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Not by Confusion of Substance, but by
Unity of Person

PETER VAN INWAGEN

In an earlier essay, I showed how a part of the doctrine of the
Trinity (that part that raises problems about counting, identity, and
predication) could be given a statement in terms of ‘relative ident-
ity’.! I did not contend that my statement of the doctrine was
orthodox, although my tentative opinion, then and now, is that it is.
I did not claim in any sense to have penetrated the mystery of the
Trinity—to have proposed a non-mysterious formulation of the
doctrine—but only to have formulated the doctrine in such a way
that no contradiction could be formally derived from it. Here I
propose to see whether the same methods can be applied to the
mystery of the Incarnation: more exactly, to the doctrine of the
hypostatic union of two natures—divine and human—in the person
of Jesus Christ. I shall offer a formulation of a part of that doctrine
in terms of relative identity. It is my hope that this formulation will
be orthodox—that is, consistent with historical orthodoxy. I say
‘part of” because 1 believe that there is no clearly demarcated set of
propositions that can be called ‘the doctrine of the Incarnation’,
or even ‘the doctrine of the hypostatic union’. The ‘part’ of the
doctrine that I shall be most concerned with is the part that raises
grave metaphysical and logical problems: those propositions of

! Peter van Inwagen, ‘And yet they are not Three Gods but One God’, in Thomas
V. Morris (ed.), Philosophy and the Christian Faith (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1988), 241-78. Richard Swinburne’s kind words about this
paper—which approaches the philosophical problems raised by the doctrine of the
Trinity in a way inconsistent with his own treatment of them—have encouraged me
to contribute the present essay to this Festschrift dedicated to him. Swinburne’s
views on Trinitarian theology can be found in his essay ‘Could there be more than
one God?’, Faith and Philosophy, v (1988), 225-41. The ‘kind words’ occur in n. 19,
along with some words explaining why he prefers his own approach to mine. I will
take this opportunity to say just a word (or twenty-one words) explaining why I

prefer my approach to his: although I do not accuse him of tritheism, it seems to me
that his Trinitarian theology is uncomfortably close to tritheism.
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incarnational theology that appear to require violations of tl'le pl:in-
ciple of the transitivity of identity or of Leibniz’s Law. (A v1olaF10n
of the former would be, a fortiori, a violation of the latter, since
Leibniz’s Law entails the transitivity of identity.) I shall not claim
to have penetrated the mystery of the Incarnation, but at most
to have shown that that doctrine can be stated without formal
contradiction.

I

The present essay is best read as a sequel to ‘And yet they are not
Three Gods but One God’. But I shall do my best to make it self-
contained. To this end, I present in this section a brief outline .of the
logic of relative identity (‘RI-logic’) that was (.ievelo‘ped in the
earlier essay. For a fuller development of that logic, a dlsc‘:uss§on of
the philosophical problems raised by the concept of relative 1der§t-
ity, and a philosophical defence of the peculiar features of RI-logic,
the reader will have to consult the earlier essay.”

Let us understand by ‘quantifier logic’ the logic of quantification
developed as a system of natural deduction. The langua}ge of. ‘qu:fm-
tifier logic’ will be understood to contain neither the 1fient1ty sign
nor any terms but variables (that is, it will contain neither names
nor the description operator). .

RI-logic is simply quantifier logic with its two-pl.ace predlcat.e-
letters partitioned into two classes, within one of which two special
rules of inference apply. We indicate predicate-letters of the sort to
which the two ‘special’ rules apply by underlining (E’, ‘G,...).
The two rules are:

Sym Rxy + Ryx
Trans Rxy, Ryz + Rxz.
Here ‘R’ represents any underlined predicate-letter.

The predicate-letters of Rl-logic are intended to be replaf:eable
only by ordinary-language predicates that satisfy the followag re-
strictions: they do not contain denoting phrases, any ordmgry-
Janguage equivalent of the identity sign, or, with one exception

? One very important question to which I can devote no space here is this: Wt'mti
according to the philosophical defenders of Rl-logic, is the st.au‘xs of the classical
logic of absolute identity? This question is discussed at length in ‘And yet they are
not Three Gods but One God'.
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that I shall mention in a moment, count-nouns. Underlined predi-
cate-letters are to be replaceable only by ‘relative-identity’ predi-
cates of ordinary language: phrases like ‘is the same horse as’ or ‘is
the same apple as’, phrases of the form ‘is the same N as’, where ‘N’
represents the place of a count-noun. (This is the exception to
the ‘no count-noun’ restriction. But we also allow one-place predi-
cates of the form ‘x is a(n) N’, since these may be regarded as
abbreviations for the corresponding phrases of the form ‘x is the
same N as x’.)

It will be noted that the inference rules of RI-logic do not
include:

F Rxx.
If there were such a rule, then
Vxx is the same horse as x

would be an instance of a theorem. And an allowable reading of
this sentence is ‘Everything is a horse’. (In saying this, I assume that
‘x is the same horse as y’ is a relative-identity predicate of ordinary
language, an appropriate substituend for ‘Rxy’. I have said that a
relative-identity predicate of ordinary language is a predicate of the
form ‘x is the same N as y’, but this statement needs to be qualified.
Identifying ordinary-language relative-identity predicates can be a
tricky business in practice. ‘Is the same colour as’ functions as a
relative-identity predicate in ‘Magenta is the same colour as pur-
plish-red” but not in ‘Jane’s skirt is the same colour as Alice’s
blouse’.?)
If by Leibniz’s Law, we understand the conditional

x=y—->(G...x...oG...y..),

then it is obvious that the corresponding rule of inference is not a
rule of RI-logic, owing to the fact that ‘=" does not belong to the
vocabulary of RI-logic. A more substantive point is this: the rule

Rey F(G...x...oG...y..)

is not a rule of RI-logic. It was shown in the earlier paper that if this
rule were added to the rules of RI-logic, then RI-logic would be
without interest, being a mere notational variant of a fragment of

? Later, we shall have occasion to make use of the predicates ‘x is the same breed
as y’ and ‘x is the same price as y’. In the context in which we shall use them, these
will not be functioning as relative-identity predicates, being equivalent to ‘x is of the
same breed as y* and ‘x costs the same as y’. But it is not hard to imagine contexts
in which they do function as relative-identity predicates: ‘German shepherd is the
same breed as Alsatian’, for example.
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the classical logic of identity. (Roughly speaking, the addition of
this rule would cause ‘x is the same horse as y’ to have the same
logical properties as ‘x is a horse and y is a horse and x = y’.)

Those who reason using RI-logic must regard any instance of the
conditional that corresponds to this rule—for example,

x is the same horse as y — (x is to the left of z <> y is to the left

of z)
__as a substantive metaphysical thesis, one whose truth the
reasoner takes responsibility for. In this case, the RI-predicate ‘I is
the same horse as 2’ is said to dominate the predicate ‘I is to the left
of 2’. Loosely speaking, if an RI-predicate dominates a predicate F,
then it ‘forces indiscernibility’ with respect to F. If an RI-predicate
dominates all predicates, it is said to be ‘dominant’. A statement
made above may be rephrased using this term: if Rl-logic is to be of
any interest, then there must be some Rl-predicate that is not
dominant; or at least, there must be some RI-predicate that the
user of RI-logic does not assume to be dominant.

