in some form or other. Why should the Christian doctrine of God
the triune Creator be any less difficult to state and comprehend than truths of
physical science or postulations of secular philosophy?

Physics, for example, may be science, but it also has its mysterious side,
and not just for the uninitiated. Consider a few illustrations from this epitome
of hard science and rational explanation. Steven Weinberg, Nobel prize-
winning physicist, claims that “we think we are beginning to catch glimpses
of the outlines of a final theory,” which would mean, among other things,
"quantitative understanding of phenomena.”* This means a theory in which
everything is explained in numbers and formulas in accordance with the prin-
ciples of rational science. To be final, the theory must be roral. However,
Weinberg also writes, “The most extreme hope for science 1s that we will be
able to trace the explanations of all natural phenomena to final laws and

' Steven Weinberg, Dreams of a Final Theory: The Search for the Fundamental Laws of Nature (Lon-
don: Vintage, 1993}, ix.
¥ Thid., 4.
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historical accidents.” Given the sheer quantity of historical factuality, this
“most extreme hope” threatens to set the limits of explanation far short of
totality. Having already radically qualified the hope of a final theory, Weinberg
further adds, “Not only is it possible that what we now regard as arbitrary
initial conditions may ultimately be deduced from universal laws—it 1s also
conversely possible that principles that we now regard as universal laws will
eventually turn out to represent historical accidents.”

Where does this leave us? Not only can we never, even in our most ex-
treme hope, imagine that we will get beyond the brute fact of "accident,”
which in the nature of the case is beyond explanation, we also cannot be
certain that some of what we now regatd as universal prfnn’pir:s of science will
not turn out to be the haphazard play of historical flux! When all is said
and done, Weimnberg 1s telling us that we cannot avoid mystery—the mexpli-
cable, the accidental.

Though Weinberg may not be altogether straightforward abour admit-
ting the reality of mystery in our “total theory,” he 1s very frank in admitting
his problems with at least one aspect of quantum mechanics, Heisenberg’s
work: “If the reader is mystified at what Heisenberg was doing, he or she is
not alone. | have tried several times to read the paper that Hciacnbclﬂg wrote
on returning from Helgoland, and, although I think I understand quantum
mechanics, I have never understood Heisenberg’s motivations for the math-
ematical steps in his paper.”” Weinberg, in a very important sense, cannot
follow Heisenberg’s math. It's a mystery.

We need to reflect very brieﬂy on a broader point, the importance of
Heisenberg for modern physics, which is clearly stated by one of the twen-

tieth c:entur}f’s foremost ph}rsicists, Richard Feynman,

The uncertainty principle “protects” quantum mechanics, Heisenberg rec-
ognized that if it were possible to measure the momentum and the position
simultancously with a greater accuracy, the quantum mechanics would col-
lapse. So he proposed that it must be impossible. Then people sat down

* Ibid., 28. Emphasis in the original.

" Ibid., 29. Emphasis in the original.

" Ibid., 53. Note that Weinberg is not speaking of the whole notion of the uncertainty
principle, but of the mathematics of the 1925 paper, which he refers to as "pure magic.”
More 15 involved than just the motvations behind the steps; Hetsenberg and physicists like

him “do not seem to be reasoning at all
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and tried to ﬁgure out ways of c!uing it, and nobody could Egurﬂ out a way
to measure the position and the momentum of anything—a screen, an
elecrron, a balliard ball, anything—with any grearer accuracy. Quantum me-

chanics maintains its prrilnus but accurate existence.”

Does it sound like good old rationality to say that the certainty of uncer-
tainty protects quantum mechanics? At this point, we have seen that notions
like uncertainty and accident are essential to the most essential science, ph:.rs-
ics. But there is more. We have to add Bell's theorem to the picture.

What is Bell's theorem? Contrary to what physicists normally think about
the way gravity and other forces work in the world, John Stewart Bell pro-
pus'.f:d that rea]it}-’ 1s non-local. Local forces, such as the Electmn‘n&gnf:tic force
and gravity, become weaker as distance increases—the farther away one 1s
from the earth, the less he is influenced by earth’s gravity. That is part of
what we mean when we say a torce is “local” Bell claims, however, that
underlying what we regard as everyday local reality is a web of non-local
forces and causes. What his theorem means has been stated like this: “our
phenomenally local world is in actuality supported by an invisible reality
which is unmediated, unmitigated, and faster than light.”” What does this
mean? “A non-local interaction jumps from body A to body B without
touching anything mn between.” Even light travels through space n a local
fashion, “rouching” things, and its speed can be measured. How, then, might
we illustrate a non-local interaction? We are told, “Voodoo mjury is an
example of a non-local interaction.”"

Bell's theorem may sound like a sideshow in physics, but it 1s "based on
the same EPR experiment used by Einstein, Podolsky, and Rosen to dem-
onstrate the existence of hidden "elements of reality’ which quantum theory
neglects to describe.”"" Physicists have not been able to refute the argument
of the EPR experiment or explain the “elements of reality,” so we have what
is called the “EPR paradox.” Without going into the details of how Bell
started from the EPR Paradm{ and concluded that re:}_]it}-' 1s non-local, the

# Richnrd 3 FL*}rnman, Six Eﬂj__‘_;' Pieces: Ej.mrrrﬂ."s Ef‘ PI":'_}H:E FJ:F.I!:II:HmT iv!, lts Mast Brﬂ'é’rm:f T_FHFJIZ‘E'F'
(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1994, [38.

* Nick Herbert, Quantum Reality: Beyond the New Physics: An Excursion into Metaphysics and the
Meaning of Reality (New York: Doubleday, 19853, 227,

© Thid:, 21

“bad., 2185,
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sum of the matter, HCC{)I‘ding to Nick Hﬂrbfl‘t. is that "Bell's result does not
depcnd on the truth of quantum ths:m“}f. .. When quantum thcul*}r joins
the ranks of phlogiston, caloric, and the luminiferous ether in the ph}'sics
junkyard, Bell’s theorem will still be valid. Because it is based on facts, Bell’s
theorem is here to stay.""* Thus, in modern physics, one of the most solid
and certain theorems posits a non-local universe—a world which superfi-
cially appears to be controlled by local forces, but is actually characterized
by forces that work in a manner similar to “voodoo injury.”

One could illustrate ad infinitum the tact that all disciplines of knowledge
confront paradox. As we have seen, even physics, the heart of modern ratio-
nalistic science, proposes as one of its most indubitable theses a belief in
the inexplicable on the basis of what we think we know, with the provision
that what many now regard as universal laws may turn out to be historical
happenstance. If John Bell can believe in something akin to voodoo and
Steven Weinberg can confess that what he now believes to be a universal law
of ph}-fsic:-; may turn out to have been a spastic convulsion of the cosmos, |
cannot imagine any reason in the world why I, as a Christian, should feel the
least bit embarrassed about the fact that I believe in the revealed mystery of
the Trinity!

