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sons are all liars'. This was the opinion of a sergeant in a military
establishment who taught me how to ride a motor bicycle,

r e I e v e r dreamt I would enter the parsonic ranks myself,
sergeant spoke in praise, not blame. For it was also his duty to

.1 Uc t cadets in the art of expounding the mechanisms of the objects
/ rode, and it was his view that if parsons could speak fluently for

"Kb ^aates o n stuff" they could not possibly prove—and that was
a ap meant by saying they were liars—then cadets ought to be able

h Ae e r m n u t e s ' m t n e classical military iecturette , on the
a c t s of the internal combustion engine,
d f l

g
aders of our last article1 on this subject might have felt, perhaps,

jjr • l ^ugustine eminently deserves to be damned by that sergeant's
^ fj Was> w e saw> talking about talking about the Trinity. This
but S e e m t 0 s ^ o w UP the ultimate unreality of theology; nothing
^ °rds, words, words. And it will be more words, words, words, in

f1 C t 0 ° " ^ U t t^iere a r e ^acts a t ^ ^ o t t o m of them, data whichkitlf ,
but ^ °^s e r v e > though to that sceptical sergeant they would seem

tjj j . T^daniental principle of trinitarian theology, as we also saw, is
c t^o n between substance words and relationship words; sub-

e°e W ° r d s ^ e ' G o d ' ' relationship words like 'Father' and 'Son'. But
W e c o t n e to apply this distinction minutely to the data, which are
l! USe^ a ' 3 O u t the divine Trinity by scripture and by the

LI"""811 t^iese a r e the inescapable facts of faith—we run into con-
" C COmphcations. Let us consider three sets of such complications,

v l d
thos " p . Let us consider three sets of such complications,
Gjj volved in using the word 'person', in talking about the Holy
°tb ' 5 1 ^ appropriating certain non-relationship words to one or

I W i v i n e persons.
feee V ^ ' t^Cn> t^iat F a t ^ e r ' S o n an<^ H o^y Ghost are three persons
Verso S.U. n c e s if we are Greek), one God or one essence. Perhaps
of a

 ls related to 'God' or 'essence' as the name of a species to that
three

 Us.' a s for example, horse, cow, and rabbit are the names of
I\T ^e c i e s of the common genus animal. But this clearly will not
Novell.

r 196i: the first article appeared in June 1961.
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LIFE OF THE SPIRIT

work. Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are three men, 'man' being the nan*
of the species. But they are also three animals, three things. So u i0V>

is the relationship of the names 'person' and 'essence' or 'God, the

Father, Son and Holy Ghost, as well as being three persons, and indee

because they are three persons, will also be three essences and tnr
Gods. If you say that we have to call them one God, one essenc >
because of their ineffabilis conjunctio, their inseparable and incomp
hensible union, this could be as good a reason for calling them °

person.
But Scripture forbids us to say three Gods: 'Hear, O Israel, the

thy God is one God' (Deut. 64; cf. I Cor. 8. sf). On the other hand if

neither bids nor forbids us to say one person or three persons. Pers°
is a conveniently non-biblical word which scripture by its silence *e

us free to use as required. But the same is true of 'essence'. Why
are we committed to one essence, three persons? We must con '
says Augustine, that these words 'were brought forth by necessity,
necessity of copious disputation against the wiles or the e r r c * -t

heretics. Now when human inarticulateness tried to express wo*
held about the Lord God by faith, it shrank from saying three esseo f>
as it would sound like introducing diversity into that supreme e<l JL
(VII, 4 (9) ). This suggests, incidentally, that in Augustine's day ^
word 'essence' bore a connotation of 'grade' or 'degree', such tn
would have sounded contradictory to talk about three equal essence •

Again, one could not abstain from saying three somethings, be
that would have meant adhering to the heresy of Sabellius, who 0 ^
any real distinction between Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. So n .
inarticulateness searched about for what it could say there are tnre
and it said three persons or three substances, not because it ^
diversity to be understood of the divine, but because it did no
singularity to be understood of it', (ibid.). ^e

