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Defining 
Simplicity



2

In this context, the term 
'simple' does not mean 

'easy' as opposed to 'difficult' 
but is contrasted 
with 'composed'.

The doctrine of Divine 
simplicity (often designated 
as DDS) means that God is 
not in any way composed 

of parts.  
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For Aquinas, to say that God 
is simple is just to say that 
God is not composed of 

parts in any way. 

Theological 
Influences 
on Aquinas
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Fourth Lateran Council 
(1215)

Peter Lombard 
(1100-1160)

Peter Abelard 
(1079-1142)

John of Damascus 
(675-749)

Basil the Great 
(329-379)

Hilary of Poitiers 
(310-367)a

Origen
(185-254)

Clement of Alexandria
(150-215)

Irenaeus 
(125-202)

Philo
(30 BC-AD 50)

Theologically 
Influenced 
by Aquinas
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Norman L. Geisler
(1932-2019) 

Louis Berkhof
(1873-1957)

Louis Sperry Chaffer
(1871-1952)

Herman Bavinck
(1854-1921)

James Petigru Boyce 
(1827-1888) 

William G. T. Shedd
(1820-1894)

Charles Hodge
(1797-1878)

John Gill
(1679-1771)

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

Francis Turretin
(1623-1687)

John Owen 
(1616-1683)

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

John Calvin 
(1509-1564)

Philosophical 
Influences 
on Aquinas
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William of Auvergne 
(1190-1249)

Alexander of Hales 
(1170 (80?)-1245)

Phillip the Chancellor
(1160-1236)

Maimonides
(1135-1204)

Averroës
(1126-1198)

Anselm 
(1033-1109)

Avicenna
(980-1037)

Al-Farabi
(870-950)

Boethius 
(480-524)

Augustine
(354-430)

Pseudo-Dionysius 
(5th - 6th century)

Proclus
(410-485)

Plotinus 
(205-270)

Aristotle 
(384-322 BC)

Albert the Great
(1206-1280).

Aristotle 
(384-322 BC)

Pseudo-Dionysius 
(5th - 6th century)
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Theologians and 
Philosophers on 

Simplicity

Irenaeus
(140-202)

"He is a simple, 
uncompounded 
Being, without 

diverse members, 
and altogether like, 

and equal to 
himself."

[Against Heresies II, 13, Christian Classics Ethereal Library, 
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/anf01.html] 
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Clement of Alexandria
(150-215)

"God is both invisible and 
ineffable ... For how is one to 

speak about that which is 
neither a genus nor a 

differentia nor a species nor an 
individuality nor a number—in 
other words which is neither 

any kind of accidental property 
nor the subject of any 

accidental property? ... Nor can 
one speak of him as having 

parts."
[Miscellanies 5, xii, 78-82, in Maurice Wiles and Mark Santer, eds. 
Documents in Early Christian Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1975), 4, 6] 

Clement of Alexandria
(150-215)

Origen
(185-254)

"God, therefore, is not to be thought 
of as being either a body or as 
existing in a body, but as an 

uncompounded intellectual nature, 
admitting within Himself no addition 
of any kind … But God, who is the 
beginning of all things, is not to be 
regarded as a composite being, lest 
perchance there should be found to 

exist elements prior to the 
beginning itself, out of which 

everything is composed, whatever 
that be which is called composite." 

[To the Bishops of Africa (Ad Afros Epistola Synodica), Chap. 7 "The 
Position that the Son is a Creature Inconsistent and Untenable"] 
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Athanasius
(296-373)

"For God, who compounded all 
things to give them being, is 
not compound, nor of similar 
nature to the things made by 
Him through the Word. Far be 
the thought. For He is simple 
essence, in which quality is 

not, nor, as James says, ‘any 
variableness or shadow of 

turning.’ "
[To the Bishops of Africa (Ad Afros Epistola Synodica), Chap. 7 "The Position that the 
Son is a Creature Inconsistent and Untenable"] 

Hilary of Poitiers
(310-367)

"God is not after human 
fashion of a composite being, 

so that in Him there is a 
difference of kind between 
Possessor and Possessed; 
but all that He is, is life; a 
nature, that is, complete, 
absolute and infinite, not 
composed of dissimilar 

elements but with one life 
permeating the whole."