The fact that the language of RlI-logic contains no terms but
variables constitutes a major stumbling-block for anyone who at-
tempts to translate ordinary-language sentences into the language
of RI-logic. But it should be clear that the language of Rl-logic
must have this feature. The language of RI-logic must not contain

¢ A small amount of technical apparatus is needed for an acceptable account of
dominance. Remove the variables from an open sentence; replace them with bold-
face numerals, but use all of and only the first n numerals (use ‘I’ or use ‘r’ and ‘2’
or use ‘T ‘2’and ‘3’ .. .). The result is a predicate. Thus, ‘I is between 2 and 3’ and ‘2
is between I and 1’ are predicates. The former is a three-place (triadic) predicate,
the latter a two-place (dyadic) predicate, owing to the fact that ‘3’ is the highest
numeral to appear in the former and ‘2’ is the highest predicate to appear in the
latter. The ‘sites’ in a predicate at which ‘T’ appears are collectively called the
predicate’s first place, the sites at which ‘2’ appears, its second place, and so on. An
open sentence, which results from replacing the numerals in a predicate with vari-
ables, is called an ‘instance’ of that predicate, provided that a given numeral is
always replaced with the same variable. Thus, ‘y is between z and x’ is an instance
of the former predicate but not the latter; ‘z is between x and x’ and ‘y is between
y and y’ are instances of both.
Strictly speaking, the truth of the formula in the text does not imply that ‘I is the
same horse as 2’ dominates ‘I is to the left of 2’ simpliciter, but only that it dominates

it with respect to its first place. If it is also true that
x is the same horse as y — (z is to the left of x & z is to the left of y),

then ‘I is the same horse as 2’ dominates ‘I is to the left of 2’ with respect to its
second place as well. An Rl-predicate dominates a predicate F (simpliciter) pro-
vided that it dominates F with respect to all its places.
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§1ngular terms. If 7 is a singular term that denotes both x and y then
it follo“{s that x is identical with y. The notion of a singular tgrm is
unlnteulgible without the notion of denotation (denoting things is
what singular terms do—or at least, what they’re supposed to %io)
and denqtation is a many—one relation, and if x bears a man _
one re?latlon to y and to z, then y is identical with z. And, of cougse
this difficulty cannot be evaded by the ploy of eliminatir,lg singular’
terms by Russell’s method, for that method essentially involves the
use of the identity sign (which is no accident, given that denotation
Is a many—one relation). One can, however, employ relative-
identity prgdicates to do more or less the work that Russell’s
fnethod assigns to ‘=’. One cannot translate ‘Mr Ed told a lie’ or
.The (un;que) talking horse told a lie’ into the language of RI-logic
in a st.ralghtforward or unproblematic way. But one can sa t%le
following within the confines of the language of Rl-logic: 4

3x [x is a horse & x talks & Vy (y is a horse & y talks — x is the
same horse as y) & x told a lie].

(The septence ‘x is a horse’ is short for ‘x is the same horse as x’ )
pr th1§ sentence comes to much the same thing as the sentenc.e
with which Russell’s theory of descriptions replaces ‘The talkin
po.rse tolq a lie’ if ‘is the same horse as’ is dominant. And no doub%
it is dominant. But perhaps not all RI-predicates are dominant.

IT

g‘he 5data of. the doc.trine of the Incarnation (other than the biblical
ata’) are, in my view, contained almost entirely in the following
two statements. The first is from the Quicunque Vult and the

’ . -
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second from the Definition of Chalcedon. I know enough Latin
to have satisfied myself that the language of the former is
unproblematic, except in the matter of the meaning of individual
theological terms. I therefore reproduce here the (reasonably accu-
rate) translation of The Book of Common Prayer, which, better
than anything else in English, captures the sensation of ‘the great,
roaring machine of Latin rhetoric’ running at full throttle.

Furthermore, it is necessary to everlasting salvation that [one] also believe
rightly the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ. For the right Faith is,
that we believe and confess, that our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is
God and Man; God of the Substance of the Father, begotten before
the worlds; and Man, of the substance of his Mother, born in the world;
Perfect God and perfect Man, of a reasonable soul and human flesh sub-
sisting; Equal to the Father, as touching his Godhead; and inferior to the
Father, as touching his Manhood. Who although he be God and Man, Yet
he is not two, but one Christ; One, not by conversion of the Godhead into
flesh, but by taking of the Manhood into God; One altogether, not by
confusion of Substance, but by unity of Person. For as the reasonable
soul and flesh is one man, so God and Man is one Christ; Who suffered for

our salvation . . .

above are a riddle and that the Nicene Creed is the answer. (The Nicene Creed is in
its turn a riddle, and the Quicunque Vult is the answer. The Quicunque Vult—largely
a series of quotations from St Augustine—is a further riddle, to which the specu-
lations of the medieval Trinitarian theologians are attempts at answers. Perhaps
riddles come to an end only in the mind of God: there alone is Wittgenstein right: the
riddle does not exist.)

6 I do not believe that either the Apostles’ Creed or the Nicene Creed adds
anything of importance to what is contained in the Quicunque Vult. But the Nicene
Creed (more properly, the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed) should perhaps be
quoted, since, unlike the QV, it contains the famous word homoousios: ‘And [I
believe] in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, begotten of the
Father before all ages, God of God, light of light, true God of true God, begotten
not made, through whom all things were made, consubstantial with the Father. Who,
for us human beings and for our salvation, came down from heaven, and was
incarnate by the Holy Spirit of the Virgin Mary, and was made man: crucified also
for us under Pontius Pilate, he suffered and was buried: and on the third day he rose
again in accordance with the Scriptures and ascended into heaven, sits on the right
hand of the Father, and will come again with glory to judge the living and the dead;
whose kingdom shall be without end.” This section of the Nicene Creed is a slightly
expanded version of the section of the Creed actually issued by the Council of
Nicaea. The earlier Creed, unlike the later one, contained a gloss on the phrase
‘homoousios with the Father’: ek tes ousias tou Patros, which would seem to be the
source—perhaps some scholar will correct me on this point—of the phrase ‘ex
substantia Patris’ (‘of the Substance of the Father’ in the Prayer Book translation)

in the QV.
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But the meaning of the Greek of the Definition is a more delicate

matter, .and since I know almost no Greek, I use a more scholarly
translation:

In agreement, therefore, with the holy fathers, we all i

that we should confess that our Lord JZsus Christ is oneu::(;l ltrtrnl: ;1:111)1,;;1‘:1
the same perfect in Godhead and the same perfect in manhood, truly Goci
and truly man, the same of a rational soul and body, consubst,antial with
t'he Fatper in Godhead, and the same consubstantial with us in manhood

like us in all things except sin; begotten from the Father before the ages as,
regards his Godhead, and in the last days, the same, because of us and
because of our salvation begotten from the Virgin Mary, the Theotokos
[God-bearer], as regards his manhood; one and the same Christ, Son

Lord, only-begotten, made known in two natures without confusion’ wich
out change, without division, without separation, the difference ;f the
natures being by no means removed because of the union, but the property
of each nature being preserved and coalescing in one prosopon [ person]
and one hypostasis [subsistence], not parted or divided into two prosopa

but 'one and the same Son, only-begotten, divine Word, the Lord Jesus,
thst, as the prophets of old and Jesus Christ himself have taught us about
him and the creed of our fathers has handed down.’

