
L E C T U R E  VI. 

THE TRINITY. 

" Hear, O Israel; the Lord our God is one Lord."-Deut. 
vi. 4- 
" Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptising them in the 

name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost."- 
Matt. xxiiii. 19. 

THE observations I have made in five preceding LECT. VT. - 
lectures arc, I trust, sufficient to establish the 
general position, that doctrines which have mys- 
tery connected with them are not to be regarded 
as incredible on that account, or as unworthy of 
a place in a revealed religion. I t  seeys proper 
now to consider how far the arguments by which , 
this general position is supported, are applicable 
to some of those essential articles of the Christian 
faith which have been commonIy objected to on 
the ground of their mysteriousness. T o  these 
articles, indeed, we have had occasion to make 
incidental reference in our previous discussion. 
But they are worthy, by reason of their great 
importance, of a more particular consideration 
than they have yet received. 



LECT. VI. We begin with that great doctrine of Holy 
T~T Scripture respecting the existefzce i z  the u?zity of 
Trinity. the Godhead of a threefld plurality-Father, Son, 

and Holy Spirit-in some respects distinct from 
one another, but all alike possessed of divine 
attributes and prerogatives. 

The  use of the word " Trinity" to indicate this 
doctrine has been very much objected to by some 
persons, on the ground that it is not a Scriptural 
expression. There seems to be no real force, 
however, in this objection. The word simply 
means "three in unity," and is therefore as suit- 
able a word as could be thought of for expressing, 
in a brief and compendious manner, the truth 
which it is intended to denote. If this truth be 
either expressly set down in Scripture, or by good 
and necessary consequence deducible therefrom, 
in that case, the invention of a short and con- 
venient term, albeit not a Scriptural one, to give 
expression to  it, is surely altogether reasonable 
and legitimate (provided the term be sufficiently 
definite and intelligible), and ought not, one should 
think, to give offence to any who are well affected 
to the truth which it conveys. 

It is with this truth, however, and not with 
any expression of it in words of human invention, 
that we are now concerned-the truth, namely, 
that t h e  is but o?te God, and yet that these 
three, Father, So?z, and Holy Spirit, are each of 
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the,% possessed of the attri6utcs and $rerogatives LECT. VI. 

of God. 
It will not be alleged that the doctrine, as 

thus stated, is liable to any objection in point 
of phraseology, whatever exception may be taken 
to it in other respccts. I t  consists of two proposi- 
tiorzs, which alike admit of being established by 
the clearest Scriptural testimonies, and on which, 
in their relation to each other, we now humbly 
venture to make a few remarks. 

I. Respecting the $ ~ s t  of these two proposi- ljnlty of 

tions, any one who reflects on the prevalence of 
polytheism wherever the light of revelation has 
been withheld, will probably regard it as matter 
of scrious question, whether the unity of God 
can be clearly ascertained and conclusively estab- 
lished by the unassisted powers of the human 
mind. There can be no doubt, however, that this 
doctrine, whe~z revealed, is found to be entirely 
consistent with the dictates of our rational facul- 
ties, and receives from them a considerable meas- 
ure of support and confirmation. 

There is some plausibility even in those meta- 
physicalarguments by which it has been attempted 
to show that the unity of God is an unavoidable 
inference from His necessary existence, His ifz-  
$!zity, His eternity, His i?zdejazdeirzce, and other 
high attributes essential to our conceptions of 
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LECT. VI. Him; although it must be owned, the deduc- - 
tions of the human intellect cannot be very con- 
fidently relied on respecting matters so far tran- 
scending our comprehension. There seems to be 
still greater force in the consideration, that to 
suppose more than one God is altogether un- 
necessary, inasmuch as one Being possessed of 
divine attributes is sufficient to account for the 
origin of all other beings. And then, when we 
come to a survey of the divine works in all the 
varied departments of the universe, we find these 
pervaded by a unity of plan, a regularity of order, 
and an exactness of adaptation, which, if it does 
not amount to absolute proof, supplies a t  least 
the strongest presumptive evidence, that all are 
the productions of the same intelIigent and de- 
signing agent. 