[On the Trinity, viii, § 43, https://www.newadvent.org/fathers/330208.htm, 
accessed 09/08/21] 
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Basil the Great
(329-379)

"His attributes are 
various, but his 

essence is simple."
[Letter 234 in Maurice Wiles and Mark Santer, eds. Documents in Early 
Christian Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975), 11] 

Augustine
(354-430)

"There is then 
one sole Good, 
which is simple, 

and therefore 
unchangeable; 

and that is God." 
[City of God, XI, 10, trans. Henry Bettenson (New York: Penguin, 1984), 
440] 
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Pseudo-Dionysius
(5th - 6th century)

"Hence, we see in 
almost every theological 

treatise the Godhead 
religiously celebrated, 

both as Monad and 
unity, on account of the 
simplicity and oneness 

of Its supernatural 
indivisibility …" 

[On the Divine Names, Caput I, §IV, 
https://www.ccel.org/ccel/dionysius/works.i.ii.i.html, accessed 09/08/21]

John of Damascus
(676-749)

"We believe, then, in One God, one 
being, having no beginning, 

uncreated, unbegotten, imperishable 
and immortal, everlasting, infinite, 

uncircumscribed, boundless, of 
infinite power, simple, uncompound, 

incorporeal, without flux, 
passionless, unchangeable, 

unalterable, unseen, the fountain of 
goodness and justice, …" 

[An Exposition on the Orthodox Faith, chap. 8; 
http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/33041.htm, accessed 09/08/21] 
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Anselm
(1033-1109)

"There are no parts in thee, Lord, 
nor art thou more than one. But 
thou are so truly a unitary being, 
and so identical with thyself, that 

in no respect are thou unlike 
thyself; rather thou are unity 

itself, indivisible by any 
conception. Therefore, life and 

wisdom and the rest are not parts 
of thee, but all are one; and each 
of these is the whole, which thou 

art, and which all the rest are." 
[Proslogium, 18, trans. S. N. Deane (La Salle: Open Court, 1962), 25] 

Peter Lombard
(1100-1160)

Simplicity means "no 
diversity or change or 
multiplicity of parts, 
or accidents, or any 

other forms." 
[The Sentences, Bk. 1, The Mystery of the Trinity, trans. Giulio Silano, Medieval 
Sources in Translation 42 (Toronto: PIMS, 2007), 8.3 (23), as cited in Jordan P. 
Barrett, Divine Simplicity: A Biblical and Trinitarian Account (Minneapolis: 
Fortress, 2017), 77] 
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John Calvin
(1509-1564)

"For the essence of 
God [is] simple and 

undivided, and 
contained in himself 

entire, in full 
perfection, without 

partition or 
diminution."

[Institutes of the Christian Religion, 2 vols., trans. Henry Beveridge 
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1975), Bk. 1, XIII, §2), vol. 1, p. 110] 

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

"Simplicity is a pre-eminent 
mode of the Essence of 

God, by which he is void of 
all composition, and of 

component parts whether 
they belong to the senses 
or to the understanding. ...
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Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

"The essence of God, 
therefore, neither consists 

of material, integral and 
quantitive parts, of matter 

and form, of kind and 
difference, of subject and 
accident, nor of form and 

the thing formed, ... 

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)

"neither hypothetically and 
through nature, through 

capability and actuality, nor 
through essence and being. 

Hence God is his own 
Essence and his own 

Being, and is the same in 
that which is, and that by 

which it is."
[Jacobus Arminius, The Writings of James Arminius, 3 vols., trans. 
James Nichols and W. R. Bagnall (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 
1977), I, 438] 
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John Owen
(1616-1683)

"The attributes of God, 
which alone seem to be 

distinct things in the 
essence of God, are all of 
them essentially the same 

with one another, and 
every one the same with 

the essence of God 
itself."

