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Introduction 

And rhc Catholic faith is this;That wc worship one God in Trinity, and Trinity in 
Unity; neither confounding the Persons: nor dividing the Substance. For there is 
one Person of the hathcr: another of the Son: and another of rhe Holy Ghost. But 
the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of rhe Holy Ghost, is all one: the 
Glory equal, the Majesty coetctnaL' 

I T IS T H I S m m t a r i a n confession rhat distinguishes the Christian religion f r o m 

all pagan religions and philosophies and every cultic d i s tor t ion o f the Bible. 

N o doctrine o f the Christian faith is more impor tant or more profound. 

Contrary, however, to what is sometimes asserted, this most sublime and 

incomprehensible doctrine finds its roots in neither philosophical speculation 

nor mystical vision. I t comes to us, rather, through biblical revelation and is 

assimilated into the everyday experience o f 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 H i s side, and wc fall down before H i m 

exclaiming, " M y Lord and M y G o d ! ' Having believed in Jesus, we pray, as 

H e taught us to pray—and as H e Himsel f prayed in the Garden—"Abba, 

Father." W h e n we realize that we have been transformed and that G o d has 

created us anew, we learn f rom H i s W o r d that His saving Spir i t has been 

poured out upon us and dwells w i t h i n us as Savior, 

1 "The Athanasian Creed," articles 3-6, in Philip Sehaff, The Creeds of Christendom (Grand 
Rapids: Baker, 1977 [1877]), 66, 
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xii I N T R O D U C T I O N 

N o teaching o f the Chris t ian fa i th transcends our experience and 

understanding like the doctrine of the Tr in i ty . A t the same time, no doctrine 

is so essential to our Christ ian thought and everyday Christian life. Even the 

immature or uneducated Christ ian who cannot express the t r m i t a n a n 

theology, or has never heard the creeds and knows noth ing o f the tradit ional 

formulas—even such a Christian walks in the tr ini tar ian l ight. For, i f he 

follows the Scripture, he w i l l naturally l i f t u p his prayers to the Father in the 

power o f the Spirit and i n the name o f the Son* 

I n spite o f its centrality to our faith, however, the doctrine o f the T r i n i t y 

tends to be neglected in our pulpits and absent from our expositions o f the 

Christian worldview. As Carl F. H . H e n r y r ight ly protested, " T h e doctrine 

o f the T r i n i t y is seldom preached i n evangelical churches; even its practical 

values are neglected* * * * " 2 I t is n o t that the essential points arc u n k n o w n — 

though perhaps in some churches even that may be a p r o b l e m — i t is more 

that pastors and their congregations have n o t really considered the 

implications o f the doctrine. Once the doctrine is proved f r o m Scripture, 

l i t t le more is taught about i t . T h i s is a tragedy since the doctrine o f the 

T r i n i t y is the crux o f the Christian understanding o f the wor ld . 

Obviously, an adequate statement of the Christian worldview must f ind 

its center i n the T r i n i t y , for the Christian G o d Himsel f is the heart o f the 

Christ ians understanding o f the w o r l d . But popular statements o f the 

Christian worldview barely mention t h e T r i n i t v , let alone make it central* 3 

W h y neglect the Trinity? Perhaps because many people t h i n k the doctrine 

o f t h e T r i n i t v is diff icult* O r perhaps many have decided that the doctrine 

o f the T r i n i t y is theology and the n o t i o n o f worldview is a sort o f pre-

cheological i n t r o d u c t i o n . I n any case, w i t h o u t the T r i n i t y , there is no 

Christ ianity and no Christian worldview. 

1 God, Revelation and Authority, voL 5: God Wlm Stands anil Stays, Pan i (Waco: Word Publishers, 
1982), 212. 

•' In James W, Sire's very helpful book. The Universe Next Doer, for example, ihe doarine 
of the Trinity is given only one paragraph in his exposition of the Christian faith and is not 
even included in the index. In Norman L. Gcislcr and William D . Watkin, Worlds Apart: A 

Handbook on World Vkws/ the Trinity is mentioned, bur it occupies no important place in the 
exposition of rhe theistic worldview. The. same muse he said of Ronald H. Nash s Wbrldiwws 

>it Conflict. See Norman L. Geisler and William D, Watkins, Worlds Apart; A Handbook on World 

Views, second edition (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1989); Ths- Universe ,\vxf Door; A Bosic Worldview 

Catalogue (Downers Grove; Inter/Varsity Press, J 976J; Ronald H. Nash, Worldvtev-s in Conflict: 

Choosing Chrislinnily in a World of Idem fGrand Rapids: Xo rider van, 1992). 
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Trmitananism, moreover, has specific and wide-ranging implications 

for a Christian discussion of worldview. The neglected hut nevertheless 

p r o f o u n d tact is that all t r u t h finds its source i n the t r u t h o f the triune God, 

I n this book we w i l l explore the meaning of the doctrine o f the T r i n i t y for 

the C h r i s t i a n w o r l d v i e w , a i m i n g at an e x p o s i t i o n of the C h r i s t i a n 

understanding o f the w o r l d that is both biblical and God-centered, and also 

^be forewarnedl) clear and practical, w i t h strong implications for the Christian 

life. A tnni tar ian view o f the Christian worldview is more theological and 

biblical than typical worldview presentations, but it could not be otherwise 

and remain fa i th fu l to the real meaning o f " C h r i s t i a n " in the expression 

"Chr is t ian worldview. 1 ' For non-Chr i s nans, phi losophical categories or 

abstract ideas may suffice as the framework for a discussion o f worldview, 

but for Christians noth ing but G o d H i m s e l f can be the basis—not G o d as 

an idea or a vague and general benevolent power, but the G o d o f the Bible as 

Father, Son, and Spirit . 

This brings u p a special p r o b l e m , T h o u g h the w o r d worldview is used in 

this book, the nature o f Christ ian t r u t h is such that the word worldview l imits 

the horizon o f the discussion more than is appropriate. T h e Bible docs 

teach us how to view the w o r l d , but the Bible also communicates much 

more. Its commandments lay out a way o f l ife. Its history is not only the 

story o f the w o r l d ; i t is also our story. Biblical poetry guides our aesthetics 

as well as our religious sensibility. M o r e than all of this, in the Bible we 

confront the triune G o d Himself , who has invested H i s word wi th power. 

T h e Christian faith, then, is n o t simply a " v i e w " on the w o r l d , and the 

T r i n i t y is more than just a doctrine. 

The advantage of the w o r d worldview is that it is so of ten used to 

communicate religious ideas in a broad, comparative context. Keeping in 

m i n d its limitations, I am using i t here i n a pregnant sense, including meanings 

o f "story o f the w o r l d , " "ethical standard," and "at t i tude on life/' The 

Christian worldview defines the w o r l d in which Christians live. Since, however, 

we arc st i l l learning about that wor ld , and our understanding o f i t matures 

over t ime, calling it a "v iew' ' is not altogether inappropriate i n spite o f the 

l imitat ions o f the optical metaphor. 

Finally, I should state f rom the beginning that m y remarks about non-

Christian religions i n this book are for the purpose o f i l lustration, i n order 

to help us t h i n k about the T r i n i t y more clearly. 1 realize that these remarks 
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XIV I N T R O D U C T I O N 

are general and chat Islam, H i n d u i s m , and Buddhism arc too complex to 

deal w i t h in passing. I hope, however, that even superficially contrasting the 

biblical worldview w i t h other worldviews w i l l be helpful in clarifying Christian 

t h i n k i n g about the triune God, 
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I. Basic Trinitarianism 

F O R Tf \\i Christian, t h e T r m i t v is a basic t r u t h — o n e o f the first t ruths that 

we learn, even i f we do not learn it as a theological statement. H o w is that 

so? Like Christians since the age o f the apostles, we begin our Christian 

walk confessing that Jesus—and He alone—can save us f rom our sins: "There 

is no other name under heaven given among men by which we must be 

saved'' (Acts 4 :12) , A t the same time, since the earliest days o f the Church, 

it has been clearly understood that only G o d can save. T w o propositions: 

Jesus is my Savior and Only Cod can saw; T h e inescapable conclusion was re­

flected in the faith o f the first Christians: Jesus is Lord (1 Cor. 12:3). The 

apostle Paul, therefore, quoted f r o m the fo l lowing passage i n Isaiah when he 

spoke o f the L o r d Jesus. 

Assemble yourselves and come; 
Draw near together, 
You who have escaped hrom the nations. 
They have no knowledge, 
Who carry the wood o f iheir earved image, 
And pray to a god that cannot save. 
Tell and bring forth your ease; 
Yes, let them take counsel together, 
Who has declared this from ancient time: 
Who has told it from that time: 
Have not I , the Luii i) ; 

1 
Copyrighted material 



2 C H A P T H K O N H 

And there is no other God besides Me, 
A just God ,md a Savior; 
There is none besides Me. 
Look to Me, and he saved. 
Al l you ends of die earth! 
For I am God, and there IS no Other, 
I have sworn by Myself; 

I he word has gone out of M y mouth in righteousness, 
And shall not return, 
That to Me every knee shall bow, 
livery tongue shall take an oath, (Is- 45:20—23) 

Therefore God also has highly exalted 1 l im and given 1 Jim the name which 
is above every name, rhat at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of 
those i n heaven, and of those on earth, and of those under the earth, and 
that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of 
God the Father (PhiL 2:4-1 I ) 

We may say that confessing faith in the t r u t h o f the T r i n i t y is a fuller and 

more theologically sophisticated way o f confessing fai th in Jesus as Savior, 

To deny the Tr ini ty , therefore, is to deny Jesus, 

Biblical Basis of Trinity 
N o t a few w h o claim to be Christians deny the T r i n i t y because, they say, the 

T r i n i t y is not biblical- Sometimes these are confused young Christians who 

are troubled by the iact that the word Trinity is not found in the Bible. M o r e 

often these are people like modernist Christians, Jehovah's Witnesses, or 

M o r m o n s who are ensnared i n false ideologies fundamentally contrary to 

the teaching o f Scripture- Given the confusion that exists about the doctrine 

of the Tr in i ty , it is important to preface our discussion o f its implications 

by briefly setting f o r t h the basis for our belief in the Tr ini ty , 

M o s t Christians are familiar w i t h one or more of the ancient creeds-

These statements of tr ini tar ian doctrine are carefully worded formulations, 

theologically den.se and complex. To appreciate any one o f them fully would 

require extensive exposition, but the essence o f what they express can be 

stated simply. T h e ancient creeds are all based u p o n clear biblical teaching 

that can be summed u p i n a short series o f propositions. A l l Christians 
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H A S I C T R I N I T A R I A N I S M 3 

agree on each of the basic proposit ions that f o r m the foundat ion for 

trinitarian ism, though Christians sometimes disagree on ( I ) how to explain 

the relationships between these basic statements and ( 2 ) what other biblical 

teachings might be added to the basic l ist to fill 

out the doctrine of the T r i n i t y - T h i s implies that The Word Trinity, though It is 
all branches o f the Church are unified in their not found in the Bible, ¡5 used 
basic confession o f the T r i n i t y so that whatever as "theological shorthand." 
variations exist do n o t undermine the confes­

sion of tr initarian fai th. I t means that Christians arc united in their view o f 

who G o d is. T h e Church is one. I t also means that whoever docs not agree 

w i t h these basic biblical foundations for the tr initarian fa i th is, by defini­

t ion, n o t a Christian. 

