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Abstract: Subsequent to the Fifth Century until modern times all theo-
logians agreed that God the Trinity is constituted by three persons (in
Boethius’s sense of ‘an individual substance of a rational nature’) who
have a common divine essence, and are individuated only by their re-
lations to each other. Having that essence entailed each being omnipo-
tent and so perfectly good. In virtue of his perfect goodness the Father
(from whom all originates) necessarily produces the Son (in order to
have one equal whom to love and be loved by) and the Spirit (in order
that the Son have one other than the Father to love and be loved by).
There cannot be more than three divine persons because three per-
sons are sufficient for the existence of unselfish love, and so any
fourth divine person would be produced by an act which none of the
three needed to produce, and so would not exist necessarily and so
could not be divine. Necessarily if there is one divine person, there are
three and only three divine persons.

It seems to me, although I shall not argue it here, that even if
you regard the New Testament as an infallible source of doctrine,
you cannot derive from it a doctrine of the Trinity. Although there are
many passages in the New Testament which speak of Christ as di-
vine, and passages which speak of ‘“The Spirit’ of God or of Christ
and of “The Comforter’, there are non-Trinitarian ways of interpret-
ing the latter passages which are just as plausible as interpreting
them as expressing the doctrine that the Holy Spirit is a divine per-
son and so entailing a doctrine of the Trinity. So unless Christians
today recognize some good a priori argument for a doctrine of the
Trinity (and most of them do not recognize such an argument), or
unless they consider that the fact that the subsequent Church taught
a doctrine of the Trinity is a significant reason for interpreting the
passages in a Trinitarian way, it seems to me that most Christians
today (that is, those not acquainted with any a priori argument for its
truth) would not be justified in believing that doctrine. Those who
recognise the Church’s authority to teach normally recognize the
Nicene Creed promulgated by the First Council of Constantinople as
the first binding authoritative statement from which a doctrine of the
Trinity can be derived, and indeed the only authoritative statement
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on this matter binding alike on Catholics, Orthodox, monophysites,
Anglicans, and some Protestants’.

The Nicene Creed? affirms belief in one God (6£6¢, deus). Then,
since it speaks of “The Son’, who is ‘begotten of the Father’ as ‘true
God from true God', of one essence with (opoovolov) with ‘The
Father’, it explicitly affirms that both the Father and the Son are
‘God’. It goes on to speak of 'The Spirit' 'who proceeds from the
Father', as ‘to be worshipped jointly with the Father and the Son’. Al-
though the Council of Constantinople was unwilling to say so expli-
citly in the Creed, it follows from the Creed, that since only the di-
vine can properly be worshipped, the Spirit is also ‘God’; and the
Council’s synodical letter speaks of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as
having a ‘single Godhead, and power, and substance (oboia).? It is
normally acknowledged that there is an apparent contradiction here.
The Creed claims that there is one God, and also three apparently
different beings who are each God. And the contradiction seems
more obvious in the contemporary Western world when ‘God’ is usu-
ally used as a proper name of the (supposedly) one and only being
who has the traditional divine properties, and so the word ‘one’
seems redundant. Then ‘the Son is God’ would mean that the Son is
the same individual as this being. But in the ancient world where it
was open to serious question how many ‘gods’ there are and how
powerful they are, 6e6¢ and deus, can both be understood either as
the name of a unique individual, or as a predicate (‘divine’) which
can be predicated of more than one individual. While no doubt the
Fathers of the Council did not have a clear view of what was the
sense in which there is just one ‘God’ and the sense in which each of
the three beings are ‘God’, the distinction between the two senses of
the crucial words makes available one obvious way of resolving the
apparent contradiction. This is by thinking of these words as having
the former sense when the Creed says that there is ‘one God’, and as
having the latter sense when it claims that each of the beings are
‘God’. Thus understood, the Creed is saying that there is one unique
thing which it names 'God' which consists of three beings.

The Creed states that the Father is the originating source of
the other two beings - he ‘begets’ the Son, and the Spirit '‘proceeds
from' the Father’. The three beings came to be called (in Greek)
vnootaoelg or nmpoowrna, and (in Latin) substantiae or personae; and
what they had in common (in Greek) their ovoia, (in Latin) their es-
sentia, natura, or substantia. (Confusingly, Latins sometimes used
substantia as a translation of ovoia and sometimes as a translation of
vmootaolg.) I will call the beings 'persons' and what they have in
common their 'essence'. The Council provided no elucidation of what
‘proceeding’ meant, but in saying that the Son was ‘begotten’, it ad-
ded that he was ‘not made’; and I assume that the latter meant at
least that he was not made out of any pre-existing matter, and per-
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haps also that he was not made out of anything non-existent (see my
Appendix). All this is the framework which subsequent ‘theories’ of
the Trinity seek to fill out; a theory which is such that there is no an-
cient sense of the relevant words under which the Creed is true can-
not justifiably be called a Christian theory of the Trinity.

There seems to be further agreement from the fifth century on-
wards until modern times among all Catholic and Orthodox theolo-
gians (and, I would think, most early Protestant theologians) on vari-
ous further matters which I will now spell out. The first such agreed
matter is what is meant by saying that the members of the Trinity are
‘persons’. The fifth century Christian philosopher Boethius classic-
ally defined a ‘person’ as ‘an individual substance (substantia) of a
rational nature’®; and he adds that ‘by this definition we Latins have
described what the Greeks call vmootaoilg ' and he claims that the
Greek usage is much clearer, since persona is borrowed from a dif-
ferent Greek word nmpéowmov which originally meant ‘mask’, a mean-
ing which Boethius rejects. A dmootaolg, Boethius claims, is what
‘underlies’ and ‘supports’ accidental properties, and is best trans-
lated into Latin as substantia, an individual thing, not a genus or spe-
cies. All the Latin medievals, including Aquinas °, seem to have ac-
cepted this definition as giving a necessary condition for something
being a 'person'. While Latins accepted that there were three indi-
vidual substances in the sense in which the Greeks were using the
term, which they called ‘supposits’ or ‘subsisting things’, they were
reluctant to say explicitly that there were three ‘substances’. Aquinas
gives as the reason for this®, that ‘substantia’ was often used to mean
‘nature’ or ‘essence’, and Latins and Greeks all denied that there
were three essences in God. Aquinas held that - like all words used
of God - persona is used in an analogical way,’ that is as expressing a
higher degree of what is attributed to created things. He held how-
ever that all analogical usage of words is ‘literal’ usage; and would
surely have denied that calling any member of the Trinity a ‘person’
was using the word ‘metaphorically’.