[Vindiciae Evangelicae: The Mystery of the Gospel Vindicated and 
Socinianism Examined: Mr. Biddle's First Chapter Examined in The Ages 
Digital Library: The John Owen Collection CD ROM (Rio, WI: AGES 
Software), 94] 

Francis Turretin
(1623-1687)

"Is God most simple and free 
from all composition? We affirm 
against Socinus and Vorstius. … 

The orthodox have constantly 
taught that the essence of God is 
perfectly simple and free from all 
composition. … The divine nature 

is conceived by us not only as 
free from all composition and 

division, but also as incapable of 
composition and divisibility."

[Francis Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 3 vols. trans. George 
Musgrave Giger (Phillipsburg: P&R, 1992), I, 191] 



16

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

"This is signified by the 
name God gives 

himself (Ex. iii. 14): 'I 
am that I am:" as 

simple, pure, 
uncompounded being, 

without any created 
mixture …"

[Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of God, 2 vols. (Grand 
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), I, 182-183] 

John Gill
(1697-1771)

"God being a Spirit, we learn 
that he is a simple and 

uncomposed Being, and does 
not consist of parts, as a body 
does; his spirituality involves 

his simplicity. ... every attribute 
of God is God himself, is his 
nature, and are only so many 
displays of it. It is certain God 
is not composed of parts, in 

any sense;
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John Gill
(1697-1771)

"not in a physical sense, of 
essential parts, as matter and 
form, of which bodies consist: 
nor of integral parts, as soul 

and body, of which men 
consist: nor in a metaphysical 

sense, as of essence and 
existence, of act or power: nor 
in a logical sense, as of kind 

and difference, substance and 
accident."

[A Body of Divinity, (Grand Rapids: Sovereign Grace Publishers, 1971), 
33-34] 

Charles Hodge
(1797-1878)

Charles Hodge
(1797-1878)

"If God is a spirit, … it 
follows that God is a 

simple Being, not only 
as not composed of 

different elements, but 
also as not admitting of 
the distinction between 

substance and 
accidents."

[Systematic Theology, 3 vols. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdman's, 1975), 
I, V, §4, p. 379] 
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William G. T. Shedd
(1820-1894)

"The Simplicity of God 
denotes that his being 

is uncompounded, 
incomplex, and 

indivisible. Simplicity 
does not belong to 
angels and men."

[William G. T. Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 3 vols. (Nashville: Thomas 
Nelson, 1980), vol. 1, p. 338] 

Archibald Alexander Hodge
(1823-1886)

"In order to avoid both extremes 
theologians have been 

accustomed to say that the divine 
attributes differ from the divine 
essence and from one another, 
1st, not realiter or as one thing 
differs from another, or in any 

such way as to imply 
composition in God. Nor 2d, 

merely nominaliter, as though 
there were nothing in God really 

corresponding to our 
conceptions of his perfections. 
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Archibald Alexander Hodge
(1823-1886)

"But 3d, they are said to differ 
virtualiter, so that there is in him 
a foundation of adequate reason 
for all the representations which 
are made in Scripture with regard 
to the diving perfections and for 

the consequent conceptions 
which we have of them."