Before stating these basic propositions, i t is important to say a few words 

about the often-noted tact that the word Trinity is not found in the Bible, 

Christians ask or are asked why, ii the word is not in the Bible, do they use i t : 

The answer is simple and has nothing to do w i t h some conspiracy to add 

something to the Bible that really is not there. The word Trinity is used for 

theological and practical convenience—it is "theological shor thand" a single 

word that sums up a scries o f biblical teachings. Instead o f repeating the 

whole series every rime we speak o f G o d , we substitute a single word that 

summarizes the t r u t h . 

W h a t , then, arc these basic biblical propositions? T h e basic t r u t h , which 

all Christians agree upon, can be expressed in five propositions, 

1. There is one God. 
2. The Father is God, 
3. The Son i.s God, 
4. The Spirit is 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 o f introduct ion to the doctrine of the Tr in i ty , i t is appropriate to 

demonstrate brief ly that these five propositions are t ruly biblical . T h e f o l ­

lowing is certainly not a comprehensive demonstration, for the biblical evi­

dence for the t r u t h of the T r i n i t y is far too copious to be set f o r t h in any 

short essay, or even i n a short book. To illustrate the abundance o f the 

evidence, one theologian offered this analogy: Crystals o f salt that appear 
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4 C H A P T H K O N H 

on the beach after the tide has receded may be the most apparent p r o o f that 

the sea is saltwater, but every bucket o f water drawn f r o m the ocean testifies 

clearly to the fact. 1 À f u l l exposition o f the T r i n i t y w o u l d require volumes; 

icre are a few crystals, 

LThere is one God (Deut. 6:4; 1 Sam, 2:2; 2 Kgs. 19:15; Is, 37:16; 44:8; M k , 
12:28-34; I Cor, 8:4-6; I T i m , 2:5; Jas. 2:19). That tht* Bible teaches this 
proposition is not disputed. 

2. The Father is God (Rom- 1:7; 1 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 is God- Because this proposition is frequently denied, I give a fuller 
statement ol the evidence, but it still only scratches the surlace, 
a. The Son is called God (Jn. h i ; 20:28; Acts 20:28; Rom. 9:5;TLt, 2:13; 

Heb. 1:8). 
b. 1 he Son is given divine names (Jn, 1:1, 18; Acts 5:31; I Cor. 2:8; Jas, 

2:1; Rev. 1:8; 21:6; 22:13), 
c. The Son has divine attributes. 

i . Eternity (Jn. 1:2; 8:58; 17:5; Rev. 1:8, 17; 22:13). 
i i . Immutability CHcb. 1:11, 12; 13:8). 
MÍ. Omnipresence (Jn. 3:13; M t . 18:20; 28:20). 
iv. Omniscience ( M t . 11:27; Jn. 2:23-25; 21:17; Rev. 2:23). 
v. Omnipotence (Jn. 5:17; Heb. 1:3; Rev, 1:8; 11:17), 

d. The Son does divine works. 
i . Creation (Jn. 1:3, 10; Col, 1:16—17). 
i i . Salvation (Acts 4:12; 2 T i m , 1:10; Heb. 5:9), 
üi. Judgment (Jn. 5:22; 2 Cor. 5:10; M t . 25:31-32). 

e. The Son is worshipped as God (Jn, 5:22-13; 20:28; 1 Cor. 1:2; Phil, 
2:9-10; Heb. 1:6). 

4. The Spirit is God, Those who accept the biblical evidence for the deity of 
the Son seldom have trouble understanding the evidence for the deity of the 
Spirit, 
a. The Spirit is called God (Acts 5:3-4; 2 Cor. 3:17). 
b. The Spirit is given divine names ( M t . 12:28). 
c. The Spirit has divine attributes ( I Cor. 2:13—14; Gal. 5:22; I T i m . 4 :1 ; 

Heb. 3:7; 9:14; I Jn. 5 :6-7) . 

r Benjamin B. Warfïcld refers to a "remark" of Dr. Dale in "'The Dcirv of Christ/ Stlrfttd 

Shorter Writings of Bfnjtmttn B. Warfi?ldt vol. 1 (Nudev. N. Presbvtcrian and Reformed, 1970). 
[53. 
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H A S I C T R I N I T A R I A N I S M 5 

d. The Spirit does divine works (Jn. 6:33; 14:17, 26; 16:13; Acts 1:8; 2:17¬
18; 16:6; Rom. 8:26; 15:19; I Cor. 12:7-11). 

c. The Spirit is worshipped as God ( M t . 12:32), 
5,The Father, Son, and Spirit are distinguishable pmons 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; M t , 26:39 ff . ) , 
b. The Father speaks to the Son (jn. 12:27—28). 
c. The Father, Son, and Spir i t—all three—appear together, but are clearly 

distinct Irom ont' another ( M t . 3:16—17), 
d. I he bather sends the Son and the Spirit, and the Son sends the Spirit (Jn. 

3:17; 4:34; 5:30; 6:39; 14:26; 15:26; 16:7). 

e. The Father and Son love one another (Jn. 3:35; 5:20; 10:17; 14:31; 15:9¬

10; 17:24). 

T h i s small fract ion o f the larger bibl ical basis tor believing in the T r i n i t y is 

clear enough and should suffice as a starting point for anyone who is w i l l i n g 

to learn. N o w that the biblical basis for believing these five proposit ions has 

been set f o r t h , we may restate them as two : ( 1 ) G o d is one, and ( 2 ) G o d is 

also three persons in relationship as Father, Son, and Spir i t . T h i s is the 

essence o f the doctrine of the Tr in i ty . I n various branches o f the Church, 

slightly different language has been used to express this t r u t h , but the doc­

trine is the same. There is one and only one G o d , and the one true G o d is 

three persons—Father, Son, and H o l y Spirit , 

The Trinity and Logic 
T h o u g h it is clearly the teaching o f the Bible, cultic groups and atheists often 

complain that the Christian doctrine o f the T r i n i t y is a contradiction. H o w 

can there be one G o d and at the same time three who are called God? Chris­

tians seem to be saying that J 4- J 4- J — J .This is simply bad arithmetic* we 

are to ld , not profound theology. The fact is, however, that the doctrine o f the 

Tr in i ty neither involves nor implies a contradiction. How, then, does a Chris­

tian explain that G o d is both one and three at the same time? The answer, i n 

part, is that H e is not one i n precisely the same way that H e is three. 

T r i m tan amsm would be a contradiction i f i t affirmed that G o d is one and 

three in precisely the same sense, but no one in the history o f the Church has 

ever taught such a view. A l l the same, this is only a partial answer. 
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o C H A P T H K O N H 

The deeper problem wi th every Christian attempt to define t h e T r m i t y is 

the brute reality that G o d is very hard to describe, especially if we t r y to 

reduce our def in i t ion to philosophically precise terms. W e can say that G o d 

Is three x and one yt but t r y i n g to develop f u l l and precise definit ions for x 

and y becomes exceptionally com­

plicated. However, to conclude con- There is a very great difference between 
tradict ion f r o m complexity is rash something being a demonstrated contradic-
folly.There is a very great difference tion and something being incomprehensible. 
between something being a demon­

strated contradict ion and something being incomprehensible.The doctrine 

o f the T r i n i t y could be demonstrated to be a contradict ion i f one could 

show that Christians are claiming something like "p and not-//' at one and 

the same time and i n precisely the same sense—which is not the Christian 

idea at all. 

Mystery 
The T r i n i t y is a mystery, a t r u t h beyond our comprehension. But some 

object that words like "incomprehensible" arc just a nice way o f saying 

"contradict ion." W h a t is the difference between a mystery and a contradic­

tion? We have defined a contradict ion as the assertion of p and nov-p at the 

same t ime and in the -same relationship. A mvsterv mav be defined as a 
r i l l 

paradox, something that looks like i t might be a contradiction but for which 

we have good grounds to believe to be true. T h e doctrine o f the T r i n i t y 

appears to us to be a contradict ion because in the human w o r l d , a personal 

being is mono-personal . 2 We w o u l d nor believe that G o d is three persons i n 

one being unless we had reasons. W h a t are our grounds for believing the 

T r i n i t y to be true? T h e tact that the Bible teaches us the five truths cited 

above is the foundational evidence o f the t r u t h o f the Tr in i ty . Unless a 

person believes that the Bible is revelation f rom G o d Himself—insenpturated 

t r u t h — t h e r e could be no compell ing reasons tor believing i n a mystery so 

sublime. 

The not ion o f the Bible as t r u t h , however, is not what is ult imately per­

suasive. A theological t r u t h would hardly satisfy us i f we did not know Jesus 

Himself . As H e put it , H i s sheep hear H i s voice because they know H i m 
1 I his is true even of those with J so-called "multiple personality disorder." 
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(Jn, 10:4, I 4) . To know Jesus is Co know H i m to be G o d the Son. Because 

we believe in H i m , we receive His testimony about the bather and the Spirit , 

O u r knowledge of G o d is also dependent on the H o l y Spiri t , for the Spirit 

bears witness w i t h our spirit ( R o m , 8:16). G o d the Father, the Creator and 

L o r d , manifests H i m s e l f in the w o r l d around us and in our very souls so 

that we cannot escape knowing H i m ( R o m . 1:18—20; Ps. 19), Thus , our 

knowledge o f the doctrine o f the T r i n i t y and our confession o f its t r u t h 

depend i n the final analysis on the fact that we have a personal knowledge 

o f the triune G o d H i m s e l f D a v i d said, "Jn T h y l ight we see l i g h t " (Ps, 

36:9) . So also, because we know G o d Himsel f , we are able to learn the 

Scriptures and receive their testimony. 