I t  need scarcely be added, that the doctrine of 
the unity of God, while thus in full harmony 
with the dictates of enlightened reason, is one of 
the fundamental truths of revelation. When we 
read the Old Testament, we cannot fail to see 
that one main design of God in the calling of 
Abraham, in the establishment of the Mosaic 
law, and in His whole subsequent dealings with 
the race of Israel, was to preserve to Himself a 
peculiar people, devoted entirely and exclusively 
to His worship in the midst of prevailing idolatry 
and polytheism, And when we look into the 
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New Testament, it is equally obvious that, to LECT. VI. 

whatever other and more special purposes the 
Christian dispensation was meant to be con- 
ducive, its divine Author had certainly this 
object in view when commanding His disciples 
to preach the Gospel among all nations, that 
men in every place should be instructed in the 
knowledge and worship of the one only living 
and true God. 

I s  is not, however, the fact of the unity of God, What isthe . 
so much as the nature or import of it, that we are ~~~~~e 

now concerned with, in order to ascertain whether unity? 

it be compatible with any such plurality in the 
Godhead as that which is implied in the doctrine 
of the Trinity. 

I may observe, then, that there are two senses TWO senses 

which ought to be carefully distinguished from '-?Erd 
each other, in which "unity" may be ascribed to 'unity in 

number, ' any object. An object may be said to be either and (,) 

"one i ~ z  number" or "one in nature." When we 'unity in 
nature.' 

speak of it as being "one," we may refer to its 
tzumcrical unity, or, in other words, to its solitari- 
ness or singularity--our purpose being, not to in- 
dicate any internal quality of the thing itself, but 
simply to exclude the existence, in addition to it, of 
nvzy other thiivgs the same in Kind. But, on the 
other hand, when we speak of an object as being 
' l  one," we may refer to its " unity of natzlre,"-as, 
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God is 
numeri- 
caZ@ one. 

In what 
respect is 
'unity of 
nature' 
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for example, to its sy~nmetry, its congPuity, .its 
completeness, its entireness, its honzogeneousness; our 
purpose being to indicate something that is char- 
acteristic of the internal constitzttion of the thing 
itseg without necessarily excluding the exist- 
ence, exterior to it, of any supposable number 
of other things alike constituted. 

Now there can be no doubt that in the former 
of these two senses unity is attributable to the 
Supreme Being. God is numerical& one, ex- 
clusive of all other Gods. The light of nature 
affords, if not a full proof, a t  least a very strong 
presumptive evidence, which the light of revela- 
tion has fully and expressly confirmed, that there 
is one on@ God, and none eke. In this sense, 
however, the unity of God has no reference to 
any essential property of the divine nature. It 
is simply exclusive of the existence of other 
gods, without determining anything as to what 
the only true God may in Himself be. There is 
nothing in this numerical unity that is in any 
way incompatible with the distinctions of Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit in the Godhead. It merely 
amounts to this, that whatever God may be in 
respect of these internal distinctions, there is 720 

other God besides Him. 
As regards the other use of the word " unity," 

to indicate some internal quality of an ovect, it 
seems impossible for us to assign any definite 
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to the expression, when applied to LECT. VI. 

the unsearchable nature of the Deity. We can attributable 
understand what is implied in such "unity" in ' O G O d ?  

the case of material, jnite, and created objects. 
When attributed to these, it may be held as indi- 
cating some such properties as symmetry of form, 
siwlicity of structure, congruity of purpose, colt- 
nectian a7zd coherence ofparts. But no such no- 
tions as these can be attached to it when used 
with respect to a purely spiritual being, and 
least of all with respect to such a spiritual Being 
as the self-existent, infinite, and eternal God. 
When we try to  speculate metaphysically on the we know 

unity of God as one of His essential attributes, "Ot. 