The second agreed matter is that each of the persons has the
same essential intrinsic properties which make each of them divine. I
understand ‘properties’ as including both intrinsic properties which
are properties that can be possessed by one substance independently
of its relations to any other substance, and relational properties
which are properties that relate two or more substances to each
other. Having a mass of 10kg. is an intrinsic property; a substance
can have a mass of 10kg, independently of how it is related to other
substances. ‘Being taller than’ is a relation which can relate many
different pairs of humans to each other; and so ‘being taller than
John’ is a relational property which relates its possessor to John. An
essential property of a thing is a property which it must have in or-
der to exist; thus 'occupying space' is an essential property of my
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desk. So, to repeat, it was agreed that each of the persons has the
same essential intrinsic properties which alone make them divine.

Having exactly the same essential intrinsic properties which
make them divine, all theologians assumed, followed from having the
same ovola, the same (unknowable) essence. But in what sense?
ovola alas has several meanings, of which two are crucially relevant
to the present discussion. Aristotle distinguished between oboia in
the primary sense of an individual thing, a particular man or horse;
and ovoia in the secondary sense of the essence common to all mem-
bers of a particular species or genus.? While fourth century theolo-
gians may have understood otoia in different senses, and so have
had a clear agreed view about the sense in which the persons of the
Trinity are opoovolog, ‘of the same essence’. But it seems to me
clear that many theologians then and almost all theologians after the
fifth century understood it in the secondary sense. Thus Basil of
Caesarea wrote 'the distinction between ob0oia and dmootaolg is the
same as that between the general and the particular; as, for in-
stance, between the animal and the particular man...The Godhead is
common, the fatherhood particular.'” In the later Eastern tradition
John of Damascus said exactly the same: 'o0oia signifies the common
and general form.. such as God, man, while bmootaolc marks the in-
dividual, that is to say Father, Son, Holy Spirit, or Peter, Paul.''® But
here it might seem that the Western tradition began to diverge from
the Eastern tradition, for the former vigorously asserts that the per-
sons of the Trinity have more in common than Peter and Paul. In the
thirteenth century Joachim of Fiore was believed to have claimed
that the unity of the Godhead is a collective unity ‘in the way that
many persons are said to be one people, and many persons are said
to be one people, and many faithful one church’. The Fourth Lateran
Council of 1215 A.D. rejected his supposed view and declared it to be
Catholic doctrine that 'there exists a certain supreme reality (res)’,
'that is, divine substance, essence or nature’ which ‘truly is the
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.''! Yet it had earlier said that
the Trinity is “‘undivided according to its common essence, but dis-
tinct according to the properties of its persons.’” So it allows that the
persons have distinct properties, but share a common essence. So
what is it saying more than Basil said?

What is at stake here is there is a different understanding of ‘es-
sence’ in the secondary sense between many Eastern and Western
theologians.!? For many Easterners, an essence of a kind was simply
an abstract universal; to say that being an embodied rational animal
is the essence of humans would be just to say that to be human is to
be an embodied rational animal. But for many Western thinkers an
essence of a kind was a concrete thing, located in each of the things
of that kind; it was divided among the things of that kind, and to be
found in the places where they were. Peter had a bit of the essence
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of humanity, and Paul had a different bit. But of course each of the
members of the Trinity do not occupy places, and so the essence of
divinity is not spread among different places. Hence the essence of
divinity was not divisible. Hence it was una res fully instantiated in
each of the three persons. But no Eastern theologian was going to
deny that in that sense the essence of each of the persons was una
res. John of Damascus wrote that Peter and Paul ‘do not dwell in one
another, and are separated’; we recognize ‘by the mind’ that they
have a common nature. But the members of the Trinity ‘dwell in each
other’, ‘nor can one admit difference in will or judgement or energy,
or power, or anything whatsoever which may produce actual and ab-
solute separation in our case.'®* So Lateran IV was not making any
theological point with which the East might disagree; it was merely
expressing an agreed point in terms of a philosophical category, 'con-
crete universal', which Easterners did not use but would have agreed
with the point made in terms of that category.

The third agreed matter is that the persons differ from each
other in their relations of origin, and that this was the only essential
difference between them. Thus Boethius: ‘the many-ness of the Trin-
ity is expressed by the category of relation...Only terms belonging to
relation may be applied singly to each [member of the Trinity]’'* The
Father was the cause of the existence of the other two, who are dis-
tinguished from each other by the Son being ‘begotten’ of the Father,
and the Spirit ‘proceeding from ‘the Father. But this led to three dif-
ferent views about what the relations were. The first view was that
they were simply relations of causation as such; and so the difference
between the persons is that the Father is the person who is directly
the cause of the Son, and - either jointly with the Son, or through the
Son - the cause of the Spirit; the Son is the person who is caused by
the Father alone and the Spirit is the person who is caused by the
Father either with or through the Son. I cannot see any significant
difference between the formula of the Roman Catholic version of the
Creed, 'the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son' and the for-
mula acceptable to many Orthodox'*the Spirit proceeds from the
Father through the Son’ . Both Aquinas and Scotus held that it was a
mere verbal difference, and that the latter was an acceptable for-
mula.!® I find this first view in Gregory of Nyssa'!’-, Aquinas'® and
other thirteenth century Dominicans!®. The second view, the view of
John of Damascus?® and many modern Orthodox, was that both Son
and Spirit were caused by the Father alone. In that case the causal
relations of the Father to each would have to be relations of different
kinds - 'begetting' would have to be a diifferent relation from 'spirat-
ing' (that is, causing to proceed). The third view, which I find in both
Western and Eastern theologians?!, combined the other two views. It
held that the Son and the Spirit differed from each other both in vir-
tue of their different causal relations to the Father, and because the
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causal relations themselves were of different kinds. Those later
Western medieval theologians who advocated the third view tried -
following one of Augustine's analogies of the Trinity to explain the
difference in terms of the difference between being produced by un-
intentional copying (as when we recall some event) and being pro-
duced 'voluntarily'** . But what none of the Fathers would advocate is
that Son and Spirit differ from each other in virtue of any intrinsic
properties, a view advocated by Lossky??, for in that case they would
not have a common oovotia.

