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MICHAEL REA

One of the central mysteries of the Christianhfaioncerns the tri-unity of God.
According to traditional Christian doctrine, God three persons who are somehow
consubstantial-one in substance. The persons are the FatheBatimeand the Holy Spirit. Each
person possesses all of the traditional divineibattes—omnipotence, omniscience, perfect
goodness, eternality, and so on. And yet (in tbed& of the Athanasian Creed), “they are not
three eternals, but there is one eternal....there natethree almighties, but there is one
almighty....there are not three Gods, but there is God.* But what does all of this really
mean? And how could it possibly be true?

In addressing these two very general questiomsethre several more specific issues on
which we might try to focus. One is interpretiveow were the central terms in the doctrine—
terms like person substance and consubstantiaunderstood when the doctrine was first
formulated, and how have they evolved throughoethistory of the doctrine? Another is more
straightforwardly philosophical: how could threstehict persons (in any reasonable sense of that
term) be consubstantial in a way that would malentltountable asne Go@® These questions
are not wholly distinct from one another, and ther® many others in the neighborhood that are

also worth pursuing. But the one on which | wiltéis is the second. More exactly, I'll explore
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various attempts to show that the central statesn@nthe doctrine, under some intelligible and
orthodox interpretation, do not imply a contradati Along the way, I'll touch a bit on the first
question, but for the most part it will be set aid

The question that concerns us here is commonigrnedt to by philosophers as ‘the
logical problem of the Trinity’ and by theologiaas ‘the threeness-oneness problem’. The goal
of the first section of this essay is to explairsome detail just what the problem is supposed to
be. I'll begin by stating the central theses of doetrine of the Trinity. Then | will formulate ¢h
logical problem of the Trinity and lay out the ctragts that a solution must satisfy in order to
preserve an orthodaxnderstanding of the doctrine. In the next sectlamill briefly sketch a
few of the most important solutions to the problefinally, in section 3, I'll present my own
view of the Trinity and argue that it has both eettistorical pedigree and better prospects for

solving the problem of the Trinity than the rivaéws presented in section 2.

1. The Problem of the Trinity
The two creeds to which contemporary Christianpicglly look for *“official”
expressions of Trinitarian doctrine are the Nic@uastantinopolitan Creed of 380/381 and the
Athanasian Creed (c. 500). The fourth and fifthtagas witnessed a great deal of philosophical
reflection and controversy over the doctrine of Tmimity, and the language of these two creeds
is in large part a product of that discussiofhe former creed is a revised and expanded version
of the Creed of Nicaea, which was produced by ihs& Nicene Council in 325 A.D. (Nowadays

the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed is typicallstjoalled the “Nicene Creed”. I'll follow this
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usage.) Like it's predecessor, the Nicene Creedwyidten in Greek and subsequently translated
into Latin. It includes the following words:

We believe in one God, the Father, almighty, makelneaven and earth, of all

things visible and invisible; And in one Lord Je<iisrist, the only-begotten Son

of God, begotten from the Father before all agght from light, true God from

true God, begotten not made, of one substahom@ousioh with the Father...

And in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and life-giver, Whproceeds from the Father,

Who with the Father and the Son is together wopsdpand together glorified,

Who spoke through the prophets. (Schwartz 1914, 240; quoted in Kelly

1972, 297 — 98)
| have highlighted the Greek tertmomoousioh(‘o moo,usion) because that term—the term we
translate as ‘consubstantial’ or ‘of the same essenr ‘of one substance’'—was at the center of
some of the most important fourth century debalbesiethe doctrine of the Trinity.

The Athanasian Creed—named after, but not writterthe famous % Century defender
of Nicene orthodoxy, Athanasius—was written in hatind includes the following statements:

Now this is the catholic faith: That we worshipeo@od in trinity, and the trinity

in unity, neither blending their persons nor diaglitheir essence. For the person

of the Father is a distinct person, the persomef3on is another, and that of the

Holy Spirit still another. But the divinity of thEather, Son, and Holy Spirit is

one, their glory equal, their majesty coeternalha?Vquality the Father has, the

Son has, and the Holy Spirit has. ... Thus the Fagh&wod, the Son is God, and

the Holy Spirit is God. Yet there are not threelgahere is but one God. ... Just

as Christian truth compels us to confess each penslividually as both God and
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Lord, so catholic religion forbids us to say thhere are three gods or lords.

(Christian Reformed Church 1988, 9.)

The Athanasian Creed is widely regarded as mamifest bias toward “Latin” theories of the
Trinity (see section 2 below).

In the two passages just quoted, we have the demeteal tenets of the doctrifle:

(T1) There is exactly one God, the Father Almighty.

(T2) Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are not identical

(T3) Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are consubstantia
Each creed includes each of these tenets, if nplicgly, then by implication. The Nicene
Creed affirms T1 in its first line (though the ‘exly’ is only implied). It also explicitly affirms
the Father-Son components of T2 and T3. The disiss and consubstantiality of the Spirit are
implicit in the remark that the Holy Spirit is “tether worshipped and together glorified” with
the Father and the Son. Moreover, they are aitplaffirmed in the Synodical Letter written in
382 by the same council that produced the Nicemed®rThe Athanasian Creed enjoins us not
to confound the persons or divide the substanes, tommitting to T2 and T3. It also affirms
T1: we worshipone God, and the Father is God. To be sure, it sags more than this (for
example, it says that the Son is God too); butribee that it says is pretty clearly just a listofg
some of the logical consequences of the conjunctidrl and T3.

The logical problem of the Trinity is just the fattat T1 — T3 appear to be mutually
inconsistent. There are various ways of tryingléononstrate the inconsistency, but the one |
favor focuses on the (apparent) meaning cohsubstantiality To say thatx and y are
consubstantial, or of the same substance is, msepist to say that andy share a common

nature—i.e., they are members mie and the same kindo say thatwo divine beings are
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consubstantial, then, would be to say that theligiogs in question aidentical with respect to
their divinity. neither is subordinate to the other; they arednahe in different ways; and if one
is a God, then the other one is too. (Note, bythg, that ‘God’ functions in T1 above as a kind-
term, likeman and not as a name, likged. Thus, though it looks a bit odd, it makes perfect
sense to speak of the FatheragSod. If ‘God’ were functioning as a name, thenwduld be
saying something very much like ‘There is exactlyeoYHWH, which isn't so much a
monotheistic claim as a rather strange way of #ageihe existence of YHWH.)

Given all this, the logical problem of the Trinitgn be expressed as follows:

(LPTL) There is exactly one God, the Father Almyg (From T1)

(LPT2) The Father is a God. (From LPT1)

(LPT3) The Son is consubstantial with but not idEitto the Father. (From T2
and T3)

(LPT4) If there arex andy such thatx is a Godx is not identical toy, andy is

consubstantial witkx, then it is not the case that there is exactly God.
(Premise)
(LPTYS) Therefore: 1t is not the case that therexactly one God. (From LPT2,
LPT3, LPT4)
***Contradiction
The only way out of the contradiction is eithemgige up one of the tenets of the doctrine of the
Trinity or to give up LPT4.
At this juncture, some will wonder why Christiathen’t just give up on one of the tenets
of the doctrine of the Trinity. After all, the docte isn’t explicitly taught in the Christian

scriptures, and the precise language in whichéxjzressed wasn't settled until tH& @entury’
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So why not just abandon (say) T2 or T3? What remsame there for accepting traditional
Trinitarian doctrine?