still more when we venture to  affirm that this 
attribute so pertains to Him as to exclude any 
such plurality in the Godhead as the Scriptural 
doctrine of the Trinity must be held to imply, 
-we evidently seem to have gone beyond our 
depth, and to be assuming a farther knowledge 
of the divine nature or mode of subsistence than 
the human mind is capable of attaining. For 
aught that we know, there may be internal dis- 
tinctions in the unsearchable essence of Deity 
which are in no respect incompatible with the 
divine unity. That the Godhead cannot be three 
in the same sense ilt which i t  is one, is indeed a 

self-evident proposition. But that it may be 
three i?z 072e respect and one in agzothev respect is 

M 
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LFCT. W. perfectly conceivable. And though it could be 
confidently affirmed that in no other spiritual 
being that we know of is there any such com- 
bination of unity with plurality, this would be 
no valid objection ; because in God the combina- 
tion may not arise from anything which crcated 
spirits are capable of having in common with 
Him, but from something that is peculiar to 
Himself alone. I t  may be one of the unique 
and incommunicable properties of the Deity, 
which, like those equally incomprehensible attri- 
butes of self-existence, infinity, and eternity, dis- 
tinguish the mode of His existence from that of 
all other beings in the universe. 

But farther, as regards the statements of Ho@ 
Scr$ture concerning the divine unity, it is by no 
means clear that they have any reference what- 
soever to unity as pertaining to the nature of 
God. They rather seem to have an exclusive 
reference to His nunzerical unity, as opposed to 
thc "gods many and lords many" whom the 
heathens worshipped. They are simply to be 
considered as negativing the existence of all 
other gods besides that one God who is revealed 
in His own Word as the sole object of faith and 
homage. And they do not appear to express or 
imply anything as to what this only God may in 
Himself be. 
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A t  all events, if these statements of Holy LECT.VI. - 
Scripture can be viewed as referring in any way rheme,- 

to the O ~ ~ Z ~ S S  of God as an es.se?ztiaZ attribute of 
of God is 

the dkiyze natzLre, it is most certain that they do not defined 

not it or exphzi~z it so as to enable us to ::?- 
form any distinct conception of what it really is, 
or wherein it exactly consists ; and hence we 
are evidently not in a position to affirm anything 
definitively with respect to it. Assuredly we are 
not in a position to decide that this undefined 
attribdte ascribed in Scripture to the Deity, is 
inconsistent with any other peculiarity in the 
divine nature or mode of subsistence which Scrip- 
ture may have revealed. 

But this is not all. For in those Hebrew Scrip- plural 

tures in which the divine unity has been most 
to 

frcquently and emphatically declared, there is a God in the 
Hebrew remarkable peculiarity of expression often occur- 

ring, which seems to indicate a plurality in the 
Godhead. The usual Hebrew appellation of the 
Deity is " EZokim," which is constantly trans- 
lated " God" in our English version, but which 
is in reality the plural of the word " EZoah" or 
"EZah," which also occurs, though much less 
frequently than in the plural form, and is similarly 
translated. This plural appellation is generally 
used in agreement with skzgzdar verbs, pronouns, 
and adjectives ; but occasionally it is construed 
with verbs, pronouns, and adjectives in the pbrnZ 
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LECT. V1. number. And it is proper to remark that a like - 
peculiarity of expression is found in some pas- 
sages in which the name "Elohim" is not em- 

PS. C X H E .  2. ployed. Thus the Psalmist says, " Israel shall 
rejoice in his maker ;" and Isaiah says of Israel, 

Isa. liv. 5. "Thy maker is thy husband, the Lord of hosts 
is His name ;" in which passages the words trans- 
lated " maker " and "husband " are in the plural 
number. Perhaps there is no passage in which 
this peculiar phraseology of the Hebrew Scrip- 
tures is more remarkable than in Deuteronomy 

Deut. vi. 4.  vi. 4, in which this declaration occurs,-" Hear, 
0 Israel; Jehovah, our God [Elohim], is one 
Jehovah ; " the plural name " Elohim " being 
used a t  the very time when it was the purpose of 
the inspired lawgiver pointedly and solemnly to 
affirm the unity of Jehovah. I may add that God 
is frequently represented in Scripture as speaking 
of Himself in the first person plural: as when it is 