Our job is to attempt to show how to translate the central state-
ments of the theology of the Incarnation into the language of
felatlve identity, and to show that the whole set of these statements
is free from logical contradiction—at least in the sense that no
contradiction can be derived from them by the rules of RI-logic
We adopt the following criterion of adequacy: the translations (and
the w.hole set of their logical consequences) must be in accord with
the b}blical and creedal data. (And what is the criterion of that?
W.hf) is to say whether our translations are true to the letter and the
spirit of the Bible and the Creeds? We must leave that a subjective
matter. Those who are interested in such things must judge for
themselves. Obviously we are not going to convince everyone.
There are certainly plenty of theologians who think that the Creeds
themselves are inconsistent with the biblical data; these people will
therefore say a priori that we have set ourselves an impossible task:
our translations will, of necessity, be untrue to the Bible or untrué
to the Creeds—or, of course, untrue to both.)

; .

Blac{ralnsé inJ. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 2nd edn. (London: A. and C.

i ,hg 0), pp. 339ff. I.have added the words in square brackets; Kelly’s trans-

o on has qnly the transliterated Greek words. The word prosopon, incidentall
e the Latin persona, originally meant ‘mask’ or ‘face’. ’ y
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In ‘And yet they are not Three Gods but One God’, I made use
of the following primitive vocabulary:

x is the same being (substance, ousia) as y,
x is the same person as y,

x is divine,

x begets y,

x proceeds from y through z.

(We also introduce by definition the predicates ‘x is a l?eing’ and ‘x
is a person’: something is a ‘being’ if it is the same being as some-
thing, and similarly for ‘person’.) The first two of thesg predlcatqs
are relative-identity predicates, and the rest are ordinary predi-
cates. The fourth and fifth express the relations that individuate the
Persons of the Trinity. The idea of ‘individuating the Personsj by
means of these relations is roughly this: the Father is'the unique
Person who begets; the Son is the unique Person who is begotten;
and the Holy Spirit is the unique Person whq proceeds. Thus, fqr
example, the sentence ‘The Father made us’ is translated into this
vocabulary as: {
Something begets (that is, begets something), and anything
that begets is the same person as it, and it made us.
The sentence ‘All things were made through the Son’ is translated
into this vocabulary as
Something is begotten (that is, is such that something pegets
it), and anything that is begotten is the same person as it, and
all things were made through it.
The sentence ‘The Holy Spirit is the Lord, and giver of life’ is
translated as: .
Something proceeds (that is, proceeds from . something
through something), and anything that proce':eds is the same
person as it, and it is the Lord, and giver of life.
I will use the fourth and fifth predicates without any regard for how
they might be explained.?

¥ If I were to attempt some sort of explanation of them, it would l?e alfl)(ng‘ th.:
following lines: ‘x begets y’ would be understood as meaning somet.hl'ng like f ‘Ix
divine, and does not receive its divinity from another; and x imparts dlv'muy.;o s E
proceeds from y through 2’ would be understood as meaning somethlpg h. e'y
divine, and does not receive its divinity from another; and y imparts divinity to Z,
and z imparts divinity to x’.
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In sentences containing ‘God’, ‘God’ is understood as ‘the
unique divine being’. Thus we translate ‘God made the heavens
and the earth’ as

Something is divine, and anything that is divine is the same
being as it, and it made the heavens and the earth.

I will make only one other comment about any of these predi-
cates. In my view, ‘person’ in the predicate ‘is the same person as’
means just what it means in ordinary speech. (But a little caution is
needed here. One ordinary meaning of ‘person’ is, apparently,
‘human being’. I have often talked at cross-purposes with philoso-
phy students who have been puzzled by my speaking of intelligent
non-human extra-terrestrials as ‘persons’. C. S. Lewis somewhere
records the statement of an uneducated man who said that he did
not believe in a ‘personal devil’; it transpired that he meant only
that he regarded the devil as a spiritual being, and not as the horned
and tailed biped of popular iconography. Let us say that if we are
using ‘person’ in such a way that the devil and Wells’s Martians are
‘persons’, then we are using the word in its ‘inclusive’ sense. My
thesis is that ‘person’ in the Creeds ought to be understood as
meaning no less and no more than it does in everyday speech,
provided that we understand the everyday word in its inclusive
sense.) This position of mine has met with the following criticism:
‘[Van Inwagen’s] doctrinal formulations seem almost naive: while
he has heard that ‘person’ in Trinitarian theology does not mean
what it means in everyday English (as indeed it does not), he is
content to brush this aside with a remarkably ahistorical quotation
from Geach.” I will leave it to Geach to defend himself against the
charge of having written something remarkably ahistorical, if that
charge in fact means anything and is not simply a hostile noise.
As to what [ have been charged with—‘seeming near doctrinal
naiveté’, we might call it—my first reaction to reading these words
was to wonder what their author would come up with if he were
asked to give an account of what ‘person’ does mean in everyday
English. One is not in a position to write words like those quoted
above unless one can give some sort of account of what ‘person’
means in everyday English. And this point applies to everyone, no

? James Wm. McClendon, Jr, review of Philosophy and the Christian Faith, ed.
Thomas V. Morris, Faith and Philosophy, ix (1992), 109-16. The quoted passage
occurs on p. 113.
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matter how learned he or she may be about the history of the
doctrinal employment of terms like ‘hypostasis’ and ‘prosopon’.
(The following objection to what I have just said misses the point:
‘Since I am a native speaker of English, I have a perfect under-
standing of the ordinary sense of “person”. This objection misses
the point because one can have all sorts of false beliefs about the
meanings of words one understands perfectly: witness the famous
case of ‘by accident’ and ‘by mistake’.)

The doctrinal meaning of ‘person’ can be specified ‘functionally’
as follows: persons are what there are three of in the Trinity.! The
ordinary sense of ‘person’ is best explained by means of pronouns.
Persons are those things to which personal pronouns are appli-
cable: a person can use the word ‘I’ and be addressed as ‘thou’ (we
can address a skylark or an urn or a flower or a city or an abstrac-
tion like learning or fame as ‘thouw’—‘Thou still unravished bride of
quietness’—but this is the rule-proving exception, for we call it
‘personification’). A person, if he is male or female, or if we are
willing to regard him as male or female for certain purposes, is
called ‘he’ or ‘she’, as opposed to it’." (Many languages, of course,
do not face the unfortunate gender difficulty raised by third-person
singular pronouns in English.) And it is not only personal pronouns
and the closely related possessive and reflexive pronouns that mark
a distinction between persons and non-persons. Consider the in-
definite pronoun ‘one’, which is used in generalizations applying
only to persons. Consider the contrasting pairs, ‘which’ (‘that’)/
‘who’, ‘something’/‘someone’, and ‘everything’/‘everyone’. We
could easily introduce a count-noun ‘someone’ by means of the

' Or, to employ a syntactical device that is used with great subtlety and flexibility
by 6-year-olds, persons are what the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are three
ones of.