Some have argued that the doctrine of the Trifmtysomething like it) can be established
via a priori argumenf. But the main reason Christians take themselvé® toommitted to T1 —
T3 is that they are seem to be implied both by €iam practice and by central claims in the
Christian scripture$.For example, both the Old and New Testaments ritaltear that there is
only one being who deserves worship and who desditles like ‘God Almighty’ or ‘the one
true God’; and Jesus refers to this being as ‘our hdgvEather''® Hence T1. Moreover,
though Jesus says things like “I and the Fathepaeg’ it is clear that, from the point of view of
the New Testament, Jesus (the Son) and the Fatbatistinct Jesus prays to the Father;
claims to submit to the Father’s will; is blessedtbe Father; and so on. Likewise, the Holy
Spirit is distinct from the Father and Son: thé&iSs sent by the Son and is said to intercede fo
us with the Father. Hence T2. And yet the Newtdraent advocates worshipping Jesus (the
Son) and the Holy Spirfé we find Jesus saying things like, “Anyone who kasn me has seen
the Father;” and we find the apostle Peter sayoiggdmeone who has lied to the Holy Spirit),
“You have not lied to men, but to Got¥” In short, there is pressure to say that the Swoh a
Spirit are divine—and not in some derivative, ogelgerate sense, btruly divine, like the
Father. The only clear way to say this withouttcaicting T1, however, is to say that the Son
and the Spirit are consubstantial with the Fatllee divinity of the Father, whicls the
‘substance’ of the Father (more on this laterhadifferent from the divinity of the Son. Hence
T3.M

Thus we return to the challenge of unpackingnhi@on of consubstantiality in a way that

enables us to reject LPT4 without incoherence aerbdoxy. The next two sections will be
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devoted to this task; but first let me say a bibwbthe boundaries of orthodoxy. Broadly
speaking, there are three main ‘errors’ that their€ih has condemned with respect to the
doctrine of the Trinity: subordinationism, modalisand polytheism. The task, then, is to
explicate the doctrine in a way that avoids thesare. I'll discuss each in turn.

Subordinationism is the view that neither the Sonthe Spirit is truly and fully divine.
Either they are not divine at all, or their divinis somehow subordinate to that of the Father.
They are gods of a sort, but lesser gods. Subatidmsm is ruled out by language like ‘true
God from true God’ or, more explicitly, ‘the FatherGod, the Son is God, and the Holy Spirit is
God'.

Modalism is the view that the Father, Son, and Fepyit are merely differerdspector
manifestation®f God—differentmodes of appearandsy which God makes himself known. If
modalism were true, then the terms ‘Father,” ‘S@md ‘Holy Spirit’ would be analogous to
terms like ‘Superman’ and ‘Clark Kent'. The substmalled ‘Superman’ is strictly identical to
the substance called ‘Clark Kent’. But there isyaertheless, a distinction to be drawn. The
Superman-disguise is different from the Clark-Kdisiguise; and so it makes perfect sense to
say that Superman and Clark Kent diféerentmanifestations of Kal El (the Kryptonian wiso
both Superman and Clark Kent), or different modesvhich Kal El appears. If modalism is
true, then precisely the same sort of thing casdie about the terms ‘God the Father’, ‘God the
Son’, and ‘God the Holy Spirit’. Insofar as thag @istinct, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit do not
fall into the category of substance; rather, tradlifto the category of ‘aspect’ or ‘property’.

Polytheism is harder to characterize. Accordingstandard dictionary definitions,
‘polytheism’ is the view that there are many goaisd a ‘god’ is any divine being. Given that

Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are divine, theserdgdins plus T2 imply polytheism. Father, Son,
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and Holy Spirit are three divine beings; so they thiree gods; so polytheism is true. If this is
right, and if T1 and T3 are together meant to auepolytheism, then the doctrine of the Trinity
is incoherent. But, of course, it can’t be a sinplatter of dictionary-definition that sinks the
doctrine of the Trinity. The standard definitiorgjuire nuance. But how shall we modify them?
| suggest the following:

xis a god 3 x is a divine substance

polytheism =the view that there is more than one divine sults&ta
| won't insist on these definitions here, thouglfor present purposes, I'll leave the terms
officially undefined and to invite readers simpbydonsult their own intuitions about polytheism

in making decisions about whether various modeth®fTrinity have managed to avoid it.

2. Solving the Problem

In this section, | want to lay out some of the msiirategies for solving the problem of
the Trinity. Since the end of the W @entury, it has been common to divide the landsazp
views into two campsilatin (or Western) Trinitarianism(LT) and Greek (or Eastern
Trinitarianism (GT).® Those who divide the territory this way say telughly the following
story about their classificatory scheme: The Latadlition traces its historical roots through the
Western Church. It is epitomized in the work cédlogians like St. Augustine and St. Thomas
Aquinas; it takes the unity of the Godhead as giard seeks to explain the plurality in God
(rather than vice versa); and those in the traditiend to gravitate toward psychological
analogies. The Greek tradition, on the other h&nades its roots through the Eastern Church; it

is epitomized in the work of the Cappadocian Fathieitakes the plurality of the divine persons
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as given and seeks to explain their unity; and éhws the tradition tend to favor social
analogies? (GT is commonly identified with “social trinitamigsm,” discussed below.)

In recent years, the standard way of dividing #reitory has come under heavy attack,
and | myself am inclined to reject it as w¥ll.Moreover, as we'll see shortly, there is a lotreno
at stake in making a decision about the standand ¢han the viability of a mere heuristic
device for classifying views about the Trinity. Hourposes of a handbook essay, however, it
seems prudent to start by presupposing the starusdificatory scheme, present some of the
main views that fall under each heading, and oallgrlsubject the standard scheme to criticism.
So that is how | shall proceed.

In the two main parts of this section, I'll presesaime of the more well-known LT and
GT models of the Trinity. Though each of these el®@s intended to guide us toward a solution
to the logical problem of the Trinity, we’ll seeathall of them fall short. Moreover, I'll argue
that the most popular contemporary view, sociahitarianism, depends heavily for its
plausibility upon one of the central claims invalven the LT — GT classificatory scheme:
namely, the claim that the Greek tradition, stgrtinith the Cappadocian Fathers, favored “social
analogies” as ways of explicating the doctrinehaf Trinity. This done, I'll go on in section 3 to
present my own view of the Trinity—a version of tee-called ‘Relative Identity’ solution
(which I'll also save for discussion in sectiontBat transcends the alleged LT — GT divide. Tl
also present alternative readings of AugustinethedCappadocian Fathers that identify both of
their views as ancestors of mine. Ultimately, mydaasion will be that, of all the models
considered herein, the view defended in sectioms3the best claim to being orthodox and in

accord with the views of the earliest defenderthefCreed of Nicaea.
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2.1. Latin Trinitarianism

In On the Trinity St. Augustine provides several different analeg@ ‘images’ of the
Trinity. According to one analogy, Father, Son, aHddly Spirit are like the mind, its
understanding of itself, and its love for itsElf. Another—his preferred analogy—compares
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit with the mind’s memaofytself, the mind’s understanding of itself,
and the act(s) of will whereby the mind obtaing-selderstanding from its own memory of itself
and delights in and makes use of what it rememaedsunderstandS. The usual glosses on
these psychological models emphasize two points dlways discussed together, or connected
very clearly): (i) The Son and the Spirit in thest analogy, and, the Father as well in the
second, are being compared to distinct facultiethefmind, or to distinct ways in which the
mind operates. (i) Both analogies indicate tHa tifference between at least two of the
persons is fundamentallyralational difference: the persons are at least roughly aoal®do
different ways in which a subject might be relatedtself, or different ways in which the mind
relates to objects of thought in genefal.

As noted above, psychological models of the tyiaite common in the work of thinkers
falling under the LT classification. So too is tkhea that differences among persons are akin to
differences among reflexive relations. Indeedpatiog to Richard Cross, the “vast consensus
in the West” is that

...the only distinguishing features among the persons are takitions—that, in

the standard terminology, they are subsistentiogisit (2002: 287).