Faith

Even more fundamental than the fact that everyone faces mystery is that all
men, no matter how rational they believe themselves or their science to be,
cannot overcome the fact that they live by faith. Contrary to the hopes of
rationalists of past days, Descartes” highly respected method of doubt does
not lead to rational foundations for thought. Modern philosophy generally
recognizes the points made by Ludwig Wittgenstein when he asserted, "If
you are not certain of any fact, you cannot be certain of the meaning of
your words either” And, “If you tried to doubt everything you would not
get as far as doubting anything. The game of doubting itself presupposes

N Tl
certainty. o

12 Thad,, 227,
= Ludwig Wittgenstein, On Certainty, ed. G, E. M. Anscombe and G. H. von Wright, trans.
Denis Paul and G. E. M. Anscombe (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 19697, 17e~18e.
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Wittgenstein 1s not Speaking of a certainty that is based upon rational
prm‘mf: of the foundations of our beliefs. Rather, VJitthnatcin believes that
we all have what he calls a “world-picture” that we have learned from child-
hood. It is not acquired through a process of doubt and proof but through
faith in what our parents and others taught us and the confirmation of our
beliefs by experience—a circular and uncertain process. Philosophical justi-
fication must come to an end in belief. According to Wittgenstein, “The
difficulty is to realize the groundlessness of our believing.""*

Wittgenstein's point may be illustrated from a fundamental assumption
called “the principle of induction.” Bertrand Russell explains what it means:

[t is obvious that if we are asked why we believe thar the sun will rise tomor-
row, we shall naturally answer, “Because it always has risen every day.” We
have a firm belief that 1t will rise in the future, because it has risen in the
past. If we are chulltngt‘c[ as Lo wh}' we believe that 1t will continue to rise as
heretotore, we may appeal to the laws of mortion: the earth, we shall say, is
a freely rorating body, and such bodies do not cease to rotate unless some-
thing interferes from outside, and there is nothing outside to interfere with
the earth between now and to-morrow. Of course it might be doubted
whether we are quite cerrain that there is nothing outside to interfere, bur
this is not the interesting doubt. The interesting doubt 15 as to whether the
laws of motion will remain in operation untl to-morrow. If this doubr is
raised, we find ourselves in the same position as when the doubt about the

sunrise was first raised.®

To this problem, Russell answers, “The only reason for believing that the
laws of motion will remain in operation is that they have operated hitherto,
so far as our knowledge of the past enables us to judge.” But then, our
knowledge of the past has no empirical authority for the tuture, And it will
not work to say that in our past experience the future has always turned out
to be like the past, for our past experience of what was then future cannot
tell us an}fthing about our future experience of the future. This is not to say

that phﬂnsc}ph}r recommends that we should not believe in the principle of

* Ibid., 24e. Believing is “groundless” in the sense that philosophers cannot build the
kind of “foundation™ thar the rationalist seeks. For the Christian, of course, God Himself
is the ground of our faith. But a revealed mystery that can be known only in a living personal
relationship is not the kind of "foundation” a rationalist admuts.

** Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy { Tokyo: Maruzen, 1959), 61.
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induction. On the contrary, what Russell recommends 1s _ﬁlﬂ‘.li}.

Starting with the common beliefs ot daily life, we can be driven back from
point to point, until we come to some general principle, or some nstance
of a general principle, which seems luminously evident, and is not itself
capable of being deduced from anything more evident. . . . But beyond that
‘the inductive principle], there seems to be no further regress. The prin-
ciple itself is constantly used in our reasoning, sometimes C:}ﬂscfﬂtlsl}-’, some-
times unconsciously; but there 1s no reasoning which, starting from some
simpler self-evident principle, leads to the principle of induction as its con-

cluston. And the same holds for other li}gif_‘;‘ll principlca.“’

In other words, we will have to accept a great deal on faith in order to be
able to think philosophically at all. Not just the law of induction is based
upon faith—all other logical laws are too, We cannot prove the laws of logic
without presupposing them. We must first believe them even to discuss
them. All of this illustrates the point: faith is not the enemy of reason; it is
the prerequisite.

This relates to the issue of paradox, too. It should be abundantly appar-
ent by now that although we do not have to accept every paradox that the
experts proclaim, 1if we attempt to reject all that appears paradoxical, our
perspective will be so grotesquely narrow we will not find room to stand.
Even the non-Christian must admit the inexpli-
cable and paradoxical ~ No one can overcome the into his worldview. The
more basic and impor-  fact that he lives by faith.  tant issue is the non-
Christian, no less than the Christian, 1s forced to
live b}r faith, however much he wishes it otherwise. At some point, there
must be an end to the question "How do you know?” And there are always
questions that cannot be answered—some “not yet” and others “maybe
never,” The non-Christian ends the quest for ultimate answers in various
ways, but in each case, he cannot avoid saying, essentially, “This is a far as |
can go; beyond this point, there is no choice but faith.”

For the Christian, however, faith does not mean “groundlessness.” The
end ot the Christian quest is not simpl}r acquiescence, as if to say, “Well, we

have to stop the qucstiﬂns somewhere, and it might as well be here.” For the

" Ihid., IT1-12.
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Christian, mystery is never ultimate. The non-Christian may think he is
impﬁsing rational order on a world thart 1s u]tim;-ltf:]}r m}rsteriﬁus, but the
Christian knows the God who is not a mystery to Himself. The problem of
the “One and the Many,”"" which leaves us befuddled, is not equally a co-
nundrum to God. He perfectly knows Himself and the world. When we
know Him, therefore, we are living in the light of His knowledge and truth.
The world is ultimately rational and meaningtul, for the Christian confesses
with the certainty of faith, “I know the One who is the Truth, or, rather, He
has made Himself known to me.”

Is this a less satistying answer than the non-Christian’s? If astronomy
and nuclear physics amaze us with mysteries and dumbfound us with the
unfathomable aspects of the physical universe, should it seem so odd that
the Christian doctrine of the universe’'s Creator contains paradoxes? Why

should Christians alone be required to render the inscrutable scrutable?

A Basic Implication of Trinitarianism

The truth that defines a Christian as a Christian, our faith in the triune
God, is revealed eruth. It cannot be discovered b}r scientitic or Empiri{:a] meth-
ods, though science may offer interesting illustrations. The only way for the
doctrine of the Trinity to be known is for God Himself to tell us. And since
God 1s a person, that makes good sense. After all, we can only know a
person to the degree that he opens up to us and tells us about himself—
what he really thinks, what his purposes and desires are.'® If our common
experience shows that we cannot know a man unless he is willing to show us
who he is, why should anyone find it strange that we cannot know God
unless He reveals Himself to us?