But substance means that which subsists; and if to subsist is the ^
as to be, we cannot say three substances of God any more than .
say three essences or three Gods. For with God, to be God and si ^
to be are identical; and so is to subsist, if to subsist is the same as
If on the other hand to subsist is not the same as to be, it must ^
relationship act, like to beget or to be born. But this is absur ,
means that substance is not a substance word but a relationship ^

Perhaps we can get out of this dilemma by saying that to ^
cannot properly be said of God at all. It is said properly of tna
underlies, is the subject of, qualities, quantity, and other ad)
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ST AUGUSTINE ON THE TRINITY — III

, as the substance Tom underlies or subsists in the quantity of
5 stone and 6 feet 3 inches, and the qualities of fair, dumb, and good-

urea. God, as we have seen in the last article, has no accidents
cause nothing happens to him. So to say that he subsists, or to call

r**1 substance, whether one or three, is to use these words improperly.
. e r e l s nothing, of course, illegitimate or improper about using words

properly of God or anything else. It means that one is in fact only
, "Ptyuig hah0 the word, as it were. But even granted that the word
substance' and the word 'subsist' are improperly used of God, the fact
Qiauis they are substance words, not relationship words, and there-
re, it would seem, scarcely suitable for designating the divine Three,

1. ° a r e only distinguished from each other as corresponding relation-
1 Ps# One up for the Latins, then, who talk about three persons, over

^Greeks, who talk about three substances.
u t is it? Very similar difficulties arise with the word 'person'. 'For

\T- >>°d> t O ^ e a n d t o be Person (the equivalent in this case of "to
P • « ^ ^ e f ° r m e r case) are not different but absolutely identical.

j ~ t o be" is said of the subject with reference to itself (i.e., if it is
stance attribution), but "to be person" is said with reference to

call r ^'ll *s a relationship attribution), it means that we are
g Father, Son, and Holy Ghost three persons in the same way as

situ^ A> B> a n d C t h r e e f r i e n d s > (VII> 6 ( " ) ) • l £ t h i s is so> ^ a b s u r d
Q ar^ses; ^or calling them three friends is a sort of shorthand for

3 ^ that A is the friend of B and C, B is the friend of A and C, etc.
Hot a ^ £ Father, Son and Holy Ghost three persons is presumably

S ° r t ° ^ s n i f i h h F h i h f h
y p p y

Son S ° r t °^ s n o r t n a n ( i f° r saying that the Father is the person of the
j < ^ tne Holy Ghost, etc. 'Person' is thus as much a substance word

. stance' and the Latins are in no way more blessed in their
^ o l than the Greeks.

•tyt- , ^§ustine then tries treating 'person' as a word like 'individual'—
as a U a t " n ^ ordinary non-theological contexts—and 'essence'
for L e 'nature', which in any case was the good old Latin word
an,j c 7̂  topics before the rather new-fangled vocabulary of 'essence'
^ ubstance' and so forth was introduced. This seems to work;
n w a i n ' *saac, and Jacob are three individuals, whether you call them
Ha^ . aninials. But they are not three natures: they have one common

e" S ° w " h God; Father, Son and Holy Ghost are three persons,
m Ce n a t u r e s ; t ne divine nature is common to all three.

,e x t r emely important quahfications are necessary; when you
ee individual objects of the same nature, for example, three
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rings all of gold, the nature they have in common, the gold, is
they are made out of. But the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are not
made out of God, or of the divine nature. Even if we take a lesS

material instance than three gold rings, and choose three men who have
one common human nature; we do not indeed say that they are mad
out of human nature, but neither do we say that they or any one o
them are human nature. They are men, each one of them is a man, bu

none of them singly is Man, nor do they add up to Man, taken toge"1^ •
But at least they do add up, taken together, to more than o n e . ° ,

them by himself, just like the three gold rings. This is not the case •vWttl

the three divine persons. They do not add up to God. All three toge£ne

are God, each one severally is God. They do not share the divine nato1

between them; each one of them, considered severally, is the divw1

nature, all three together are the divine nature. To safeguard t""
unity, not to say identity, of nature and person, and to avoid an;
quantitative or material idea of the divine, St Augustine wholly reJe

the use of the word triplex for the Trinity. As he understood Latffl>
would necessarily signify that Father, Son and Holy Ghost toget
came to three times as much as Father, Son, or Holy Ghost ta*
severally.