The view that the persons are subsistent relatiasievelopment of the Augustinian mod@ls,

and it is most notably associated with the nam8toThomas Aquinas. According to Aquinas,
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Distinction in God arises only through relatioi®dgin. ... But a relation in God

is not like an accident inherent in a subject, ibuhe divine essence itself. So it

is subsistent just as the divine essence is sehsisjust as, therefore, the

Godhead is God, so the divine paternity is God=duher, who is a divine person.

Therefore, ‘divine person’ signifies a relation sagsistent. gumma Theologiae

1.29.4 c, quoted and translated in Cross 2002,.286)

What exactly it would mean for a relation to suhdiewever, is open to interpretation.

The usual objection to the views of Augustine &wlinas (based on the character-
izations just offered) is that they slip into madal. Granted, Augustine and Aquinas both
succeed in drawing distinctions among the persdénieoTrinity. But in doing so, they seem to
locate the persons in the wrong category. On soteggretations, the Augustinian view suggests
that the persons are to be identified with cogaifiaculties, or mental modes of operation, both
of which are clearly meraspectof a mind. But even on somewhat more carefukpntgations,
the Augustinian view at least suggests that thequer are to be identified with relations. And the
Thomistic view is explicit on that score. But tgdas are commonly construed as properties of a
certain kind polyadic propertiesto be specific) rather than as substariteBut if neither
Father, Son, nor Holy Spirit is a substance—if they mere properties—then modalism is true.

Aquinas, at least, tries to locate the personghe right category by calling them
‘subsistent’ relations. But contemporary writerpitally respond to this idea with bafflement.
What, really, could it mean for a relation to sstfdi Not having an answer, they then proceed to
object that Aquinas has simply identified the devipersons withelations which brings us back

to modalisn?’
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Similar problems beset contemporary psychologcalogies, most of which can also be
classified under the LT heading. For example, Th®M. Morris suggests (without affirming)
that the trinity might be modeled on the differg@rsonalities of a patient suffering from
multiple personality disordéf. Trenton Merricks, on the other hand, suggeststtiepersons
might be thought of on analogy with the distincériters of consciousness’ that seem to be
associated with the two hemispheres of a humannbréin experimental situations,
commissurotomy patients—people who have undergosargical procedure that severs the
bundle of nerves that allows the two hemisphereshefr brain to communicate with one
another—show behavior that seems to indicate ket tonsciousness is divided, as if there is a
separate stream of thought associated with eaclspbketre.) There is some pressure to classify
them under the GT heading instead; for, as wedkth see, the standard lore about GT is that it
is wedded to “social models,” which, allegedly mntrast to Latin views, regard the persons of
the Trinity as distinct psychological subjects. Blyn inclination, though, is to think that neither
of these models compares the persons of the Trnitydistinct psychological subjects. Rather,
they compare the Trinity as a whole witlfiragmentedosychological subject. The personalities
of someone with multiple personalities are not tamses; they are aspects of a substance.
Plausibly, the same is true of the distinct ‘cesitgrconsciousness’ that are elicited as a re$ult o
commissurotomy>

The final version of LT that | want to consider Bsian Leftow’s (2004f° Leftow
regards his view as an instance of LT becauseetjifijs] from the oneness of God” (2004: 304).
On his view, the persons of the Trinity might beught of as analogous to a time traveler who
appears thrice located at a single time. He ofterdshe example of Jane, a Rockette who is

scheduled to dance in a chorus line but, at tHenlasute, discovers that two of her partners have
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failed to show up. Jane goes on stage and darerepaht, then later enters a time machine
(twice) so that she can (twice) go on stage wittsdié and dance the leftmost and rightmost
parts as well. According to Leftow, there is ayelear sense in which this part of the chorus
line contains three of something; and yet thefgssone substance (Jane) in that part.

Is the view adequate? It is hard to tell, becauskoly’s presentation is imprecise at a
crucial juncture. Consider Jane’s part of the chdine, and suppose we use the labels, ‘L’, ‘M’,

and ‘R’ to refer to the occupants of the three fp@ss in that part of the line:

Now, let us ask what the relations are between Lamti R. Upon reflection, we face a problem:
It is not at all clear what we mean the occupants of the three position®ne might think that
there is jusbne occupant, Jane, multiply located in three pos#tiomn that case, ‘L', ‘M’, and

‘R’ are all just names for Jane; and the relatietwleen L, M, and R is identity:
Case 1 L=M=R =Jane

Alternatively, we might think that what the namés “M’, and ‘R’ refer to arethreedistinct
events in the life of Jane. In that case, theee aiter all, three Rockettes, and each Rockette is

an event:
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Case 2: L = the leftmost dancing event; M = the middle dagcevent; R = the
rightmost dancing event; andAM # R

Which case does Leftow have in mind? Unfortuyatéllooks as if he habothin mind. He
writes:

If (as | believe) Jane has no temporal parts, tiwrjust a temporal part of Jane,

but Jane as a whole, appears at each point inhbwi line, and what the line

contains many of are segments or episodes of Jafee&/ents. This may sound

odd. After all, Rockettes dance. Events do nBut what you see are many

dancings of one substance. What makes the limeeasl the fact that these many

events go on in it, in a particular set of relatidBach Rockette is JaneBut in

these many eventdane is there many times over. (p. 308, emphaisis)
The quoted passage says that “what there are nfamy events; and it speaks &ockettesn
the plural. Thus, Case 2 looks like the corretgrpretation. On the other hargch Rockette is
Jane Thus, Case 1 looks like the correct interpremti®ut it is impossible forboth
interpretations to be correct. So it is hard towmwhat to make of what Leftow is saying here.

Elsewhere, however, he says a bit more. (Lefto@720Perhaps,” he says, “the triune
Persons are event-based persons founded on a Gegesabstance, God.” (2007: 373f) An
event-based person is, roughly, a person whoséeagss is constituted by the occurrence of an
event: what it is for the person to exist is foattevent to occur in a particular substance. (2007
367f) In the case of Jane, then, L, M, and R aesymably supposed to be analogous to event-

based persons. Jane (the generating substexis&in each of the three, as Leftow says at the
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end of the quoted passage above; but she is netfystdentical to any of the three. Likewise,
God exists in each of the event-based personsapether constitute the Trinity.

If we take Leftow 2007 as definitive, then we halarity on the relation between L, M,
R, and Jane: all are distinct. But it is stilkdhdo see how the view sheds light on the trinity.
Are L, M, and R consubstantial? It is hard to.tefhey are events (or event-based things)
involving a common substance; but that doesn’t gu@e consubstantiality. Suppose | paint a
wall red. We then have two events: the wall’'sdmeing wet and the wall's becoming red. But
these two events are not consubstantial, for tiheyat substances that share a common nature.
Indeed, they're not substances at all; and evéney were, what they share isn'nature So
too, apparently, in the case of L, M, and R. Odirse, Leftow might have more to say on the
subject; but until morés said, it is, again, hard to know what to make efwrew?’

The reader will have noticed by now that, thoudtave offered several analogies under
the heading of LT, | haveot yet said how, exactly, any of the models solvesptiodlem of the
Trinity. The reason is simple: They don't—at least as they have been interpreted here. The
reason they don't is that, though they offer ‘sshgewhich God is both three and one, they do
not explain how it is thatumericallydistinctconsubstantiabeings count as one God. Leftow’s
model aside, the distinct items in so-called Latiodelsas they are interpreted heege pretty
clearly not consubstantial. Indeed, they are nbstntial at all. And, as we have seen, Leftow’s
model is problematic for other reasons. This defeaot shared by GT models, which provide
straightforward reasons for rejecting LPT4, grouhdea clear account of the consubstantiality
of the persons (they are consubstantial by virtbideng members of a common kind) and

varying analogies at explaining why we cannot codel(as LPT4 effectively does) that distinct
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consubstantial divine beings would count as moaa tbne God. But these models have other

problems, as we shall now see.