Furthermore, if the central truth of the Christian religion can be known
only by submitting one’s mind to a message from God, we should not be
surprised to discover that the less important truths of the Christian worldview
also must be known through faith in Him. In the same way that we know
persons largely through their self-revelation to us, we also know therr works
through their words. Apart from a man’s explanation of why he is doing

" For an explanﬂtiun of the pmb[cm of the "One and the M:Ln}?." see the next clmptct'.
B OFf course, we can .qr:rumtci}- guess a great deal abour a person from the way he looks,

dresses, erc. l}ssuplr do accidfnlly reveal E]‘I:iﬂgb about themselves Lht‘}; didn’t intend to tell.
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what he 1s dning, what he seeks, what his fundamental motivation 1s, and
what he rﬂgal‘d.ﬁ to be the ultimate meaning of his work, | may not be able to
guess (though it is true that in the case of a man, I have other less direct
means at my disposal). When we are speaking of the infinite God, who
transcends our knowledge and understanding, 1t 1s far more clearly the case
that He must reveal the meaning of his works for us to know them. Chris-
tianity, therefore, is a religion of revelation.

This does not mean—as it has too often been thought and taught to
mean—that only the truth about God Himself and the way of salvation
must be revealed, as if we could find out the rest for ourselves. It 1s not that
simple. All truth must be grounded in God’s self-revelation and checked
against the standard of His Word. Thus, the Apostle Paul says that in Christ
“are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. 2:3). How
could it be otherwise, when we know that “All things were created through
Him and for Him. And He 1s before all things, and in Him all things con-
sist” (Col. 1:16—17)? Jesus is the secret of the world, the hidden yet revealed
truth that underlies, fills, and surrounds all other truth. And the Father is
Sh;iring that secret with us all in His Word.

Scripturc is the kc}' that unlocks every treasure chest—mnot just the trea-
sures of theology, but also those of biology, history, literature, and child
psychology. This does not mean that the Bible teaches us all we need to
know about all of these subjects, nor does it mean that research and study of
sources other than the Bible is illegitimate or unimportant. It means that
God's revelation in His Word is our ultimate standard for judging all that we
know and learn, while it presupposes that God is revealing Himself in every
thing that He created and in the process of history as well.

A trinitarian worldview is a revealed worldview, a perspective that comes
to us as personal knowledge, which is granted to us by grace. Just as the
Father loved Jesus and therefore showed Him all things (Jn. 5:20), the Father
loves us and shows us all that we need to know to live our lives in happiness
and joy (Jn. 14:21-23). To know the truth, we must seek it first in God'’s
Word and then also in the world that He has created. God is not stingy. He
does not withhold His Word, but manifests Himself everywhere.

The heavens declare the glory of God;
And the firmamenr shows His handiwork.
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Dﬂ}l unto d.'l:,-' uLLers SFIE‘-ECI'i,

And night unto night reveals knowledge.

There 1s no speech nor language

Where their voice 1s not heard.

Their line has gone out through all the earth,

And their words to the end of the world.

In them He has ser a tabernacle for the sun,

Which 1s like a |_1ric|r:g1'unm c:;:-rning out of his chamber,
And rejoices like a strong man to run its race.

[ts rising is from one end of heaven,

And its circuit to the other end;

And there is nothing hidden from its heat, (Ps, 19:1-6)

Review Questions

]

=N

8.
9,

How do Christians first come to know the doctrine of the Trinity?
Qutline the biblical basis for believing in the Trinity.

Qutline the reasons for believing in the deity of Christ.

Qutline the evidence that the Farher, Son, and Spirit are distinct persons.

Why do some people claim that the Trinity 1s a contradiction?

What is the difference between a mystery and a contradiction?

What is the contradiction implied in Weinberg’s "most extreme hope™
What 1s Bell’s theorem?

Explain why all men must live b}-’ faith.

[10. What does it mean to say that Christianity 1s a revealed worldview?

15
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2. Personhood and Harmony

THE vpLICATIONS OF the doctrine of the Trinity are far-reaching and deep.
How could it be otherwise? God 1s the infinite, incomprehensible, transcen-
dent Lord. He is also the Father, who is always near us. When we consider
the impIic;&tinns of trinitarianism, we are lns:c]il:&ting on who He 1s and how
He reveals Himselt to us. Because of His majesty and greatness, we are
confronted with mystery—but the mystery is neither dark nor foggy. It is
the radiant luster of God’s light that overwhelms us. The Christian God is a
mystery to us but not to Himself. The Persons of the Trinity have an abso-
lute knowledge of one another. In the mind of God, truth is an entirely
rational and perfect system, for God cannot contradict Himself (2 Tim.
2:13; Tit. 1:2; Jas, 1:13, 17).

To tully unfold the meaning or the implications of the doctrine of the
Trinity 1s not possible for us, but we can seek light in His light and discover
basic truths that are neither difficult nor controversial, though often ne-
glected in discussions of the Christian worldview. Speciﬁcaﬂ:-,-', from the simple
confession of the Trinity we considered in the last chapter, we find that at
least two important and fundamental implications flow. One, the Christian
worldview 1s a radically personal worldview. Two, n the Christian doctrine
of the Trinity, Christians find the solution to the most fundamental prob-
lem for understanding reality. In this chapter, we will brietly consider each
of these.

k7
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A Personal God and a Personal World

Of all the gods in all the religions of the world, only the triune God of the
Bible is truly and wholly personal. This point is often not recognized, so we
will dwell on it briefly, First, consider the non-Christian theism embraced
by Jews' and Muslims, the belief in a single god who rules the world. By
itself, theism will not sutfice to give us a truly personal god, for a god who
is utterly and simply one—a mere monad—fails to have the qualities we
know to be essential to personality. Although an absolute monad, like the
god of Islam, is the most exalted non-Christian idea of deity, a monad is a
being who is eternally alone—with no other to love, no other with whom to
communicate, and no other with whom to have fellowship. In the case of
such a solitary god, love, fellowship, and com-

munication cannot be essential to his being. In- A gﬂd who s utterly and
deed, they are no part of the monad at all. But simply one fails to have quali-
without these qualities it is difficult to imagine ties essential to pmﬂna“ty-
that the deity so understood is in any meaningful

SCTISE p-:r:-;unal.—[_n conceive of a gnd who does not know love, a gﬁd who has
never shared, a god for whom a relationship with another is eternally irrel-
evant, is to conceive of an abstraction, an idea or a thing more than a per-
son.’

If, to make his god more personal, a believer in such a deity suggested
that his god loved the world after he created it, the result would be a god who
changes in time and who needs the world in order to grow into his selt-
realization as a god of love—a god who becomes personal only with the

help of the creation. Suppose one asserted that the monad loved the world

" Although I place Jews together with Muslims here, the Jewish doctrine of God 1s more
complicated. Jews do less “theology™ and more wrestling with whar God is doing. Some are
quite specularive and virrually “Muslim™ in their doctrine of the God, but others eschew the
possibility of a doctrine of God.

