CREATION AND THE TRINITY 13

cause of its identification of the second person of the Trinity with the
normativeness in actual created things. It would be no indignity to the
second person of the Trinity to be a rea live human being. Obvioudy
the tender spot of the present interpretation is to show sufficient dis-
tinction between the second person and the world.

Third is the adoptionist claim that Jesus was a mere man who was
sanctified by the Spirit to become Lord and Saviour.® True, it is be-
cause of the Spirit's mediation through creation that Jesus is divine,
but this is not something overlaid on an ordinary human nature. It is
by the Spirit's creative activity that every created thing embodies to
some degree the normativeness of the second person of the Trinity;
likewise, it is through the Spirit's creative activity that Jesus is the
perfect incarnation in whom the world is fulfilled. The adoptionists are
right that if Jesus had done something wrong, if He had been diso-
bedient, unfaithful, or arrogant, He would not have been the Christ.
Further, they are right in saying that the reason He did not do some-
thing wrong was the presence of the Spirit to Him. But they are wrong
in not seeing that the perfect presence of the Spirit was constitutive
of the very being of Jesus because He was by nature the Christ. It
was because of the Spirit that Jesus was the divine Christ, and it was
because Hewasthe divine Christ that the Spirit was present to Him.

Fourth is the Patripassianist clam that Jesus suffering (and whole
life) was a combination of merely human pain and the suffering of the
Father present in Christ by the Spirit.?’ This claim attributes divinity
to Jesus only in the sense that the Father is present to Him, and hence
the only divine suffering isthat of the Father in Christ. But it is Jesus
Christ Himself who is the second person of the Trinity, and His human
auffering is itself the suffering of the second person. The Father in the
Spirit makes Jesus the suffering Christ. The eschatological significance

there are men who do not believe in God, that is, they have no faith. If, asthey declare,
His suffering was only an illusion (it is they themselves who are mere illusion), why then
am | a prisoner, and why do | pray to fight with the beasts? | would then be dying in
vain For it is through the cross that Christ in His passion calls all of you to be His
members. Hence the head cannot be born without limbs, for God promises us union,
that is, Himself" (The Fathers of the Primitive Church, ed. and tr. Herbert A. Musurillo,
SJ. [New York, 19661 P- 75).

B cf. Kelly, op. cit. See especially the references to Paul of Samosata in Grillmeier,
op. cit.

7 Historically, Patripassianism was the result of monarchianism—for instance, in
Noetus of Smyrna and Praxeas (see Kelly, p. 120; Grillmeier, p. 144; Tertullian, Against
Praxeas, ed. and tr. Ernest Evans [London, 1949]). Consequently, the mediating function
of Spirit | have attributed to the position is a historical distortion, as is the entailed dis-
tinction between the Father and the nondivine elements in the Son. What is of interest
here, however, isthe structure of the problem.
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of this is that we participate through the Spirit in the suffering of the
Son (1 Pt 4:13-14).

ECONOMY AND IMMANENCE

Let us now take up several traditional problems of the Trinity as a
whole. Classically, the contrast has been made between the economic
view of the Trinity and the immanent view. According to the immanent
view, the distinctions between the persons are in God as He is Him-
self;® according to the economic view, they are rather in God’s
revelation to the world, or at least in God’s connection with the world.*
The orthodox position has been to hold to both views. If one holds
to the immanent view, the economic view usually follows; but many
people have held the economic without the immanent.

Our own suggestion attributes the distinction of the persons to
God immanently in the following way. God’s determinate character com-
prises the threefold totality of His being (1) creator, (2) creative act,
and (3) normative terminus of the creative act. And this determinate
character is Trinitarian. To show indeed that this is an immanent
or “essential”’ doctrine of the Trinity, two steps must be taken. First,
it must be indicated that all three elements in this Trinitarian distinc-
tion are properly and equally divine. Second, it must be made clear
that the locus of the Trinitarian distinctions is the real and true God,
and not just an economic appearance of some God who lies behind all
three characters of creator, act, and product.