2.2. Greek Trinitarianism

In the contemporary literature on the doctringha Trinity, there is a family of views
that fall under the label ‘social trinitarianisn8T)?® Taking the LT-GT classification scheme
for granted, ST is normally regarded as co-extensith GT. What set the Cappadocian
Fathers apart from the LT tradition, according te tcommon lore, was precisely their
endorsement of ST; and contemporary versions of a&d basically just contemporary
developments in the GT tradition. Owing in largetgo misunderstandings that lead people to
think of LT models as modalistic, ST models of fhenity tend to be more popular in the
contemporary literature. Critics, however, cha®Jewith polytheism (for reasons | shall explain
shortly). This brings to light the fundamental ionpof the LT-GT classification scheme, and of
recent criticisms of it. The Cappadocian Fatheesumiversally acknowledged to have played a
vital role in the earliest defenses and interpiatatthe creed of Nicaea. They are among those
who helped talefineorthodoxy; so it would be surprising, to say thaslte if whatever view they
held turned out to be heretical. In short, sayirige Cappadocian Fathers endorsed model M’ is,
if true, nearly decisive as a response to chargas model M is polytheistic or otherwise
heretical. Hence the importance of the contempocéim that there is such a thing as GT
which (i) is found in the work of the Cappadociaatiters and other key Eastern theologians, and
(ii) differs from LT by taking plurality rather tmaunity as its starting point, as evidenced by
their endorsement of ST models. Historical chaleengo the viability of the LT-GT

classification scheme take issue with each of thmsets. They deny that the Cappadocians
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endorsed ST; they deny that there is reason t& that the Cappadocians took different ‘starting
points’ from key Latin theologians like St. Augustj and they deny that there is any such thing
as GT or LT as they are commonly conceifedf the challenges are right, then contemporary
criticisms of ST are suddenimuchmore forceful; for not only does Sdsethe backing of the
Cappadocians that is so vital to warding off thogécisms, but some other view—whatever
view the Cappadociarectually endorsed—acquires their backing.

In the next section, | will present a view thaake to be a contemporary development of
what washeld in commorby (at least) Augustine and the Cappadocian FatlBart for now, |
want to focus on explaining what ST is and whysitnadequate as a way of understanding the
Trinity.

Contemporary social trinitarians have not beereesfly clear about what the central
tenets of their view are supposed to be. Neitterehtheir critics. First and foremost, ST
theories are identified by their reliance on anesghat compare the persons of the trinity to
things that are numerically distinct but share anemn nature—usually rational creatures of
some sort, like human beings. These are calleddkanalogies’ because many of them (though
not all) at least imply, if not explicitly statdy&t the unity among the divine persons is some sort
of social unity: God is like a family, or a perfigcunified community of rulers, or whatever.
This suggests that ST might fruitfully be charaed as committed to the following central
tenets:

1. Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are not numerically $ame substance. Rather, the persons
of the Trinity are consubstantial only in the setis# they share a common nature; and
the sharing is to be understood straightforwardiyanalogy with the way in which three

human beings share a common nature.
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2. Monotheism does not imply that there is exactly divene substance. Rather, it
implies at most only thatll divine substancesall gods, in the ordinary sense of

the term ‘god’—stand in some particular relationtdRone another, a relation

other tharbeing the same divine substance

3. The persons of the Trinity stand to one anothaherelation R that is required

for monotheism to be true.

Different versions of ST might then be distingudhi@ accord with differences over what
relation R amounts to.

There are many candidates in the literature fond@nonotheism-securing relations, but
the most popular are the following:

a) Being parts of a whole that is itself divine.

b) Being the only members of the only divine kind.

c) Being the only members of the community that rtiescosmos.

d) Being the only members of a divine family.

e) Being necessarily mutually interdependent, so timte can exist without the
others.

f) Enjoying perfect love and harmony of will with oaaother, unlike the members
of pagan pantheons.

Most social trinitarians in fact opt for a combiioat of these, and most (but not all) of the
combinations include at least (a), (b), and (c), 8o example, Richard Swinburne (1994)
focuses on the fact that YHWH is a composite irdinal or society whose parts or members
stand in the relations identified in (e) and®ffBut, of course, he wouldn’t deny that they stand

in (b) and (c) as well. William Lane Craig an®.JMoreland (2003) focus primarily on (a). On
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their view, YHWH is composed of the Persons in asseanalogous to the way in which the
three-headed dog Cerberus, guardian of the undehwoGreek mythology, might be thought to
be composed of three “centers of consciousnes803(2593) On their view, the three conscious
parts of Cerberus are ndbgs there is only one full-fledged dog—Cerberus. Bw# centers of
consciousness are canine, just as any other p&euiferus is (derivatively) canine. One dog,
then; three derivatively canine individuals. Likew in the Trinity: one full-fledged God; three
derivatively divine individuals. Monotheism is thsscured by the fact that the Persons are parts
of a single fully divine being. Cornelius Plantinda, on the other hand, argues that social
Trinitarians may “cling to respectability as monats” simply by affirming that the persons are
related in the ways described by (b), (c), and (dR89: 31) His idea seems to be that
monotheism is true, no matter how many gods thexesa long as all gods derive their divinity
from one source, or share a single divine natiseM@humans share a single human nature), or
are joined together as a divine family, monarchryc@mmunity. There are other suggestions in
the literature; but they tend to run along veryikniines.

A standard criticism of social trinitarianism isaththese (re-)characterizations of
monotheism are implausible. Those lodging the aisitn typically do so in one of two ways.
Some try to argue that statements in the NiceneAdinanasian Creeds that are commonly taken
to rule out polytheism also speak against sociaitarianism®' But from the point of view of
those who accept the standard LT-GT distinctioeyehare two strikes against this objection.
First, the Athanasian Creed was written in Latid arcorporates language from Augustine. So
it can be dismissed as an LT treatise—one whichmeeld antecedently expect to reflect an
anti-ST bias. Second, the chidkefendersof the creed of Nicaea were themselves social

trinitarians (according to the common lore); soc¢tem that ST violatethat creed is simply not
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credible. So, at this stage anyway, the creedaktibn is indecisive. Others object to ST on the
grounds that it is not plausible to think that (s&yeek polytheism would become monotheistic
if only we added that Zeus and the other gods emjgyerfect love, harmony, and mutual
interdependence with one another; nor would it sézrnelp if we were to pare the pantheon
down to a single divine family that rules the costifol think that this objectioris intuitively
decisive against the suggestion that the relati@ssribed in (b), (c), (d), (e), or (f), singlyior
combination, could possibly secure monotheism.iBlids no implications for the more popular
suggestion that Christianity is monotheistic beeaiag the persons aparts of the one and only
fully divine being. Moreover, it has the awkwardplcation that, if the Cappadocians really
were social trinitarians, then they were polytrestter all. To close the case against ST, then,
two tasks must be accomplished: (i) part-whole et®dnust be shown to be problematic; (ii)
one must either explain how the Cappadocians maniagevertently to fall into one of the very
errors they were most concerned to avoid, or onst slwow that the Cappadocians really were
not social trinitariang®

Various objections against part-whole trinitarianiare already present in the literattfte.
Rather than summarize those, however, | want lerdsent a new orfe.l will take as my
target the version of part-whole trinitarianism deped by J.P. Moreland and William Lane
Craig (2003). 1 do this because theirs is the mdestloped version of part-whole trinitarianism
currently available, but I think that substantialy same objection could be raised against any
version.

As | have already noted, Moreland and Craig comfare to the mythical dog Cerberus
and the persons to Cerberus’s three heads (oerp#te souls that might be embodied in those

heads). So, on their view, the divine persons—ealithem—are parts of God. For obvious
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reasons, however, Moreland and Craig want to presdre view that God is divine while
denying that that God isfaurth divine thing on a par with the persons. Thusy tiistinguish
two kinds of divinity: thefull divine nature, which is possessed by God and asgli-unity;
and aderiviative divine nature, possessed by each person. Thadatiet is analogous to the
(allegedly) two ways in which something might belda be feline: something can be feline by
being a cat; or something can be feline in a daveavay by being part of a cat. Moreover, the
making of this sort of distinction is implicit invery version of part-whole trinitarianism of
which | am aware. Nobody wants to be pressed affioning a quaternity in God; thus the
composite is always treated, at least implicitlyaadifferent kind of thing from the parts—a non-
person composed of persons, or a group-mind comdpafssingle minds, etc. So much for the
view itself.