* Love itself takes on a different meaning in such religions. For example, speaking of the
concept of love in Islamic mysticism, Josef van Ess writes: "Though love as a religious
category may take a very prominent place in mysticism, still this is not, on the whole, a love
between equal partners, but a love in which one of the partners, namely God, gradually takes
the place of the other. For the human bemg this means not Integration, but disintegration;
fulfillment, but rather in the sense of depersonalization.” Hans Kung, Josef van Ess, Heinrich

von Stietencron, and Heinz Bechert, Christianity and World Religions: Patks to Dialogue, trans. Peter

Heinegg (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 1986), 73-74.
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from eternity? Then the personality of this deity and his attribute of love
would still depf:nd tor their existence on the world he created. Creation
would be a necessary act of SE]ﬁbecnming. For, unless this deity created the
world, he could not realize the love that had been eternally hidden in him,
waiting for its time to shine forth.

[n either case, we would have theism of a sort. Both cases would be
attempts to obtain a monad for whom love had some meaning, However,
these attempts succeed in exalting the monad ethically by demoting him
ontologically, for he is no longer absolute, no longer transcendent. We would
have to admit that he could no longer truly be god, and that a god who
varies or a god who 1s dependent on the world that he creates is not wnrth}f
to be regarded as a deity. Be that as it may, in either of these cases, though
the idea of love has been imported mnto an inchoate theism, we are clearly far
from the biblical concept of a personal fellowship of love among equals. Of
course, neither orthodox Jews nor orthodox Muslims imagine their god as a
changing or contingent being. They would not think of revising their views
of god to enhance his image and compensate for his lack of personal quali-
ties. It follows that thE}r must be satisfied with a g{}d who exists in an eternal
vacuum, even t]’]t‘mgh I'_hf:}-' will find irresistible the temptation to ascribe
personality to the monad.

What we have said here about love applies to other attributes of God
also. In the Bible, words like righteousness, faithfulness, and goodness refer to divine
attributes that ultimately require the doctrine of the Trinity. None of these
notions can be defined biblically apart from the relatiunships between Fa-
ther, Son, and Spirit. Even outside of the biblical worldview, they cannot
really be defined apart from the context of mnterpersonal relationship. Righ-
teousness for a lonely monad simply has no specific content. Righteousness
for the triune God means that each of the persons respects and preserves
the boundaries of the others. The Father honors the Son and does not allow
the infringernent of what belnngs to the Son. Goodness refers to their mu-
tual seeking of blessing for one another, faithfulness to their keeping their
word with one another. In the absence of a relationship among persons,
these and similar words become so utterly abstract that meaning disappears.
They may describe the monad’s relationship to the world, but that brings
up the same problems that appeared when we considered the meaning of

love.
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If Muslims and Jews applied their notion of god consistently to their
worldview, man’s Pel‘snn;ﬂit}-‘, too, would be found to lack ultimate meaning.
Things that we rightly regard as essential to man’s personhood—that man
speaks, laughs, and loves—could only be accidental truths at best. Nothing
in the deity would correspond to social relations. This raises a question:
What would it mean to say that we are created in the image of the lonely
monad? If man is thought to be like such a god, what impact would that
have, for example, on our notion of the ideal life in this world? Should it be
one that lacks these personal qualities or transcends them? What about the
idea of heaven? Should man look forward to an eternity of silent self-con-
templation?

In warning us against false worship, the Bible reminds us that we become
like what we worship. If we worship gods that have mouths but cannot
speak, that have eyes but cannot see, and that have ears but cannot hear, then
we, too, will become dull and senseless (Ps. 115:2—8). The same applies to
the monad. To worship a god who is less than the biblical God of love
results in a gradual transformation of the individual and the culture into
Sl:)ﬂ]{:t]'liﬂg less human and less Ir_:-vingxl

If bare theism tails to be PEI‘S(‘JI‘IH.I. what about Pﬂl}rthei:&m? At least there
is more than one who is called god. Could the gods be personal? Superfi-
cially, polytheitsm may seem to be personal. Upon retlection, however, it
becomes clear that a system of many gods also fails to provide a source of
personal meaning. In addition to the fact that the gods tend to vary from
place to plaf:e and time to time, it is clearly the case that in no le}-’thEiStiE
system are the personal deities of polytheism ultimate. Usually they are
themselves determined by a higher principle, whether fate or something
stmilar, which makes the impersonal ultimate.” It 1s also common for them

to be in competition with one another over matters of aul:hurit}' because of

* Because Jews and Muslims borrow from a trinitarian Bible, their beliefs in many respects
are better than could be obtained from logically deducing truths from their doctrine of
God. The same may be said abour Jehovah's Witnesses and Mormons. Also, because all men
are created in God’s image, even those who deny Him most vehemently may be morally
upright. We do not cease to be what God created us to be simply because we adopt a false
view of the world.

* "But above all the gods is fate, a blind, inscrutable ‘will to which even Zeus must yield.”
W. T. Jones, The Classical Mind, vol. I of A History of Western Philosophy (INew York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, 1970, 5.
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conflicting wills and divergent plans for the world. Their mutual rivalries
end Iin ways that thlr:;-,-' themselves cannot anticipate because none of them 1s
in control. Since none has ultimate authnrit}', the tuture is no less opaque to
them than it is to us. None of the gods can even know whether he will live
or die. The world may be less of a mystery to the gods than it is to us, but it
is a mystery nonetheless. When the gods themselves are struggling to be
personal and cannot see the future or the meaning of it all, they cannot be
the source of personal meaning for man.

Through the contrast with a mere theism and polytheism, we have a
better idea what 1t means to say that only in the Christian doctrine of the
Trinity 1s there a personal absolute. In the Father, Son, and Spirit, Christians
worship three equally ultimate Persons who are united in one Being, Neither
God'’s oneness nor His threeness is prior to the other. Both His personal
unity and His personal diversity are ultimate. Human beings—created in
God’s 1mage as pers::-ns—haw: mesu"jing, both individual[}r and as a race,
because they are the image of the Absolute. Indeed, the whole creation can
only be understood rightly in terms of the tri-personal God who created all
things to reveal His g]u:::r}-: Ultimate Exp]anati{':rn 1s not to be found in Prin-
Eiple:c., nor in tdeas, nor in a ' final theur}r” made up ot accidents and laws
blended in mystery, but in the Father, Son, and Spirit—the Personal God.
All things in the world are what they are by His will—they were created by
Him and for Him, and in Him alone they subsist (Col. 1:16-17). The
history of the world unfolds according to the plan of Him “who worketh
all things after the counsel of his own will” (Eph. [:11Ib).

This means that Christians must question the meaning and purpose of
events. I'hey cannot escape the question “why,” nor answer it with “that’s
just the way things are.” In the trinitarian worldview, the most trivial events
have a significance that is tied to the most profound reality—"Are not two
sparrows sold for a farthing? And one of them shall not fall on the ground
without your Father” (Mt. 10:29). Even things about ourselves too minor
for us to notice are not ignored by the Father: “But the very hairs of your
head are all numbered” (Mt. 10:30). Whereas the modern, impersonal

worldview of scientific rationalism leads to an “unbearable lightness of

* Some cmnpluin that the answer “Ir s God’s will” amounts to the same t]‘ling. bur the
ubjccrimn I5 grmmdcd in a fatlure to observe the immeasurable gap between the }"u:rmnal will

of the hﬂ:;wenl}f Farher and an impcrmﬂal "wa}-'” thatr “t]ainga are,”
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being,™ the Christian worldview teaches us to see, in the love and care of
our heavenly Father, the pcrﬁ:ct though inscrutable plan of the Creator who
controls all things.