The task of showing all persons of the Trinity to be equally divine
seems to be different in the case of each person. For it would seem
that everyone would accept the claim that the creator is divine, and
probably His act as well. Most thinkers at first, however, would reject
the claim that the product as the expression of the creator is divine,
precisely on the ground that being the created product is the very
contrast to being divine; it would seem that what is meant by saying
something is not divine is that it is created instead. But it will be
argued here that the case for all three persons is the same: if the
creator is properly divine, then so are the other persons. This is a
denial of subordinationism. Below we shall consider the thesis that
none of these persons is divine, but for now we shall assume that the
creator is.

In traditional Trinitarian theology the divine unity of the persons
has always been attributed to the mediating function of the Holy
Spirit, interpreted in our categories as the creative act. So it is with

“ Welch, op. cit., Appendix A, pp. 293 f. For a discussion of the general issues, see
Kelly, chap. 10.  ** Kelly, pp. 107-15; Welch, op. cit.
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our model. The creator is what He is in virtue and only in virtue of
exercising His creative act. His character as creator is constituted
by His creative acting. Therefore the Spirit-act is divine in precisely
the same sense that the creator is, since they are mutually constituting
features.

Now is there any sense in which the product can be detached from
the creator and creative act? If there is no such sense, then we are
allowed to say that the product is divine, since it is what makes the
act be a doing of something and the creator be an actual creator. An
act which produced nothing would not be an act, nor a creator who
created nothing a creator.

I submit that there is no sense in which the product can be de-
tached from or disunited with the other persons, since it would need
some independent being in order to be detached. Yet by definition its
whole being depends utterly on its connection with the creator and
act. On the human analogy, we distinguish a person’s deeds from his
person by a kind of detachment or disunity. But this is because his
actions take place in a medium of space, time, and other things that
give his deeds and the results of his actions a locus other than the
person himself. A person can walk away from his deeds. Furthermore,
human actions always share partly the character of the medium or
environment in which they take place, so that we can attribute
responsibility for a deed to a person although we cannot attribute to
him the power to create it ex nihilo. But in the case of God there is no
medium for His actions; the product is produced immediately. A me-
dium, to make a difference, would have to be determinate, hence
created, and therefore could not be a condition of creation as such.
Further, there can be no features of the creator’s deeds that He did not
Himself create, since every feature is determinate and every determina-
tion created. Consequently, the created product is of a piece with
the creative act and the creator. Its nature is immanent in the na-
tures of creator and act in the sense that they could not be what
they are at all (not even a little bit of a creator or a feeble effort of
act) without the created product. The product is constitutive of the
natures of the other persons. To deny this would require acknowledg-
ment of an independent status for it that would deny the creatorship
of creator and act. In other words, the creation theory of God is essen-
tially Trinitarian: God cannot be conceived simply as a creator over
against a world He creates. (To be sure, this point is one-sided.
Christian theology must be able to articulate a distinction between
the world and the Word. Otherwise it falls into the difficulties of
Hegelianism. We shall return to this problem below.)
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In the light of the attempt above to show that the created product
qua created is within the divine Trinity, it is likely that the strongest
charge to be brought against the general suggestion is that it is no
immanent doctrine of the Trinity at all, rather a solely economic view
in disguise. For if the created product is divine, the kind of divinity
involved must be of some inferior sort. Furthermore, since we have
acknowledged that the creator must have some reality independent of
His character of being creator, the implicit assumption of this view
is that the creator’s transcendent independence is the true Divinity,
and that the whole of the determinate Trinity is derivative because it
is dependent on the creative act that makes all determinate things.
Finally, the charge goes, the chief trait of the merely economic view
is that the distinction between the persons of the Trinity depends
strictly upon the connection with the world and that this is all that
underlies our Trinitarian distinctions.