Because all agreed that the persons were distinct only because
of their different relations to each other, it follows that they do not
have thisness (in Latin haecceitas, a word invented by Duns Scotus).
To say that a thing has thisness is to say that - it is logically possible
- there could have existed instead (or in addition to) that substance,
a different thing which has all the same properties as the former
thing. Human beings, in my view, have thisness. Instead of me lectur-
ing to you today there could have been another person who has the
same body and thinks the same thoughts and had the same (mental
and physical) life history.** Aquinas , and - I suspect - all medieval
thinkers held that relations are only ever accidental properties of
created things; created things are distinct from each other only in
virtue of their ‘essential principles’®, i.e. essential intrinsic proper-
ties and/or (in the case of material objects) by their matter, which
entails that matter has thisness. So by denying that the Father, the
Son and the Spirit have thisness, as Aquinas would have done if he
had had that concept, thinkers would have meant that each is not
such that there could have been instead of him a different person
with all the same intrinsic properties and all the same relations to
other beings as the actual Father, Son or Spirit. Aquinas wrote that
‘it is in virtue of the same fact that [God] is God and is this God’,?°
which implies that God himself does not have thisness, from which it
follows that no divine person has thisness; for if a substance does
not have thisness, no part of that substance has thisness. In holding
that all created things which have the same essential intrinsic prop-
erties have thisness I believe that medieval thinkers were mistaken.
Following most physicists, I believe that (probably) all fundamental
particles of a kind (e.g all electrons) have the same essential intrinsic
properties as each other and lack 'thisness' ; they are distinct from
each other only in virtue of their relations. An electron is the particu-
lar electron it is in virtue of its location which is a matter of its spa-
tial relations to other fundamental particles (or, if there is an abso-
lute space, its relation to some point of that space) and its temporal
relations to past particles. If we accept this, we find less difficulty in
understanding Aquinas's claim that ‘with God relations are subsist-
ing’. All that he means by relations being 'subsistent' is that rela-
tions are part of what makes a thing that thing. So, he claims, what
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makes an individual divine person that individual person is his kind
nature -that is his divine nature, and his relations to other divine per-
sons. That the persons of the Trinity do not have thisness is import-
ant for my later a priori argument for the truth of the doctrine of the
Trinity.

Further, all agree that there being three divine persons does not
entail that God is ‘compound’ or has three ‘parts’. One reason for
this, writes John of Damascus, is that the persons have the same es-
sence?’ ; and Aquinas also gives as a reason why there is only one
God, that ‘the whole fullness of the divine nature is present in each
of the persons’?®. Another answer given by Anselm is that the ‘per-
sons’ are not ‘independently existing things’?®. John of Damascus
wrote that ‘compoundness is the beginning of separation’®°. But such
reasons do not rule the persons being ‘parts’ in the sense that to-
gether they constitute the Trinity, and -although they would be un-
willing to express the point in this way - I suggest that most of the
Fathers and medievals would have accepted that. Aquinas gave the
explanation which I suggested earlier is ‘ one obvious way of resolv-
ing the apparent contradiction’ that both the Trinity and its mem-
bers are said to be ‘God. ‘God’, he wrote , is ‘a name’, yet it means
‘having divinity’ which is ‘an adjective’; and that is why ‘whereas
there are three having divinity, that still does not entail there being
three gods’®'. In some cases ‘God’ stands for the essence’; ‘it is by
reason of the form signified that ‘God creates’. It is the whole divinity
present in the three persons which ‘creates’; thus, it would seem,
‘God’ so used is the name of the three taken together. But in other
cases it stands for the person who has divinity, as in ‘God generates’
(that is , God the father generates the Son). So the fact that the
Father is God, and also the Son is God, does not imply that there are
two gods, simply because ‘God’ is used in two different ways.

Finally, all patristic and medieval thinkers agree, all the actions
of each member of the Trinity are actions of the whole Trinity, except
the ‘characteristic acts’, which are the acts by which one member
causes another member. Omnia acta Trinitatis ad extra indivisa sunt,
‘all the outward-directed acts of the Trinity are indivisible’, that is,
each such act is one united act of the whole Trinity. And,, wrote
Gregory Palamas, referring to their outward -directed acts 'the three
divine hypostases mutuallly coinhere and interpenetrate naturally,
totally, eternally, inseparably, and yet without mingling or confusion,
so that their energy is also one.' ** For Palamas, writes John Meyen-
dorff commenting on this sentence, 'the Trinity is the union of three
hypostases who each keep, in a real way, their personal identity.'
The ‘characteristic acts’ of ‘begetting the Son’ and ‘spirating’ the
Spirit are not- as Aquinas puts it- ‘acts of will’ in the sense of being
‘the source of effects which can be one way or another’; rather, they
are ‘acts of nature’ (i.e. it follows from the nature of the relevant per-
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son that he will beget or spirate; he has no free choice whether or
not to beget or spirate). But they are not consequences of a necessity
which acts independently of the person’s will. “The Father begets the
Son willingly’ writes Aquinas.** He cites Augustine as claiming that
‘The Father begat the Son neither by will nor by necessity’; this say-
ing repeats the Creed of Damasus that ‘The Father begat the Son,
not by will, nor by necessity but by nature.’®

So with these precisifications I find in Western medieval thought
the same doctrine of the Trinity as in Eastern thought, and this the-
ory is a ‘social theory’ in the sense that it postulates three ‘persons’
in somewhat Boethius’s sense as ‘distinct centres of knowledge, love,
will and action’®*®. That the Western doctrine was that of a social the-
ory is made evident especially in the theory of Richard of St Victor, to
which I shall come later, to whose content (although not to its prov-
ability by natural reason®’), later theologians do not seem to have ob-
jected. So the agreed theory holds that the persons of the Trinity are
separate persons, since at least once they perform separate inten-
tional acts - the Father willingly begets the Son; and so must have
had separate consciousnesses (though ‘how many consciousnesses?’
was not the kind of question which the Fathers or medievals asked).
The consciousnesses would be type-identical (that is have the same
content), except in respect of the 'characteristic acts', but be token-
distinct (that is, there are three of them). The three persons have ex-
actly the same divine ‘nature’ (in the secondary sense of oboia) as
each other, but what makes them separate persons is merely their
different relations to each other. I see no evidence of any theory of
the Trinity between the fifth century and modern times, recognized
as within the bounds of orthodoxy, which is not a ‘social theory’ in
this sense. It is true that the ‘models’ of the Trinity which Augustine
discusses in the middle chapters of De Trinitate such as the models
of the mind, the mind’s love of itself, and the mind’s knowledge of it-
self, and the model of the mind’s memory, understanding, and will,
are not models of a social theory. For they are all models of one per-
son, and of parts or properties of that person which could not exist
without the person. In Boethius’s sense of 'person’, they are theories
of one person. But Augustine himself rejected these analogies as
totally inadequate in chapter 15 of De Trinitate, on the grounds that
each of the persons of the Trinity has love, understanding, etc quite
apart from their relation to the other members. “Who', he wrote,
'‘would dare to say that the Father understands neither himself, nor
the Son, nor the Holy Spirit, except by the Son, or loves them except
by the Holy Spirit?’*®Augustine, unlike his medieval successors, does
not seem to me to have a theory of the Trinity.