"' T say ‘as opposed to’ and not ‘and not. The pronoun ‘it’ can be used in
generalizations that are supposed to include persons but which apply to other things
as well. We may say of Alice that whenever she admires something, she wants to
write a poem about it. This implies that if Alice admires Jack, then she wants to
write a poem about him. Exercise for the reader: connect this observation with the
use of ‘it’ in the renderings in the text of “The Father made us’ and ‘All things were
made through the Son’ and ‘The Holy Spirit is the Lord, and giver of life’ and ‘God
created the heavens and the earth’.

Ordinary usage is very complicated in the matter of ‘he’ and ‘she’. We use these
pronouns when we talk about our pets, and we may use them when talking about
very primitive animals in contexts in which their sexes are particularly relevant. But
note that we can say, ‘It’s hurt’ or ‘Don’t 8o near it’ when speaking of a dog of
unknown sex; we cannot use these words of a human being of unknown sex.
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definition ‘x is a someone’ = ‘x is someone’. And this count-noun,
I maintain, would mean exactly what the count-noun ‘person’ (un-
derstood in its ‘inclusive’ sense) means, for there is a person—‘a
someone’—having the feature F if and only if someone has the
feature F. (If the devil tempted Sally, then someone tempted Sally.
If a Martian can prove Goldbach’s Conjecture, then someone can
prove Goldbach’s Conjecture.) It is evident that the Persons of the
Trinity are in this sense ‘persons’, are ‘someones’; if the Father
loves us, then someone loves us, and if the Son was incarnate by the
Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary, then someone was incarnate by the
Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary. But this does not prove that ‘per-
son’ in Trinitarian theology means ‘person’ in the ordinary (inclu-
sive) sense. After all, all three Persons are invisibilia, but this does
not entail that ‘person’ in Trinitarian theology means invisibile. The
real question is whether ‘persons’ in the ordinary sense are ‘what
there are three of’ in the Trinity.

In order to investigate this question from the perspective pro-
vided by an appeal to relative identity, we must remind ourselves
that in our relative-identity language, count-nouns appear only in
relative-identity predicates. (We should also remind ourselves that,
from a relative-identity perspective, there is no such thing as absol-
ute counting, a fact that has the consequence that, from a relative-
identity perspective, the phrase ‘what there are three of’ has to be
approached very carefully.) What we need to do is to explain what
the relative-identity predicate ‘x is the same person as y’ means,
using the pronominal resources of ordinary English. (A solution to
this problem that exploited the pronominal resources of Latin or
Greek would differ only in irrelevant detail.) The clearest, most
idiomatic pronominal phrase of English that can be used to express
propositions concerning the identities of persons is, to my mind, the
negative phrase ‘someone else’. Accordingly, I offer the definition:

x is the same person as y =, x is someone and y is someone
but not someone else.

(Another possibility would be, ... but not someone other than
x’.) Having this predicate at our disposal, we are able to count by
persons—by ‘someones’. To say, for example, that exactly two per-
sons sinned in Eden is to say:

Someone x sinned in Eden, and someone y sinned in Eden,
and y was someone other than x, and anyone who sinned in
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Eden was either not someone other than x or not someone
other than y.

And is it not true that when we count Persons of the Trinity we are
counting ‘someones’? The Father is someone. The Son is also
someone. And, surely, he, the Son, is someone else? If he were not
someone else, could he not say truly, using the personal pronoun ‘I’,
‘I am the Father’? In general, if someone can say truly, ‘I am I,
then anyone who is not someone else can say truly ‘I am F’. And if
there is one undeniable datum in Trinitarian theology it is this: the
Son (though he can say ‘I and the Father are one’) cannot say ‘I am
the Father’. And, of course, the Father cannot say ‘I am the Spirit’,
nor the Spirit, ‘I am the Son’. Each of the Father, the Son, and the
Spirit is “Thow’, not ‘I, to the other two. That is to say, each of
the Father, the Son, and the Spirit bears the following relation to the
other two: being someone else. (And it is in fact this very relation
that we are counting by when we use the phrase ‘the other two’.)

I do not wish to maintain that a technical term of Trinitarian
theology like ‘hypostasis’ is an exact equivalent of ‘person’ (under-
stood in its inclusive sense). ‘Hypostasis’, as it is used by many
theological writers, no doubt carries a lot of metaphysical baggage
that is not carried by the ordinary ‘person’. And it may well be that
many other writers use it as simply a convenient general term to
cover the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, and do not trouble them-
selves too much about its content. What I do maintain is that any
theologian of whatever period who says, for example, that the
Father and the Son are distinct hypostases says something that
entails that the Father and the Son are distinct persons (in the
ordinary, inclusive sense), or is at any rate consistent with their
being distinct persons in that sense, or is simply heretical. (As to the
second possibility: it may be that the theologian is simply using
‘hypostasis’ as a place-holder, its use sanctified by tradition, with
very little content, no more than this: (a) by definition, the Father,
the Son, and the Spirit are ‘distinct hypostases’; (b) whatever its
meaning, ‘distinct hypostases’ does not entail ‘not consubstantial’.)
And here is a pair of far more important theses: any theological
treatise on the Trinity whose propositions do not entail that the
Persons are three distinct persons in the ordinary sense is gravely
incomplete; any treatise whose propositions entail that they are not
three distinct persons is simply heretical. And I am willing to argue
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that anyone who denies these two theses is philosophically con-
fused, probably about the everyday meaning of the word ‘person’.
I suspect that anyone who denies these two theses thinks that
‘persont’ in ordinary English means something more or other than
it does.”? (Of course, my being willing to argue for this implies a
willingness to listen to arguments for the conclusion that I ought to
change my mind.)

12 Theologians do not seem to me to speak with one voice on these matters. Here
are two quotations. The first is from Van A. Harvey's A Handbook of Theological
Terms (New York: Macmillan, 1964), 246: ‘It is important to note that no important
Christian theologian has argued that there are three self-conscious beings in the
godhead. On the contrary, Augustine’s favorite analogy for the triune God was one
self-consciousness with its three distinctions of intellect, will, and the bond between
them’ (article ‘Trinity’). The second from Edmund Hill's The Mystery of the Trinity
(London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1985), pp. 101 ff.

‘Now in God [according to Thomas] what are distinctly subsistent are the mutu-
ally opposed and corresponding relationships. So the words “person” and “hyposta-
sis” can properly be used in talking of God to refer to these relationships, even
though in themselves they do not signify any kind of relationship. Thomas adds that
since “person” means that which is most perfect in the whole of nature, namely what
subsists in rational (or intelligent) nature, it is particularly apt for use in talking
about God....But Aquinas adds a most important proviso. ... “But the word
cannot be used in the same way of God as of creatures, but in a superlative way. . . .”
What this superlative . . . way actually means is that . . . to call the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit three persons [adds] nothing to what we already know from
calling them the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, apart from being our way of
saying that they are really distinct from each other. .. And this is really the point
that Augustine is making when he concludes that these words are no more than just
labels . . . so that we might just as well, in answer to the question “Three what?”,
reply “Three Xs”, or, more elegantly, “Three someones”.’