First, let it be answered that God’s divinity lies in His Trinitarian
nature, not in His independent reality beyond the Trinitarian distinc-
tions. In fact, given the reality of the creation, with the Trinitarian
distinctions, there is no further reality to God at all. He does not
have some primordial nature beyond the Trinitarian one. His reality
as independent source of the being of the created realm is transformed
into and contained within His nature as creator, act, and product. All
that the trans-self-referential character of His creatorship means is
that there can be no determinate necessity that God he creator. There
is no necessity that God have any nature whatsoever, since any de-
terminate necessity depends on God having the peculiar character of
creator; this is the truth of the claim for transcendence. After the
fact, so to speak, we can say that He does have His Trinitarian nature
nonetheless. Given God’s self-determination as creator, act, and prod-
uct, there is no need to search beyond for anything else divine. If
anything is divine at all, it is the Trinity.

If God were not to have created anything, including even the de-
terminate structure of intelligibility, then there would be no ground
for saying that He has any nature whatsoever. More particularly,
there would be no ground for saying that He has a divine nature.
Divinity is a meaningful character only in relation to determinate
things, and if there are no determinate things, and hence no relation
to them, then God could not be divine or anything else. God makes
Himself divine when He creates, in the only meaningful sense of
divinity. Of course, this claim would not be correct if we did not also
claim that everything determinate, including the structure of intelligi-
bility and possibility, is created. If, prior to creating, there were a
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possibility in God of creating the world, then He would have to have
some nature to have the possibility; and that nature would have to be
divine. But the belief that He did or could have such a possibility
stems from a misleading analogy with human creativity. Persons’
creative acts are not only conditioned by the media and natures of
the things acted upon, but also by the prior character of the persons.
Persons are discursive individuals such that every act is conditioned
by the feedback on their natures of their previous acts. This, how-
ever, is an element of the finitude of human acts that God’s per-
fectly free and infinitely self-constituting creative act does not share.
Rejecting the analogy with human acts at this point, it is not strange
to say that God has no nature prior to His self-naturing, and that
once His reality has its Trinitarian nature, that is the whole of its
nature.

It might be thought that the distinction between the unspoken and
spoken Word holds a clue for distinguishing an immanent Trinity
from an economic one. It would seem that the Word unspoken is in-
ternal to the Godhead and unconnected with the world, whereas the
spoken Word is God present in the world. But the Word unspoken is
indeterminate, and consequently indistinguishable from any other
person within the Godhead. The only reason we can talk about the un-
spoken Word is by inference from the determinate and normative
spoken Word expressing the Father; this is exactly parallel to the
distinction between the transcendent, indeterminate one who makes
himself creator, and the determinate creator He makes Himself. Just
as God is not transcendently indeterminate, having determined Him-
self, so the Word is not unspoken but spoken. The Word is not some
“what” before it is spoken; it is precisely “what” is spoken.

The second part of the criticism of our view is that God, in the
transcendence of His nature as creator, is more divine than the deriva-
tive divinity of His derivative Trinitarian nature. The answer to this
is implicit in what was said above: divinity cannot apply to anything
beyond the Trinitarian nature. The question whether the Trinitarian
nature itself is derivative is an important one, however. True, it is
made or constituted by God in His transcendent reality. But it is not
derivative from or made out of any transcendent primordial God-stuff,
for there is no such thing. God is no thing except as Trinitarian crea-
tor. Were He not creator, He would be indeterminate and indistinguish-
able from nothing. His transcendence of His creatorship and Trinity
means only that what He is He did not have to be, that He is Himself
freely.