For some, i t is offensive to th ink that the Christian faith has at its very 

center a mystery, an incomprehensible t r u t h - T o them, Christians seem t o be 

calling for a sacrifice of the intellect on the altar of religious confession- I n 

reality, trínítarían faith demands something quite different, i t is not a sacrifice 

of the intellect, but the sacrifice of the pretense of intellectual autonomy: the not ion 

that the m i n d or reason o f man is the ultimate judge o f t r u t h . T h e t r u t h of 

thcTrini ty requires us to accept what we cannot fully comprehend. W h y should 

that be thought so extraordinary- There is no branch o f knowledge, be it 

physics or biology or history or literature, that does not confront us w i t h 

paradox i n some f o r m or other. W h y should the Christian doctrine of G o d 

the triune Creator be any less dif f icult to state and comprehend than truths o f 

physical science or postulations of secular philosophy-

Physics, for example, may be science, but i t also has its mysterious side, 

and not just for the uninitiated. Consider a few illustrations from this epitome 

o f hard science and rational explanation- Steven Weinberg, N o b e l prize-

w i n n i n g physicist, claims that "we t h i n k we arc beginning to catch glimpses 

o f the outlines o f a final t h e o r y , " w h i c h w o u l d mean, among other things, 

"quantitative understanding o f phenomena." 4 T h i s means a theory in which 

everything is explained i n numbers and formulas i n accordance w i t h the p r i n ­

ciples o f rational science- To be final the theory must be total. However, 

Weinberg also writes, " T h e most extreme hope for science is that we w i l l be 

able to trace the explanations o f all natural phenomena to final laws and 

3 Steven Weinberg, Dreams cf ,i tinat Th-cry: Lhe Search fcr the timdamenhit Laws oj N,uttre ^Lon­
don; Vintage, 199.1), ix. 

4 Ibid., 4. 
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historical accidents." 1' Given the sheer quantity o f historical factuality, this 

"most extreme hope" threatens to set the l imits o f explanation far short o f 

totality. Having already radically qualified the hope o f a final theory, Weinberg 

further adds, " N o t only is i t possible that what we now regard as arbitrary 

initial condit ions may ultimately be deduced f r o m universal l a w s — i t is also 

conversely possible that principles that we now regard as universal laws w i l l 

eventually t u r n out to represent historical accidents." 6 

Where docs this leave us? N o t only can we never, even i n our most ex­

treme hope, imagine that we w i l l get beyond the brute tact o f "accident," 

which i n the nature o f the case is beyond explanation, we also cannot be 

certain that some o f what we now regard as universal principles o f science w i l l 

not t u r n out to be the haphazard play o f historical f lux! W h e n all is said 

and done, Weinberg is tel l ing us that we cannot avoid mystery—the inexpli­

cable, the accidental. 

T h o u g h Weinberg may not be altogether straightforward about admit­

t ing the reality o f mystery in our " t o t a l theory" he is very frank i n admitt ing 

his problems w i t h at least one aspect of quantum mechanics, Heisenberg's 

work: " I f the reader is mystified at what Heisenbcrg was doing, he or she is 

not alone, 1 have tried several times to read the paper that Heisenbcrg wrote 

on returning f r o m Helgoland, and, although I t h i n k I understand quantum 

mechanics, I have never understood Heisenberg's motivations for the math­

ematical steps in his paper,"' Weinberg, in a very impor tant sense, cannot 

fo l low Heisenberg's math. It's a mystery. 

We need to reflect very briefly on a broader point , the importance o f 

Heisenberg for m o d e r n physics, which is clearly stated by one o f the twen­

tieth century's foremost physicists, Richard Fcynman, 

I he uncertainty principle "protects" £]uanturn mechanics, Heisenberg rec­
ognized that i f it were possible to measure the momentum and the position 
simultaneously wilh ;i greater accuracy, the ipantmn mechanics would col­
lapse. So he proposed that it must be impossible. Then people sat down 

' Ibid., 2 & Emphasis in the original. 
'' Ibid., 29. Emphasis in the original 

Ibid,, 53. Noli- thai Weinberg is not speaking of the whole notion of ihe uncertainty 
principle, but of the mathematics of the 1925 paper, which he refers to as ''pure ma^ic.' 
More is involved than just the motivations behind the steps; 1 Icisenberg and physicists like 
him "do not seem to be reasoning at all." 
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and tried to figure our ways o f doing ir, and nobody could figure out a way 
ro measure the position and the momentum of anything—a screen, an 
electron, a billiard ball, anything—with any grearer accuracy. Quantum me­
chanics maintains its perilous but accurate existence/ 

Does i t sound like good old rat ionali ty to say that the certainty o f uncer­

tainty protects quantum mechanics? A t this point , we have seen that notions 

like uncertainty and accident are essential to the most essential science, phys­

ics. But there is more. We have to add Bells theorem to the picture. 

W h a t is Bells theorem? Contrary to what physicists normally th ink about 

the way gravity and other forces work in the w o r l d , John Stewart Bell pro­

posed that reality is non-local. Local forces, such as the electromagnetic force 

and gravity, become weaker as distance increases—the farther away one is 

f r o m the earth, the less he is influenced by earth's gravity. T h a t is part of 

what we mean when we say a force is "local." Bell claims, however, that 

underlying what we regard as everyday local reality is a web o f non-local 

forces and causes- W h a t his theorem means has been stated like this; "our 

phenomenally local w o r l d is in actuality supported by an invisible reality 

which is unmediated, unmitigated, and faster than l i g h t . " 9 W h a t does this 

mean? " A non-local interaction jumps f r o m body A to body B w i t h o u t 

touching anything En between.'' Even l ight travels through space in a local 

fashion, " touching 1 ' things, and its speed can be measured. How, then, might 

we illustrate a non-local interaction? We are to ld , " V o o d o o injury is an 

example o f a non-local interaction. ' 1 0 

Bell's theorem may sound like a sideshow i n physics, but it is "based on 

the same EPR experiment used by Einstein, Podolsky, and Rosen to dem­

onstrate the existence o f hidden 'elements o f reality' which quantum theory 

neglects t o 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 " E P R paradox." W i t h o u t going into the details of how Bell 

started f r o m the EPR paradox and concluded that reality is non-local, the 

i Richard R Feynman, Six Easy Pieces: Essentials of Physns Fxplained by Its Most Brillen Teaehet 

(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1994), 138, 
' Nick Herbert, Quantum Reality: Beyond she \ew Physirs; An Excursion into Mftaphysirs and tbt 

Meaning of Reality (New York: Doublcday, 1985), 227. 
1 0 Ibid,, 213. 
1 1 Ibid.. 215 
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sum o f the matter, according to N i c k Herbert , is that "Bells result docs not 

depend on the t r u t h o f quantum theory. - - » W h e n quantum theory joins 

the ranks o f phlogiston, caloric, and the luminiferous ether i n the physics 

junkyard. Bells theorem w i l l st i l l be valid. Because it is based on facts, Bells 

theorem is here to stay-" 1 2 Thus , in modern physics, one o f the most solid 

and certain theorems posits a non-local universe—a w o r l d which superfi­

cially appears to be control led by local forces, but is actually characterized 

by forces that work i n a mariner similar to "voodoo injury.' 1 

One could illustrate ad infinilwti the fact that all disciplines of knowledge 

confront paradox. As we have seen, even physics, the heart o f modern ratio­

nalistic science, proposes as one o f its most indubitable theses a belief in 

the inexplicable on the basis o f what we t h i n k we know, w i t h the provision 

that what many now regard as universal laws may t u r n out to be historical 

happenstance. I f John Bell can believe i n something akin to voodoo and 

Steven Weinberg can confess that what he now believes to be a universal law 

oi physics may t u r n out to have been a spastic convulsion o f the cosmos, I 

cannot imagine anv reason in the w o r l d why 1, as a Christian, should feel the 

least b i t embarrassed about the fact that I believe in the revealed mystery o f 

the T r i m tyJ 

Faith 
hven 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 o f 

rationalists o f past days, Descartes' highly respected method o f doubt does 

not lead to rational foundations for thought . M o d e r n philosophy generally 

recognizes the points made by L u d w i g Wittgenstein when he asserted, " I f 

you are n o t certain o f any fact, you cannot be certain o f the meaning o f 

your words either." A n d , " I f you tried to doubt everything you w o u l d not 

get as tar as doubt ing anything. T h e game o f doubt ing itself presupposes 

certainty. 

'Mbicf, 227. 
•' Ludwig WilTgL-nsrcin, ON Certainly, ed. t i . M Ansi'ombc and Ci.H. von Wright, trans. 