I take the second quotation more or less to support my position, with the follow-
ing important qualification: Hill seems not to be aware that, or, to choose my words
more judiciously, does not accept my thesis that, the meaning of the ordinary word
‘person’ is just ‘a someone’. My difference with Thomas, as Hill represents him,
would be just this: I think that the word ‘person’ can be predicated univocally of
God and creatures. (Note that the ‘superlative sense’ point would apply if we spoke
of God without using Trinitarian language at all; if Thomas is right, then when, say,
Alvin Plantinga defines atheism as the thesis that there is no such person as God, the
word ‘person’ in this thesis cannot have the same sense as the sense it has in the
thesis that there was no such person as King Arthur—or in the thesis that there is no
such person as Satan. This I would deny, for reasons having nothing to do with
Trinitarian theology.)

As to the first quotation, I probably do subscribe to various theses that, in the
view of its author, no important Christian theologian has held. It is true that I would
deny that there are three self-conscious beings in the Godhead, since I would deny
that there are three beings of any description in the Godhead. But I would say that
the Father is self-conscious (he knows of himself that he is the Father, and that
would seem to be sufficient for self-consciousness) and that the Son is self-conscious,
and the Son is not the Father but rather someone else. And I think that Harvey
would deny that any important Christian theologian has held this. Whether or not
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In the earlier paper, I translated a fair number of sentences in
traditional Trinitarian language into a language whose entire vo-
cabulary comprises sentential connectives, brackets, variables, the
quantifiers, and the above five predicates. I contended that these
sentences (together with their logical consequences) included all
the Trinitarian sentences that implied any seeming contradictions
relating to counting, identity, or predication. And I showed that this
set of sentences is formally consistent; I showed this by finding a
model on which all these sentences are true. One striking conse-
quence of this result, the single consequence that I find the most
interesting, is this: the translations of the following three sentences
make up a formally consistent set:

The Father is the same person as God.?
God is the same person as the Son.
The Father is not the same person as the Son.

And this result holds despite the fact that the transitivity of per-
sonal identity (if that is the abstract substantive that corresponds to
‘is the same person as’) is an immediate consequence of the rule
Trans.

III

I now turn to the theology of the Incarnation. Our first problem is
the problem of how to use the sparse referential capacities of our
language (supplemented by whatever ordinary predicates may be
useful) to refer to particular human beings. How, for example,

he is right about this, the appeal to Augustine’s psychological analogy is not to the
point. The relations between intellect and will pertain, in Augustine’s analogy, to the
nature of the relations in which (as which?) the Father and the Son subsist.
The Father and the Son are, for Augustine, subsistent relationships, and the mutual
relations of intellect and will in human beings, by which we can reach a dim
analogical understanding of them, are not subsistent relationships. Because the
latter are not subsistent, any question about their consciousness makes no more
sense than a question about the consciousness of a number or a quality. If there
could be subsistent relationships, however, there would be no logical or metaphys-
ical barrier to their being self-conscious. In my view, what Augustine says about the
three subsistent relationships in the Godhead commits him to the thesis that each of
them is a someone.

1 That is: for some x and for some y, x begets, and anything that begets is the
same person as x, and y is divine, and anything that is divine is the same being as y,
and x is the same person as y.
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restricted as we are, shall we talk about Abraham Lincoln? The
question is in a way ill-formed, for, if we are really restricted to our
‘referentially sparse’ language, we cannot ask it. But we can ob-
serve that there are various sets of ordinary predicates (like ‘ended
slavery’ and ‘saved the union’ and ‘once practised law’) such that,
or so we believe, there is one and only one human being who
satisfies all of them. Let ‘L’ be the conjunction of the members of
some suitably comprehensive one among these sets. (Perhaps ‘L’ is
the predicate that, according to the description theory of names,
expresses the meaning of ‘Abraham Lincoln’ in the usage of some
reasonably knowledgeable person—if there is such a predicate.) If
we take ‘being’ in the phrase ‘human being’ seriously, it would
seem plausible that a sentence of the form ‘Lincoln is F’ would best
be represented in our referentially sparse language by the corre-
sponding sentence of the form

Ix (Lx & Vy (Ly - Bxy) & x is F).
(In this formula, B abbreviates ‘is the same being as’.) Now it is no
doubt true that all of us would accept the thesis that if x and y are
human beings, then, x and y are the same being if and only if x and
y are the same person. Accordingly, we would accept a sentence of

the above form if and only if we were willing to accept the corre-
sponding sentence of the form

Ix (Lx & Vy (Ly - Pxy) & x is F).
(In this sentence, of course, P abbreviates ‘is the same person as’.)
And we should no doubt therefore regard the sentence of the
§econd form as an equally good representation of the correspond-
ing sentence of the form ‘Lincoln is F’. It is, however, sentences of
the first form that I shall be primarily interested in. The reason for
this will soon transpire if it is not already evident.

.In order to represent the propositions of Incarnational theology
using the apparatus of relative identity, we require only two predi-
cates (both of them ordinary) in addition to the five that figured in
our rgpresentation of the propositions of Trinitarian theology. The
ﬁ.rst is ‘J’, which we shall use for a predicate that stands to the
historical figure Jesus of Nazareth as ‘L’ stands to the historical
ﬁgure‘Abraham Lincoln. (The exact list of predicates of which )’ is
a coryunction is of no great interest—but the list is restricted to
predicates that neither imply divinity nor involve any of the con-
cepts of incarnational theology. The list might include ‘was born of
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a virgin’, ‘was crucified’, and ‘was raised from the dead’. But it may
not include ‘is God’, ‘is the Son of God’, or ‘is possessed of a human
nature that enters into a hypostatic union with the Godhead’. 1
leave the question of the list of predicates that define ik unrfzsolved,
because the facts of Jesus’' biography are controversial, and
because even a controversial list would be very long. I assume,
however, that everyone who believes that there was a hlstqncal
Jesus at all will be able to devise a list of predicates that h@ be!leves
applies to Jesus and to no other historical ﬁgure.) Havmg.m‘tro-
duced J, we allow it immediately to disappear into an abbreviation:

Jx =4 Jx & Yy (Jy - Bxy).

‘Jx' may be read ‘x is Jesus (of Nazareth)’. Any sentence of
ordinary English of the form ‘Jesus is F’ may be represented in our
vocabulary as the corresponding sentence of the form ‘Gx (Jx &
xis F). ‘
The only other predicate that we shall need to add to our 1‘15t o’f

predicates is ‘is human’; we shall abbreviate ‘x is hurpan’ as ‘Mx’.
We abbreviate ‘x is divine’ as ‘Dx’. And (as in the e?rher p?pfr) we
introduce the abbreviations (read, resp.ec.:tively, ‘is God’, ‘is the
Father’, ‘is the Son’, and ‘is the Holy Spirit’):

Gx =4 Dx & Vy (Dy — Bxy),

Fx =, x begets & Vy (y begets — Pxy),

Sx =, x is begotten & Vy (y is begotten — Pxy),

Hx =, x proceeds & Vy (y proceeds — Pxy).