But now we face two problems, both apparently daxte: First, Moreland and Craig
cannot affirm the opening line of the Nicene creetiWe believe in one God, the Father,
almighty.” For, on their view, God is a fundamdiytadifferent thing from the Fathéf.
Moreover, they cannot affirm the cructadmoousiorclause in the same creed unless they reject
the idea that there is exactly one divine nature+daa which the Cappadocians and (so far as |
am aware) every other major interpreter and defenti¢he creed of Nicaea in thd' 4nd %'
centuries were in agreement about. Here is whiye dnly viable interpretations of the creedal
claim that the Son ieomoousiorwith the Father have it that the Son is either mica#y the
same substance as the Father or of the same rattine Father. (Natures were also referred to
as ‘substances’; hence, being consubstantial vatheghing might just mean having the same
nature.) The former, of course, they reject. Titel they accept; but in accepting it, they posit,

effectively, two divine natures—one ‘full-fledge@pssessed only by God; the other derivative,
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but still divine, possessed by the two personsc@irse, they could deny that the derivative
nature is a divine nature. But in so doing, thegnseo strip the persons of their divinity, which

would conflict with other parts of the Nicene andrnStantinopolitan creeds. If all of this is

right, then, part-whole trinitarianism is in sersotrouble, at least if its proponents intend (as
Moreland and Craig do) to be offering a view thestpects Nicene orthodoxy.

But now what of the Cappadocian Fathers? The injtigtification for treating the
Cappadocian Fathers as social trinitarians comasapty from their own apparent employment
of social analogied’ Under the usual interpretation, the Cappadociawvivas that, “. just as
Peter, Paul, and Barnabas are each man, so ther iatBod, the Son is God, and the Holy Spirit
is God.” (Plantinga 1986: 329 — 30) In short: thersons of the Trinity are “of the same
substance” only in the sense that they share a comnature; and the sharing is to be
understood straightforwardly on analogy with theywa which three men share a common
nature.

As | have already indicated, however, this wayntérpreting the Cappadocian Fathers
has, of late, come under heavy criticism. Spadenet permit me to present the exegetical case
against the standard interpretation; but in thet sextion, after laying out the view that | call
Constitution Trinitarianism, | will present reasof thinking that the Cappadocians were
actually gesturing toward that view rather thandoWST. If this is right, then one of the most

important reasons for accepting ST is undermined.

3. The Constitution Model

| turn now to the model that | prefét.
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Let me begin here by identifying a general strategysolving the problem of the Trinity
that | have so far omitted from our discussion: Redative Identity strategy. The problem, as |
have characterized it, is generated by the conpmaif the following premise (from section 1
above) with the central tenets of trinitarian dioer

(LPT4) If there arex andy such thatx is a Godx is not identical toy, andy is

consubstantial witlx, then it is not the case that there is exactly God.
(Premise)
But (LPT4) is true only if the following principlis also true:
(P1) Necessarily, ik andy are not identical, ther andy are not numerically
the same substance.
If P1 is false, then LPT4 simply ignores the podisjtthat x andy are distinct but (perhaps by
virtue of their consubstantialityyne and the sam@od. In other words, LPT4 presupposes that
it is impossible for an objea and an objecb to be numerically the same F without being
absolutely identical Give up that presupposition, and the argumentdbpends on LPT4 fails.

But how can we reject P1? The way to do it isridorse the doctrine odlative identity
There is a weak version of this doctrine, and @ngfiversion. The weak version says:

(RI1) States of affairs of the following sort aresgible: xis an Fyis an Fxis a Gy

is a Gxis the same F ag butx is not the same G s
The strong version is just the weak version plug)R

(RI2) Either absolute (classical) identity does exist, or statements of the form=y’

are to be analyzed in terms of statements of thra fo is the same F as rather

than the other way around.
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RI2 is not needed for solving the problem of thaity; but some philosophers—notably, Peter
Geach—endorse it for other reasons, and it sewéslapendent motivation for Rf1.

Defenders of the relative identity solution havestly occupied themselves with working
out thelogic of relative identity in an effort to show that ttectrine of relative identity itself is
coherent, and to show that the doctrine of theifirican be stated in a way thatpsovably
consistent given the assumption of relative idgritifWhat | have done here falls short of the
latter goal. | have shown how accepting RI1 enables to rebut a single argument for the
inconsistencyf the doctrine of the Trinity; but | have not shothateveryargument against the
consistency of the doctrine as | have stated itt fiauls)

Despite the efforts of its defenders, however,rilative identity solution has remained
rather unpopular. RI2 in particular is widely reéggt as implausible; and | have argued elsewhere
that invoking it in a solution to the problem ogthirinity implies that the difference between the
persons is theory-dependent, and so merely coraleptiea 2003) But without RI2, RI1 is (at
first glance, anyway) unintelligible. The reasonsimple: sameness statements are naturally
interpreted as identity statements. So, the claiat X andy are the same F' seems logically
equivalent to the claim that is an Fy is an F, an&k =y. RI1 is inconsistent with this analysis
of sameness statements. But on its own, it doesigply anyreplacementfor that analysis.
Thus, it renders sameness claims utterly mysteridAigpealing to RI1 without a supplemental
story as a way of solving the problem of the Tyinthen, simply replaces one mystery with
another. That is hardly progress.

The constitution view supplies the relevant supg@etal story. The story begins with an
example: An artistic building contractor fashiansnarble statue that is to be used as a pillar in

the building he is constructing. So he has masi&te; he also has made a pillar. It would be
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strange to say that he has made material objects that are simply located in exattte same
spot at the same time (though many philosophersidact say such a thing). What we are
inclined to say is that the statue and the piltarane and the same material object, not two. And
yet they aredistinct Surface erosion will destroy the statue withdestroying the pillar.
Internal corruption that preserves the surfaceumgtermines the statue’s capacity to support the
weight of a building will destroy the pillar butf {he statue is removed from its position as a
load-bearing structure) will not destroy the statddnus, what we want to say is that the statue
and the pillar are theame material objeceven though they areot identical If we do say this,
we commit ourselves to RI1. But we can make Riéliigible by adding that all it means to say
that two things are the same material object istti@se two things share all of the same physical
matter.

Let us flesh out the story just a bit further.istotle maintained that every material object
is a compound ofmatterandform. The form might be thought of as a complex orgational
property—not a mere shape, as the term suggegfsghsh, but something much richer. For
Aristotle, the form of a thing was itsature and forms, like concrete things (though not in
exactly the same sense), count as substambes, on his view, St. Peter would be a compound
whose constituents were some matter and the foamanity or human nature St. Paul would

2 peter and Paul

be a compound whose constituents were shateform, butdifferent matter?
would thus be ‘of one substance’ on the Aristoteh@ew; though (unlike Gregory of Nyssa)
Aristotle would not have spoken of Peter and Paubaing numerically the samean, nor

would he have regarded them as numerically the sandestance. With some minor

modifications (plus the non-Aristotelian assumpttbat statues and pillars are substances, just

like men are) Aristotle’s viewwould permit us to say that the statue and the pilla ar
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numerically the same substance, even though theydwmt be ‘of the same substance’ since
they would not share the same form, or nature.yWwuld be numerically the same substance,
one material object, but distinct matter-form commpds. They would be the same without being
identical.