But it is worth observing that the wrongness of the Latin tripieX .
word for the Trinity does not necessarily pass to the English W
'triple', still less to the English 'threefold'. What we have to exdude
any necessary echo of the multiplication table. In my opinion
would rule out 'triple', because it does in fact have the same ^ ^ T j y
as triplex. But it does not rule out, I consider, 'threefold'. The slig
archaic flavour of the word frees it from the clutches of the pO .
school arithmetic lesson; it is an adequate English equivalent to
Latin distributive trinus, a form which English lacks. After all the
man word for the Trinity is Dreifaltigkeit, which is literally
foldhood'. ,ot

On such a negative note—what talking about three Pers0?LeSe
substances) does not mean—St Augustine leaves his discussion o
terms. And this is as it should be; whatever we say about God, "# ^g

to be sensitive to what we do not mean by what we say, an" w

do not want others to understand by it. . ^ g ,
2. 'Person', whose intricacies we have so far been investig ,

turns out not to be a straightforward relationship word, even ^
we use it of the divine Three who are distinguishable only m -aioi^
their mutual relationships. But it will be remembered that it is
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Or talking about talking about the Trinity. To have difficulties with
Ur categories at this rarified remove from our subject is only to be

expected.

ut we also encounter them when we come to some of the direct
words, words furnished us by revelation in the scriptures for

^ g about God with. There is no difficulty about the two corre-
Ponding names 'Father' and 'Son'. They are manifest relationship

, r ds. each of which implies the other. They demand real distinction
ween the ones they designate. The name "Word' is also an appro-

f Je relationship word for designating one of the persons, since it
pues an Utterer of the Word as the other term of the relationship.
makes no difference that the Father is not actually named the

th ? e r "* sc"Pture> o r m Christian devotion or very much even in
°logy; the implication is there in the name 'Word'. The same is

I C . ^ . ' ^ g e ' which is another name for the Son (2 Cor. 4. 4; Col.
' JI > it implies that which it is an image of, its exemplar,

"-ft ^ U a ( ^ ^ e r e n t m a t t e r when we come to naming the Holy Ghost
j ^ ° m n °w on I will confine myself to the expression 'Holy Spirit'.
'H 1 ^ ° e s e words of themselves imply relationship with another,
on r P ^ 1 ' w o u l d make a perfectly suitable substance name for the
Se T °^ God is holy—see the scriptures passim—and God is spirit—
tjj p.' 4- 24- None the less this name is used as relationship name, for

S p i f i t : i s C a U e d t h e S p i r i t 0-^tIie F a t l i e r a n d t h e S p i r i t ^
^ ^ ld

Son T
 p p -

her' < . ^ ' ^ o n e might venture a mild criticism of St Augustine
i ' ^P^it' is used of God in the Bible as a relationship word countlessp

ty0t
Vx SUc'1 expressions as 'the spirit of the Lord'—but as a substance

r e c , , ' s o ^ r as I know, only once, in that verse of John 4. When we
lhet * ^ e w o r < l m its primary signification means 'breath',
telati C ? 1 S t O ^ e n o r e a s o n w ^ y w e should not call it as proper a
a br , P M 'Word'; as a word implies an utterer, so a breath implies
fi^ . • The spirit of God is the divine breath—and all that that
is jjj T^plies of elan and vitality and force—just as the word of God
and la VUle u t t e r a n c e> and all that that implies of revelation and light
festĵ  / . t n e Old Testament these expressions describe God as mani-
' ^ e t l i j - Afferent ways; in the New they come to be used to
In totL

 e ^ ^ c t divine realities thereby finally manifested within God.
Words T^65' s^mP^y a s a matter of language, they are both relationship
physjc" 1 Ut ^ugustine treated the word 'spirit' as primarily a meta-