The last part of the criticism is that the distinction of the persons of
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the Trinity depends on the connection of God with the world, and that
this is a merely economic view of Trinity. True, we claim that the
distinction between the persons depends on the creation of the world.
But the claim is also that the world, in the respect that is crucial to
the distinctions between the persons, is not merely mundane but also
divine, a part of the divinity of the other persons of the Trinity. What
is rejected is the view that God is on one side, the world on the other,
and that revelation or creative activity is a bridge between the two;
if the distinction between the persons depended solely on the bridge
so conceived, the persons would not be immanent to God’s own nature.
Since we reject the Aristotelian-substantialist model of God and world
as separate and conjoined, the fact that the connection between God
and world constitutes the distinction of Trinitarian persons does not
mean that our view is merely economic. The connection between God
and world is internal to God.

Ironically, the hardest problem for our Trinitarian suggestion is the
defense of the economic side, not the immanent side. The real test
for our case comes in making out the distinction between the begotten
Son and the world. If this test is failed, then no meaning can be at-
tached to the revelation of God to what is other than Him, and this
is the problem to which economic Trinitarianism is addressed. The
truth in the economic view is that God is indeed present in three
persons to the world; but if the world cannot be distinguished from
God, then this is not possible.

However, the focus of the problem of Christian theology is the claim
that Jesus is the Christ. The problem is that Jesus, a creature like
all men, is also the divine Lord, “begotten, not made.” Therefore, just
as the life of faith is focused on the problem of grasping Christ as both
man and God, so more abstract theology ought to have its focus cen-
tered on the problem of distinguishing and grasping together the
created world and begotten divinity. Speculative theories that begin
with an antecedent begotten Son and try to meld Him onto a separately
created world do not reflect the proper locating of the problem as it is
found in the concrete life of faith. The advantage of our own view is
that its problematic points are in the right place from the standpoint
of revelational theology. Many difficulties with traditional speculative
categories for Trinitarianism stem from an improper locating of the
focal problems.

In summary of this section, let it be understood that the persons of
the Trinity are taken to be eternal, relative, and connected with crea-
tion. They are eternal in the sense that they are ontologically prior
to things that happen in time, since time is one of the things created.
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Furthermore, they are related in such a way that their natures are
determinate only in terms of each other: the Father is determinately
the Father only with respect to the Son in the Spirit, etc. This is the
perichoresis of the ancient Fathers and the subsistent relation theory
of Augustine rendered in terms of the speculative theory of creation.
Since the persons are interdeterminate, their distinction is eternal
from yet another point of view, and it is false to say of the Son that
“there was when He was not.”*® The connection of the persons of the
Trinity with the world is the crucial problem to be pursued further.

BEGETTING AND CREATING

In the ancient Trinitarian controversies it was seen from many quar-
ters that an ordering of the persons is essential.’’ But it was also seen
that, if the ordering of the persons is of a piece with the order be-
tween God and world, then subordinationism, with its degenerate forms
of divinity, is inescapable.’” Therefore two orders were acknowledged.
The order of God and world was said to be that of creator-created.
The order between the persons was said to be that of begettor-be-
gotten for Father and Son, and that of procession, ‘“‘spiration,” or
generation for the Spirit from both other persons. Theologians have
always been hard pressed to make out these distinctions.

Creation is said to be the making of something out of nothing. Be-
getting is making something out of the begettor.”® The trouble with
the usual interpretation of this distinction, however, is that the
theory of begetting leads right back into subordinationism. If the
Son is made out of the substance of the Father, then either He is
everything the Father is and is indistinguishable from Him, or He
has only some of the Father’s substance and is less than the Father.
The first alternative denies the distinction between the persons, and
the second is subordinationist. To provide for the distinction between
the persons, the Father, although perhaps using His own substance,
would have to give some determinate features to the Son that the
Father did not already have. These features would then seem to be

% The battle cry of the Arians én pote hote ouk én.

*! Without some form of order, Sabellianism in one guise or another is the result.

%2 For instance, Arius’ argument on its dialectical side was that the Father alone is un-
originate or self-existent and that everything else is dependent, including Christ. The
opposing argument was that the Father is both unoriginated (agenétos) and unbegotten
(agennétos), that the world is originated or created, and that Christ is merely begotten,
not originated. This opposition, however, depends on making out the created-begotten
distinction we are dealing with. See Kelly, pp. 227-31.