Gen. i. 26; written, "God said, Let us make man in our image, 
iii. 22. after our likeness ; " " The Lord God said, Behold, 
xi. 7. the man is become as one of as ; " "Come, we 

will go down, and there we will confound their 
language." Some have indeed affirmed that God 
in these passages is to be considered as using t/le 
Innpage of majesty, or expressing Himself after 
the manner of earthly potentates. I t  has been 
fully ascertained, however, by the most learned 
oriental critics, that the morza~chical j s t  person 
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pZz~aZ was not in use in ancient times and among LECT. VI. - 
Eastern nations. There is no instance of it to be 
met with in the Old Testament. The ordinary 
style of the kings of Egypt, Babylon, and Persia, 
when issuing their authoritative mandates is, on 
the contrary, the use of the singztla~ number-as, 
for example : "See, I [Pharaoh] have set thee over Gen. xli. 

all the land of Egypt ;" " I, Nebuchadnezzar, gin, iv. 6, 

made a decree to bring in all the wise men of 
Babylon before me;" "I, Darius, have made a Ezra,vi. rz. 

decree; let it be done with speed." There is 
much plausibility, therefore, in the supposition 
that this and the other peculiar expressions be- 
fore noticed as applied in the Hebrew Scriptures 
to the Almighty may be held as referring to that 
mysterious truth which the Scriptures of the New 
Tcstarnent have fully brought to light, of the 
existence of a plurality in the unity of the God- 
head. A t  the very least we may venture to affirm, 
that these remarkable expressions would in all 
probability have been avoided, if it had been 
intended to ascribe to the divine nature such a 
unity as is absolutely exclusive of every modifica- 
tion of plurality. 

Without insisting, however, on this argument, 
we may confidently fall back on our former posi- 
tion, respecting which there can be no dispute 
-namely, that the Scriptural affirmations of thc 
unity of God, if they have any reference at  all to 
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LECT. VI. oneness as an essential attribute of the divine - 
nature, do ~zot deJne 07 explaifz this oneness so as to 
ajord us sty distinct conception of it; and hence 
that, being left in ignorance of what it really is, 
or wherein it exactly consists, we cannot be war- 
ranted to say that it is incompatible with any 
such plurality in the Godhead as is implied in 
the doctrine of the Trinity.l 

Plurality in 2. Having made these remarks on the unity of 
the God- 
head. God in its bearing on the mysterious subject of 

our present discussion, we now proceed to con- 
sider in the same connection the threefold plurab 
ity of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, by each of 
whom, according to the Scriptures, the attributes 
and prerogatives of divinity are alike possessed. 

We cannot now attempt to set forth the Scrip- 
tural grounds on which thc equal divinity of these 
three "persons in the Godhead," as we are wont 
to call them, may be established. I t  must for the 
present suffice to say on this subject, that names 
and titles distinctive of God are in the same 
unqualified manner applied to them; that attri- 
butes which pertain to God alone, and works 
which God alone is able to accomplish, are seve- 
rally ascribed to them without the least distinc- 
tion ; that the same divine worship is claimed for 
them and rendered to them; and that all the 

1 Appendix, note E. 
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three arc inseparably associated in the adminis- LECT. VI. 

tration of the most solemn religious ordinances, 
- 

as being alike the objects of confiding faith, su- 
preme love, and reverent adoration to all believers. 

But, as was formerly observed respecting the 
divine unity, so may we now observe respecting 
this divine plurality,-that it is not so much the 
fact of its existence, as the distinctive nature o r  
mode o f  i t s  existence, that we are now concerned 
with, our object being to determine whether it be 
of such a kind as may anyhow be reconciled with 
the oneness of the Godhead. 

What, then, is the nature of this plurality? Whatisthe 

How is it constituted ? Wherein does it consist ? : ~ ~ ~ u ~ ~ l -  

In  what respect are these three, Father, Son, and ity? 

Holy Spirit, numerically distinct from one another ? 
In what sense or on what ground can we speak of 
them as more than one? How are we to define or 
denote the distinction between them ? 