^°rd, meaning non-material being. As such it is a substance
aPplicable without distinction to all three persons.
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Starting from this presupposition, we have to explain how the
'Spirit' came to he applied as a proper name to the third person of <&e

Trinity. This means looking for a name that is proper in its own ng&
to the Holy Spirit. St Augustine finds it in the name 'gift', which xaSSi"
fests the relationship that distinguishes the Holy Spirit from the Fath61

and the Son. For he is the gift of the Father because 'he proceeds u°OT

the Father' (Jn. 15. 26); and he is the gift of the Son, because of such
text as this one from St Paul: 'He who does not have the Spirlt_f
Christ is none of his' (Rom. 8. 9). Now the corresponding relationship
term for 'gift' is 'giver'. The giver of this gift is the Father and the i>°
together. So the Holy Spirit is a certain ineffabilis communio of F*"1

and Son; a manifestation of their unity by being the joint gift of ^
both. Hence the appropriateness, Augustine surmises, of calling "^
by a name, 'Holy Spirit', in which both of them can share. >

When Augustine calls the Holy Spirit a sort of 'communi011

Father and Son', he does not mean that he is the link uniting the ^f '
the relationship between two related terms; that he is the gift, ther3

the giver, the Son the recipient. He is the joint gift of both; he pro<#
from Father and Son, as Augustine goes on to argue, as from , ;

principle or source. So he is their 'communion' in that he is the o1 •?
festation and the issue of that unity. This emerges from a discussio ,
this name 'source'. It is pre-eminently a name for the Father, who is
source of the Son by way of generation. He is also the source o
Spirit, who proceeds from him. If he is the source of each, why ® _•
each called Son? The only answer we can give is that 'the Spin* •_
forth from the Father not as born, but as given' (V, 14 (15)- This .
so, we must recall that the Son also gives the Spirit; so both Fatbe _ ^
Son are the source of the Holy Spirit; not two sources but on • .
just as Father and Son are one God, and with reference to creatio
creator and one Lord, so with reference to the Holy Spirit they ^ - j
source. With reference to creation, of course, Father, Son and
Spirit are one source, as they are one creator and one Lord' (ihw-l-
passage is of great doctrinal importance, and lies behind the
duction of the Filioque into the Latin version of the Nicene cree ^
centuries later, which was to be such a bone of contention wi
Greeks after the schism between East and West. cpirtf

Augustine was led to formulate this doctrine of the Holy ^
proceeding from Father and Son as from one principle or so ^
his consideration of the name 'Gift' as the key relationship w ° j 3

the Holy Spirit. It is indeed a proper name of the Holy Spin
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one (see Jn. 4. 10; Acts 2. 38; Rom. 5. 5). But it has the dis-
g that it involves reference to creatures; for it is creatures that

f the recipients of the gift that is the Holy Spirit. The question then
j^ses, was the Holy Spirit the gift of God, the gift of Father and Son,

°re there were any creatures for him to be given to> You can dis-
1 .Suish, says Augustine, between donum and donatum, gift and some-

,8 given. From eternity the Holy Ghost is the divine gift—the gift
giveable; but he is only the gift as given from the point in time when

e Was first a creature for him to be given to. The same problem
s « with such appellations of God as 'Lord' and 'Creator'. He states

yery important principle about all such words which signify a
wonship between God and us, that such relationship is a real quali-

L o n °f us, a real accident implying a real becoming or change in us;
* J101- implying any change, any becoming whatsoever in God. 'O
re 11' ^a s t k e c o m e our refuge', says Ps. 89 (90). 1; but he hasn't
. ;• vtod has not become anything; it is we who have become some-
exn • t a ^ n § refuge in God. So too there is no change, no new
selfeneUCe *"°r ^ * * ° ^ Ghost when he is given to us. He remains the