It is clear also that faich in a trinitarian God means that man himself
becomes truly personal. In Carl F. H. Henry's words, “More than any other
factor in the history of Western thought it is this doctrine of the Trinity
that has riveted attention on the fact and nature and importance of human
personality.”” If man is God’s image, then the answer to the question of
God's nature gives insight into the question of man’s nature. Trinitarianism
shows us that God is a God in whom three Persons share an eternal fellow-
ship of love. We can even say they are who they are because of that fellow-
ship of love, for the Father cannot be the Father without the Son, and the
Father and the Son are not related without the Spirit. Man, who is the image
of this God who exists in personal relation, is therefore a creature in rela-
rion. First and most fundamentall}r, man exists in relaticmship with God.
Then, no less necessarﬂ}-', man exists and grows as a person in rflatinnship

with other human persons.

The One and the Many

Problems in the philosophical theory of knowledge and the philosophical
theory of reality are mutually involved. Our definition of reality, in other
words, is going to determine the methods and meaning of knowledge and
vice versa, For Exmnple, if one posits ultimate realit}s as unknowable, then
his theory of knowledge must be limited to the knowledge of penultimate
reality, with the qualification that he will never be able to know how much

or in what ways penultimate real-
The problem of unity and diversity, in various ity is influenced by ultimate real-
forms, became the center of Greek speculation.  ity. This, of course, radically

qualifies the knowledge of
penultimate reality. If, on the other hand, one claims that knowledge of the
universe can be obtamed only by logical deduction from basic axioms, then
one’s view of the world will be limited to ideas and things within the scope

of a deductive system, E'Iiminaring vast areas of human experience.

“1 am borrowing the title of the book, not referring to its message.
g g g

"Carl E, H. Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, 5:150,
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Thus, n any consistent worldview, the theory of knowledge and the
theory of reality will be coherently related parts of a systematic whole. This
helps us think about the implications of trinitartanism. The Trinaty 1s the
ultimate reality in the Christian worldview, and all other aspects of the
Christian worldview find their origin in the one true God. Qur view of
knowledge, too, must be systematically related to our view of reality, which
is to say, an ultimately personal view of reality naturally leads to a personal
view of knowledge.

As men have tried to come to grips with the basic issues of reality and

knowledge, they have confronted difficult problems in each of these branches

of philusuph}f the theories of knowledge and realit}-'. These problems seem
to arise from the very nature of man and the world in which he lives, so that
every religion and philosophy is forced to suggest some sort of answer to
these basic issues. Christianity not only has its own distinct answers to the
problems, it also has a different perspective on the nature of the problems
themselves, For the Christian, “problems” for human thought that arise
from the very nature ot the world are actually fingerprints of the triune
God, This is most evident in the case of the k{:}r Phi]nac}p]‘lical conundrum,”
the rock that has crushed phﬂnstmphical and re]_igiﬂus systems thrnughuut
the history of man—the problem of the One and the Many.

[t 1s an ancient problem. Writing in the third century after Christ, Diogenes
|aertius, the ancient historian of philosophy, identified Musacus as the first
man to set forth what might be called a philosophy. Musaeus was said to
have believed “that all things prm:eed from unity and are resolved into unity.””
From his (rather mythical) time forward, the problem of unity and diversity,
in various forms, became the center of Greek speculation. Two fundamen-

tall}-' Opposite VIEWs were prnposed.

Heraclitus . . . held that all things flow, that becoming is the only reality.
This river you look at, he said, and givf a ﬁing]c name to, 1s never for an

instant the same river. Parmenides held almost the polar opposite of this

5]

“[PJhilosophy seeks above all for a solution to the problem of the one and the many,
which is presented moreover under various forms . . " Louis De Raeymacker, The Philosophy of
Being: A Synthesis of Metaphysics (St. Louts: B. Herder Book Co., 1954), 62.

"Colin Brown, E:ETI.TIHIH{'{T annd Western T;JWEE'J-' A H.r'.?h:-r_v E_.*,r Pﬁifﬁiﬂpﬁfm, Ideas and .HI-'TC"L‘.FF.'H‘.*H.'EI Z
vols. (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1990), 1:19,
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Heraclitan doctrine of flux; for Parmenides, change is an illusion, reality

one great whole, perfect and indivisible,™

Given the underlying presupposition of Greek philosophy—the autonomy
of human thought''—the problem of the One and the Many cannot be
rationally solved. A little reflection makes this abundantly plain. If the One
is ultimate, then all the diversity in the world has no final meaning. If, as
Musaeus supposedly said, all things come out of and return to the One,
then the Many are merely temporary. They have meaning and existence only
in the One and through the One. Their impermanent and penultimate exist-
ence can have no definitive meaning. Real, lasting, and ultimate meaning
belongs only to the One from which and to which all flows, in which all is
resolved. The phﬂnsuph}' of Parmenides, who asserted the ultimacy of the
One, leaves us with the mystery of an incomprehensible One and a mean-
ingless Many.

We will not find real help, however, in the opposite doctrine of Heraclitus.
For if we posit the Many as ultimate in order to find meaning, we actually
end up with the same problem in a different form. Now meaning becomes
impossible because there is no unity in the world. Every thing that exists is
isolated from every other thing. In Heraclitus' view, each member of the
Many 1s its own ultimate principle and cannot be related to any other mem-
ber in terms of language or principles that include both members, for any
method of relating two of the Many would imply a unity above them. It
would destmy the uItim&C}r of the M&l‘l}’.Tl‘lE result 1s that t:xplan;ltinn and
meaning are impossible.

The problem of the One and the Many is difficult to follow, so provid-
ing some illustrations may help to clarify the main point—which is that
either conceiving of the One as ultimate, like Parmenides did, or conceiving
of the Many as ultimate, as Heraclitus did, results in absurdity.

Stating the problem of the One and the Many in concrete terms as a

problem of language may open up a perspective that will shed additional

" Crain Brinvon, Ideas and Men: The Story of Western Thought (New York: Prentice-Hall, 19507,
A9,

"' By this expression, I mean the idea that there ts no intellecrual authority above man, that
human reason is a law to itself. To the Greeks, man’s mind was the highest source of rational

Explﬂnatiun in the world and the ultimare juclg-: of whar is rartonal or not rational, rrue or

false.
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light on the subject and facilitate our understanding. Consider, for our illus-
tration, each individual word in the di{:titmar}r to be a member of the many.
If we posit the One as ultimate, the result would be that the individual
words of the dictionary would lose their distinct meaning, for the meaning
of each word would be tied up with and reducible to the One. To para-
phrase Musaeus, each word proceeds from the One and is resolved into the
One. In effect, then, the individual words would simply be different ways of
pronouncing the One. The whole dictionary would be absorbed into one
single word whose meaning would be rationally incomprehensible because it
would include everything, including all the opposites of the world. Good 1s
the One. Evil is the One. Right and left, up and down, backwards and
forwards, all are the One. Hatred and love could not be ultimately distin-
gutshed. For that matter, hatred and bananas could not be ultimately distin-
guished. When every aspect of reality blends into a universal blob, meaning
disappears.