Perhaps it may be thought that the wisest We cannot 

course to  be adopted in dealing with such ques- ::~~;y 
tions as these is simply to return them upon 
those by whom they may be proposed. For cer- 
tainly it would be alike hazardous and presump- 
tuous to  lay down any affirmative definition of 
the nature of the plurality in the Godhead. A t  
the same time, when we find that others have 
attempted in various ways to solve this great 
mystery, we may without presumption negative 
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LECT. VI. their solations of it, in so far as these appear to 
us to be inconsistent with the clear testimony of 
Holy Scripture. 

wecan I. One such solution which we may negative 
negative 
Arianism. on Scriptural grounds is that which represents 

the Son and the Holy Spirit as  merely t h $ ~ s t  
and most exalted of God's creatures,-possessed, 
indeed, of a like nature with Him who made 
them, but wholly distinct from Him, and essen- 
tially dependent on Him. This in reality is not 
so much a solution as an absolute negatiotz of the 
fact to be explained. For it recognises the Father 
alone as truly and properly divine, and sets itself 
in utter opposition to those Scriptural testimonies 
by which the divinity of the Son and of the Holy 
Spirit may be conclusively established. 

we can 2. Another solution which may be negatived 
negative 
semi- 

on Scriptural grounds is that according to which 
Arianism. the Father is represented as the only self-existent 

and independent Being; and the Scriptures are 
held to allude to Him alone when they speak of 
"the one God," or of God by way of eminence ; 
while the Son and the IIoly Spirit, although of a 
like substance, are not 'believed to  be of the sapze 
substance with the Father, and though existing 
with Him from the beginning, are ~zot ~egnrded as  
sef-~xistetzt, but as deriving their being and their 
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attributes from Him, and that, too, not by any LECT. VI. - 
necessity of nature, but by a sovereign exercise of 
the Father's power and will. 

This opinion we are warranted to set aside; 
for it evidently implies, that if the Father had so 
willed, the Son and the Holy Spirit might never 
have existed a t  all, or might not have possessed 
those attributes whichdistinguish them; and in this 
respect it isatvariancewith thosestatementsof Holy 
Writ which speak of them as equal in power and 
glory with the Father. Besides, it is inconsistent 
with the unity of God, and with His exclusive 
claim to the worship and homage of His rational 
creat-ures ; for it recognises one supreme God and 
two subordinate gods that are not necessarily con- 
nected with Him ; ascribes to the latter the same 
divine attributes, with the single exception of self- 
existence, as to the former; and claims for them 
the same divine honours and prerogatives. 

3. We are equally warranted to negative a W, ,,, 
third solution, according to which the Father, the g$:z- 
Son, and the Holy Spirit are merely three names ism. 
given to one and the same divine Peerson, indicative 
of three 'several aspects in which H c  presents 
Himself, three several relations which He  sustains 
to us, or three several offices or functions which 
He discharges: Thus, as our Creator He is "the 
Father," as our Redeemer He  is " the Son," and 
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LECT. VI. - 

PS. cx. i. 

John, xvii. 
21 : 

xiv. 26; 

xv. 26; 
iii. 16, 17 ; 

vi. 38; 

i. 18; 

xvii. 5; 

xiv. 16; 

xv. 26. 

Eph. ii. 18. 

as our Sanctifier H e  is " the Holy Spirit." This 
representation of the matter has certainly the 
advantage of strictly maintaining and clearly ex- 
hibiting the unity of God. But on Scriptural 
grounds it is altogether indefensible. For in the 
New Testamet~t we have evident indications of 
some farther distinction as subsisting between 
the sacred Three than any mere diversity of names 
assigned to the same Person, or of aspects pre- 
sented, or of relations sustained, or of operations 
conducted by Him, will account for. We there 
find the Father saying "Thou" to the Son, the 
Son saying " Thou " to the Father, and both the 
Father and the Son employing the pronouns 
" He " and " Him " in reference to the Spirit. The 
Father is said to "give the Son," and to 'Isend 
Him into the world." The Son hndertakes the 
Father's work, and "comes to do, not His own 
will, but the will of the Father that sent Him." 
The Son "was in the bosom of the Father," and 
"had glory with the Father before the world was," 
and while as yet there were no creatures in exist- 
ence to whom any relations could be sustained by 
Him. The Spirit, again, is spoken of as "another 
Comforter" whom the Father is to give in com- 
pliance with the prayer of the Son. The Spirit 
"proceeds from the Father," and " testifies of the 
Son ;" and "through the Son we both [i. e., Jews 
and Gentiles] have access by one Spirit unto the 
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Father." Now these and suchlike Scriptural state- LECT VI. 