«He, while it is we who change and have the new experience
\*,X6 ( I y

ere ^ ^ess a w o r c^ which states a relationship between God and
to V,UreS> Aether potential or actual, cannot be the best or key word
Sjj- ^facterize the relationship within the godhead by which the Holy
( j * w distinguished from Father and Son. It does not really tell us the
the S n ° e t w e e n t n e w a y i*1 which the Spirit proceeds and in which
^ . proceeds. It is all very well to say he proceeds not as born, but
the f ^ e ^ o n a^so ^a s ^ e e n g i v e n to us, as we tell ourselves in
but ?uGat ^ ^ s t m a s text of Is. 9. 6. Augustine does not discuss this text,
ues t- VlU e s t io n why we cannot also call the Spirit Son of God contin-
sPrin lUl t ^^m throughout the De Trinitate. It is one of the main-
^ - X V ^ S e x a r n i n a t i ° n °f the image of the Trinity in man in bks
S°dh J e ^e ^s attempting to grasp the eternal processions in the
stage f t rough their pale reflection in the human soul. But at this
Probl w ° rk he looks no further for a solution to the language

^ i n v o l v e d .

is a Se °^l a s W a s t o fmd it by turning back from the name 'Gift' which
'Spirjt'°. a ry n a m e of the Holy Spirit, and taking up again the name

' k ^as^c s e n s e w e ^ a v e a^ready n°ted of 'breath'. It is by
^1C S P i r i t Pr o c e eds, by being breathed forth, just as the

" oceeds by being uttered or spoken. This may well seem to be
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mere playing with words; it is indeed no more than a verbal solution
to a language problem. But it is important to get all the words we have
to play with into their right place and order. This solution still does no
tell us why the utterance of the W o r d can also be called the generation
of the Son, while the breathing forth of the Spirit cannot. But lC

suggests that an answer to that question is more likely to be found by
comparing the ideas of utterance and breathing forth than by scrutim2

ing the idea of giving.

3. There remains another class of words which scripture appHeS

one or other of the divine persons, and which yet can scarcely
regarded as their proper names, even in the rather strained sense
which biblical usage has made 'Spirit' a proper name of the " 0 7
Spirit. There is one text which St Augustine discusses at great leng '
'Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God' (1 Cor. 1. 2 ^ '
Within this text he confines his attention almost exclusively to
phrase 'the wisdom of God'. But this is a prime example of what
come to be called the appropriation of names to the persons, and W
we can observe about the name 'Wisdom' appropriated to the Son w
apply to other such names appropriated to any of the persons. <

This text of St Paul's became problematic as a result of its being u s ^
by Catholics in a crude but effective apologetic argument against
Arians about a century before Augustine's time. The early Arians
that period had a formula to describe their doctrine. 'There was a
when he (the Son) was not ' . This the Catholics countered by saying
the Son of God is God's power and wisdom, and God was never wit"
power and wisdom, then the Son is coeternal with the Father; to ^
that God at some time did not have power or wisdom is just l u n a C ^ ' i ; s

there was not a time when the Son was not ' (VI, 1). Whether
argument was responsible or not, at any rate the later Arians abano
this formula. . <LC

But the argument assumes that just as the wisdom of Solomon ^
wisdom by which Solomon is wise, so the wisdom of God, ww
the Son, is the wisdom by which God is wise. So it would follow
the Father would not be wise, unless he had begotten the oo >
wisdom, by whom he is wise. But if this is the case with the a t t r

of wisdom, why not also with that of greatness, goodness, ;s

potence—why not also with God's very godhood? If " u s , ^e
followed it means that all the substance words used of God be ^
relationship words, and the Son is the godhood, the ^
greatness and so on of the Father; which is absurd, because re
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^ substances which they relate to each other.
t remains to say then that the Father also is wisdom, and any other

tribute which can be said of God as a substance word. When we call
. s t the wisdom of God, we mean that he is wisdom from wisdom,