The earlier paper listed a set of theological assertions and icc.mc?p-
tual truths’ that were held to comprise that part of anltanan
theology that concerns counting, identity, a.nd predlcat‘lon. Thp
theological assertions were the formal equ1va}epts of Thc’are is
exactly one God’ and ‘There are exactly three dlvme_: l_’ersons . The
‘conceptual truths’ included some more or less trl\tlazl assertions
(‘Anything that is divine is both a being and a person’; ‘All persons
are beings’) and some more substantive ones. The lattg{ compre-
hend the assertion that sameness of being dominates divinity (fpr—
mally: Bxy — . Dx < Dy) and various assertions whpse collective
import is that the relations of begetting apd procession hold only
among divinities, that these relations uniquely speqlfy the three
divine Persons, and that nothing besides the three divine Persons
enters into these relations. We must now expand this set of state-
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ments. We begin with four conceptual truths (the numbers are
continuations of the numbering in the earlier paper).!

CT13 Mx —» —Dx,

CT14 Jx - Mx,

CT15 Mx — - Px & Bx,

CT16 Bxy — - Mx & My.
Thus, humanity is like divinity in that it entails both personhood
and being and in that it is dominated by ‘ontic identity’ or sameness
of being. In the earlier essay, I explicitly and pointedly refrained
from assuming that personal identity dominated divinity. I now
explicitly and pointedly refrain from making the corresponding
assumption as regards personal identity and humanity. In the ear-
lier essay, I explicitly and pointedly refrained from assuming that
ontic identity dominated personal identity. I now explicitly and
pointedly refrain from assuming that personal identity dominates
ontic identity.

We require two theological assertions. The first is (as I shall call

it) the Dogma of the Incarnation:

Ix Jy (Sx & Jy & Pxy).s

That is to say, God the Son and Jesus of Nazareth are one and the
same person. And this in the ordinary sense of the words ‘same
person’: the Son is someone and Jesus is someone, but not someone
else; the Son can say ‘I am Jesus whom thou persecutest’, and Jesus
can say ‘I am (ego eimi) God the Son’. (Perhaps, as many have
contended, Jesus did not, during his earthly ministry, possess the
concept that theologians were later to express by the words ‘God
the Son’; if not, I expect he does now.) More exactly, these two
sentences are ambiguous. The word ‘am’ that occurs in each could
be taken to express an ontic identity between the human being

' No doubt there are other conceptual truths involving the concepts that are
represented formally in our language. One candidate for such a truth would be a
proposition that has already been mentioned: that sameness of person and sameness
of being coincide on human beings. For all we can show, therefore, it may turn out
that even though (as we shall see) the truths of Incarnational theology, as they are
specified here, are formally consistent, there are plausible candidates for conceptual
truths that, if added to our set of truths, would yield a formal inconsistency. But the
same might be said of any formal system that is intended to capture the relations
that hold among the members of some set of concepts.

** In unabbreviated form: 3x 3y [3z z begets x - & Vy (3z z begets y - — Pxy) &
ly & Vx (Jx > Bxy) & Pxy).
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from whose lips the word issues and God the Son; if it is taken in
that sense, then what is expressed by the two sentences does not
follow from the Dogma of the Incarnation (and is, of course, hereti-
cal). But if the copula expresses personal identity (much the more
natural interpretation, to my mind, owing to the fact that its subject
is a personal pronoun), then what is expressed by these sentences—
leaving aside the part about persecution—does follow from the
Dogma of the Incarnation.

The second theological assertion that we shall require is the

thesis that no more than one divine Person is incarnate:

Dx & Dy & 3z (Mz & Pxz) & 3z (Mz & Pyz) - — Pxy.

We shall now consider a fairly comprehensive set of English sen-
tences that pertain to the theology of the Incarnation, sentences
that can plausibly be said to be parts of or logical consequences of
the doctrine of the Incarnation. We shall show how to translate
these sentences into our formal vocabulary; we shall then show that
they are formal consequences of our conceptual truths and our two
theological assertions (taken together with the conceptual truths
and the theological assertions that were endorsed in ‘And yet they
are not Three Gods but One God’), and that no contradiction is a
formal consequence of this set of sentences.

The most difficult problems of translation arise in connection
with sentences containing the name ‘Jesus Christ’. Let us begin by
considering sentences that do not involve this name. I follow each
sentence with a proposed translation.

—God was incarnate in Jesus of Nazareth's
Ax Iy (Gx & Jy & Pxy).
Or, in unabbreviated form:
3x 3y (Dx & Vy (Dy = Bxy) & Jy & Vz (Jz > Byz) & Pxy).
—God the Son was incarnate in Jesus of Nazareth
Jx 3y (Sx & Jy & Pxy).
Or, in (almost) unabbreviated form:

3x 3y (x is begotten & Vy (y is begotten — Pxy)
& Jy & Vz (Jz - Byz) & Pxy).

(From now on, I will given only the abbreviated forms of sen-
tences.) The next sentence,

16 Our formal apparatus does not extend to the representation of tenses.
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—God the Father is not incarnate

?s ambiguous. It could be read either as a predication of ‘is not
incarnate’ of God the Father, or as a denial of the thesis that God
the Father is incarnate: as

Jx (Fx & = 3y (My & Pxy))
or as
7 3x (Fx & 3y (My & Pxy)).
Some sentences containing the word ‘God’ are ambiguous in ways
that have led to theological controversy. I given two examples.
First,
—~God died on the Cross.
This might be represented in either of the following ways:
Jx (Gx & x died on the Cross);
3x dy (Gx & y died on the Cross & Pxy).

The second of these sentences follows from the sentences we have
endorsed (given that Jesus of Nazareth died on the Cross) and, I
believe, represents something like the position that those who have
looked favourably on language like ‘God died on the Cross’ were
defending. The first does not follow from the sentences we have
endorsed. In fact, its denial follows, given the additional premiss
that anything that dies on a cross is a human being. I would suppose
that it represents something like the position that those who op-
posed language like ‘God died on the Cross’ were trying to guard
against. (‘God the Son died on the Cross’ can be seen to be ambigu-
ous in almost the same way. But all reasonable representations of
the sentences ‘God the Father died on the Cross’ and “The Holy
Spirit died on the Cross’ in our formal language can easily be seen
to be ‘false’.)”)
Our second example of an ambiguous sentence is

—Mary was the God-bearer (Theotokos).

Let us invent a predicate ‘Vx’ that stands to Mary as ‘Lx & Vy (Ly
— Buxy)’ stands to Lincoln and ‘Jx’ stands to Jesus. And let us
suppose that ‘x bears y’, whatever precisely it may mean, is satisfied
by a pair of objects only if the first is biologically female and the

"7 T'will call sentences that follow from the sentences we have endorsed ‘true’ (in
scare-quotes) and sentences whose denial follows from the sentences we have
endorsed ‘false’ (in scare-quotes).
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second is a living organism (for dualists: has a body that is a living
organism) that develops from a gamete supplied by the first. Our
sentence may be represented in either of the two following ways:

3x 3y (Vx & Gy & x bore y)
3x Ay (Vx & Gy & 3z (x bore z & Pzy)).

Remarks similar to the above remarks about the two represen-
tations of ‘God died on the Cross’ apply to these two sentences.