Denis Paul and G, E. M. Anscombe (Oxford: Basil Blackwdl, 1969), 17e-18e, 
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Wittgenstein is not speaking o f a certainty that is based upon rational 

proof o f the foundations o f our beliefs. Rather, Wittgenstein believes that 

we all have what he calls a " w o r l d - p i c t u r e " that we have learned f r o m chi ld­

hood. I t is not acquired through a process of doubt and proof but through 

faith in what our parents and others taught us and the conf irmation o f our 

beliefs by experience—a circular and uncertain process. Philosophical justi­

f ication must come to an end i n belief According to Wittgenstein, " T h e 

d i f f i cu l ty is to realize the groundlessness o f our b e l i e v i n g , 1 " 

Wittgenstein's p o i n t may be illustrated f r o m a fundamental assumption 

called "the principle o f induct ion." Bertrand Russell explains what i t means: 

It is obvious that i f we are asked why we believe that the sun will use tomor­
row, we shall naturally answer. "Because it alwavs has risen every dav." Wc 
have a firm belief that it w ill rise in the future, because it has risen in the 
past. I f we are challenged as to why we believe lhal it will continue to rise as 

heretofore, we may appeal to the laws of morion: the earth, we shall say, is 
a freely rotating body, and such bodies do nor cease to rotate unless some­
thing interferes from outside, and there is nothing outside to interfere with 
the earth between now and to-morrow. O f course it might be doubted 
whether we are quite certain that there rs nothing outsrde to interfere, but 
this is not the interesting doubt. The interesting doubt is as to whether the 
laws of motion will remain in operation until to-morrow. If this doubt is 
raised, we find ourselves in the same position as when the doubt about the 
sunrise was first raised.J-

To this problem, Russell answers, " T h e only reason for believing that the 

laws o f m o t i o n w i l l remain in operation is that they have operated hitherto, 

so far as our knowledge o f the past enables us to judge." But then, our 

knowledge o f the past has no empirical authority for the future. A n d i t w i l l 

not w o r k to say that in our past experience the future has always turned out 

to be like the past, tor our past experience of what was then future cannot 

tell us anything about our future experience o f the future. T h i s is not to say 

that philosophy recommends that we should not believe tn the principle o f 

1 4 Ibid., 24L\ Believing is "groundless" in the sense that philosophers cannot build the 
kind of "foundation" rhat rhe rarionalist SL-eks. For the Oirisrian, of course, God Himself 
is [he ground of our faiih. Bin a revealed mystery thai can be known only in a living personal 
relationship is not the kind of "foundation" a rationalist admits. 

Bertrand Russell, Lh Problems of Philosophy JTokyo: Maruzen, 1959), 61. 
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induct ion. O n the contrary, what Russell recommends \sjaitk. 

Starting with the common beliefs o f daily life, we can be driven back from 
point to point, until we come to some general principle, or some instance 
of a general principle, which seems luminously evident, and is not itself 
capable of being deduced from anyrhing more evidenr. . . . But beyond that 
the rnducrive prinrrple], there seems to be no further regress. The prin­

ciple itself is constantly used in our reasoning, sometimes consciously, some­
t imes unconsciously; but there is no reasoning which, starting from some 
simpler self-evident principle, leads to the principle of induction as its con­
clusion. And the same holds for other logical principles^' 

In other words, we w i l l have to accept a great deal on faith in order to be 

able to th ink philosophically at all. N o t just the law o f induct ion is based 

upon f a i t h — a l l other logical laws are too. We cannot prove the laws o f logic 

w i t h o u t presupposing them. We must first believe them even to discuss 

them. A l l of this illustrates the point ; fa i th is not the enemy o f reason; i t is 

the prerequisite. 

This relates to the issue o f paradox, too. I t should be abundantly appar­

ent by now that although we do not have to accept every paradox that the 

experts proclaim, i f we attempt t o reject all that appears paradoxical, our 

perspective w i l l be so grotesquely narrow we w i l l n o t f i n d r o o m to stand. 

Even the non-Christ ian must admit the inexpli­

cable and paradoxical No C3H Overcome th& into his worldview. The 

more basic and i m p o r - fact that he lives by faith. rant issue is the n o n -

Christian, no less than the Christian, is forced to 

live by faith, however much he wishes i t otherwise. A t some point , there 

must be an end to the question " H o w do you k n o w ; " A n d there are always 

questions that cannot be answered—some " n o t yet" and others "maybe 

never." T h e non-Christ ian ends the quest for ultimate answers i n various 

ways, but in each case, he cannot avoid saving, essentially, " T h i s is a far as I 

can go; beyond this point , there is no choice but faith." 

For the Christian, however, fa i th does not mean "groundlessness." The 

end o f the Christian quest is nor simply acquiescence, as i f to say, " W e l l , we 

have to stop the questions somewhere, and i t might as well be here." For the 

ibid,, n i - 1 2 . 
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Christian, mystery is never ultimate. T h e non-Christ ian may t h i n k he is 

imposing rational order on a w o r l d that is ultimately mysterious, but the 

Christian knows the G o d who is not a mystery to H i m s e l f T h e problem o f 

the " O n e and the M a n y , " 1 ' which leaves us befuddled, is nor equally a co­

n u n d r u m to G o d . H e perfectly knows H i m s e l f and the wor ld . W h e n we 

know H i m , therefore, we arc l iving in the l ight of H i s knowledge and t r u t h . 

T h e w o r l d is ultimately rational and meaningful, for the Christian confesses 

w i t h the certainty o f faith, " I k n o w the One who is the T r u t h , or, rather, H e 

has made Himse l f k n o w n to me." 

Is this a less satisfying answer than the non-Christian's? I f astronomy 

and nuclear physics amaze us w i t h mysteries and d u m b f o u n d us w i t h the 

unfathomable aspects o f the physical universe, should i t seem so o d d that 

the Christian doctrine o f the universes Creator contains paradoxes? W h y 

should Christians alone be required to render the inscrutable scru table: 

A Basic Implication of Trinitarianism 
The t r u t h that defines a Christian as a Christian, our faith in the triune 

G o d , is revealed t r u t h . I t cannot be discovered by scientific or empirical meth­

ods, though science may offer interesting illustrations. T h e only way for the 

doctrine o f the T r i n i t y to be known is for G o d H i m s e l f to tel l us. A n d since 

G o d is 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 h i m s e l f — 

what he really thinks, what his purposes and desires are. l r i I f our common 

experience shows that we cannot know a man unless he is w i l l i n g to show us 

who he is, why should anyone find it strange that we cannot know G o d 

unless H e reveals H i m s e l f to us? 

Furthermore, i f the central t r u t h o f the Christian religion can be known 

only by submit t ing one s m i n d to a message f r o m G o d , we should not be 

surprised to discover that the less important truths o f the Christian worldview 

also must be k n o w n through fai th in H i m . I n the same way that we know 

persons largely through their self-revelation to us, we also k n o w their works 

through their words. A p a r t f r o m a mans explanation o f why he is doing 

1 7 For an explanation of the problem of the "One and the Manv," see die next chapter. 
I a Of coarse, we can accurately guess a great deal about a person from the way he looks, 

dresses, ele. People do accidenik' reveal (hingü about themselves ihey didn'i intend to tell. 
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what he is doing, what he seeks, what his fundamental motivat ion is, and 

w hat he regards to be the ultimate meaning o f his work, 1 may not be able to 

guess ( though i t is true that i n the case of a man, I have other less direct 

means at m y disposal). W h e n we are speaking o f the inf ini te G o d , who 

transcends our knowledge and understanding, i t is far more clearly the case 

that H e must reveal the meaning o f his works for us to know them. Chris­

tianity, therefore, is a religion o f revelation. 

This does not mean—as it has too often been thought and taught to 

mean—that only the t r u t h about G o d H i m s e l f and the way o f salvation 

must be revealed, as i f we could find out the rest for ourselves. I t is not that 

simple. A l l t r u t h must be grounded in God's self-revelation and checked 

against the standard o f H i s W o r d . Thus , the Apostle Paul says that in Christ 

"are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge" ( C o l . 2:3). H o w 

could i t be otherwise, when we know that " A l l things were created through 

H i m and for H i m . A n d H e is before all things, and in H i m all things con­

sist" ( C o l . 1:16—17)? Jesus is the secret of the w o r l d , the hidden yet revealed 

t r u t h that underlies, f i l ls , and surrounds all other t r u t h - A n d the Father is 

sharing that secret w i t h us all in H i s W o r d . 

Scripture is the key that unlocks every treasure chest—not just the trea­

sures of theology, but also those of biology, history, literature, and child 

psychology. T h i s 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 o f 

sources other than the Bible is illegitimate or unimportant- I t means that 

God's revelation i n H i s W o r d is our ult imate standard for judging all that we 

know and learn, while i t presupposes that G o d is revealing H i m s e l f in every 

th ing that H e created and in the process o f history as well . 

A tr initarian worldvicw 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 H i m 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 t r u t h , we must seek i t first i n God's 

W o r d and then also in the w o r l d that H e has created- G o d is not stingy- H e 

does not w i t h h o l d H i s W o r d , but manifests Himse l i everywhere. 

The heavens declare the glory of God; 
And the firmament shows His handiwork. 
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Day unto day utters speech, 
And night unto night reveals knowledge, 
There is no speech nor language 
Where their voice is nor heard. 
Their line has gone out through all rhe earth, 
And their words to the end of the world. 
In them He has set a tabernacle tor the sun, 
Which is like a bridegroom coming our of his chamber, 
And rejoices like a strong man to run its race. 
Its rising is from one end of heaven, 
And its circuit to the other end; 
And there is nothing hidden from irs hear. (Ps. 19:1—6̂  

Review Questions 
1, How do Christians first come to know the doctrine of rhe Trinity: 
2. Outline the biblical basis for believing in rhe Triniry. 
3, Outline rhe reasons for believing in the deity o f Christ. 
4. Outline the evidence that the Father, Son, and Spirit are distinct persons. 
5, Why do some people claim that the Trinity is a contradiction? 
6, What is the difference between a mvsterv and a contradiction: 
7. What is the contradiction implied in Weinberg's "most extreme hope"? 
8, What is Bell's theorem; 
9. Explain why all men must live by faith. 
10. What does it mean to say that Christianity is a revealed worldvicw; 
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2. Personhood and Harmony 

Tf ir; I M P L I C A T I O N S o r che doctrine o f the T r i n i t y are far-reaching and deep. 

H o w could it be otherwise; G o d is the inf inite , incomprehensible, transcen­

dent Lord- H e is also the Father, w h o is always near us. W h e n we consider 

the implications o f trmitarianism, we are meditat ing on who H e is and how 

H e reveals Himsel f to us- Because o f H i s majesty and greatness, we are 

confronted w i t h mystery—bur the mystery is neither dark nor foggy- I t is 

the radiant luster of G o d s l ight that overwhelms us. T h e Christian G o d is a 

mystery to us but not to Himself . T h e Persons o f the T r i n i t y have an abso­

lute knowledge of one another. In the m i n d o f G o d , t r u t h is an entirely 

rational and perfect system, for G o d cannot contradict H i m s e l f (2 T i m . 

2:13; T i t . 1:2; Jas, 1:13, 17). 