IT
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The unanimity of church tradition in the major respects which I
have just analysed about the kind of Trinity affirmed by the Creed
seems to me good reason for adopting it. But it needs to be spelled
out in order to show that it does not contain any inconsistencies, es-
pecially in order to show that the claim that each of the persons of
the Trinity is divine and so omnipotent does not entail that one per-
son might try to cause some good state of affairs (e.g. Uranus moving
in a clockwise direction round the Sun relative to some framework)
and at exactly the same time another member might try to cause an
incompatible equally good state (e.g. Uranus moving in an anti-clock-
wise direction). Since both persons could not succeed, both could not
be omnipotent, and - if not omnipotent - then surely not divine. To
deal with this, we need to consider what it is for a person to be di-
vine.

A divine person is naturally understood us one who is essentially
eternally omnipotent and exists (in some sense) ‘necessarily’. If
‘eternal’ is understood as ‘everlasting’ , then at each moment of ever-
lasting time, the Father is the cause of the existence of the others at
the subsequent moment; if "eternal' is understood as 'timeless’, then
the Father timelessly causes each of the others.(I shall subsequently
understand ‘eternal’ as ‘everlasting’, but what I have to say can eas-
ily be rephrased in terms of ‘eternal’ being ‘timeless’) Being divine,
each is also ‘omnipotent’. If we understand a person being omnipo-
tent not merely as having the power intentionally to do any logically
possible action but also as knowing the nature of the alternative ac-
tions between which he can choose, and as being free from non-ra-
tional influences, then omnipotence entails perfect goodness, in the
following sense. An omnipotent person will know of each available
action whether it is good or bad, and whether it is better than some
incompatible action. Recognizing an action as good entails having
some motivation to do it, and recognizing an action as better than an-
other entails having greater motivation to do it, and recognizing an
action as bad entails having motivation not to do it.

So, if there is in some situation a best possible action (or kind of
action) for him to do any omnipotent person will always do that ac-
tion (or kind of action). But in many situations, for an omnipotent
person as also for us, there will be two or more incompatible possible
actions (or kinds of action), each as good as each other and better
than any other action (or kind of action). In such a situation an omni-
potent person will freely choose which of them to do. But surely
there will be frequently before an omnipotent person, as there is not
before us, a choice between an infinite number of incompatible pos-
sible actions (or kinds of action), each of which is less good than
some other action (or kind of action), but where there is no best. In
such a case his perfect goodness can only consist in choosing to do
one of these actions, even though the action the person chooses will
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not be the best (because there is no best). Thus suppose that it were
a best possible kind of action to create planets, and the more of them
the better, then an omnipotent being will be perfectly good if he cre-
ates exactly one planet, but not a worse person than he would be if
he created exactly two planets, although an act of creating planets
would be a better act the more planets are created. Now given that
any omnipotent person is in this sense perfectly good, there could
only be more than one omnipotent person, if each of the omnipotent
persons believed that it would be bad for him to bring about effects
of certain types, types which only some other omnipotent person had
the right to bring about. That is, there must be some agreement
among them about which area each is entitled to control. Otherwise
we would get the incompatibility which I described. But given that
the omnipotence of a person is only a power to do good actions and
so actions of a kind which that person had the right to do, more than
one person could be omnipotent. Only one person would initiate ac-
tions affecting the motions of the planets, and the others would put
their power behind his choice; and similarly for other areas. Hence
the unity of the Godhead in ‘power’ affirmed by the Council of Con-
stantinople’s synodical letter. This demarcation of areas of influence
could not be reached by discussion between the persons, for while
the discussion was taking place none of them would be omnipotent.
In causing the others to exist (at each moment of time) the Father
would have to lay down the rules determining who has the right to do
which actions; and the other members of the Trinity would recognize
his right, as the source of their being to lay them down.

Given my understanding of what it is for each of the persons to
be ‘divine’, and given that the Father caused the Son and Spirit,
everything else agreed by the traditional social theory, follows. In or-
der to know what actions are available to them, each of the three
persons would need to know the whole past and present of the world
(for everything that has happened in the past or is happening in the
present determines whether some otherwise available action is lo-
gically possible. For example, in order to know that he cannot now
bring about a second world war, an omnipotent being would need to
know that a second world war has already happened.) So each divine
person would be fully aware of all the thoughts and actions of the
others. This common omniscience, omnipotence community of action
makes it the case that in a natural sense there is one God.

Son and Spirit could only exist with the same necessity as the
Father, if their causation by the Father was not a voluntary act; and
so it would have to follow from the nature of the Father that he
would bring about Son and Spirit. It follows that Son and Spirit do
not have ‘thisness’; that is, each is not such that there could be in-
stead of him a different person with all the same properties (includ-
ing relations to other beings) as the actual Son and Spirit. For if for
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example the Son had thisness, then - since there could have been in-
numerable possible persons with exactly the same properties as the
actual Son, there would have been no reason to cause one to exist
rather than another; and so the Father would have had to bring
about one of them by a voluntary act; and in that case the actual Son
would not exist with the same necessity as the Father. And if Son and
Spirit do not have thisness, they would only have the same kind of
divinity as the Father, if we suppose that the Father also does not
have thisness. And anyway it is simpler and so a more probable true
hypothesis to suppose that everything depends on a being who does
not have thisness; and so the question does not arise of ‘why this
Father, rather than any other?’ Since the three divine persons do not
have thisness, they can be distinct only if they have different (in-
trinsic or relational) properties from each other. But given that it is
simpler to suppose that they each have no more intrinsic properties
than those following from essential eternal omnipotence, the differ-
ence must consist in their having different relations to each other.
And inevitably the Father will have a different relation to the other
two persons -since he causes them, and they do not cause him. And
his doing this must entail his having a certain initial primacy, which
put him in a position to do this. The difference between Son and
Spirit could therefore consist in each having a different kind of rela-
tion to the Father; and the simplest form of that would be if one (the
Son) is caused by the Father alone, and the other (the Spirit) is
caused by the Father and/or through the Son. But the difference
could also - as we have seen- consist in each being caused by the
Father in a different way (signified by the unexplained difference
between 'being begotten' and 'proceeding). Simplicity favours the
view that the difference consists solely in their asymmetric relations
of origin to the Father - the Son being caused by the Father alone,
and the Spirit being caused by the Father and or through the Son.
And I shall shortly give an a priori argument in favour of that view.