% So Arius, denying that to beget (gennidn) differs from to create (poiein), said the Son
is created ex nthilo.



20 THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

de novo, or ex nihilo, and the distinction between creating and begetting
crinkles up. To provide for the equal divinity of Father and Son, the
process of begetting the Son must not involve an alteration in Fatherly
substance that makes the Son’s part of it less than the Father’s. Yet,
as Aristotle pointed out, any change in the perfect is for the worse.*
These are the chief difficulties with the notion of begetting.

The difficulties stem from the Aristotelian notion of substance as
that which has primary identity, and we have rejected that specula-
tive scheme implicitly already. Furthermore, it is apparent from what
has been said in previous sections how our own theory of creation
would resolve the problems of the relations between the persons.
The created domain, as the normative terminus and expression of the
creator’s act, can be said to be “begotten.”

The difficulty to be faced on the view defended here is to make a
distinction between begetting and creating. The speculative theory
is called a theory of creation because of the philosophical use of the
notion of creation. What must be done now is to determine what the
theological tradition meant by the created order and see if that can be
rendered within our speculative theory as something subordinate in
the proper sense to the begotten Son.

As a matter of fact, what the ancient Fathers often meant by crea-
tion was something quite philosophical, dependent on the wvarious
speculative schemes prevalent at the time. With reference to this,
we can only argue that our own speculative scheme is better on specu-
lative grounds and allude to the straightforward philosophical defense
of it.*> The more strictly theological roots of the ancient creation
doctrine were basically twofold.

First was the testimony of Scripture. The exegesis of Scripture,
however, was usually dependent on philosophical views, and Scrip-
ture itself is not clear-cut regarding a distinction between creating and
begetting.

The second root of the creation doctrine had more to do with theo-
logical implications of Scripture. In particular, if the work of redemp-
tion, especially the Incarnation, is to be significant, then the world
that needs redeeming must have some independent status for God to
work on. If redemption is to be significant for men, then this “inde-
pendent status’” cannot be some opposing evil divine principle, as
the Manichees claimed, but had to be of the household of men.
Furthermore, if the created order is simply identical with the divine
Son, then the Incarnation would be nonsense. But the Incarnation is
a great move of grace, not necessitated by the determinate character

3¢ Metaphysics 1074b27.  ** In God the Creator.
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of creation. Therefore, to protect the integrity of the Christian revela-
tion in Christ, the Church Fathers had to emphasize the distinction
between the begotten Son and the created, fallen world.

What is theologically necessary, therefore, is to have a world that
at once can be fallen and redeemed.’® Since the revelation is that re-
demption is actually accomplished in and by Jesus Christ, the world
must be distant enough from the Son to be changed by His incarna-
tion and close enough that His incarnation can be its proper redemp-
tion and fulfilment. The crucial theological notions that must be re-
flected in the distinction between the merely created status of the
mundane world and the begotten status of the Son are fallenness and
redemption.

But those are basically eschatological notions, including in the
Incarnation the last judgment on things. Eschatology requires the doc-
trine of the Spirit, for it is only through the Spirit that the whole crea-
tion can participate in Christ and thus be the proper expression of the
Father’s creative act. We must suspect, therefore, that the notion of
begetting is intrinsically connected with the notion of Spirit, and can-
not be contrasted with creating except in conjunction with Spirit. The
task of contrasting the order of the persons with the order in creation
then boils down to this: (1) to show how, in the light of the creation
theory, the world may be fallen and redeemed, and (2) to show how the
redemption is accomplished by Father, Son, and Spirit. If some of the
factors in the two orders coincide or appear to be the same things
viewed from different contexts, this is no confusion as long as the
proper theological motives of accounting for fallenness and redemp-
tion are kept uppermost. This again is to locate the speculative prob-
lem in the right place from the standpoint of theological faith.