ments are utterly irreconcilable with the supposi- 
p 

tion that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are only 
three names for one and the same divine Person 
presenting Himself in different aspects or rela- 
tions, or executing different offices or functions. 

Besides, if this were all that is meant by the 
plurality in the Godhead, there seems to be no 
assignable reason for restricting a plurality of this 
description to a trinity. There ought, one should ' 

think, to be as many such distinctions as there 
are different modes of divine manifestation. And 
these are not only threefold, but ma?zifald. God 
manifests Himself in one way as the Creator, in 
another way as the Preserver of His creatures, in 
a third as the Lawgiver and Moral Governor of 
the human race, in a fourth as the Redeemer, in a 
fifth as the Sanctifier, in a sixth as the Judge. 
Thus might it be easy to  specify with respect to 
God a great number of distinctions of a relative or 
functional nature, which are just as capable of being 
clearly and sharply defined as those in considera- 
tion of which some would have us to distinguish 
Him as exhibiting Himself in no other than the 
threefold capacities of Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit. 

On these grounds we hold ourselves warranted 
to derv that the ~ l u r a l i t ~  in the Godhead can be 
resolved into a mcre plurality of aspects, offices, 
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LECT. W. relations, or modes of action. And it is with the 
view simply of negativing this erroneous opinion 
that Trinitarians are accustomed to speak of the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit as "persons," 
and not with t h  view of afirming any th i~~g  in the 
way of precise and accurate description, respect- 
ing the nature of the distinction between the 
three. We use this expression, as I obscrved in 

Supra, a former lecture, in the way only of approxima- 
p 138-140. tion or analogy, as the most convenient term 

which the poverty of language can supply to indi- 
cate the existence of real distinctions in the God- 
head, without precisely defining wherein they 
exactly consist. And we are careful to accom- 
pany our use of it with a certification, that it is 
not to be understood in the same sense which it 
ordinarily bears when applied to human persons ; 
and in particular, that it is not to be regarded as 
conveying any positive information (such as we 
freely admit we do not possess and therefore 
cannot convey) respecting the manner in which 
the divine plurality are nietaphysically distin- 
guishable from one another. 

,,,,, 4. I need only further observe with reference 
negative to the question before us, that we are warranted 
Tritheism. 

to negative the supposition of Trit/zeisnz-that is 
to say, of three distinct and separate Gods. Al- 
though mention is made of this notion as having 
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been entertained by one or two individuals, it has LECT. VI. 

never been avowedly held by any considerable 
body of Christians. But, inasmuch as the charge 
of Tyitheisnz has been pertinaciously advanced 
against Trinitarians by those who are opposcd to 
them, it is necessary that we negative or disclaim 
it. And that we are warranted and bound to 
do so, on Scriptural grounds, is undeniable. For 
if there be one truth more plainly declared in 
Scripture than another, it is the numerical unity 
of God. And therefore, whatever plurality may 
be implied in the ascription of divine attributes 
to Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, it cannot be 
such as would constitute them three Gods. 