So, given that it is coherent to suppose that there is one divine
person, understood as a person who is ‘essentially eternally omnipo-
tent and existing necessarily’, I suggest that I have shown that it is
coherent to suppose that there are three such persons who form a
Trinity of the traditional kind. Given that they are individuated by
their relations to each other, it follows that each person could not ex-
ist without the others. It is a consequence of the nature of the Father
that he will continually sustain in existence Son and Spirit and of the
nature of the Son that he will help to sustain the Spirit. I shall now
argue that not merely is this coherent, but that there is a strong a
priori argument to show that it is true: that necessarily, given one di-
vine person (the Father) there will be two and only two more divine
persons.
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The claim that there is a Trinity of the above kind needs filling
out in a crucial respect. In most of the authors whom I have dis-
cussed so far there is not much about why it is a good thing that God
is triune; yet on a social theory, the answer is obvious - because if
there are three divine persons, they can exhibit within the Godhead
that characteristic of God which Christians have always regarded as
so important - love. Important to medieval thought was the Di-
onysian principle, that goodness by its very nature is diffusive of it-
self: it seeks to produce more good things. Augustine had written
with respect to the Father generating an equal ‘if he wished to, but
could not he is weak; if he could but did not wish to, he is envious’.*
In the twelth century Richard of St Victor echoed this, and - claiming
that the fullest kind of love is love of an equal (and so it would not be
enough for God to create humans), deduced that the Father must
generate the Son.

Perfect love must be love of someone worthy of perfect love,
wrote Richard, and only a divine person could be worthy of perfect
love.** I wouldn’t myself put the point in quite that way. Rather, I
would say that perfect love must be fully mutual love, reciprocated in
kind and quantity, involving total sharing, the kind of love involved in
a perfect marriage; and only a being who could share with him the
rule of the universe could fully reciprocate the love of another such.
While of course the love of a parent for a child is of immense value, it
is not the love of equals; and one thing which makes it as valuable as
it is, is that the parent is seeking to make the child (as she grows up)
into an equal. To put the point in the terminology I used earlier, it
would be a unique best action for the Father to cause the existence
of the Son, and so inevitably he would do so. If we think of God as
temporal, as Richard of St Victor did not, it follows that the Father
could not begin to cause the existence of the Son at some moment in
time, say a trillion trillion years ago. That would be too late - for all
eternity before that time the Father would not have manifested his
perfect goodness. Rather, at each moment of everlasting time the
Father must always cause The Son to exist, and so always keep the
Son in being.

A twosome can be selfish. A marriage in which husband and wife
are interested only in each other and do not seek to spread the love
they have for each other, is a deficient marriage. (And of course the
obvious way, but not the only way, in which they can spread their
love is by having children). Perfect love for a beloved , Richard ar-
gues, must involve the wish that the beloved should be loved by
someone else also.*! Hence it will be a unique best action for the
Father to cause the existence of a third divine being whom Father
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and Son could love and by whom each could be loved. Hence the
Holy Spirit. And - I suggest that it would be best if the Father in-
cluded the Son as co-cause (as he is of all other actions of the Father)
in causing the Spirit.And again they must have caused the Spirit to
exist at each past moment of everlasting time. Hence the Trinity
must always have existed.

So why only three divine persons? Do not these arguments sug-
gest that there should be more than three divine persons. Richard of
St. Victor’s answer is that there would be no need for a fourth since
three divine persons would satisfy the demands of love fully.** I ar-
gued earlier that when there is a unique best action a divine person
must do it. It was a unique best action for the Father to bring about
another divine person- for perfect love requires another with whom
to share; and it was a unique best action for Father and Son to bring
about a third divine person, for the love of Father for Son and Son for
Father required that they should cause there to be some divine per-
son other than themselves for the other to love and be loved by.
Three persons is the necessary minimum for unselfish love between
persons of some kind. Every member of the Trinity could show un-
selfish love without there being a fourth divine person.

However Richard did not consider an objection that even so,
surely the more divine persons the better, and so surely good divine
persons would produce lots more divine persons; and hence he has
not proved that God must be triune. His argument needs a crucial
step which I now add to it, as follows: if the objection were correct,
then however many divine persons the Father (in conjunction with
others) brought about, it would be still better if he brought about
more. But, as I argued earlier, when there is an infinite series of in-
compatible possible good actions, each better than the previous one,
available to some agent, it is not logically possible that he do the best
one - because there is no best action. An agent is perfectly good in
that situation if he does any one of those good actions. So since to
bring about only three divine persons would be incompatible with an
alternative action of bringing about only four divine persons, and so
generally, the perfect goodness of the Father would be satisfied by
his bringing about only two further divine persons. He does not have
to bring about a fourth divine person in order to fulfil his divine
nature. To create a fourth divine person would therefore be an act of
will, not an act of nature. But then any fourth divine person would
not exist necessarily in the sense in which the second and third di-
vine persons exist necessarily - his existence would not be a neces-
sary consequence of the existence of a necessary being; and hence
he would not be divine. So there cannot be a fourth divine person.
There must be and can only be three divine persons.*
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IV

Among modern writers Jurgen Moltmann,* Cornelius
Plantinga,*> William Hasker (op.cit), and John Zizioulas have all ad-
vocated versions of a social theory. I find myself in agreement with
the first two of these authors, and largely in agreement with Hasker.
But whether I agree with Zizioulas’s ‘social Trinitarianism’ depends
on just what he is claiming. He claims that the Father 'freely' begets
the Son and brings forth the Spirit'*e. If "freely' entails that these
acts are acts of will, and not acts of essence, then that is a long way
out of line with Christian tradition and to be rejected also on the
ground that Son and Spirit would not then exist as necessarily as
does the Father. But 'freely' which in this sentence he explains as ‘out
of love' may just mean 'willingly' or 'gladly'. But he also claims in the
same place that the Father 'perpetually confirms "through being" his
free will to exist', which seems to imply that he could commit suicide
- which, if I have interpreted him correctly, would make him even fur-
ther out of line with Christian tradition.