In the case of our statue, then, we hiaw@complex propertiesbeing a statuandbeing
a pillar—both had by the same underlying subject, someffeneintiated mattet® This gives us
two compounds, a statue and a pillar. Each ssibstance. Thus, the statue and the pillar are
emphaticallynot mere aspects of a common substance. They areroyrges or relations or
anything of the sort. Furthermore, each is distirmt the other. But they are, nevertheless, the
samesubstance. Note too that the underlying mattaotsa substance, since it is not a matter-
form compound. But even if it were, it would nat &fourth substance—it would be treame
substance as the statue and the pillar (by virtsdaring all of its matter in common with them).
Nor (obviously) would it be a third compound. Henc¢here is just one substance and two
compounds.

You might think that if there is just one substanten we ought to be able to ask
whetherit—the one substance—is essentially a mere statuessentially a mere pillar (or
perhaps essentially a statue-pillar). But thisugid is incorrect. On the present view, terms like
‘it" and ‘the one substance’ are ambiguous: theghtrefer to the statue, or they might refer to
the pillar. For, again, statue and pillar areidegt though not distincdubstances

You might think that if there are three matter-foosompounds, then there are three
“primary substances” but only one “secondary suizsta (where a primary substance is a
concrete particular, like a human being, and arsggxy substance is a nature, or form). But this

is also incorrect. On the view | am defending &ndy share the same matter in common, and |
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X is a primary substance andis a primary substance, thenandy are thesameprimary
substance, despite being different matter-form cmmps?*

By now the relevance of all of this to the trindlyould be clear: Almost everything that |
just said about the statue and pillar could likewhe said about the divine persons. In the case
of the divine persons, we have three propertiesirg the Father, being the Sandbeing the
Spirit; or, perhapsheing Unbegotten, being Begottand Proceeding—all had by something
that plays the role of matter. (It cam&ally be matter, since God is immaterial. Suppose, then,
that it isthe divine substancavhatever that is, that plays the role of matfter.ach divine
person isa substance; thus, they are not mere aspects aghmoa substance. Furthermore, each
is distinct from the other. (So modalism is avoidaad T2 is preserved.) But they are
nevertheless theamesubstance. (Hence T3.) Thus, there is just aviaedsubstance, and so
the view allows us to say, along with the creed,e"Welieve in one God, the Father
almighty...and in one Lord Jesus Christ...begotten,matle, being of one substance with the
Father...”. Since Father, Son, and Holy Spirit cownt this view, as numerically the same
substancelespite their distinctneskPT4 is false, and the problem of the Trinitypdved.

So far so good; but there is one loose end thairesrio be tied. What is it that plays the
role of matter in the Trinity? And is it a substantself? Here | want to offer onlypartial
view that might be developed in a variety of diffier ways. What plays the role of matter in the
Trinity is the divine naturpand the divine naturs a substance. It is not a fourth substance, for
reasons already discussed; nor is it a fourth pefsace it is not a compound of ‘matter’ plus a
person-defining-property). But it is a substarsiece (again, taking cues from Aristotieggtures
are substances. What | don’t want to take a posihio here is the question of what, exactly, a

nature is. Is it concrete or abstract? Is itipalar or universal? Is it a property or something
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else? These questions | will not answer. | thirdt they must be answered in a way that allows
the divine persons to be concrete particular napgrties; but | think that there are various ways
of answering these questions that are compatilile that view.

This completes my presentation of the constitutiew. We are now in a position to see
how the view connects with the views of fourth- diftth-century defenders of Nicaea. At the
heart of the constitution view is the idea that tigine persons are compounds whose
constituents are a shared divine nature, whichsptlag role of Aristotelian matter, and a person-
defining property (likebeing the Sanor being Begottenthat plays the role of form. But this is
almostexactly the view that Richard Cross identifies as the &medntal point of agreement
between Eastern and Western views of the Trinitycokding to Cross, East and West agreed
that (a) the divine nature is a property, and (gttone and the same divine nature is a
constituent of each of the divine persons—i.ds ihe point at which thegverlap®®

So far so good; but mere overlap is not sufficiensuggest the constitution model. For
if nature-sharing is a kind of overlap (as it seeémbe for the Cappadocians, at le45then two
men overlap on a constituent as well. But, of seuthey don’t constitute one another. In order
to attribute something like a constitution modelAiagustine and the Cappadocians, we would
have to show that their view posited not only caeramong the persons but a kind of overlap
that guaranteed the sort absenceof separationthat we find in objects (like the statue and the
pillar) that constitute one another. Encouragingljchel Barnes insists that this idea was as
crucial to both East and West as Cross thinksdba of overlap was. Thus, he writes (speaking
of both Augustine and the Cappadocians):

...the most fundamental conception and articulatiorNicene’ Trinitarian theology of

the 380s of the unity among the Three is the unaledsng thatiny action of any member
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of the Trinity is an action of the three insepasab{Barnes in Davis et al, p. 156,

emphasis in originaff
Moreover, as we'll see, both Augustine and the @dppians endorsed models that reinforce
this reading and the Cappadocians, at least, egjanbdels that conflict with it.

Let us return again (for starters) to Augustineggsdred analogy: self-memory, self-
understanding, and self-directed willing. At thedeof Book 10 ofOn the Trinity after
introducing the favored analogy, Augustine raisesnes concerns and then says that the
“discussion demands a new beginning.” In BookHelppens with two new analogies, the first
of which compares the divine persons witheaternalbody vision of the bodyand theattention
of mindthat joins these two. If Augustine’s goal reallgr& to model the Trinity on different
faculties or modes of operation for the human mnetlyrning to an analogy like this would be
bizarre. For, after all, an external body has mgtlessentially to do with the mind of one who
beholds it. But, of course, this isn’'t really Agime’s goal at all. The key to understanding this
is to attend carefully to the theory of vision tlggts presented along with the analogy. For
Augustine, vision involves a kind of reproductiontihe viewer of the nature or form of the thing
viewed?® So when an external body is seen, the form dflibey is present both in the body
and in the visual faculty of the viewer. Moreovbkg seems to think that, ghrecting vision
toward the external body amdtainingthe image of it in the visual faculty, the will &&kon the
same nature as well—just as ‘the little body of lamoeleon [varies] with ready change,
according to the colors which it se8SOnce we see this, however, the point of the nealoggy
becomes clear. The case at hand is one in whielkvbry different items are unified by virtue

of a kind of overlap: they have (in a way) theysame nature present in them.
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Of course, the analogy is imperfect; for, amongnothings, the external body’s nature is
present in it in a way different from the way inialnit is present in the viewer’s visual faculty
or will. Augustine therefore offers another anglog correct this defect; but, in the end, the best
analogy is the one that | have called ‘the favaedlogy’. It is the best because, in that analogy,
one and the same substansegresent in three distinct things which areidggtished from one
another only by their relations to that one sulbstaihe things in question are not faculties or
modes of operation. They are, rather, concreteteyeach of which is, in effect, a complex
whose constituents are a substance and a refleglagon: the mind remembering itsethe
mind understanding itselandthe mind willing itself These events are not identical; and, as
events, they are at least closer to the categosub$tance than to the category of property or
aspect. Moreover, since it is the mind itself sahe common constituent in each complex, and
since it is the mind that idoing the self-remembering, self-understanding, the véwengly
suggests the sort of absence of separation thafimte in the constitution view; and it even
suggests shared agency among the persons.