On the other hand, the ultimacy of the Many would mean that each
word in the dictionary must be known by itself, without explanation in
terms of the other words, If each word were ultimate, ExPIan:itit}n In terms
of |1ighe1‘ categories or PTil‘ICiPIES would be excluded, because n-:.:-thing could
exist above the individual words to bring them into relation. And since every
member of the Many would be ultimate to itself, we would end up with a
dictionary that could at best be nothing more than a list of words. With the
fragmentation of the world into unrelatable and indefinable units, we would
face the disintegration of meaning no less certainl}s than we would when we
assert the ultimacy of the One.

Another illustration of the problem of the One and the Many comes
from politics. In this case, the ultimacy of the One would mean the ulti-
macy of the state—statism. In the statist view, the individual is nothing
more than a piece of the larger mechanism. When the state is conceived as
being ultimate, then the individuals in the society would decide—or have
decided for them—their jobs, their marriages, and the affairs of daily life in
terms of the needs or demands of the state. In the end, only the state would
count.'

"*This 1s not, by the way, merely a theoretical matter. In the twentieth century both Adolf
Hitler and Joseph Sralin held views that amounted to positing the ultimacy of the state over

the individual, Hitler's view was narional socialism. Stalin's was international socialism. But
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On the other hand, the ultimacy of the Many in politics means anarchy.
Each individual man would be his own law, his own ultimate authority.
Family, state, church, and other groups would have no authority or real
signtticance. It could hardly be said that they would even exist, for every
group would be nothing more than an accidental, temporary conglomera-
tion. Groups would only appear ro be a whole. In reality, they would be a
mete amassment of individual, unrelated, and unrelatable fragments.

Whether we think, therefore, of the ultimacy of the One or of the Many,
political philosophy is reduced to absurdity. Statism and anarchy both un-
dermine the meaning of the state itself as well as the individual citizen. For
neither an undifferentiated mass nor a host of isolated particles is capable
of being rationally analyzed or structured. As we saw also from the illustra-
tion from language, the problem of the One and the Many in politics illus-
trates that what we need is a philosophy of life that allows for both the One
and the Many to have ultimate meaning.

We should add that the historical tendency is toward believing in the
ultimacy of the One.”” Pantheistic religions teach the ultimacy of the One.
The religions that believe in a monad—TJudaism and Islam—believe in the
ultimacy of the One. Even polytheism, as we observed, tends to find a
One—tfate, chance, or some other principle—that exists above the gods and
functions as an ultimate principle. It seems that most men have chosen to
hold to the ultimacy of the One over that of the Many.

This does not mean that all philosophers bounce back and forth be-
tween Heraclitus and Parmenides. On the contrary, schizophrenic attempts
to bring the One and Many together are the norm. For societies to function,
finding some means of relating the One and the Many to each other 1s
necessary from a pr&ctic;i] st;ﬂ.mdpuint. Societies stumble alﬂng, trying to

work thiﬂgs out, But inabﬂit}’ to come to terms with the pmblem of the

both of them were totalitarian collecrivists. It may be noted in passing thar regarding Hider
as the “right” and Sralin as the “left” s not a very helptul appr{':;ftf}h for both of them are on
the same side of the spectrum, regarding the One as ultimate.

" This is particularly true in China and the Orient, where, for example, the teaching of
Taocism 1s summed up by Wing-Tsit Chan thus: "Whereas in other schools Tao means a
systemn or moral truth, in this school [ Taoism] it is the One, which is natural, eternal, spon-
taneous, nameless, and indescribable, It 1s at once the beginning of all things and the way in

which all things pursue their course.” A Sewrce Book in Chinese P.Er'lrompﬁ'ﬁ |iPrinn:tf_m: Princeton

Univ. Press, 1963), 136.
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One and the Many has been a source of social disruption throughout his-
tory, and it remains mda:-,-' an unsolved and unsolvable dilemma for would-
be autonomous thought. Of course, this does not mean that people just give
up. Societies may fluctuate, but most people conduct their lives as if they
know an ultimate harmony between the One and the Many does exist. In-
deed, they naturally seek that harmony. But in non-Chnistian philosophy,
men do not find either a solution to their basic metaphysical dilemma or an
ultimate explanation for the moral, scientific, or rational principles they
continue to believe in.'*

Though the Bible never deals with the problem of the One and the
Many as an abstract philosophical problem, and Christians are never given
“principles” to enable them to discover the harmony of the One and the
Many i their daily lives, the Christian answer to the problem 1s obvious.
The doctrine of the Trinity provides an apprehensible, if not incomprehen-
sible, solution m the equal ultimacy of the One and the Many in God. The
solution to man’s dilemma is personal—God Himself. Because He 1s One,
there is unity in Him and in His creation. But He is also Three. Multiplicity,
therefore, also has final meaning in God Himself and 1in His creation. We
know this ﬂl‘l]}r because the Bible reveals it. Even so, we cannort fathom the
depths of the Trinity, We cannot ana-
lyze, dissect, or systematically unfold  The doctrine of the Trinity provides an
the whole truth of the absolute God, apprehensihle solution in the equal ulti-
demonstrating all the relations of the  macy of the One and the Many in God.
One and the Many mn a humanly com-
prehensible and rational system. God remains, in other words, incompre-
hensible. However, we can see that He 1s the solution to the problem, and
knowing that enables us to find intellectual and spiritual rest through faith
in Him.,

'* Although not dealing specifically with the One and the Many, Stanley Jaki demon-
strates the futility of non-Christian thought through an in-depth survey of ancient pagan-
ism. Jaki shows that the biblical doctrine of creation opened the way to a rational view of
the universe and the birth of modern science. Another book about the ancient world, Chris-
tianity and Classical Cultiere, shows that the fall of Rome was related to her mability to come to
workable solutions to the problem of the One and the Many. See Stanley Jaki, Science ana
Creation: From Eternal Cyeles to an Oscillating Universe, rev. ed. (Edinburgh: Scottish Academic

Press, 1986) and Charles Norris Cochrane, Cﬁrr'srr'mrfr_'g; and Classical Culture: A j'nm"}l of T&pugﬁ!
and Action from Augustus to Augustine {INew York: Oxford University Press, 1944,
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PEI‘]‘H:‘IPS ¢ven maore n-.}teu-*m‘th}r 1S that we can see that the triune God is
the source of the “problem.” If the world had been created by a monad, the
problem of the One and the Many would not exist, for the resolution of all
into the One ought to be at least apparently possible, The nature of the
world would reflect the nature of its creator; however, the world is much
more complex than, and very different from, the one a monad would or
could create. If we think about the fact that we live in a world that demands
some type of harmony between the One and the Many, we cannot help but
ask the question, Why is the world like this? The Christian has an answer. We
confront the mystery of the One and the Many because the world was cre-
ated by the God who is One and Many. The problem is a pointer to the
nature of ultimate reality. The very fact of the problem of the One and the
Many 1s a testimony to the Trinuty.