The ‘social theory’ is sometimes called the ‘Greek theory’ in con-
trast to the ‘Latin theory’. But if I am right, there was no other the-
ory from the fifth century until modern times, above all because they
all have roughly the same understanding of what a ‘person’ is; and
agree that the members of the Trinity are different persons from
each other, and that the divine essence or the Trinity itself are not
persons. It is only in respect of the less central issue of the filioque
that there are differences. Only when we come to modern times do
we find, among theologians not officially deemed heretical, theories
which are in Boethius’s sense one-person theories, and in which the
Trinity of ‘persons’ is a Trinity of ‘persons’ in a quite different sense.
I'll call them unitary theories. Barth and Rahner are both unitary the-
orists. Barth thinks of the persons of the Trinity as three ‘modes of
existence’ of the one God, *” and Rahner thinks of them as God’s
three ‘distinct manners of subsisting. For Rahner, the Trinity is
simply ‘“The threefold quality of God in himself’, his triune ‘personal-
ity’*®- These theories all seem to me to be ‘modalist’ theories; but to
differ from Sabellianism which was always deemed heretical, in that
they claim that the threefoldness of God is not merely a feature of
the ways in which humans become aware of God - as creator, as re-
deemer (in Jesus Christ), and as sanctifier (in the ‘Holy Spirit’), but
in a necessary division in his operations which lies behind these con-
tingent manifestations. Among modern analytic philosophers I would
classify Brian Leftow?®’, William Craig®’, and Keith Ward>! as unitary
theorists®.

The two primary positive reasons given in favour of unitary the-
ories are the reason that it provides the most natural interpretation
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of the Christian monotheistic tradition, and that it alone safeguards
the ‘simplicity of God’. I have argued that on the contrary social Trin-
itarianism provides the obvious natural interpretation of the Nicene
Creed, and the way in which all theologians not deemed heretical,
developed it in the following 1000 years. And as regards the claim
that a theory alone safeguards the ‘simplicity of God’, note that
simple theories may have complicated consequences; Newton’s
simple theory of gravitation has very complicated consequences for
how many bodies interact, but it is no less simple for having such
consequences. Likewise the simplicity of the claim that there is one
divine person is not diminished if it follows from the existence of
such a person that he would produce two other divine persons, and
that is what I , following Richard of St. Victor, have argued. On the
other hand no unitary theory seems to give a satisfactory account of
why there should be three rather than one or any other number of
‘modes of being’ or 'persons' in any other highly metaphorical sense,
let alone anything amounting to a proof that there must be such. I
conclude that there is nothing in favour of a unitary theory, and
everything in favour of a social theory.
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Appendix on Creation

In his recent book William Hasker has argued against the ortho-
doxy of my view that my claim that Son and Spirit were ‘brought
about, but not brought about out of anything’ (which is the obvious
way of understanding e nihilo), on the ground that that view implies
that they were ‘created’; and he claims that ‘none of the ancient
Fathers...would have accepted that a person could be both fully di-
vine ... and created’®. The latter claim is surely correct, and indeed
the ‘Athanasian Creed’ affirms ‘The Father uncreated, The Son uncre-
ated, The Holy Spirit uncreated’.”* But what were the Fathers deny-
ing in saying that Son and Spirit were not ‘created’? ‘Creation’
meant ‘creation e nihilo’; and that while that is surely naturally and
correctly understood as 'not out of any stuff at all’, many of the Fath-
ers did not understand e nihilo in that way. To quote G.C. Stead on
Athanasius - ‘He allows himself to us the verb ktiCew, to create, not
only of the primary act of creation e nihilo, but for the stages of cre-
ation. Thus he can write that "men were created from matter and
passible matter at that"; so that verbally at least, he allows 'creation'
from something. More important perhaps is the fact that even where
Athanasius is professedly expounding creation e nihilo, he seems un-
able to visualize the divine action in its authentic sense, so that
things simply begin to be at the divine word. He teaches that God
calls things into being out of not-being; but the latter is conceived,
not as sheer nothingness, but as a limbo of not being’;** and Stead
points out that Origen too at one place seems to think of ‘nothing-
ness’ in a similar way. This understanding may have its origin in St.
Paul’s remark that God ‘calls into existence the things that do not ex-
ist.”>>This understanding of ‘nothingness’ can be seen in the Creed of
the Council of Nicaea (as distinct from the ‘Nicene Creed’ pro-
claimed by the First Council of Constantinople), when it denied that
the Son was ‘made from things that are not, or from another hypo-
stasis or ovoia.”®And of course I deny that the Son and Spirit were
‘created’ in this sense.

No doubt most of the Fathers understood creation e nihilo in the
sense of ‘mot out of anything’, but it was surely to avoid any
suggestion that the Son was made out of any ghostly matter, and
because some of them felt that he must be constituted of something,
that the Fathers of the Council of Nicaea claimed that the Son was
begotten €k g ovolag Tov matpdg, ‘from the substance of the
Father’; and of course he did have exactly the same ovoia as the
Father. Another, and perhaps more important reason, why the
Fathers refused to say that the Son was ‘created’ was they thought
that there was such an enormous gap between the nature of a
creator and the nature of a creature, that if the Son created the
world, he could not himself also be ‘created’. The medievals, being of
course far more philosophically sophisticated than the patristic
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writers, understood creation e nihilo as ‘bringing into existence, not
out of anything’; but saddled with the ancient formula that the Son
was ‘not created’ but 'begotten from the ovoia of the Father', they
came to understand it in various different ways. Aquinas and Henry
of Ghent thought that the divine essence is in effect the matter of the
Son; and so being already present in the Father was not created.
Duns Scotus thought that the Son is pure form, and he was not
created because the form is the divine essence tightly joined to the
essence of sonship, and there is not anything that plays the role of
matter in divine persons. William of Ockham also held that while
there is nothing that plays the role of matter in the Son, and his
divine essence comes from the Father, neither of these is caused to
exist; all that is caused to exist is the sharing of that essence with the
Son.”” But for all of these writers, why the Son is not ‘created’ is that
there is some already existing constituent in him (the divine
essence), whereas in creating the physical universe, God causes both
matter and the essences of material objects. Now I certainly share
the view of the Fathers that the Son was not made out of any ghostly
matter, and I share the view of almost all the Fathers and later
medievals that the Son has the same intrinsic nature as the Father. If
‘created’ implies 'made out of ghostly matter' or 'does not have the
same intrinsic nature as an already existing thing' , I certainly deny
that the Son was ‘created’. But if it means simply ‘brought into
existence, not out of any pre-existing stuff’, then none of these
writers would have denied that the Son was created.