Let us now turn to sentences containing the name ‘Jesus Christ’.
How are we to understand this name? Logic and etymology would
suggest that ‘Jesus Christ’ means ‘Jesus the Messiah’. If that were
so, we should represent sentences of the form ‘Jesus Christ is F’ in
our formal language by the corresponding sentences of the form
Ix (Jx & x is F & x is the Messiah)’. But in theology, as in all other
areas of human discourse, established usage laughs at logic and
etymology. It may well be that there is no one meaning that covers
all theologically legitimate uses of ‘Jesus Christ’, but it seems to me
that the term has a ‘central’ meaning in Christian theology, and that
whatever else may be true of this central meaning, it somehow
involves the idea of the Incarnation, the union of the divine and
human natures in a single Person. (I take it that this is not part of
the meaning of ‘Messiah’ if it had pleased God so to arrange
matters, the Messiah might be, or might have been, a human being
in whom he was not incarnate.) It would seem that ‘Jesus Christ’
does not mean the same as either ‘God the Son’ or ‘Jesus of
Nazareth’ but something more like ‘the Person who is both God
the Son and Jesus of Nazareth’. I would suggest that we represent
sentences of the form ‘Jesus Christ is F’ by the corresponding
sentences of the form

3x Ay (Sy & Pxy) &3y (Jy & Pxy) & x is F).
If this is what we mean by ‘Jesus Christ’, then the formal represen-
tation of the sentence

__Jesus Christ is God and man

is ‘true’. Or, at any rate, it is true if we regard it as the conjunction
of the two sentences ‘Jesus Christ is God’ and ‘Jesus Christ is man’,
and not as predicating of Jesus Christ the impossible property
being-both-God-and-man (that is, the property expressed by the
open sentence ‘x is God and x is man’). In other words, we must
distinguish between
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Ix (3y (Sy & Pxy) & Jy (Jy & Pxy) & Dx) &
3x (3y (Sy & Bxy) & 3y (Jy & Pxy) & Mx)
and
Ix (Ay (Sy & Pxy) & dy (Jy & Pxy) & Dx & Mx).
The former sentence follows from the endorsed sentences, and is, I

believe, orthodox. The second d
, ort . oes not follow from the en
sentences; in fact, its denial follows. dorsed

One traditional device that is used in discussions of the truth-
v?lges gf sentences of the form ‘Jesus Christ is F’ is a threefold
distinction marked by the use of sentences of the following forms:

Jesus Christ is simpliciter F (is F without qualification).
Jesus Christ is secundum divini i i
tatem F (is F ¢ i
Ay ( as touching his
Jesus Christ is secundum humani i i
. itatem F (is F ‘as i
oy ( touching his

I shall adopt this distinction. What I have so far discussed is the

representation of simpliciter sentences. The other two types of
sentences are represented as follows:

Ix 3y (Sy & Pxy) & Jy (Jy & Pxy) & Dx & x is F)
Ax 3y (Sy & Pxy) & 3y (Jy & Pxy) & Mx & x is F).

On this reading, the following theses are true:

Jesus Christ is simpliciter human.
Jesus Christ is simpliciter non-human.
Jesus Christ is simpliciter divine.
Jesus Christ is simpliciter non-divine.

Jesus Christ is simpliciter such th

at there never wa i
when he was not. sefme
Jesus Christ is simpliciter such that in 10 Bc he did not yet exist.

Itis important to realize that there is neither contradiction nor (in
my view) unorthodoxy in these theses. Consider, for example

‘Jesus Christ is simplici. i i
pliciter non-human’. This thesis is not equiv
i | . a
to (nor does it entail) the thesis et

It is not the case that Jesus Christ is simpliciter human.

If this equivalence did hold, then i
( , some theses in the above list (the
second if no other) would be unorthodox, and the whole list wcSuld
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be self-contradictory. But the formal representation of ‘Jesus
Christ is simpliciter non-human’ is:
Ix (3y (Sy & Pry) & Ty (Jy & Bry) & M),
while the formal representation of ‘It is not the case that Jesus
Christ is simpliciter human’ is:
-3 Ay Sy &Pxy) &Iy Iy & Pxy) & Mx).
And these two sentences are not equivalent. The first follows from
the set of sentences we have endorsed. The second does not follow
from those sentences. Is there anything unorthodox about the sen-
tence ‘Jesus Christ is simpliciter non-human’? I should say tpat
there was not. The sentence—or what is meant by it on my rea(.im.g
of it—does not deny the full humanity of Jesus Christ, for it is
consistent with ‘Jesus Christ is simpliciter human’. The truth, gf
what is expressed by ‘Jesus Christ is simpliciter non-human s
simply a consequence of the fact that God the Spn, Begotten Div-
inity, although he is the same person as a <.:erta1n member of 0‘1:1r
species, is not (being, as he is, eternal, omnipresent, and 50 on) ‘in
the strict and philosophical sense’ a member of our species. T’h.e
truth of what is expressed by ‘Jesus Christ is simpliciter human’ 1s
simply a consequence of the fact that Jesus of Nazareth, not begot-
ten of the Father but rather conceived by the Holy Gho.st,. altt}ough
he is the same person as a certain Person of the Tr‘l_mty, is n.ot
(being, as he is, temporal, locally present, 'ar.ld so on) ‘in the strict
and philosophical sense’ a Person of the Trinity. In the words of Fhe
Quicunque Vult, Jesus Christ is ‘One altogether.; not by confu§1on
of Substance, but by unity of Person’ (unus omnino non confus.zo.ne
substantiae, sed unitate personae). As there are in the Holy Tnm?y
three distinct persons who are one by unity of being3 so there are in
Jesus Christ two distinct beings who are one by unity of person.
It is often confusing to predicate properties of Jesus Christ in the
‘ontologically promiscuous’ manner provided by the fogn of words
‘Jesus Christ is simpliciter F. It is often a more perspicuous pro-
cedure to employ an idiom that segregates the propprgeg of J esus
Christ according as they belong to him in virtue of his divine or his
human natures. This is, of course, the function of'tl.le. other two
idioms of predication, predication secundum divinitatem and
predication secundum humanitatem. We may thus say that Jesus
Christ is begotten of the Father before all worlds secundum
divinitatem, but is not begotten of the Father before all worlds
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secundum humanitatem, and that Jesus Christ was conceived by the
Holy Ghost and born of the Virgin Mary secundum humanitatem,
but was not conceived by the Holy Ghost and born of the Virgin
Mary secundum divinitatem, and that Jesus Christ is equal to the
Father as touching his Godhead and inferior to the Father as touch-
ing his manhood. (And so on; there would seem to be no part-
icular difficulty in deciding whether a property that belongs to
Jesus Christ according to one or the other nature belongs to
him secundum divinitatem or secundum humanitatem. There are,
of course, many properties that he possesses both secundum
divinitatem and secundum humanitatem: consciousness, free will,
and moral perfection, for example. Or, at least, this is true if these
terms can be predicated of God and humanity in the same sense.)