To ful ly u n f o l d the meaning or the implications o f the doctrine o f the 

T r i n i t y is not possible for us, but we can seek l ight in H i s l ight and discover 

basic truths that are neither d i f f i c u l t nor controversial, though often ne­

glected i n discussions o f the Christian worldview. Specifically, f r o m the simple 

confession of the T r i n i t y we considered i n the last chapter, we find that at 

least t w o impor tant and fundamental implications f low. One, the Christian 

worldview is a radically personal worldview. Two, in the Christian doctrine 

o f the Tr in i ty , Christians f ind the solution to the most íundamental prob­

lem for understanding reality. I n this chapter, we w i l l briefly consider each 

of these. 

17 
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A Personal God and a Personal World 
O f all the gods in all the religions o f the w o r l d , only the triune G o d of the 

Bible is t r u l y and whol ly personal.This p o i n t is often not recognized, -so we 

w i l l dwell on i t briefly. First, consider the non-Christ ian theism embraced 

by Jews' and Musl ims, the belief in a single god who rules the wor ld . By 

itself, theism w i l l not suffice to give us a t r u l y 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. A l t h o u g h an absolute monad, l ike the 

god o f Islam, is the most exalted non-Christ ian idea o f deity, a monad is a 

being who is eternally a l o n e — w i t h no other to love, no other w i t h w h o m to 

communicate, and no other w i t h w h o m to have fellowship. I n the case o f 

such a solitary god, love, fellowship, and com­

municat ion cannot be essential to his being. I n - A god who h" Utterly 2X\i 

deed, they are no part o f the monad at alb But simply One fails tO have quali-

w i t h o u t these qualities i t is d i f f i c u l t to imagine ties essential tO personality, 

that the deity so understood is i n any meaningful 

sense personal.To conceive of a god who docs not know love, a god who has 

never shared, a god for w h o m a relationship w i t h another is eternally i rre l ­

evant, is to conceive o f an abstraction, an idea or a t h i n g more than a per­

son. 2 

If, to make his god more personal, a believer in such a deity suggested 

chat his god loved the w o r l d after he created it , the result would be a god who 

changes i n time and who needs the w o r l d in order to grow into his self-

realization as a god o f love—a god who becomes personal only w i t h the 

help o f the creation. Suppose one asserted that the monad loved the w o r l d 

Although I place Jews together with Muslims here, the Jewish doctrine of God is more 
complicated. Jews do less "theology" and moie wrestling with what God is doing. Some are 
quirt- speculative ;fnd virtually "Muslim" in their docrrine »f die G»a\ bur urhers eschew rhc 
possibility of a doctrine of God. 

1 Love itself rakes on a different meaning in such religions. Tor example, speaking of rhc 
concept of love in Islamic mysticism, Josef van Ess writes: " f hough love as a religious 
category may take a very prominent place in mysticism, still this is not, on the whole, a love 
between e<.|u,il partners, but a love in which one o( ihe partners, namely God, gradually lakes 
the place of the other. For the human being this means not integration, but disintegration; 
fulfillment, but rather in the sense of depersonalization." F kins Kung, Josef van Ess, 1 leinrich 
von Stietencron, and Hem/ fjecberr, Christianity J W World Religions: Paths io Dialogue, trans. Petei 
Hemegg (Marykr-oll, M Y : Orbi* Books. 1986). 73-74. 
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f rom eternity; T h e n the personality o f this deity and his attribute of love 

would st i l l depend for their existence on the w o r l d he created- Creation 

would be a necessary act o f self-becoming. For, unless this deity created the 

world, he could not realize the love that had been eternally hidden in h i m , 

waiting for its time to shine for th . 

In either case, we w o u l d have theism of a sort. Both cases would be 

attempts to obtain a monad for w h o m love had some meaning. However, 

these attempts succeed in exalting the monad ethically by demoting h i m 

onto logically, tor he is no longer absolute, no longer transcendent. We would 

have to admit that he could no longer t r u l y be god, and that a god who 

varies or a god who is dependent on the w o r l d that he creates is not worthy 

to be regarded as a deity. Be that as i t may, in either o f these cases, though 

the idea o f love has been impor ted into an inchoate theism, we are clearly tar 

f r o m the bibl ical concept of a personal fellowship o f love among equals- O f 

course, neither or thodox Jews nor orthodox Musl ims imagine their god as a 

changing or contingent being-They w o u l d not t h i n k o f revising their views 

of god to enhance his image and compensate for his lack of personal quali­

ties. It follows that they must be satisfied w i t h a god who exists in an eternal 

vacuum, even though they w i l l f ind irresistible the temptation to ascribe 

personality to the monad. 

W h a t we have said here about love applies to other attributes o f G o d 

also. In the Bible, words like righteousness, faithfulness, and goodness refer to divine 

attributes that ult imately require the doctrine o f the Tr in i ty . N o n e of these 

notions can be defined biblically apart f r o m the relationships between Fa­

ther, Son, and Spirit . Even outside o f the biblical worldview, they cannot 

really be defined apart f r o m the context o f interpersonal relationship. R igh­

teousness for a lonely monad simply has no specific content. Righteousness 

for the triune G o d means that each o f the persons respects and preserves 

the boundaries o f the others.The Father honors the Son and does n o t allow 

the infringement o f what belongs to the Son. Goodness refers to their m u ­

tual seeking o t blessing for one another, faithfulness to their keeping their 

w o r d w i t h one another. I n the absence o f a relationship among persons, 

these and similar words become so utterly abstract that meaning disappears. 

T h e y may describe the monad s relationship to the w o r l d , but that brings 

up the same problems that appeared when we considered the meaning of 

love. 
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I f Mus l ims and Jews applied their not ion of god consistently to their 

worldvicw, man's personality, too, would be found to lack ultimate meaning. 

Things that we r ightly regard as essential to man's personhood—that man 

speaks, laughs, and loves—could only be accidental truths at best- N o t h i n g 

in the deity would correspond to social relations. T h i s raises a question; 

W h a t w o u l d i t mean to sav that we are created in the image o f the lonely 

monad? I f man is thought to be like such a god, what impact would that 

have, for example, o n our n o t i o n o f the idea] life in this world? Should i t be 

one that lacks these personal qualities or transcends them? W h a t about the 

idea o f heaven? Should man look forward to an eternity o f silent self-con¬

templation? 

I n warning us against false worship, the Bible reminds us that we become 

like what we worship. I f we worship gods that have mouths but cannot 

speak, that have eyes but cannot see, and that have cars but cannot hear, then 

we, too, w i l l become dul l and senseless (Ps. 115:2—8). T h e same applies to 

the monad- To worship a god who is less than the biblical G o d o f love 

results in a gradual transformation of the individual and the culture into 

something less human and less loving. 1 

I f bare theism fails to be personal, what about polytheism? A t least there 

is more than one who is called god. C o u l d the gods be personal? Superfi­

cially, polytheism may seem to be personal. U p o n reflection, however, i t 

becomes clear that a system o f many gods also fails to provide a source of 

personal meaning. I n addit ion to the fact that the gods tend to vary f rom 

place to place and time t o time, i t is clearly the case that i n no polytheistic 

system are the personal deities o f polytheism ultimate. Usually they are 

themselves determined by a higher principle, whether fate or something 

similar, which makes the impersonal ultimate*' 1 I t is also c o m m o n for them 

to be i n compet i t ion w i t h one another over matters o f authority because o f 

h Because Jews and Muslims borrow from a trinitatian Bible, their beliefs in rnanv icspccts 
ait better than could be obtained from logically deducing trurhs from their doctrine of 
God. The same may he said about Jehovahs Witnesses and Mormons. Also, because all men 
are created in God's image, even those who deny Him most vehemently may be morally 
upright. Wc do not cease to be what God created us to be simply because wc adopt a false 
view of the world. 

' "Hut above all rhe gods is. fate, a blind, inserurable 'will' ro which even "/eus must yiefd." 
W, T. Jones, The Classical Mind, vol, ] ol A History of Western Philosophy (New York: H,ircouri 
Brace Jovanovich, 1970), 5. 
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conf l ic t ing wills and divergent plans for the w o r l d - T h e i r mutual rivalries 

end in ways that they themselves cannot anticipate because none o f them is 

in control . Since none has ult imate authority, the future is no less opaque to 

them than i t is to us. N o n e o f the gods can even know whether he w i l l live 

or die. T h e w o r l d may be less o f a mystery to the gods than i t is to us, but it 

is a mystery nonetheless. W h e n the gods themselves are struggling to be 

personal and cannot see the future or the meaning o f i t all, they cannot be 

the source o f personal meaning for man. 

T h r o u g h the contrast w i t h a mere theism and polytheism, we have a 

better idea what i t means to say that only in the Christ ian doctrine o f the 

T r i n i t y is there a personal absolute. I n the Father, Son, and Spiri t , Christians 

worship three equally ultimate Persons who are uni ted i n one Being. Neither 

G o d s oneness nor H i s threcness is prior to the other- Both H i s personal 

uni ty and H i s personal diversity are ultimate- H u m a n beings—created in 

God's image as persons—have meaning, both individually and as a race, 

because they are the image of the Absolute. Indeed, the whole creation can 

only be understood rightly i n terms of the tri-personal G o d who created all 

things to reveal H i s glory. Ul t imate explanation is not to be found in p r i n ­

ciples, nor in ideas, nor in a " f inal theory' ' made up of accidents and laws 

blended in mystery, but i n the Father, Son, and S p i r i t — t h e Personal God, 

A l l things in the w o r l d are what they are by H i s w i l l — t h e y were created by 

H i m and for H i m , and in H i m alone they subsist ( C o l , I ; I6—17) . T h e 

history o f the w o r l d unfolds according t o the plan o f H i m " w h o worketh 

all things after the counsel o f his own w i l l " (Eph . 1:11b). 

This means that Christians must question the meaning and purpose o f 

events. They cannot escape the question "why,' ' nor answer i t w i t h "that's 

just the way things arc, ""̂  I n the tr ini tar ian worldview, the most tr ivial events 

have a significance that is tied to the most p r o f o u n d rea l i ty—"Are not two 

sparrows sold for a farthing? A n d one o f them shall not fal l on the ground 

wi thout your Father" { M r . 10:29). Even things about ourselves too minor 

for us to notice arc n o t ignored by the Father: "But the very hairs of your 

head are all numbered' ' ( M t . 10:30) . Whereas the modern , impersonal 

worldview o f scientific rationalism leads to an "unbearable lightness o f 

11 Some complain chat the .inswcr "It is God's will ' amounts to the same thin^, hut chc 
objection is grounded in a failure to observe rhc immeasurable gap between the personal will 
of the heavenly bather and an impersonal "way'' that "things are." 
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being,"' 1 the Christian worldview teaches us to sec, in the love and care o f 

our heavenly Father, the perfect though inscrutable plan o f the Creator who 

controls all things. 