NOTES

1. The so called ‘Athanasian’ Creed, which is binding on Catholics and (In the-

ory) on Anglicans was never recognised by the Eastern Church, and so is

not recognized today by Orthodox or monophysites. However I do not think

that - despite its challenging tone - it adds much to what the Nicene Creed

has to say about the Trinity.

See for example (ed.) N.P. Tanner Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils,

Sheed and Ward, 1990, p. 24.

op. cit. p. 28.

Contra Eutychen 3

op. cit.Ia.29.1 and ad1l

op.cit. 'a.30.1 ad 1.

op. cit. 1a.29.3.

Categories 2a

Letter 236.6

0.0On the Orthodox Faith 1I1.4. See also Maximus the Confessor, Second Cen-
tury on Theology, translated in (ed.) G.E.H.Palmer and others, The
Philokalia vol.2,Faber and Faber, 1995. p.137: '[The Divinity] is wholly one in
respect of the essence, wholly three in respect of the hypostases or persons.'

11. Lateran IV, Constitution 2 See Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils p. 232.
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I am indebted for my understanding of this aspect of the decree of Lateran
IV, to Richard Cross Duns Scotus on God, Ashgate, 2005, pp. 165-6..

On the Orthodox Faith 1.8.

De Trinitate 6.

For this latter view see for example, Basil of Caesarea Letter 38.4, John of
Damascus On the Orthodox Faith 1.12.

Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1a.36.3; Duns Scotus, Ordinatio 1.26.Question
1

"That is the only way by which we distinguish one Person from the other, by
believing, that is, that one is the cause and the other depends on the cause.
Again, we recognize another distinction with regard to that which depends
on the cause. There is that which depends on the first cause and that which
is derived from what immediately depends on the first cause. Thus the at-
tribute of being only-begotten without doubt remains with the Son, and we
do not question that the Spirit is derived from the Father. For the mediation
of the Son, while it guards his prerogative of being only-begotten, does not
exclude the relation which the Spirit has by nature to the Father"- Gregory
of Nyssa, ‘An Answer to Ablabius: that we should not think of saying - there
are three Gods’, trans C.C. Richardson in (ed.) E.R. Hardy Christology of the
Later Fathers, Westminister Press 1954, p. 266.

'The Holy Spirit is distinct as a person from the Son because the origin of
the one is distinct from the origin of the other. But this very difference of ori-
gin consists in the Son's being from the Father alone, the Holy Spirit from
the Father and the Son..There is no other way for the persons to be distinct'
- Aquinas op.cit.Ia.36.2.ad7.

See Russell L. Frledman, Medieval Trinitarian Thought from Aquinas to
Ockham, Cambridge University Press, 2010, chapter 2.

‘The Son is derived from the Father after the manner of generation, and the
Holy Spirit likewise is derived from the Father, yet not after the manner of
generation, but after that of procession. And we have learned that there is a
difference between 'generation and procession, but the nature of that differ-
ence we in no wise understand' ' - John of Damascus op.cit. 1.8.

See Friedman loc.cit.

. Western medieval theologians , with their enormous deference to Augustine,

took his model of the mind, its knowledge of itself, and its love of itself very
seriously and tried to understand it as a model of the relations between
three persons. Friedman (op.cit. chapter 2) describes the disputes between
Dominicans (including Aquinas) who understood the model metaphorically,
and the Franciscans who gave it a more literal interpretation. For the latter,
the difference between the modes of production of the Son and the Spirit
was like the difference between the expression of a concept (analogous to
the divine nature) which reproduces a mental representation in an involun-
tary way (as in memory), and its production by an 'act of will', that is a vol-
untary act. Among problems for the latter view is that, since presumably the
Father produced the Son intentionally (that is, meaning to do so), that the
Father produced the Spirit 'voluntarily' must mean something more that
that he produced the Son intentionally, and it rather looks as if the some-
thing more is 'by a free choice', that is by a choice which the Father could
have chosen not to make -which all medieval theologians would deny. More
generally, I suggest, to take the model too literally undermines the agreed
view that the 'persons' are persons in something like Boethius's sense. I
point out below that Augustine himself did not take the model at all literally.
'The relations only serve to express the hypostatic diversity of the Three;
they are not the basis of it. It is the absolute diversity of the three hypo-
stases which determines their differing relations to one another, not vice
versa' -V.Lossky, In the Image and Likeness of God, St Vladimir's Seminary
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Press, 2001,p.79.

See my Mind, Brain and Free Will, Oxford University Press, 2013 especially
chapter 6.

'In creaturis non potest esse distinctio suppositorum per relationes, sed
oportet quod sit per essentialia principia’ (op. cit. Ia.39.1.ad1) which I trans-
late as ‘Created things cannot be individuated by their different relations to
things; they can be distinguished only by the constituents of their essences,
because relations in creatures are not subsistent' .

Summa Theologiae 1a.11.3.

op.cit.1.8.

Op.cit. [a.42. 4 ad 3. See also Anselm On the Procession of the Holy Spirit,
translation in (ed.) B.Davies and G.R.Evans, Anselm of Canterbury: The Ma-
jor Works, Oxford University Press, 1998, p.433. ‘since God has no parts
and the whole of him is whatever he is, the whole God ...is the Father, is the
Son, is the Holy Spirit’.

Anselm Monologion section 79 in (ed.) Davis and Evans p.79.

.John of Damascus loc.cit.

Op.cit [a.39.4.

Gregory Palamas, Topics of Natural and Theological Science, section 112,
translated in (ed.) G.E.H. Palmer and others, The Philokalia vol.4,Faber and
Faber, 1995.

John Meyendorff, A Study of Gregory Palamas, 2nd ed., The Faith Press,
1974, p.216.

op. cit. [a.41.2.

See H. Denzinger, Enchiridion Symbolorum, 32" edition, Herder 1963, no.
71.

I follow Hasker (2013,19-23) in finding this as a central core of a ‘social the-
ory’. See his discussion of a few slightly different understandings.