What of the Cappadocians? The Cappadocians clénemiyght of consubstantiality as the
sharing of a nature—on this | think there is no substantive disagresimeMoreover, it seems
clear that they thought of nature-sharing as treisp of a common constituent. Gregory of
Nyssa claims (irOn Not Three Gods: To Ablabjuthat “the man in [a group of men] is one.”
(Schaff & Wace 1900/1999, vol. 5, 332) Likewise,his Fifth Theological Oration Gregory
Nazianzen says that “the Godhead [or divine natisr€)ne”, and he speaks of the Persons as
those “in Whom the Godhead dwells”, which suggdbtst the Godhead—i.e., the divine

nature—is a common constituent of the three. (ScBafWace 1900/1999, vol. 7, 322)
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Moreover, in the following passage he seems tocatdi outright that the relation between the
persons involves overlap on a common nature areréiftiation by three properties:

...the very fact of being Unbegotten or BegottenPooceeding has given the

name of Father to the First, of the Son to the B&cand [to] the Third...of the

Holy Ghost, that the distinction of the Three Passmay be preserved in the one

nature and dignity of the Godhead. ... The ThreeCQume in Godhead, and the

One three in properties.. Fifth Theological Oration: On the Holy Spirik,

Schaff & Wace 1900/1999, vol. 7, 320)

But what of inseparability? | said earlier thait ronly do the Cappadocians affirm
models that posit the inseparability of the persdms they reject models that conflict with it.
Thus, though Gregory Nazianzen acknowledges thatmdEve, and Seth are consubstantial, he
goes on to make it very explicit that his poinsaying that they are mnly to show that distinct
things can be consubstantiagtto embrace what would now be called a social ayalo

...were not [Adam, Eve, and Seth] consubstantialeddfse they were. Well then, here

it is an acknowledged fact that different persory inave the same substance. | say this,

not that | would attribute creation or fraction any property of body to the

Godhead...but that | may contemplate in these, as stage, things which are objects of

thought alone. For it is not possible to traceaut image exactly to the whole extent of

the truth. Fifth Theological Oratiorxi, Schaff & Wace 1900/1999, vol. 7, 321)
Elsewhere, he is even clearer about the importahagseparability, and the inadequacy of the
analogy with three human beings:

To us there is One God, for the Godhead is One...0Re [Person] is not more and

another less God; nor is One before and another; afor are They divided in will or
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parted in power; nor can you find here any of thaliges of divisible things; but the
Godhead is, to speak concisely, undivided in sepdfarsons. ... [D]o not the Greeks
also believe in one Godhead, as their more advapltéasophers declare? And with us,
Humanity is one, namely the entire race; but yeythave many gods, not One, just as
there are many men. But in this case the commaumrendas a unity which is only
conceivable in thought; and the individuals ardgzhfrom one another very far indeed,
both by time and by dispositions and by power. Werare not only compound beings,
but contrasted beings, both with one another anti wurselves; nor do we remain
entirely the same [over time]. Fifth Theological Orationxiv, xv, Schaff & Wace

1900/1999, vol. 7, 322)

As | see it, the upshot of these passages is lteaanalogy with three humans breaks down at
preciselythe point where the Social model and the constitunodel differ. Three humans are
separatedn matter, time, space, and agency; the three Rei@m@ not.

There are other indications in both Gregory of $&yand Gregory Nazianzus that their
view of the Trinity was along the lines of the ctitusion model’* | want to close, however, by
dismissing an argument for the claim that thejectedthe constitution model. I&pistle 52
Basil of Caesarea writes:

For they maintained that the homoousion set ftir¢hidea both of essence and of

what is derived from it, so that the essence, wdieided, confers the title of co-

essential on the parts into which it is dividedisTéxplanation has some reason in

the case of bronze and coins made therefrom, btitercase of God the Father

and God the Son there is no question of substanii@ or even underlying

720



both; the mere thought and utterance of such atisirthe last extravagance of

impiety. (Schaff & Wace 1900/1999, vol. 8, 155)

Commenting on this passage, William Lane Craig 2(&D) takes Basil to be “vehemently”
rejecting constitution models outright. But thisemis to me to be exactly the wrong
interpretation. Though constitution theorists wbaertainly want to say of each coin that it is
constituted by a piece of bronZ®asil is not here considering a case in which rptdtibronze
items constitute one anothedndeed, what Craig does not recognize is thatcthias in this
example are consubstantial (if at all) in the waat tFather, Son, and Holy Spirit would be on the
social trinitarian view. So, if any contemporary model is being rigdcit is that one (the one
Craig himself favors) and not the constitution vielMoreover, what is at issue for Basil here is
just the question whether there is an antesobstance underlying the Persons. But the
constitution model is not committed to an antesabstance. An anterior substance would be
one that igrior to andnot the same substanceths persons. But, on the constitution view, the
divine nature is neither.

If the foregoing is right, then, the Cappadociditsnot in fact favor anything like social
trinitarianism; rather, their view was much more line with constitution trinitarianism.
Likewise, Augustine did not favor the modalistiaiading view that was attributed to him in
section 2.1; rather, he too was defending a vievina with the constitution view. This is
substantial support; and, to my mind, the constituview wins out on purely intuitive grounds

as well.
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NOTES

| am grateful to Jeff Brower and Tom Flint for ydrelpful comments on an earlier draft of this
paper.

! Quicumque vul{The Athanasian Creed); translation by Jeffreyv&mg quoted from Brower &
Rea 2005, p. 488.

2 The most important and illuminating contemporaitgriture aimed at sorting out these
difficulties has been written by theologians workiim the field of Patristic studies. For a start
into this literature, the following sources are exsplly useful: Ayres 2004, Barnes 1998,
Coakley 1999, Coakley (ed.) 2003, Stead 1977, Berc2005, and Wolfson 1964.

% For details on the relevant controversies, seeaisily Ayres 2004.

* It is more common nowadays to claim that the eénénets of the doctrine are these three: (i)
there is exactly one God; (ii) the Father is net 8on, the Son is not the Spirit, and the Father is
not the Spirit; and (iii) the Father is God, thenSs God, and the Spirit is God. This way of
characterizing the doctrine more closely follows #thanasian Creed. But the language of (iii)
is less clear than the language of T3 above (dedatt that the predicate ‘is God’ can be, and
has been, assigned a variety of different meanings3t as importantly, this formulation
obscures the centrality of the notionaminsubstantialityn the doctrine—the very notion that lay
at the center of some of the most important coeirsies surrounding the First Nicene Council.
My own formulation of the doctrine is more in aotavith formulations found, for example, in
the systematic theologies of Berkhof (1938/1996) ldndge (1873).

> | take this straight from the first line of thedéhe Creed. The first line can be translated in
ways different from what | have reproduced heret éwvery credible way of translating it

strongly suggests that the Father is somehowdheeas God.
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6 Kelly 1972, 340 — 341, Schaff & Wace 1900/1999, 1d, 189.

" The common story is that it was settled in 325 #reh challenged by Arian rebels. Lewis
Ayres (2004) and Michel Barnes (1998) tell a difarstory, however—one according to which
the language wasn't entirely settled in 325, bthiealater in 380/81.

#The most well-known argument along these linemis that is at least latent in the thought of a
variety of medieval theologians, explicit in the nlwaf Richard of St. Victor, and developed in
detail most recently by Richard Swinburne (1994, &h

® As the &' century defenders of Nicaea were at pains to sHeee, for starters, Athanasius’s
‘Defence of the Nicene Council’ in Schaff & Wace0D21999, vol. 4.

193ee, e.g., Exodus 20:3 — 5, Isaiah 42:8, Matthé&w-3.3 and 7:21, and John 2:16.

' Compare John 10:30, Matthew 24:36, Luke 22:42,Jarh 1:14, 18.

12 E g., Philippians 2:10 — 11.

13 John 14:9; Acts 5: 3- 4. (NIV translations).

14 Obviously the discussion here is highly compresBed a fuller discussion of the Biblical case
for the doctrine, see (for example) O’Collins 19€%s. 1 — 4.

15 According to Michel Barnes, what | am calling tistandard” classificatory scheme takes its
cues from the work of the f9Century theologian, Theodore de Régnon. (1892)1§38ough
Ayres notes that de Régnon’s own classificatoryesah wasn't so much a division between
Greek and Latin models as between patristic andlastic models. See Ayres 2004, 302ff.)
Barnes subjects de Regnon’s scheme and its redativeenchant criticism in Barnes 1995a and
1995b.