I t is clear also that fa i th i n a tr ini tar ian G o d means that man himself 
becomes t r u l y personal- In Carl K H . Henry's words, " M o r e than any other 
factor in the history o f Western thought it is this doctrine 01 the T r i n i t y 
chat has riveted attention on the fact and nature and importance o f human 
personality." I f man is God's image, then the answer to the question o f 
God's nature gives insight into the question o f mans nature.Trinitarianism 
shows us that G o d is a G o d in w h o m three Persons share an eternal fellow­
ship o f love. We can even say they are who they are because o f that fellow-

r i i i 

ship of love, tor the Father cannot be the Father w i t h o u t the Son, and the 

Father and the Son are not related w i t h o u t the Spir i t . M a n , who is the image 

oi this G o d who exists in personal relation, is therefore a creature i n rela­

t ion . First and most fundamentally, man exists in relationship w i t h G o d . 

Then, no less necessarily, man exists and grows as a person in relationship 

w i t h other human persons. 

The One and the Many 
Problems in the philosophical theory o l knowledge and the philosophical 

theory o f reality arc mutually involved. O u r def in i t ion of reality, in other 

words, is going to determine the methods and meaning of knowledge and 

vice versa. For example, i f one posits ultimate reality as unknowable, then 

his theory o f knowledge must be l i m i t e d to the knowledge o f penultimate 

reality, w i t h the qualif ication that he w i l l never be able to k n o w how much 

or i n what ways penultimate real-

The problem of unity and diversity, in various i ty is influenced by ultimate reaJ-

fornis, became the center of Greek speculation, i t y . T h i s , o f course, radica l ly 

q u a l i f i e s the k n o w l e d g e o f 

penultimate reality. I f , on the other hand, one claims that knowledge of the 

universe can be obtained only by logical deduction f r o m basic axioms, then 

ones view o f the world w i l l be l imi ted to ideas and things w i t h i n the scope 

o f a deductive system, el iminating vast areas o f human experience, 

'' J am horrowuig the title of the hook, not referring ro its message. 
' Carl F. H . Henry, Go.-i, Reflation nud Authority, 5:150. 
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Thus, in any consistent worldview, the theory o f knowledge and the 

theory o f reality w i l l be coherently related parts of a systematic whole. T h i s 

helps us t h i n k about the implications of tr inirarianism. T h e T r i n i t y is the 

ultimate reality i n the Christian worldview, and all other aspects o f the 

Christian worldview f i n d their origin in the one true God- O u r view o f 

knowledge, too, must be systematically related to our view of reality, which 

is to say, an ultimately personal view o f reality naturally leads to a personal 

view o f knowledge. 

As men have tr ied to come to grips w i t h the basic issues o f reality and 

knowledge, they have confronted d i f f i cu l t problems in each of these branches 

o f phi losophy—the theories o f knowledge and reality. These problems seem 

to arise from the very nature o f man and the w o r l d in which he lives, so that 

every religion and philosophy is forced to suggest some sort o f answer to 

these basic issues- Christ ianity not only has its own distinct answers to the 

problems, it also has a different perspective on the nature o f the problems 

themselves. For the Christian, "problems" for human thought that arise 

f r o m the very nature o f the w o r l d are actually fingerprints o f the triune 

G o d - T h i s is most evident in the case o f the key philosophical c o n u n d r u m / 

the rock that has crushed philosophical and religious systems throughout 

the history of m a n — t h e problem of the One and the Many. 

I t is an ancient problem-Wri t ing i n the th ird century after Christ, Diogenes 

Laertius, the ancient historian o f philosophy, identified Musaeus as the first 

man to set f o r t h what might be called a philosophy- Musaeus was said to 

have believed "that all things proceed f r o m unity and are resolved into unity. 1 1 

F r o m his (rather mythical) time forward, the problem o f uni ty and diversity, 

in various forms, became the center o f Greek speculation. T w o fundamen­

tally opposite views were proposed, 

Heraclitus . , . held rhar all rhings flow, rhar becoming is rhe only reality. 
This river you look at, he said, and give ;i single name to, is never for an 
instant the same river. Parmenides held almost the polar opposite of this 

' " Pjhilosophv seeks above all for a solution to the problem of the one and the many, 
which is presented moreover under various forms . . ." Louis Dc Racymaeker, The Philosophy of 

Being: A Synthesis of Metaphysits (St, Louis: E. Herder Book Co., I954\ 62. 
1 t l o f i n lirowrt, Christianity and H'cslern Thought: A History of Philosophers, Idftis and Movements, 2 

wis, (Dow ners Grove: ImerVarsity Press, 1990), 1:19, 
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Htracliran docrrine of flux; for Parmenides, change is an illusion, reality 
one great whole, perfect and indivisible*"1 

Given the underlying presupposition o f Greek philosophy—the autonomy 

o f human t h o u g h t " — t h e problem o f the One and the M a n y cannot be 

rationally .solved. A l i t t le reflection makes this abundantly plain. If the One 

is ult imate, then all the diversity in the world has no final meaning. I f as 

Musaeus supposedly said, al l things come out of and return to the One, 

then the M a n y are merely temporary. They have meaning and existence only 

in the One and through the O n e , T h e i r impermanent and penultimate exist­

ence can have no definitive meaning. Real, lasting, and ultimate meaning 

belongs only to the One f r o m which and to which all flows, in which all is 

resolved. The philosophy o f Parmenides, who asserted the ultimacy o f the 

One, leaves us w i t h the mystery o f an incomprehensible One and a mean­

ingless Many. 

We w i l l not find real help, however, in the opposite doctrine o f Heraclitus, 

For i f we posit the M a n y as ult imate i n order to find meaning, we actually 

end u p w i t h the same problem i n a different f o r m . N o w meaning becomes 

impossible because there is no uni ty in the wor ld . Every th ing that exists is 

isolated f r o m every other th ing. I n Heraclitus' view, each member o f the 

M a n y is its own ultimate principle and cannot be related to any other mem­

ber i n terms o f language or principles that include b o t h members, for any 

method o f relating two o f the M a n y w o u l d imply a uni ty above them. I t 

would destroy the ultimacy o f the Many. T h e result is that explanation and 

meaning arc impossible. 

The problem o f the One and the Many is d i f f i c u l t to follow, so provid­

ing some illustrations may help to clarify the main p o i n t — w h i c h is that 

either conceiving o f the One as ultimate, like Parmenides d i d , or conceiving 

o f the Many as ultimate, as Heraclitus d i d , results in absurdity. 

Stating the problem o f the One and the M a n y i n concrete terms as a 

problem o f language may open up a perspective that w i l l shed additional 

1 0 Grain firm ton, Ideas and Men: The Story of Western Thought (New York: Prentice-Hall, ] 950), 
39. 

1 By this expression, I mean the idea that there is no intellectual juihoriiy above man, thai 
human reason is a law to itself To the Greeks, man's mind was the highest source or rational 
explanation in the world and the ultimate judge of what is rational or not rational, true or 
fake. 
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l ight on the subject and facilitate our understanding. Consider, for our il lus­

trat ion, each individual word in the dictionary to be a member o f the many. 

I f we posit the One as ult imate, the result w o u l d be that the individual 

words o f the dictionary w o u l d lose their distinct meaning, for the meaning 

o f each word w o u l d be tied up w i t h and reducible to the One. To para­

phrase Musacus, each word proceeds f r o m the One and is resolved into the 

One. I n effect, then, the individual words would simply be different ways o f 

pronouncing the One. T h e whole dict ionary w o u l d be absorbed into one 

single word whose meaning w o u l d be rationally incomprehensible because it 

w o u l d include everything, including all the oppositcs o f the w o r l d . G o o d is 

the One. Evi l is the One. R i g h t and left , up and down, backwards and 

forwards, all are the One. Hatred and love could not be ult imately dis t in­

guished. For that matter, hatred and bananas could not be ult imately dist in­

guished. W h e n every aspect of reality blends into a universal blob, meaning 

disappears. 

O n the other hand, the ult imacy o f the M a n y w o u l d mean that each 

word i n the dict ionary must be known by i tself w i t h o u t explanation i n 

terms o f the other words. I f each word were ultimate, explanation in terms 

o f higher categories or principles w o u l d be excluded, because noth ing could 

exist above the individual words to br ing them into relation. A n d since every 

member o f the M a n y w o u l d be ultimate to itself, we w o u l d end up w i t h a 

dictionary that could at best be noth ing more than a list o f words. W i t h the 

fragmentation o f the w o r l d into unrclatable and indefinable units, we w o u l d 

face the disintegration o f meaning no less certainly than we would when we 

assert the ult imacy o f the One. 

Another i l lustrat ion of the problem o f the One and the M a n y comes 

f rom polit ics. I n this case, the ultimacy of the One w o u l d mean the u l t i ­

macy o f the state—statism. I n the statist view, the individual is noth ing 

more than a piece o f the larger mechanism. W h e n the state is conceived as 

being ult imate, then the individuals i n the society w o u l d decide—or have 

decided for t h e m — t h e i r jobs, their marriages, and the affairs o f daily life in 

terms of the needs or demands o f the state- I n the end, onlv the state w o u l d 

count . 1 2 

L This is not, bv the wav, merely a theoretical matter. In the twentieth century both Adolf 
Hitler and Joseph Stalin held views that amounted to positing the ultimacv of the state over 
[he individual- H i r e r ' s view was national socialism. Stahns was international1 sonalism- Rut 
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O n the other hand, the ult imacy o f the M a n y in politics means anarchy. 

Each individual man w o u l d be his o w n law, his own ultimate authority. 

Family, state, church, and other groups w o u l d have no authority or real 

significance. I t could hardly be said that they w o u l d even exist, for every 

group would be noth ing more than an accidental, temporary conglomera­

t ion . Groups would only appear to be a whole. I n reality, they w o u l d be a 

mere amassment o f individual , unrelated, and unrelatable fragments. 