If a non-Christian, imitating the Christian doctrine of the Trinity, pro-
posed a solution to the problem of the One and the Many in the equal
ultimacy of an mmpersonal One and Many, he would still not be able to
explain our world. The impersonal hardly serves as a source for the personal.
Nor is there a reason wh}f man should exist so C]L‘HT]}’ as the lord of this
PIE_ﬂEt in a world that evolved from an in1p¢:r5tm;1] One and M:m}-: If the
non-Christian proposed a personal One and Many, he would still be merely
borrowing from Christianity without the benefit of revelation. As we said
before, Christians do not believe in the Trinity because they seek solutions to
philosophical problems. They believe in the Trinity because the knowledge
of Jesus Christ compels them to confess Him as God and to believe His
witness concerning the Father and the Spirit. The “solution” to the “prob-
lem” 1s in a personal relationship with the One God, something that cannot
be created through philosophical speculation or religious pontification. Only
Christ Himself, present to us through the Holy Spirit, makes the truth of
the Trinity apparent. The philosophical implications of the doctrine come
later.

Another aspect of the problem remains, however. If we cannot really
expound the harmony of the One and the Many in the being of God, how
can we realize the harmony of the One and the Many in our daily lives? The
answer, again, is found in God’s revelation. He has given us in His Word
commandments that are to be a light to our path and a lamp for our feet (Ps.

[19:105). I we follow His commandments, we will be walking in love, for



PERSONHOOD AND HARMONY 29

the commands to love God and our neighbor are the essence of the whole
law {Mt. 22:3?—4[]). B}-’ obedience to the commandments of God, we can
discover—to the degree it 1s pc::rssible in a world of sin—harmony in f'ﬂrnil}r,
church, and state. Note that the harmony of everyday life is not something
we can attain through speculation, nor is it primarily an mtellectual 1ssue. To
worship the true God in faith and love and to live in obedience to His
revealed will is the key to the practical issues we face. The realization of the
Christian solution to the problem of the One and the Many, in other words,
is ethical. In the Christian position, mans whole being is addressed, so that
obedience and worship are inseparable from knowledge. Just as the ultimate
intellectual solution to the problem of the One and the Many 1s not attain-
able by mere speculation, so also it 1s only in Scripture that we find the
solutions to the practical problems posed by the unity and diversity of the

WUI'ld HI".[CI l'lU maAn IIFIE‘

Conclusion

The ultimate reaIit}r of a Perat)na_] God demands a doctrine of knnw]cdgf:

gl*ﬂunded n PETSD]’IHI revelation. The triune God is the source of and ulti-

mate answer for the philosophical problem of the One and the Many—a
problem that, from a different perspective, brings us back to the necessity
of personal revelation. By the powers of philosophical speculation alone we
cannot attain either theoretical or practical knowledge of the harmony of
the One and the Many. We need instruction from the One who is also the
Many, the God who is not an abstract principle but a personal Three united
in a personal One. The mind-staggering complexity of the world testifies to
the wonder of the Maker and calls us to worship Him. Knowledge of the
world depends upon the unfathomable integration of the One and the Many,
a task far beyond our ability. The Father must teach us and show us, the Son
must be with us, and the Spirit must be in us before we can make sense of

the world and find rest for our minds and souls.
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Review Questions

Explain why a monad like Allah is not truly personal.

Explain wh}- the gﬂds of p::rl}rtheism are not trul}r persun;ﬂ.

Tad Pod =

Explain why the triune God is truly personal.

Why is the personhood of God imporrtant?

What s the Prﬂb]fl‘n of the One and the Many?

6. Give two illustrations of the problem of the One and the Many.
Why does the problem of the One and the Many occur?

8. How do we obtam a practical hammn}-’ of the One and the Many in our lives?

I

':-J
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3.The Covenantal God

WE HaVE discussed the basics of the doctrine of the Trinity and some of its
wotldview implications. We are ready now to return to the biblical doctrine
of the Trinity and consider two aspects that are less emphasized—perhaps
even C{)mPIL‘tE]}J overlooked—but which are PI'L}ﬁmnc]]}r impurtant for the
Christian worldview. These two truths represent a more sophisticated level
of trinitarianism but nothing arcane or obscure, even if the technical vo-
cabulary may initially seem somewhat mtimidating.

First, we will take time to consider the truth that what God does in history
reveals who He is in eternity.' In part, this is a simple deduction from the fact
that God cannot change. He 1s self-consistent. More importantly, this prin-
ciple expresses the basic biblical idea of revelation, which we will explore in

more depth in a later chapter. In the creation of the world and through His

' Herman Bavinck expressed it in techmecal theological language when he wrote, "Now
these inter-personal relations existing within the divine essence are also revealed ourwardly.
To be sure, outgoing works always pertain to the Divine Being as a whole. "God's outgoing
works are indivisible although the order and distinetion of the persons s preserved. One
and the same God reveals himself in creation and redemprtion. But in this unity the order of
subsistence within the divine essence is preserved. The ontological trinity s reflected in the
economical trinity. Hence, certain artributes and works are ascribed particularly—though
not exclusively, as was held by Abelard—to one person, others especially to another, in such
a manner thar the order of subsistence pertaining to the ontological trinity is revealed in this
outward manifestation.” The Doctrine of God (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1977), 317-18.

Bavinck's work was first puhlis-]m:l in Dutch near the end of the nineteenth century.

s
—
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leading in history, God s manifesting Himself. He does not hide from us
but shines the light of His gh‘:ﬂ‘}f so that we can seek and know Him. Men
fail to see Him not because He 1s far off but because sinful man wi]]ﬁﬂl}r
shuts his eyes to the light.

Second, we will look into the mmplications of an ancient theological
word—perichoresis in Greek, circumineessio in Latin—that points to an impor-
tant aspect of the Trinity. The theological terms are technical, but the truth
expressed is straightforward: each of the Persons of the Trinity dwells in the
others, This comes to expression most frequently in the Gospel of John,

where our Lord repeatedly says that He 1s “in the Father” and the Father 1s
“in" Him.

God Shows Himself

It 1s not simply that whatever God does must, m the nature of the case,
reveal something about who He 1s. As we shall see in a later chapter, He
reveals Himselt because revelation is an essential aspect of His trinitarian
nature. T he triune God shows Himself to us because He delights to have us
draw near to Him in a real Pfr:af:-na] ﬁ:Tatinnship‘ In the bcginning, beftore
the Fall, this was evident in the fact that God placed Adam in a garden-
sanctuary to dwell with Him. After the Fall, it meant that God's self-revela-
tion was redemptive. God'’s works n the world
The most frequently employed ~ and in history abundantly manifest His nature,
biblical device for structunng  and His self-revelation in Scripture expounds His
histur}* Is the covenant. works so that we can clearly see what He is say-
ing to us. I'hough there are depths to what He
shows us about Himself that may be ditficult to reach, most of what He
reveals of Himself is plain enough to be understood even by children. Para-
doxically, because this perspicuous revelation is totally personal, it is also
hidden from those who hate Him (Mt. 13:11-17).
The incomprehensible depth and transparent clarity of God's self-rev-
elation are united in the revelation that He has given to us in His Son.