It would seem that a sentence of the form ‘I am F’ spoken by
Jesus of Nazareth should express a truth just in the case that the
corresponding sentence of the form ‘Jesus Christ is simpliciter F’ is
true. Thus, Jesus could say truly both ‘I am meek and lowly of
heart’ (presumably, being meek and lowly of heart belongs to Jesus
Christ secundum humanitatem and not secundum divinitatem) and
‘Before Abraham was, I am’. This is because ‘I’ is a personal
pronoun and ‘attaches semantically’ to all the properties of the
person who utters it; more exactly, if it is uttered by one of two
beings who are the same person, that utterance comprehends the
properties of both of those beings.!®

It is time now to show that the whole set of sentences we have
endorsed is consistent—that no contradiction can be deduced from
its members by Rl-logic. It will not be surprising if this is so, for the
deductive resources of RI-logic are rather weak, owing to the fact
that the inference rules of RI-logic do not include anything corre-

' There may have been some attempt, either by Jesus or by the Evangelists, to
divide his self-ascriptions into those true of him simpliciter, those true of him
secundum divinitatem, and those true of him secundum humanitatem. I have in mind
his (or their) use of, respectively, the first-person-singular pronoun, ‘the Son’, and
‘the Son of Man’. I do not mean to suggest by this speculation that anyone in the first
century was in possession of a fifth-century Christology. I mean, rather that his, or
their, use of these terms may have been a response to the same divine/human reality
that was later conceptualized in developed Christologies. (It should not be necess-
ary to make this disclaimer, but one is liable to be accused of just such an ana-
chronism if one says anything that implies that a developed Christology can be of
some use in understanding the Gospels.) This speculation faces severe textual
difficulties (consider, e.g., Mark 13: 32 = Matt. 24: 36), but I nevertheless think that
it is worthy of careful consideration.
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sponding to Leibniz’s Law (and owing to the'further. fact that we
have not assumed that identity of person dommate§ either human-
ity or divinity or identity of being). Our method is supple. We shall
tell a story, a story that is obviously internal}y consmtept, apd we
shall give each of our formal predicates an mterpretatlon in that
story—being careful to interpret both our RI predicates as express-
ing symmetrical and transitive relations. We ghall see.that all our
endorsed sentences are true on this interpretatloq. It will follo.w,.by
a well-known property of quantifier logic, that if a cqntradxctlon
follows from the endorsed sentences by quantiﬁ.er logic, theq our
story is internally inconsistent—which it is obviously not. Sm'ce,
moreover, our two RI predicates are interpreted as expressing
symmetrical and transitive relations, our story will be internally
inconsistent if a contradiction can be deduced from the endorsed
sentences by the rules of quantifier logic plus Sym and Trans. It
follows that no contradiction can be deduced from the endorsed
sentences by RI-logic.

The story is an elaboration of the story used for the same pur-
pose in the earlier paper:

Our universe of discourse comprises four animals. There are three dogs of
the same breed, A, B, and C, and one cat, a jet-l?lack Man?(. None of the
dogs is jet-black. Each of the dogs is for sale at a different price, and the cat
is for sale at the same price as dog B. A barks at B and at nothing e}se, and
nothing else barks. C prances from A to B and does no other prancing, and

nothing else prances.

Here are our interpretations:

Bxy : x is the same breed as y.
Pxy : x is the same price as y.
Dx : x is a dog.

Mx : x is a Manx.

Ix : x is jet-black.

x begets y : x barks at y.

x proceeds from y through z: x prances from y to z.

These interpretations of our undefined predicates settle the inter-
pretation of our defined predicates:

Bx: x is of some breed.
Px : x is for sale at some price.
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Gx: x is a dog of the only breed.
Fx : x barks, and anything that barks is the same price as x.

Sx : x is barked at, and anything that is barked at is the same
price as x.

Hx: x prances from something to something, and anything that
prances is the same price as x.

Jx : x is jet-black, and anything that is jet-black is the same
breed as x.

It is an easy, if somewhat tedious, exercise to verify that all our
endorsed sentences are true in the story of the four animals, pro-
vided that the predicates they contain are interpreted according to
this schema. It follows from this fact and from the fact that ‘is the
same breed as’ and ‘is the same price as’ are symmetrical and
transitive, that the story of the four animals is internally inconsist-
ent if a contradiction can be derived from the endorsed sentences
in RI-logic. But that story is obviously internally consistent. There-
fore, no contradiction can be derived from the endorsed sentences
in Rl-logic.

As I said I should at the beginning of this chapter, I have shown
how a part of the doctrine of the Incarnation (or of the Hypostatic
Union) can be represented in a way that is free from formal contra-
diction. But, as I said, I have done nothing to make the mystery of
the Incarnation any less a mystery. Just as ‘And yet they are not
Three Gods but One God’ left the mystery of the Trinity un-
touched, so the present chapter leaves the mystery of the Incarna-
tion untouched. Indeed, I have done little more than provide a
vocabulary in which the mysterious aspect of the doctrine can be
stated precisely. But perhaps this vocabulary has the advantage of
suggesting a precise description of the relationship between the
mystery of the Incarnation and the mystery of the Trinity. The
mystery of the Trinity is this: how can it be that ontic identity
(which dominates humanity and divinity) fails to dominate per-
sonal identity? The mystery of the Incarnation is this: how can it be
that personal identity fails to dominate ontic identity—and human-
ity and divinity as well? These questions raise more general and
abstract questions that are no less mysterious: how can any

'” As one would expect, the four dominance assumptions that we have ‘explicitly

and pointedly’ refrained from making—Pxy — - Dx & Dy, Pxy - - Mx & My, Bxy
— - Pxz & Pyz, and Pxy — - Bxz <> Byz—are false on this interpretation.
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relative-identity predicate fail to dominate all predicates? (That is
to say, how can the whole topic of relative identity be of any
interest, for relative identity is interesting only if some relative-
identity predicate is not dominant?) And given that ontic identit.y
and personal identity fail to dominate certain predicates, what is
the reason for the fact that they interact differently with humanity
and divinity? To none of these questions have I an answer.?

% My thinking about the questions addressed in this chapter has been stimulated
by correspondence with Timothy Bartel.

10

Neither Confounding the Persons
nor Dividing the Substance

C.J. F. WILLIAMS

Richard Swinburne is the only colleague I have had, in thirty-one
years of teaching philosophy in British universities, who has shared
my belief in God. There was an occasion when our familiarity with
atheistic milieux was thought enough to make us experts on the
‘phenomenon of non-belief’, and we were summoned to a meeting
in Manchester organized on behalf of a Vatican body rejoicing
(perhaps it still rejoices) in the name Il Segretario per i Non-
Credenti. And we are indeed fellow Christians. That in itself gives
him a special place in my affections. As young men we were mem-
bers of a small but rapidly growing philosophy department in the
University of Hull. We later collaborated in running the journal
Analysis, and we have often discussed each other’s work. I think
that Richard’s paper on the Trinity was what chiefly prompted me
to put into words the thoughts I have been having for some time on
the same subject. I offer them here in the hope that they may do
him honour, and in the confident expectation that they will in due
course receive the benefit of his judicious criticism.

If my memory can be trusted, I remember singing the words that
form my title, coming as they do from the so-called Athanasian
Creed, as part of the service of Morning Prayer at the simple parish
church that my family used to attend in my Anglican childhood. I
suspect that you need to be old enough to have pre-war memories
to be able to say that. Like much else that is in the Book of
Common Prayer, this practice had fallen into desuetude long be-
fore that book was replaced by the Alternative Services Book; and
that, as far as I can see, does not contain the Athanasian Creed. But
it is not only Anglicans whose liturgical devotion no longer finds
expression in the Quicunque Vult. In my twenties, as a member of
the novitiate at Downside Abbey, I recited it again at the monastic