Whether we th ink , therefore, o f the ultimacy o f the One or o f the Many, 

polit ical philosophy is reduced to absurdity. Stat ism and anarchy both un­

dermine the meaning o f 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 f r o m the il lustra­

t ion f rom language, the problem of the One and the M a n y in politics il lus­

trates that what we need is a philosophy o f life that allows for both the One 

and the M a n y to have ultimate meaning. 

We should add that the historical tendency is toward believing in the 

ultimacy of the O n e . ' 1 Pantheistic religious teach the ult imacy o f the One, 

The religions that believe in a monad—Judaism and Islam—believe in the 

ultimacy o f the One. Even polytheism, as we observed, tends to f i n d a 

One—fate , chance, or some other p r i n c i p l e — t h a t exists above the gods and 

fonctions as an ultimate principle. I t seems that most men have chosen to 

hold to the ult imacv o f the One over that o i the Many. 

This does not mean that all philosophers bounce back and f o r t h be­

tween Heraclitus and Parmenides. O n the contrary, schizophrenic attempts 

to br ing the One and M a n y together are the n o r m . For societies to fonction, 

finding some means o f relating the One and the M a n y to each other is 

necessary f r o m a practical standpoint. Societies stumble along, t r y i n g to 

work things out . But inabil i ty to come to terms w i t h the problem o f the 

bor h o f rhem were totalitarian coIfecrivLSt̂  fr may be noted in passing rhat regarding Hitler 
as the "right" and Stalin as the "left" is not a very helpful approach, for both o f them are on 
the samı: side o f the spectrum, regarding the One as ultimate. 

1 3 This is particularly true in China and the Orient, where, tor example, the teaching of 
I'aoism is summed up by Wing- I sir Chan rhus: "Whereas in other schools Iao means a 

sysrem or moral truth, in this school [Taoism] it is the One, which is natural, L-rernaf, spon­
taneous, nameless, and indescribable, ]i is ;n once [he beginning ol all ihint̂ s and ihe way in 
which all things pursue their course." A Sonne Book in Chines? Philosophy ^Princeton: Princeton 
Univ. Press, 1963), 136. 
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One and the Many has been a source o f social d i s rupt ion throughout his­

tory, and it remains today an unsolved and unsolvable dilemma for w o u l d -

be autonomous thought . O f course, this does not mean that people just give 

up. Societies may fluctuate, but most people conduct their lives as i f they 

know an ultimate harmony between the One and the M a n y docs exist. In­

deed, they naturally seek that harmony. But in non-Christ ian philosophy, 

men do n o t f i n d either a solut ion to their basic metaphysical di lemma or an 

ultimate explanation for the moral , scientific, or rational principles they 

continue to believe i n . M 

T h o u g h the Bible never deals w i t h the problem o f the One and the 

M a n y as an abstract philosophical problem, and Christians are never given 

"principles" to enable them t o discover the harmony o f the One and the 

M a n y i n their daily lives, the Christian answer to the problem is obvious. 

The doctrine o f the T r i n i t y provides an apprehensible, i f not incomprehen­

sible, solut ion in the equal ult imacy o f the One and the M a n y in G o d . The 

solut ion to man's dilemma is personal—God H i m s e l f Because H e is One, 

there is uni ty in H i m and in H i s creation. But H e is alsoThree. M u l t i p l i c i t y , 

therefore, also has final meaning in G o d H i m s e l f and in H i s creation. We 

know this only because the Bible reveals i t . Hven so, we cannot fathom the 

depths of the Tr in i ty , W e cannot ana­

lyze, dissect, or systematically u n f o l d The doctrine of the Trinity provides an 
the whole t r u t h o f the absolute G o d , apprehensible solution in the equal ulti-
demonstrating all the relations o f the macy of the One and the Many in God. 

One and the Many in a humanly com­

prehensible and rational system, G o d remains, i n other words, incompre­

hensible. However, we can see that H e is the solution to the problem, and 

knowing that enables us to find intellectual and spiritual rest through fai th 

in H i m . 

M 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 bihfical doctrine of creation opened the way to a rational view of 
the universe and the birch of modern science. Another book about the ancient world, Chris­

tianity and Classical Culture, shows that the fall of Rome was related to her inability to come to 
workable solutions to the problem of the One and the Many. See Stanley Jaki, Science and 

Creation: From Eternal Cycles to an Osalhtting Universe rev. ed. (Lidinburgh: Scottish Academic 
Press, 1986) and Charles Norris Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture: A Study of Thought 

•md Action from Augustus to Augustine (New York: Oxford University Press, 1944), 
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Perhaps even more noteworthy is that we can see that the triune G o d is 

the source o f the "problem." If the world had been created by a monad, the 

problem of the One and the M a n y w o u l d not exist, for the resolution of all 

into the One ought to be at least apparently possible. T h e nature of the 

world would reflect the nature o f its creator; however, the w o r l d is much 

more complex than, and very different f r o m , the one a monad would or 

could create. I f we t h i n k about the fact that we live in a w o r l d that demands 

some type o f harmony between the One and the Many, we cannot help but 

ask the question, W h y is the w o r l d like this?The Christian has an answer. We 

confront the mvstcrv of the One and the M a n v because the w o r l d was cre-
j j j 

ated by the G o d who is One and Many. T h e problem is a pointer to the 

nature o f ultimate reality. T h e very fact o f the problem o f the One and the 

M a n y is a testimony to the Trini ty-

I f a non-Christ ian, imi ta t ing the Christian doctrine of the Tr in i ty , pro­

posed a solut ion to the problem o f the One and the Many in the equal 

ultimacy of an impersonal One and Many, he w o u l d st i l l not be able to 

explain our w o r l d . T h e impersonal hardly serves as a source for the personal. 

N o r is there a reason why man should exist so clearly as the lord o f this 
I J 

planet in a w o r l d that evolved f r o m an impersonal One and Many. I f the 

non-Christ ian proposed a personal One and Many, he w o u l d st i l l be merely 

borrowing from Christ ianity w i t h o u t the benefit of revelation. A s we said 

before, Christians do not believe in t h e T n n i t y because they seek solutions to 

philosophical problems. T h e y believe in the T r i n i t y because the knowledge 

o f Jesus Christ compels them to confess H i m as G o d and to believe H i s 

witness concerning the Father and the S p i r i t , T h e " s o l u t i o n " to the " p r o b ­

l e m " is in a personal relationship w i t h the One G o d , something that cannot 

be created through philosophical speculation or religious ponti f icat ion. Only 

Christ H i m s e l f present to us through the H o l y Spiri t , makes the t r u t h o f 

the T r i n i t y apparent. T h e philosophical implications o f the doctrine come 

later. 

Another aspect of the problem remains, however. I f we cannot really 

expound the harmony o f the One and the M a n y in the being o f G o d , how 

can we realize the harmony o f the One and the M a n y in our daily lives?The 

answer, again, is found in God's revelation. H e has given us i n H i s W o r d 

commandments that are to be a l ight to our path and a lamp for our feet (Ps, 

119:105). I f we fo l low H i s commandments, we w i l l be walking in love, for 
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the commands to love G o d and our neighbor are the essence o f the whole 

law (Mt. 22:37—40). By obedience to the commandments o f G o d , we can 

discover—to the degree it is possible in a w o r l d o f s i n — h a r m o n y in family, 

church, and state. N o t e that the harmony o f everyday life is nor something 

we can attain through speculation, nor is i t pr imari ly an intellectual issue-To 

worship the true G o d in faith and love and to live in obedience to H i s 

revealed w i l l is the key to the practical issues we face. T h e realization o f the 

Christian solution to the problem o f the One and the Many, in other words, 

is ethical. I n the Christ ian posit ion, mans whole being is addressed, so that 

obedience and worship are inseparable f r o m knowledge. Just as the ultimate 

intellectual solut ion to the problem o f the One and the M a n y is not attain­

able by mere speculation, so also i t is only i n Scripture that we find the 

solutions to the practical problems posed by the uni ty and diversity of the 

w o r l d and human life. 

Conclusion 
The ultimate reality of a personal G o d demands a doctrine o f knowledge 

grounded in personal revelation. T h e triune G o d is the source o f and u l t i ­

mate answer for the philosophical problem of the One and the M a n y — a 

problem that, f r o m a different perspective, brings us back to the necessity 

o f personal revelation. By the powers of philosophical speculation alone we 

cannot attain cither theoretical or practical knowledge o f the harmony o f 

the One and the Many. We need instruct ion f r o m the One who is also the 

Many, the G o d who is n o t an abstract principle but a personal Three united 

in a personal One, T h e mind-staggering complexity o f the w o r l d testifies to 

the wonder o f the Maker and calls us to worship H i m . Knowledge of the 

world depends upon the unfathomable integration o f the One and the Many, 

a task far beyond our ability. T h e Father must teach us and show us, the Son 

must be w i t h us, and the Spir i t must be i n us before we can make sense o f 

the w o r l d and f i n d rest for our minds and souls. 
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Review Questions 
1. Explain why a monad like Allah is nor truly person.il, 
2. Explain why the gods of polytheism are not truly personal. 
3. Explain why rhe triune God is truly personal 
4. Why is the personhood of God important: 
5. What is the problem of rhe One and the Many: 
6. Give two illustrations of the problem of the One and the Many. 
7. Why dots the problem o f the One and rhe Many occur: 
S. How do wo obtain a practical harmony of the One and the Many in our lives; 
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3.The Covenantal God 

W i i [ IAVIL discussed the basics o f the doctrine o f t h e T r i n i t y and some o i its 

worldview implications. W e are ready now to re turn to the biblical doctrine 

o f t h e T r i n i t y and consider two aspects that are less emphasized—perhaps 

even completely over looked—but which arc profoundly important for the 

Christian worldview. These two truths represent a more sophisticated level 

of tr initarianism but noth ing arcane or obscure, even if the technical vo­

cabulary may init ial ly seem somewhat int imidat ing, 

hirst, we w i l l take time to consider the t r u t h that what God does in history 

reveals who He is in eternity} In part, this is a simple deduction f rom the fact 

that G o d cannot change. H e is self-consistent. M o r e importantly , this p r i n ­

ciple expresses the basic biblical idea o f revelation, which we w i l l explore in 

more depth in a later chapter. I n the creation o f the w o r l d and through H i s 

1 Herman Bavinck expressed ir in technical theological language when he wrote, "Now 
these inter-personal relations existing within the divine essence arc also revealed outwardly. 
Ib be sure, outgoing works always pertain to the Divine Being as a whole. 'God's outgoing 
works are indivisible although the order and distinction of the persons is preserved.' One 
and ihe same God reveals himsell in creation and redemption. But in ihis unity the order of 
subsistence within the divine essence is preserved.The ontolo^ical trinity is reflected in the 
economical trinity. 1 fence, certain attributes and works arc ascribed particularly—though 
not exclusively, as was held by A be lard—to one person, others especially to another, in such 
a manner char the order of subsistence pertaining to the ontologieal trinity is revealed in rhi> 
outward manifestation. ' The Doctrine of Cod i Edinburgh; Banner oi Truth, 1977), 317—] 3. 
Bavinck s work was first published in Dutch near the end of the nineteenth century. 
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leading in history, G o d is manifesting Himself . H e does not hide f r o m us 

but shines the l ight o f His glory so that we can seek and know H i m . M e n 

fail to see H i m n o t because H e is far o f f but because s inful man w i l l f u l l y 

shuts his eyes to the l ight . 