And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, and we beheld His glory,
the glory as of the only begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth. . . .
No one has seen God at any time. The only begotten Son, who is in the
bosom of the Father, He has declared Him. (John 1:14, 18)



THE COVENANTAL GOD 33

Is there a biblical word that sums up God's self-revelation in history? No
doubt there 1s more than one perspective from which to view the subject,
but the most f'requentl}' employed biblical device for structuring hismr}f 1S
the covenant. From the Garden of Eden to the end of the world, God estab-
lishes covenants that define His relationship with man, and He never relates
to man apart from a covenant. This raises a question about God Himselt:
Do these covenants reveal God's nature? The answer to that question is
given, in part, in the fact that the relationship between the Father and the
Son embraces all the elements of the biblical idea of covenant and reveals

most deepl}r its meaning.

The Elements of a Covenant

Though God reveals Himself in all of His works throughout history, it is
appropriate to begin with His glorious manifestation of Himsell in Christ,
for only in the light of the knowledge of Christ can we grasp, for what it
truly s, everything else God has done in history. Jesus is the center of our
calendar because He is the center of all. In the Bible the ccntralit}r of Christ
s seen in the fact that the entire Old Testament era is spent waiting for the
coming of the Messiah, with the prophets declaring various aspects of His
saving work and proclaiming the glories of His reign and the histories fore-
shadowing His person and work. From the fall of Adam onward, the whole
of biblical revelation is focused on the seed of the woman (Gen. 3:15).

So many detailed pmphecies were fulfilled in the life of Christ that we
cannot doubt that God has a plan for history and that Jesus is the center
of that plan. We may note i passing that biblical prophecy demonstrates
God's control over world history. We see this both in grand prophetic
visions of the future and in predictions of specific events, No other reli-
gion or worldview, tor example, offers anything like the biblical book of
Daniel and its prediction of the rise and fall of the Babylonian, Persian,
Greek and Roman empires (Dan. 2:36—485). But prophecy in general and
Daniel in particular is not about politics or amazing stories of the furure.
The empires Daniel predicted were part of God’s program to prepare the
world for the Messiah. The worldly principalities and powers existed for
Him and His purposes. Even the small details of biblical prophecy mani-
fest God's working in the world. Roman soldiers gambled over the Messiah’s
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clothing, unconsciously fulfilling Seripture that had been written hundreds
of years betore (Jn. 19:24). Both the great and small of Pmphec}f come
together when Peter rebukes the Jews for crucitying Jesus: “Him, being de-
livered by the determined purpose and foreknowledge of God, you have
taken by lawless hands, have crucified, and put to death” (Acts 2:23). God’s
Lordship is evident in the rise and fall of the empires, as well as in the
perversity of the soldiers and the hardheartedness of His own people. But
even though God directs the affairs of men, Peter reminds us that we are
accountable and responsible for all we do.

When we caretully consider the revelation that God has given us in His
Son, it becomes clear that one of the overarching themes of the Old Testa-
ment is the idea of covenant. The covenant theme structures the form and
content of the Old Testament trom Genesis to Malachi and finds its unique
tultillment in Jesus. The Gospel writers do not explicitly emphasize the
covenant idea. Instead they use language that presupposes it and they set
forth the basic elements that are familiar from the OId Testament. The
following summary of the covenant between the Son and the Father is one
way to outline the elements of a covenant.

[. Lordship

God's total plan for history focuses on the Messiah and is seen most clearly
in Him. In the Messiah we learn about God HimsclEThmughﬂut the Bible,
but especially in the Psalms, God is extolled as [.ord and King. His tran-
scendent glory and power are such that all the nations of the world are like
a drop in a bucket or dust on scales (Is. 40:15). When they rage in rebellion,
He laughs (Ps. 2:4). As the greatest king of the ancient world confessed,

I blessed the most High, and I praised and honored him that liveth for ever,
whose dominion s an Ew:rlasling dommion, and his kingc{nm is from gen-
eration to generation: And all the inhabitants of the earth are reputed as
nothing: and he doeth according to his will in the army of heaven, and

among the inhabitants of the earth: and none can stay his hand, or say unto

him, What doest thou? (Dan, 4:34-35)

2. Hierarchy
When we consider the gospel accounts, especially the Gospel of John, an-

other aspect of God's self-revelation thmugh the incarnation of Christ be-
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comes clear. One of the most frequently repeated themes in the Gospels is
that the father sent the Son into the world (Mt. 10:40; 15:24; Mk. 9:37;
Lk. 4:43;9:48; 10:16;Jn. 3:17;4:34,; 5:23,24,30, 36,37; 6:29, 38,39,40;
7:16, 18; and others). This fact has a number of significant implications,
but one of the most simple and obvious is that there is a hierarchy within
thcTnnitv.The bather sends the Son.The Son submits to the bather's will.
In the words of Jesus, "And He who sent Me is with Me. The Father has not
left Me alone, for | always do those things that please Him':[Jn. 8:29). Of
course, the very name Father and Sen imply the hierarchical relationship, ex-
pressed so frequently in the Gospels as Jesus' obedience to the Father and
His seeking the Fathers honor and glory. Though it is not emphasized, the
same relationship can be seen between the Spirit and the Son, for the Son,
together with the Father, sends the Spirit, and the Spirit glorifies the Son
> . 15:26; 16:7,14).

Hierarchy in relationship means that the Father is greater than the Son in
His office only, not in His being. The Father sends the Son, but the Son does
not send the Father.The Father and the Son send the Spirit, but the Spirit
does not send the Father and the Son.The official hierarchy of the Persons
is their eternal relationship. It does not imply that the Son is less powerful or
that He does not fully share the omniscience of the Father. On the contrary,
the Son and the Holy Spirit possess all the attributes of God to the same
infinite degree as the bather. The Persons of the Trinity are equal in their
being but different in their personhood, existing in a hierarchy of bather,

Son, and Spirit.

3. Commandments and Obedience

The hierarchical relationships inthe Trinity come to concrete expression in
the form of commandments, a centra] feature of the covenants in the OIld
Testament. The Father has commanded the Son what to do (Jn. 5:36; 9:4;
10:25, 32, 37) and what to speak (Jn. 12:49; 17:8). The Sons obedience to
the Father is therefore comprehensive. Not only was every miracle done
according to the Fathers plan and direction, even seemingly unimportant
events are included. When Jesus stopped by the roadside to speak with the
Samaritan woman, He explained to His surprised disciples: "My food is to
do the will of Him who sent Me, and to finish His work" (Jn. 4:34),
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