JUst a s he is named in the creed God from God, light from light.
Why then does scripture hardly ever talk of the divine wisdom

i«iout presenting it as begotten or created? This is the habit of the
lcJ Testament wisdom books, e.g. in Prov. 8. 22 ff; Wisd. 7. 25;

*• 24, 5> a s w e j ] a s 0£ o u r t e x t froin st pa u l . St Augustine answers
. xt is precisely as a means of revelation that scripture so talks of
sctom. The theme of wisdom is developed in the Bible in such a way

> after the revelation of the Son, all that is said of wisdom can be
Pplied to the Son, as by St Paul, in order to tell us something about

and his saving work; it is because that wisdom 'was to be com-
ended to us for our imitation', and because 'it is by the Son, that is

^ tos Word, that the Father reveals' (VII, 3 (4) ), and to reveal or
.es t ^ t ruth is naturally a function of wisdom. 'It is not therefore

prising that scripture should speak of the Son when it speaks of
p , ^ for the sake of the model given us by the image equal to the
£ 11 e r ' o n which to re-fashion ourselves to the image of God; for we

^ the Son by living wisely' (ibid. (5)).

all t-kUS t^lree P e r s o n s a r e wisdom, and power, and goodness, just as
' ee are God, both severally and jointly. But wisdom has a certain

the ° r aPProPriateness to the Son, who is the revealing Word and
ij 1 eXeniplar Image of the Father. So too with a name like love. God
Ce .e> ^ three persons both severally and jointly. But love has a
^ 1 aPpropriateness to the Holy Spirit, as being, in accordance
the <5 W e ^ a v e s e e n ' a c e r t a m ineffabilis communio of the Father and
e x °n> ^ d as being God's gift to us, since to give is the primary
the »j l o n °f love. The very name 'God' is very often appropriated in
eil f^ Testament to the person of the Father, standing obviously
or A^ . the Father in phrases where Christ is called the Son of God,
ĥicVi m °f God and so on, but also in a great many other cases

tlje ]• a r e ^ess obvious. This manner of speech has been taken over by
Usuaji ^ ' ^ s in the prayers of the mass, it is the Father who is
addr/ j d d r e s s e d ('through Jesus Christ thy Son our Lord'), and
appr . Slniply as 'God'. In a similar fashion the name 'Lord' gets
the P ̂  a t e^ very commonly in both New Testament and liturgy to
Hot ni m c a r n a t e . To appropriate the name 'God' to the Father does

811 that he is considered more divine than the Son and the Holy
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Ghost; but it is a suitable appropriation, because they derive their
absolutely coequal godhead from the Father, who is the source without
source, the origin without origin, the principle from whom deity ufl"
folds both eternally and in his revelation to man. Likewise 'Lord Is

suitably appropriated to Christ, not because he is more lordly than tt*
Father or the Holy Ghost, but because he exercises the divine lord"
ship more, manifestly—it has been given him by the Father—and also
because this is a means of emphasizing his coequal divinity with ttt
Father. Like 'Son of God', it is both a messianic title, stating that Jesu
is the Messiah, the Christ, and then by a sort of revelational force iB
the expressions themselves, a divine title, stating that Jesus the Christ l
the Son, the Lord God of Israel.

But this is going beyond the discussion Augustine undertakes!
applying to other names the principle he works out with reference
'Wisdom'. The point to emphasize is that appropriation is a script^1

technique of revelation. In considering it, we have begun to go beW"
the formidable facade of verbal intricacies which trinitarian doctflii.
presents, to the divine thing itself, the mystery which is the object
our faith. The heart of the mystery lies in the eternal processions, tbo
goings-forth immanent within the godhead which constitute .
divine persons as really distinct relationships. It is no casual accio
that in the passage last quoted from St Augustine he mentions
image of God in man. Towards the end of bk VII he alludes more a»
more often to this idea. For it is through the image of God in man.
he intends, in the second half of his great work, to explore and atte Y
to comprehend the divine processions. He is passing beyond tae
and necessarily superficial patch of linguistic analysis.
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