1) The theory of creation notes that every created determinate
thing is a harmony of one sort or other. Further, in its normativeness
the harmony in the determinations is the expression of the Father.
Not every mode of harmony in determinations like men is always the
richest possible under the circumstances, and hence men have moral
responsibilities; i.e., their actions are judgeable according to the
normative character of their results. The created world being the par-
ticular thing it is, determinations like men have the capacity to live

% 1t is interesting that this is exactly where Athanasius saw the issue. As Kelly says
(p. 243), “In Athanasius’s approach philosophical and cosmological considerations played
a very minor part, and his guiding thought was the conviction of redemption.” The most
important meta-thesis of this paper is that only very abstract philosophical theology,
such as is implied in the theory of creation, can preserve the concrete history and ex-
perience of religion. The fallacy of misplaced concreteness is always committed where con-
crete problems are treated as abstract, and vice versa.
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so as to alienate their actions and themselves from their created func-
tion of expressing the Father in normative structures. This is not mere
moral error; it is rejection of one’s created status and the divine pur-
pose of created existence, from which moral error may follow.*” That
men are fallen from their created status is the testimony of Christi-
anity. The whole created world perhaps is distorted into participa-
tion in man’s fall by man’s perversion.

No created thing can cease to be an expression of the Father and
still exist, since it must have a harmony in some mode or other in or-
der to exist at all. But it can exist in a mode of harmony that does not
express the Father in the way proper to it.

What about redemption? From what has been said already it is ap-
parent that redemption is the restoration of the created domain to
being the proper normative expression of the Father, the re-establish-
ment of the created realm as the glorification of the Father. ‘“Glorifica-
tion” is the theological word for how the determinate harmonies re-
flect the Father as their normative ground. How can the world be
made to glorify the Father? The Christian answer is through participa-
tion in the Son, Jesus Christ. The upshot of participation in the Son
is that the world enjoys its proper, as opposed to fallen, created status.
Through participation the created world can be said to be identical
with the Son (the thesis to which the creation theory is committed):
the normative fulfilment of the world in Christ is the normative ex-
pression of the Father, that is, the Son (1 Cor 12:4-6; 15:28; Eph
1:16-23).

The matter must not remain on the general level, however. Men’s
fallen state is something historical and particular, regardless of the
fact that it is universally widespread. Something historical and par-
ticular must come about to accomplish the redemption and make the
world’s glorification of the Father a historical reality. Each determi-
nate thing must glorify the Father particularly. Therefore, in the
case of men, something particular for each man must be done to ac-
complish the redemptive glorification. For this we turn to Christ and
the Spirit.

2) Jesus Christ is the redemptive incarnation of God the Son. This
means, first, that He is a man; otherwise He would not be incarnate.
Since men are particular men, Jesus Christ is a particular man.*® Sec-
ond, this means that He is the perfect expression of the Father. But
He would not be a perfect expression of the Father, nor would He

37 See God the Creator, pp. 220-35.

3 Cf. the quotation from Ignatius, n. 25 above. If bodily men are united to God, it must
be through a bodily Christ.
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be the incarnation of the full reality of the Son, were He not to ac-
complish the redemption of the whole world. Since Jesus Christ is
fully God, He must be the full glorification of the Father that the Son
of the Father is. Therefore, it is necessary for the divine identity of
Jesus Christ that the whole world participate in the glory He gives
the Father. Since Jesus Christ is also a man, the world must partici-
pate in His human life too.