The ancient Trinitarians sought to repel the 
charge of Tritheism by laying down two positions. 
The $yst was, that the Father is the foztntai~z 
of Deity, from whom the Son and the Holy Spirit 
were eternally derived,-not as the Arians sup- 
posed, by an act of the Father's will, but by an 
absolute necessity in the divine nature. Their 
second position was, that the three persons in the 
Godhead are necessarily and inseparably joined 
together, insomuch that the Father never existed 
without the Son and the Holy Spirit, and these 
were not separated from Him when produced out 
of His substance. And in order to mark the 
indissoluble connection of all the three, they used 
a Greek word, T E P X ~ ~ V ~ ~ : ,  which they defined as 
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LecT. W. meaning "that union by which one being exists - 
in another, not only by a participation of its 
nature, but by the most intimatc presence with 
i t ;  so that, although the two beings are distinct, 
they dwell in and interpenetrate one another." 

Hill's m I t  must be confessed that the principles thus 
Lectures in 
Divinity, enunciated are not very easily, if a t  all, to be 
B. iii. chap. apprchended. But this only proves, as Dr Hill 
X. 4. has shrewdly observed, that "it is a vain attempt 

to apply the terms of human science to the man- 
ner of the divine existence; and that the multi- 
plication of words upon such a subject does not 
in any dcgree increase the stock of our ideas." 
I t  is not necessary, however, to have recourse to 
any such subtleties in order to repel the impu- 
tation of Tritheism. All that is necessary is 
strictly to adhere to that negative course which 
we have hitherto adopted. For, so long as we 
do not hazard anything afi~matheZy, either with 
respect to the internal unity of the Godhead, or 
with respect to the distinctions that subsist in it, 
there is evidently no possibility of involving us 
in any collision or contrariety between the two. 
The precise nature of both would need to be 
much more specifically defined than we have 
either capacity or authority to define them, before 
it can be alleged that they are inconsistent with 
one another. 

Thus have we cndeavoured to give a negative 
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answer to the question, What is the plurality in LECT. VT. 

the Godhead? Or, to speak more correctly, we w h r  
have negatived certain attempts to answer this negafzuz%g the above 
question, which do not appear to us to be in theories,we 

accordance with the doctrine of Scripture. If it :E:g:#,,- 
be here asked, "What have you to substitute in matzveb. 

the room of those tentative solutions of the ques- 
tion which you would set aside ? You have given 
us a sufficiency of negations as to this matter ; but 
what have you now to state affirmatively respect- 
ing it ? "--our answer is a very short and simple 
one,-that we have nothing. The Scriptures have 
not told us, positively or affirmatively, what is 
the precise nature of that plurality which they 
nevertheless reveal as subsisting in the Godhead. 
And where Scripture is silent, it becomes us to be 
silent also, lest, by intruding into things which 
are not revealed, we "darken counscl by words 
without knowledge." Thus much we may venture 
to say (speaking still in the way of negation), that 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit cannot 
be three in the same sense in which they are one. 
But, as we before observed, it is perfectly conceiv- 
able that they should be three in one sense, and 
one in another. I n  wlut sense they are three, 
and i f 2  what sense they are one, the Scriptures 
have not affirmatively defined. And were we to 
attempt an affirmative definition of matters SO far 
beyond the reach of human intellect, we should 



LSCT. VI, probably fall into the same or similar errors with 
those which we have endeavoured to expose.' 

Nor have. we any reason to feel ashamed of our 
inability to give more than a negative answer to 
the proposed question. The fact is, that we are 

stuart9s exactly in the same predicament with reference 
Letters to 
Chan,n, to many other things pertaining to God, of which, 
on the notwithstanding, we have the most assured con- 
Trinity- 
Letter II.  viction. Take, for example, His zmde~ived exist- 

ence. There is nothing in the universe to which 
we can liken i t ;  for all other beings have an 
origin or cause. I t  is only by negations that we 
can approach towards a conception of it. We 
can say what it is not-namely,'that "it is not 
derived ; " but we cannot define w h t  i t  is.-Or 
take His eternity. If asked to define it, we may 
say that there never was a time when He did 
not exist, and there never shall be a time when 
H e  will not exist. But this too is only a negative 
definition. It is simply denying certain things 
concerning God, and then averring that, in respect 
of such denial, H e  is eternal.-Or take His unity. 
The only conceptions we can frame of it are in- 
divisibility, simplicity, soolitari~zt+ss, and the like,- 
which amount to no more than a negation of 
divisibility, a negation of foreign, heterogencous, 
or discordant elements, and a negation of the 
existence of other gods besides Him. Thus 

l Appendix, note F. 
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there is nothing exceptional or unexampled in LECT. VI. - 
our inability to give a positive or affirmative 
definition of the plurality in the Godhead. For 
we labour under the same inability with reference 
to some of the most fully ascertained and most 
universally acknowledged attributes of the divine 
nature. 