For objections to the provability of the doctrine of the Trinity by natural
reason, see Aquinas Summa Theologiae, 1a.32.1). However both Henry of
Ghent and Duns Scotus put forward such 'proofs'. See Friedman op.cit. pp.
105 and 109. Their arguments relied on taking the Augustinian model of the
mind (see note 20) as a close analogy for the Trinity, and assuming that the
mind has two and only two ways of producing objects - by memory (reprodu-
cing a mental image) and by 'will'. I endorse the view of Aquinas and other
Dominicans, that there is not a close analogy between God and the mind;
and so I reject proofs of this kind. An 1887 decree of the Holy Office con-
demned the view that the doctrine could be proved by natural reason, an er-
ror which it attributed to Rosmini. (See Denzinger op.cit. no.3225.) The
1994 Catechism of the Catholic Church claimed that God’s ‘inmost being as
Holy Trinity is a mystery that is inaccessible to reason alone’, but it provides
no purportedly infallible authority for this claim..

.De Trinitate 15.7

. De Diversis Quaestionibus 83.q.150.

. De Trinitate 3.2.

.De Trinitate 3.11.

.De Trinitate 5.15

.In endorsing Richard of St. Victor’s argument, and adding a crucial further

step to it, I repeat the version of my view expounded in my short book Was
Jesus God?, Oxford University Press, 2008, chapter 2. In the earlier and
more fully developed version in my book The Christian God, Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1994, I claimed that not merely are the Son and the Spirit etern-
ally caused to exist by the Father, but that the Son and the Spirit eternally
permit the Father to continue to exist (and that the Son eternally co-causes
the Spirit to exist, and that the Spirit eternally co-permits the Son to con-
tinue to exist.) But since one can only permit what one has the power not to
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permit; and since in virtue of their perfect goodness the Father could not
eliminate the Son and the Spirit, and they could not eliminate the Father,
and the Son could not eliminate the Spirit, and the Spirit could not eliminate
the Son, no divine person could ‘permit’ the Father, the Son or the Spirit to
continue to exist. Recognizing this, I eliminated the complicating ‘permits’
clauses in 2008. However in both accounts I distinguished the Father as 'on-
tologically necessary’, in having the cause of his everlasting existence within
himself, from Son and Spirit whom I called ‘metaphysically necessary’,
meaning thereby that the cause of their everlasting existence lay in the (in-
evitable) actions of others. This was a misleading definition, since ‘meta-
physically necessary’ has a quite different standard meaning in modern ‘ana-
lytic’ philosophy. I prefer now instead to express this distinction as a distinc-
tion between independent and dependent ontological necessity, and so the
distinction between divine persons as a distinction between independent
and dependent ontologically necessary divine persons. There is also the dif-
ference between the version in The Christian God, and the version in Was
Jesus God? repeated in the present paper, that the only reason given in The
Christian God for why the Father and/or through the Son would bring about
the Spirit was the goodness of cooperating in sharing the good of divinity. I
did not bring out in The Christian God, as I have done in Was Jesus God?
and in the present paper the further good consequence of this sharing in
the existence within the Trinity of unselfish love (that is, there being
someone else for the beloved to love and be loved by). The latter reason was
emphasized by Richard of St Victor, and seems to me now the more import-
ant reason. Note that if the Father has as his only aim to produce the exist-
ence within the Trinity of unselfish love, he could have produced the Spirit
without the Son being involved in this production.

Jurgen Moltmann, the Trinity and the Kingdom of God, SCM Press, 1981.
Cornelius Plantinga. ‘Social Trinity and Tritheism’ in (ed.) R.J. Feenstra and
C. Plantinga. Trinity, Incarnation, and Atonement, University of Notre Dame
Press, 1989.

'God, as Father, and not as substance, perpetually confirms through ‘being’
his free will to exist. And it is precisely His Trinitarian existence that consti-
tutes this confirmation: the Father out of love - that is, freely - begets the
Son and brings forth the Spirit’ - John Zizioulas. Being As Communion. St.
Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2002 p. 41. Zizioulas is here endorsing a position
which he attributes to the Cappadocian Fathers. See also his p. 44.

See his Church Dogmatics 1.1 The Doctrine of the Word of God trans. G.T.
Thomson, T and T Clark, 1936, pp. 412-13.

See K. Rahner The Trinity, trans. J. Donceel, Burns and Oates, 1970 p. 109.
Note also: ‘There are not three [spiritual centres of activity] in God.. And
there is properly no mutual love between Father and Son, because this
would presuppose two acts (op. cit. p. 107).’

Brian Leftow ‘A Latin Trinity’, Faith and Philosophy 21 (2004) 304-333; re-
printed in (ed.) T. McCall and M.C.Rea, Philosophical and Theological Essays
on the Trinity, Oxford University Press, 2009. Leftow compares the 'persons'
of the Trinity to three parallel ‘streams’ of what seems to me to be funda-
mentally one substance .

William Lane Craig, ‘Towards a tenable Social Trinitarianism’ ed (ed.) T. Mc-
Call and M.C. Rea Philosophical and Theological Essays on the Trinity, Ox-
ford University Press, 2009, p. 99. Craig writes that ' as a mental substance
God seems to be a soul’, and he compares the three 'persons' to three con-
sciousnesses of one soul. Strangely, Craig believes that his theory is a social
theory. The model of one substance having more than one consciousness,
seems to me a very good model, not for the three divine persons, but for the
incarnate Christ having two natures, human and divine. See my The Chris-
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tian God, chapter 9.

Keith Ward, Christ and the Cosmos, Cambridge University Press, 2015, He
writes (p.256)that there is in God a ‘deeper “immanent” threefoldness of
primal origin, expressed thought, and beatific love’; the Trinity is ‘not a soci-
ety of three distinct individuals.'

Among analytic philosophers, as well as social and unitary theories, there
has emerged a new kind of theory virtually unknown in patristic and medi-
eval times, the 'relative identity' theory. See Peter van Inwagen, 'And yet
there are not three Gods but one God', in (ed.)Thomas V.Morris, Philosophy
and the Christian Faith, University of Notre Dame Press, 1988. A relative
identity theory spells out the doctrine of the Trinity in terms of each of the
persons being the same God as each other, but not the same person as each
other. Such a theory is capable of being developed into a variant either of a
Social theory or of a unitary theory. But in emphasizing that 'Person' must be
understood in a literal sense, Van Inwagen makes his own theory a Social
theory. But, if my account of the way the Trinity was understood until mod-
ern times, we do not need to adopt a non-classical logic of identity (as any
relative identity theory does) in order to expound it.

Hasker op.cit p.154.

Christopher Stead, Divine Substance, Oxford University Press, 1977, p. 237.
See his references there to Athanasius and Origen.

Romans 4:17.