The identity of a person consists in what he does with his historical
material, his own self, and his situation. So the identity of Jesus is to
be determined in part by noting His historical situation; it is to be de-
termined in larger part by noting the personal things He did in that
situation (His righteousness, compassion, obedience, and so forth); but
most importantly for us, perhaps, it is to be determined by noting what
He has done, is doing, and promises for the world’s redemption.
Jesus—and this is an historical claim—was raised from the dead
(Acts 2:32), commissioned His followers as apostles (Mt 28:18-20),
ascended into heaven, and is present in history for the moment in the
Holy Spirit (Rom 8:9-11). That Spirit has worked in the Church, tem-
pering it to be the body of Jesus Christ (1 Cor 12), continuing His
work; Spirit and Church together, therefore, continue the growing
identity of Jesus, and in large part that identity still consists in prom-
ise. But the metaphysics of redemption is that the world properly
glorifies God only in that it participates in Christ. It is the function of
the Holy Spirit both to constitute Christ the one in whom we partici-
pate and to move us so that we participate in Christ.

The reason Christianity demands a historical Jesus is now apparent.
A picture of Jesus may be all that is necessary for the response people
make to God’s redemptive act. But salvation or redemption consists,
over and above men’s choices, in participation in the real person Jesus.
Only in actually redeeming or completing the creation does Jesus have
a divine identity; He is divine because He is the Word not only through
which things were made but also through which they glorify the crea-
tor; He is the divine glory, the only proper normative expression of the
Father. Without participating in His concrete reality there is no con-
crete glorification for the rest of us. If there were only a picture, there
might be an adequately human response to God’s declaration of love;
but the most adequate human response is not adequate to the task
of redemption; that task requires God’s cosmic activity. To say other-
wise is to step into Pelagianism, to be blind to the cosmic drama (Col
1:15-20).

The key to Christology is pneumatology. The divinity of Jesus
Christ, in both His person and works, consists in His being both the
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beginning and end of creation, as well as its middle. He is the general
Word that is the normative expression of the Father in every harmoni-
ous determination of being. He is the consummation of the world in
which every determination enjoys its perfect status as a normative ex-
pression of the Father in glory. And He is also one who, so far as His
historical particularity goes, lived for about thirty years some two
thousand years ago, now is in eternity, and for whom we wait in our
final consummation. But the only way by which the whole world, from
beginning to end, can have Jesus Christ as God-man Lord, seeing that
His full reality is human as well as divine, is through spiritual par-
ticipation. This participation is part of the very fiber of created being
and the Spirit is the divine creator’s.

The doctrine of the Spirit is a conundrum in modern theology. It is
clear now that the Hegelian notion of Spirit does too much; it is also
clear that the psychological interpretation of the Spirit as the cause of
the “warm heart” does too little. But there is a truth to both sides.
With the Hegelians we must acknowledge that Spirit has sufficient
cosmological import to bring the whole created domain to perfection.
With the evangelicals we know this must be done through the personal
moving of each individual soul; without this individual quality the
historical reality of Jesus Christ is lost, as it was in Hegelianism.
What is needed is a speculative scheme that satisfies these categorial
demands of the doctrine of Spirit.

My suggestion is that the theory of creation defended here offers
such a scheme. A detailed elaboration of the suggestion is another
task, but certain programmatic remarks can be made now. The Spirit-
act expresses the Father, and what the expression is, is the Son; the
Spirit proceeds from the Father as an act proceeds from an agent; it
proceeds from the Son as an act’s character proceeds from what it does.
The Spirit is the Spirit of the Father and the Spirit of the Son, the
“of’s” being interpreted in their respected senses according to the
relations of the persons in creation. The Spirit could not be the
Father’s Spirit without being the Son’s Spirit, and vice versa, as is
apparent from our previous discussion.

It is a contingent fact about the created natures of things that they
have their consummation in Jesus Christ; this makes the participation
of the world in Christ a particular work of God in the Spirit. But fur-
ther, the only way by which any particular created thing can be what
it is, is by the particular operation of the Spirit on it. Some elements
of created being involve the possession of general features: e.g., it is
part of the created nature of Socrates to possess humanity. But other
features of individuals are themselves individual, individually created.
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Some determinations are what they are mainly because of causal rela-
tions with other things; other determinations, such as men, have sig-
nificant features that are not caused, at least in the ordinary sense.
Scientific causality has to do with the being of things that are mutually
determinate. The Holy Spirit is the divine ground of each determina-
tion, in both its caused and uncaused features.