On the whole, then, it appears that the doctrine 
of the Trinity may truly be represented as a great: 
mystery, in respect not only of the unsearchably 
profouid and transcendental nature of the subject 
to which it relates, but also of the limited extent 
of the disclosures of it which God has been 
pleased to give us in His revealed Word. 

In  regard to the threefold plurality in the God- 
head, the Scriptures enable us negative& to define 
it, to the extent of saying that it is not a plurality 
either of three separate and equal Gods, or of one 
supreme and two subordinate Gods; and farther, 
that it is not a plurality of mere names, relations, 
offices, or modes of action. But anything like an 
affirmative definition of what it exactly is has not 
been supplied to us. 

In regard to the unity of God, on the other 
hand, the Scriptures have left us in precisely the 
same position. In  teaching us that "there is no 
God besides Him," they merely negative the ex- 
istence of all other gods, and decide nothing as 
to what the one only living and true God may 

N 
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LECT. VI. in Himself be, And if their statements upon this 
subject can be viewed as referring a t  all to  the 
oneness of God as an essential attribute of the 
divine nature, it is certain that thq  do not d & z e  
it or explain it, so as to enable us positively to 
affirm anything as to what it real& is, or whey& 
it exact& consists. 

T h e ~ r i n -  Such, then, being the position in which we 
"Yisa  stand in respect of the nature and extent of the 
mystery, 
but not a information which Scripture has given us on this 
contradzc- 
lion. 

mysterious subject, you will readily see,'that by 
closely adhering to this position, and not ventur- 
ing in the way of unauthorised conjectures to 
advance a single step beyond it, our doctrine is 
perfectly unassailable by those assertions which 
have frequently been brought against it, of its 
being in its very nature contyadictoyy andi~cyedible. 
It is above our reason. The Scriptures have not 
taught us, and we have no independent means of 
ascertaining, wherein consists either the divine 
unity or the divine plurality. And hence it is im- 
possible for any man to show that they are incom- 
patible with one another, or that it is against 
reason to affirm their coexistence. For what is it 
that is to be shown to be against reason? It is 
something we know not what,-something of the 
nature of which we are not able to form any defi- 
nite conception. TO a certain extent we can say 
w t t t  i t  is not, by negativing some attempted defi- 
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nitions of it, which do not accord with the teach- LECT. VI. - 
ing of Holy Scripture, our only source of informa- 
tion upon the subject. But we are quite unable 
to state affirmatively wlmt it is. And so long as 
this is the case, we are evidently incompetent and 
unwarranted to pronounce any judgment in re- 
gard to it. I t  is above our reasogz, and on that 
very account our reason is incapacitated to deal 
with it to any effect whatsoever, and specially to 
the effect of proving that it is contrary to reason. 

Let it not be thought that this negative position, 
which alone appears to be warrantable and defcn- 
sible respecting the unity and plurality in the God- 
head, has anything in common with that " nega- 
tive theology" which shrinks in all cases from 
definite opinions and articulate statements in 
matters of revealed doctrine. A negative position 
is certainly to be maintained in regard to " secret 
things " which God has not disclosed to us. But 
whatever His Word has positively affirmed, it is 
our clear duty broadly and distinctly to utter. 
We must not "shun to declare all the counsel of ~ c t s ,  XX. 

God," or give out any "uncertain sound" respect- xi,. 
ing it. It is only where the Scriptures have re- 8. 

vealed nothing affirmatively that it becomes us 
to withhold our affirmations, lest, by affecting a 
knowledge which we do not possess, we darken 
or pervert instead of faithfully expounding the 
truth. 
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