Second, we w i l l look into the implications of an ancient theological 

word—perickoresis in Greek, cinttmincessio in L a t i n — t h a t points to an impor­

tant aspect o f the Tr ini ty . T h e theological terms are technical, but the t r u t h 

expressed is straightforward: each o f the Persons o f theTr in i ry dwells in the 

others. T h i s comes to expression most frequently in the Gospel of John, 

where our L o r d repeatedly says that H e is " i n the Father" and the Father is 
S i " '• T f¬in H i m . 

God Shows Himself 
I t is not simply that whatever G o d does must, in the nature o f the case, 

reveal something about who H e is. As we shall see in a later chapter, H e 

reveals Himse l f because revelation is an essential aspect o f H i s t r ini tanan 

nature.The triune G o d shows H i m s e l f to us because H e delights to have us 

draw near to H i m in a real personal relationship. In the beginning, before 

the Fall, this was evident i n the fact that G o d placed A d a m i n a garden-

sanctuary to dwell w i t h H i m . After the Fall, i t meant that God's self-revela­

t ion was redemptive. God's works in the w o r l d 

The most frequently employed and in history abundantly manifest His nature, 

biblical device for Structuring and H i s self-revelation in Scripture expounds His 

history ÍS the Covenant works so that we can clearly see what H e is say­

ing to us. T h o u g h there arc depths to what H e 

shows us about H i m s e l f that may be d i f f i c u l t to reach, most o f what H e 

reveals o f H i m s e l f is plain enough to be understood even by children. Para­

doxically, because this perspicuous revelation is totally personal, i t is also 

hidden f r o m those who hate H i m ( M t . 13:11—17). 

The incomprehensible depth and transparent clarity of God's self-rev­

elation are united in the revelation that H e has given to us in H i s Son. 

And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, and we beheld His glory, 
the glory as o f the only begotten of the f ather, full of grace and truth. . , , 
N o one has seen God at any time. The only begotten Son, who is in the 
bosom of the Father, H e has declared H i m . (John 1:14, 18") 
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Is there a biblical word that sums u p God's self-revelation in history; N o 

doubt there is more than one perspective f r o m which to view the subject, 

but the most frequently employed bibl ical device for structuring history is 

the covenant. F r o m the Garden o f Eden to the end o f the w o r l d , G o d estab­

lishes covenants that define H i s relationship w i t h man, and H e never relates 

to man apart f r o m a covenant. T h i s rshc^ a question about G o d Himself : 

D o these covenants reveal G o d s nature? T h e 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 deeply its meaning. 

The Elements of a Covenant 
T h o u g h G o d reveals H i m s e l f in all o l H i s works throughout history, it is 

appropriate t o begin w i t h H i s glorious manifestation o f H i m s e l f in Christ, 

for only in the l ight of the knowledge of Christ can we grasp, for what it 

t ruly is, everything else G o d has done in history- Jesus is the center o f our 

calendar because H e is the center o f al l . In the Bible the ccntralitv o f Christ 

is seen in the tact that the entire O l d Testament era is spent wait ing for the 

coming of the Messiah, w i t h the prophets declaring various aspects o l H i s 

saving w o r k and proclaiming the glories o f H i s reign and the histories fore­

shadowing His person and work, f r o m the fall o f Adam onward, the whole 

o f biblical revelation is focused on the seed of the woman (Gen, 3:15), 

So many detailed prophecies were f u l f i l l e d i n the l i fe o f Chr i s t that we 

cannot d o u b t that G o d has a plan for history and that Jesus is the center 

of that plan. We may note in passing that bibl ical prophecy demonstrates 

God's cont ro l over w o r l d history. We see this b o t h i n grand prophetic 

visions o f the future and i n predictions o f specific events. N o other rel i ­

g ion or worldview, for example, offers anything l ike the bibl ical book o f 

Danie l and its predict ion o f the rise and fal l o f the Babylonian, Persian, 

Greek and Roman empires ( D a n . 2:36—45). But prophecy i n general and 

Danie l in part icular is n o t about pol i t ics or amazing stones o f the future. 

T h e empires Danie l predicted were p a r t o f God's program to prepare the 

w o r l d for the Messiah. T h e w o r l d l y principali t ies and powers existed for 

H i m and H i s purposes- Even the small details of bibl ical prophecy mani ­

fest G o d s w o r k i n g in the wor ld . Roman soldiers gambled over the Messiah's 
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clothing, unconsciously f u l f i l l i n g Scripture that had been wri t ten hundreds 

or years before (Jn. 19:24). Both the great and small of prophecy come 

together when Peter rebukes the Jews for cruci fying Jesus: " H i m , being de­

livered by the determined purpose and foreknowledge o f G o d , 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 o f the empires, as well as in the 

perversity o f the soldiers and the hardhearredness o f H i s own people. But 

even though G o d directs the affairs o f men, Peter reminds us that we are 

accountable and responsible for all we do. 

W h e n we carefully consider the revelation that G o d has given us i n His 

Son, i t becomes clear that one o f the overarching themes o f the O l d Testa­

ment is the idea o f covenant. The covenant theme structures the f o r m and 

content o f the OldTcstamcnt from Genesis to Malachi and finds its unique 

fu l f i l lment i n Jesus. T h e Gospel writers do not explicitly emphasize the 

covenant idea, instead they use language that presupposes it and they set 

f o r t h the basic elements that are familiar f r o m the O l d Testament. The 

fo l lowing summary of the covenant between the Son and the Father is one 

way to outl ine the elements o f a covenant, 

/. Lordship 

G o d s total plan for history focuses on the Messiah and is seen most clearly 

in H i m . In the Messiah we learn about G o d H i m s e l f . T h r o u g h o u t the Bible, 

but especially in the Psalms, G o d is extolled as Lord and King. His tran­

scendent glory and power are such that all the nations o f the w o r l d are like 

a drop in a bucket or dust on scales (Is. 40 :15) . W h e n they rage i n rebellion, 

H e laughs (Ps. 2:4), As the greatest k i n g o f the ancient w o r l d confessed, 

I blessed the most High, and I praised and honored him that liveth tor over, 
whose dominion rs an everlasting dominion, and hrs kingdom rs from gen­
eration to generation: And all the inhabitants of the earth are reputed as 
nothing: and he doeth according to hrs will in the army of heaven, and 
among the inhabitants of the earth: and none can stay his hand, or say unto 
him, What doesr rhou? (Dan. 4:34—35) 

2. Hierarchy 

W h e n we consider the gospel accounts, especially the Gospel o f John, an­

other aspect o f God's self-revelation through the incarnation o f Christ be-
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comes clear. One o f the most frequently repeated themes i n the Gospels is 

that the father sent the Son into the world ( M t . 10:40; 15:24; M k . 9:37; 

L k . 4 :43 ;9 :48 ; 10:16; Jn. 3 :17;4 :34; 5 : 2 3 , 2 4 , 3 0 , 3 6 , 3 7 ; 6:29, 3 8 , 3 9 , 4 0 ; 

7:16, 18; and others). T h i s fact has a number of significant implications, 

but one o f the most simple and obvious is that there is a hierarchy w i t h i n 

t h c T n n i t v . T h e bather sends the Son.The Son submits to the bather's w i l l . 

I n the words o f Jesus, " A n d H e who sent M e is w i t h M e . T h e Father has not 

left M e alone, for I always do those things that please H i m ' 1 [Jn. 8:29). O f 

course, the very name Father and Sen i m p l y the hierarchical relationship, ex­

pressed so frequently in the Gospels as Jesus' obedience to the Father and 

H i s seeking the Father s honor and glory. T h o u g h i t is not emphasized, the 

same relationship can be seen between the Spir i t and the Son, for the Son, 

together w i t h the Father, sends the Spiri t , and the Spir i t glorifies the Son 

> . 15:26; 16 :7 ,14 ) . 

Hierarchy in relationship means that the Father is greater than the Son in 

H i s office only, not i n H i s being. T h e Father sends the Son, but the Son does 

not send the Father. T h e Father and the Son send the Spirit , but the Spirit 

does not send the Father and the Son .The off icial hierarchy o f the Persons 

is their eternal relationship. It does not imply that the Son is less powerful or 

that H e does not ful ly share the omniscience of the Father. O n the contrary, 

the Son and the H o l y Spirit possess all the attributes o f G o d to the same 

infinite degree as the bather. T h e Persons o f the T r i n i t y are equal in their 

being but different in their personhood, existing in a hierarchy o f bather, 

Son, and Spirit. 

3. Commandments and Obedience 

T h e hierarchical relationships in the T r i n i t y come t o concrete expression in 

the f o r m o f commandments, a centra] feature o f the covenants in the O l d 

Testament. The Father has commanded the Son what to do (Jn. 5:36; 9:4; 

10:25, 32, 3 7 ) and what to speak (Jn. 12:49; 17:8). The Sons obedience to 

the Father is therefore comprehensive. N o t only was every miracle done 

according to the Fathers plan and direction, even seemingly u n i m p o r t a n t 

events are included. W h e n Jesus stopped by the roadside to speak w i t h the 

Samaritan woman, H e explained to H i s surprised disciples: " M y food is to 

do the w i l l o f H i m who sent M e , and to finish H i s w o r k " (Jn. 4:34), 
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