16 Cf., e.g., Brown 1985; Cary 1995; Cross 2002; Lgi@u1986 and 1991; and Placher 1983, 79.
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17 See, e.g., Ayres 2004; Barnes 1995a, 1995b, a@8; ISary 1995; Coakley 1999; and Cross
2002. The idea isn't that there is no differenceaisbever between Eastern and Western, or
Latin and Greek, conceptions of the Trinity, budttthe differences aren’t nearly as sharp as they
are commonly construed, that they aren’t aptly abi@rized as differences over “starting points”
or as a fundamental difference in attitudes towaeodial” and “psychological” analogies.

'8 On the Trinity Bk. 9, Ch. 3ff; Schaff & Wace 1887/1999, 127f.

190n the Trinity Bk. 10, Chs. 10 — 12, and Bk. 15, ChS8haff & Wace 1887/1999, vol. 3, 140
— 43; 200 — 202. He characterizes the latter ayadsga ‘more subtle’ treatment of the matter
than the former.

20 Cf. Brown 1985, Ch. 7; LaCugna 1991, Ch. 3; O'®sll1999, Ch. 7; Richardson 1955.

21 Moreland and Craig say that Aquinas “pushes thguatinian analogy to its apparent limit.”
(2003: 585) But this makes it sound as if the ‘ssthat relations view’ isn’t present in
Augustine. | myself don’'t mean to suggest thatyéwer. All | mean to suggest is that it is not
explicit in Augustine.

22 A polyadicproperty is one that applies to several thingsttogre A property likebeing loved

is monadic: it applies to a single subject (eVetinére are many subjects to which it applies).

Relations like __loves __, or ___thinks that is _, are polyadic. The former applies to

a pair, the latter to a triad. Note, however, thaugh it is nowadays common to treat relations
as polyadic properties (as, e.g., in van Inwagef4p0Jeff Brower argues that medieval
philosophers did not treat them as such. See Bra@@l and 2005.

23| think that the objection can be met, and thatwlay to do it is to develop Aquinas’s view
along the lines of the view described in sectiorB8t | won’t attempt to do that here.

24 Morris 1991, Ch. 9.
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25 Admittedly, though, one might think of them astitist (subsistent) minds or souls, embodied
in or emergent upon the same material substanicee think of them this way, then, as Jeff
Brower and | note elsewhere (Brower & Rea 2006)theism looms, rather than modalism.
Whether the view actually falls into polytheism,wever, depends entirely upon whether the
relevant ‘centers of consciousness’ are in any eséms same substanc®n this question,
Merricks is silent. [Clarification: This is nob tsay that Merricks simply ignores the ‘same
substance’ issue. Indeed, he spends pages 312 diS@ussing it; he says that he can ‘do
justice’ to the claim that the Father is the saofestance as the Son (320); and he says explicitly
that ‘each divine person is a substance in a lems-inost-straightforward sense.’ (322) But, for
all this, he does not, so far as | can tell, sag way or another whether there is any sense of
‘same substance’ in which it is straightforwardiyet (in that sense) that the Father is the same
substance as the Son. It is in this respect én& tsilent’ on the question at issue here.]

%6 See also Leftow 2007.

2" Thanks to Brian Leftow for helpful correspondemdmut his view. Naturally, if | have him
wrong here, that is my fault and not his. My owew is that Leftow’s view can be made
workable by developing it in the direction of thenstitution view, described in section 3. But |
won't attempt that here.

28 proponents of the ST strategy include Timothy &aft993 and 1994), David Brown (1985
and 1989), Peter Forrest (1998), C. Stephen Lay(h@88), J.P. Moreland and William Lane
Craig (2003), Cornelius Plantinga, Jr. (1986, 1988d 1989), Richard Swinburne (1994),
Edward Wierenga (2004), and C. J. F. Williams ()99Klasker (1970klaimsto endorse ST;

but some of what he says seems more in line wetctnstitution view. (See esp. pp. 27 — 30.)
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According to Richard Swinburne, the “most influahtimodern statement of social
Trinitarianism” is Moltmann 1981.

29 See note 17 for references.

%0 Cf. Swinburne 1994: 181.

31 See especially Brower 2004a, Clark 1996, Fese¥, 188 Leftow 1999.

%2 See, especially, Leftow 1999 and Merricks 2005.

33 Or one might just try to sink it with the weight other objections. And therare other
objections in the literature—see, for example, {Hg@03 and 2004. My own view, though, is
that even after these further objections have Ipded on the cumulative case is not dialectically
strong enough apart from the two further tasksnuesttioned.

3% See, e.g., Leftow 1999, Howard-Snyder 2003, TWf23, and Rea 2006.

% My objection bears some similarity to objectiorséd on the Athanasian Creed raised by
Jeffrey Brower (2004a) against Wierenga’s (2004)adrinitarian view.

3 Dale Tuggy (2003 and especially 2004) presseshigugis point against all versions of ST.
Part-whole trintiariangould respond by saying that the Son and Spirit arespafrthe Father
(who is also a person). But in that event, thactdne of two kinds of divinity (full and
derivative) would commit them to denying that thenSand the Spirit (who would still be
derivatively divine) have the same nature as thiadfawho alone would have the full divine
nature. Thus, they would run into direct confiath the requirement that the Son bkthe
same substanceith the Father.

37 Plantinga 1986, 1988, and 1989 provide represeatakamples.

38 See Brower and Rea 2005. See also Brower 2004b.

726



39 Proponents of this strategy include James CaiBQ)195. E. M. Anscombe and P. T. Geach
(1963, esp. pp. 118 — 20), A. P. Martinich (1978 4879), and Peter van Inwagen (1988 and
2003). | count myself as both a critic and a progrd, since | reject one way of deploying the
strategy but endorse another. (See Rea 2003 amdeBand Rea 2005a and 2005b). For other
criticism, see Cartwright 1987, Merricks 2006, dnaygy 2003.

0 See, e.g., Geach 1969 and 1980, secs. 30, 34,18nd

“1 See, especially, van Inwagen 1988 and 2003.

2 There’s controversy in the literature on Aristotieer whether distinct human beings really
sharenumerically the samform or not. Here | assume that they do; but sine®l no special
burden to follow Aristotle on that point, nothingatly depends on the assumption.

*30r, if you like, ump of matter. See Brower and Rea 2005: 75, n. 1@ifmussion.

4 Cf. Cary 1992: 381.

> One might want to say that it is the Father whaysplthe role of underlier, that the Son is a
compound of the Father and the propé&eing Begottenand that the Spirit is a compound of the
Father (or the Son) and the propertyRybceeding This view is suggested by passages in
Augustine, and was first brought to my attentionAmyne Peterson. |take it as a variation on the
present theme, rather than a genuine rival to e Yam defending.

¢ Cross 2002a, p. 284. See also Cary 1992.

*7On Gregory of Nyssa's view of universals, see €2@02b.

“8 | want to avoid views that rule out shared agembey;l don’t myself want to commit to it. For,
of course, it raises serious questions. The Soyspathe Father. Does the Father do so as well?
Proponents of shared agency will say ‘yes, butimtihe same way.’ (See, e.g., Hasker 1970, p.

29.) Trying to make good sense of this responsegkier, would require another paper.
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9 On the TrinityBk. 11, Ch. 2; in Schaff and Wace 1887/1999, vplL45 — 6.
*20n the TrinityBk. 11, Ch. 5; in Schaff and Wace 1887/1999, vplL45 — 7.
*l See, e.g., Gregory Nazianzen’s analogy of threes s the fourteenth chapter of Hisfth
Theological Oration and the rainbow analogy in Basil of Caesardgsstle 38 (generally

regarded as having been written by Gregory of Nyateer than by Basil).
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