It is in their created being that determinations participate in the
Son from the most general to the most specific levels. Regarding re-
demptive participation in Jesus Christ, the relevant features of men
are their minds, hearts, wills, and historical deeds. Although acknowl-
edging that the activity of the Spirit is omnipresent, Christianity
properly concentrates on its activity in enlightening the mind, quick-
ening the heart, and directing the will. The revelation of God in Christ
is complete only in the consummation of last things in glory. It is the
task of a full pneumatology to trace how the activity of the Spirit
dealing individually and collectively with men can accomplish such a
participation in Christ that God comes into the full glory of His crea-
tion in us and in all men.*

We now come to our final problem: the unity of the persons of the
Trinity acting economically, that is, acting toward and in the world.
The essential or immanent unity of the persons as mutually in each
other has already been discussed. The implication for divine action
in the world is that the essential unity is indissoluble. Nothing the
Spirit does, even in providential activity, can fail to be the expression
of the Father; it is the Father who acts in the Spirit. Further, nothing
the Spirit does can fail to have the character of the Son, the norma-
tive expression of the Father. Whether operating directly in Jesus
Christ or in us to make us participate in Jesus Christ, the Spirit’s ac-
tivity is constituting the identity of Christ. For Christ is not Christ
unless the whole world is in Him. Therefore the principle can be
affirmed: opera Trinitatis ad extra indivisa.

Trinitarian modalism must be rejected. The persons of the Trinity
are not different modes of God’s action in the world, nor modes of
revelation. Every action and every revelatory thing must have the
structure of Father sending Son through Spirit. Interpreting Scrip-
ture, we can admit what tradition calls the “appropriation” of certain
things to certain of the persons. Dealing with Jesus Christ, we speak
primarily of the Son. Dealing with participation in Christ, we speak
primarily of the Spirit. Dealing with the grace in the gifts of both

* For a discussion of how the creator is present to men without abrogating their free-

dom, see “Can God Create Men and Address Them Too?” Harvard Theological Review
62 (Oct., 1968).
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Son and Spirit, we speak mainly of the Father. But each appropria-
tion should be qualified with a nod to the structural unity of each
person with the others. Likewise, the strong claims of Trinitarian
monarchianism must be rejected. Indeed, the persons of the Trinity
are united in nature and action: the being of one entails the being of
the others. But in the one unity there are three persons. It is a mis-
take to say simply that God is one. It must also be said that the one
God is Trinitarian. This is not tri-theism, for three gods would have to
be independent substances. The persons of the Trinity are not sub-
stances in the Aristotelian sense, but are mutually determined, though
different, characters in the structure of divine creativity. Monarchian-
ism commits the error of claiming that there is a unity in some God
beyond the characters He expresses in creation; but God gives Him-
self a unified character precisely in the Trinitarian function of creat-
ing.

The unifying notion in the Godhead is glory, since it is God’s glory
that is the ground for His being called divine. The notion of glory is
essentially Trinitarian. God cannot be glorious without being glorified.
The Son, and the whole world in Him, glorifies the Father. But the
Son would not be the glorification of the Father were He not the
Father’s normative expression; otherwise the glorification would be
gratuitous. It is only through the Father’s creative act making the
Son His normative expression that the Son glorifies the Father; there-
fore we say the Son glorifies the Father through the Spirit-act. Each
person of the Trinity is said to have His own glory. The glory of the
Father is to be glorified by the Son. The glory of the Son is to glorify
the Father (Jn 13:31-32). The glory of the Spirit is to glorify the
Father in the Son and the Son in the Father (2 Cor 3:12-18). The
glory of God is one complex and unified thing, and that one thing is
indissolubly Trinitarian.