[A. A. Hodge, Outlines of Theology: For Students and Laymen (Grand 
Rapids: Zondervan, 1972), 136-137] 

James Petigru Boyce
(1827-1888)

"By this we mean, that the nature of 
God, comprising his essence and 

his attributes, is simple or 
uncomposed pure spirit. ... In God 
there can be no composition, and 
therefore his spiritual nature must 

be uncompounded. Even his 
attributes and his nature must be in 

such a manner one, that his 
attributes essentially inhere in that 

nature and are not capable of 
separation from it, which really 

makes them one with that nature."
[James Petigru Boyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology (Philadelphia: 
American Baptist Publication Society, 1887), 67] 
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Herman Bavinck
(1854-1921)

"When theology speaks of God as 
'essence,' it did not obtain this concept 

by abstraction but by the opposite 
process of addition, that is, by 

attributing to God in an absolute sense 
all the perfections that occur in 

creatures and therefore by thinking of 
him as absolute reality, the sum total of 

all being, the 'purest and simplest 
actuality.' Accordingly, the being that 

is ascribed to God in theology is at the 
same time the richest, most perfect, 

most intensive, most determinate and 
concrete, absolute and simple Being."

[Bavinck, Herman, Reformed Dogmatics: God and Creation, trans. John 
Vriend, John Bolt, ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2004), 121;  
(Exported from Logos Bible Software)] 

Herman Bavinck
(1854-1921)

"This simplicity is of great 
importance, nevertheless, for 

understanding of God. It is not only 
taught in Scripture (where God is 
called 'light,' 'life,' and 'love') but 

also automatically follows from the 
idea of God and is necessarily 

implied in the other attributes. 
Simplicity here is the antonym of 

'compounded.' 
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Herman Bavinck
(1854-1921)

"If God is composed of parts, like a 
body, or composed of genus (class) 

and differentiae (attributes of 
differing species belonging to the 

same genus), substance and 
accident, matter and form, 

potentiality and actuality, essence 
and existence, then his perfection, 

oneness, independence, and 
immutability cannot be maintained 

. . . 

Herman Bavinck
(1854-1921)

"In the case of creatures all this is 
very different. In their case there is 

a difference between existing, 
being, living, knowing, willing, 

acting, and so on. All that is 
compounded is created. No creature 
can be completely simple, for every 

creature is finite."
[Bavinck, Logos digital, 2004:176]
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Lewis Sperry Chafer
(1871-1952)

"By this term it is 
indicated that the divine 
Being is uncompounded, 

incomplex, and 
indivisible. … He being 
the perfect One, is to be 
worshiped as the finality 
and infinity of simplicity."

[Systematic Theology, 8 vols. (Dallas: Dallas Theological Seminary 
Press, 1947), I, 213] 

Louis Berkhof
(1873-1957)

"From the simplicity of 
God it follows that God 
and His attributes are 

one. The attributes cannot 
be considered as to many 
parts that enter into the 
composition of God, for 

God is not, like men, 
composed of different 

parts."
[Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology, 4th ed. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. 
Eerdmans, 1941), 44-45] 
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Henry Clarence Thiessen
(1883-1947)

"That the divine nature 
is undivided and 

indivisible is intimated 
in Deut. 6:4 …. That is, 
God does not consist 
of parts nor can He be 
divided into parts. His 

being is simple …."
[Henry Clarence Thiessen, Introductory Lectures in Systematic Theology 
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1949), 134] 

Robert Duncan Culver
(1916-2015)

Robert Duncan Culver
(1916-2015)

"Orthodox theologians 
generally affirm that the being 
or substance of God is simple. 

Then they try to explain and 
offer cautions. By simple or 
simplicity, we mean without 

parts. …There is no variance in 
any one or al the attributes, for 
they are steadily the same …"

[Robert Duncan Culver, Systematic Theology: Biblical and Historical (Geanies House, 
Fearn, Ross-shire: Christian Focus Publications, 2005), 63] 
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Norman L. Geisler
(1932-2019)

"The divine attribute of 
simplicity is foundational 
to the orthodox view of 

the nature of God. ... God 
is ontologically one 

Being, without 
dimensions, poles, or 

divisions."
[Norman Geisler, H. Wayne House, Max Herrera, The Battle for God: 
Responding to the Challenge of Neotheism (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 
2001), 142]  
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Defending 
Simplicity

Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?

Whether God is Altogether Simple?

Whether in God There Are any Accidents?

Whether God is Contained in a Genus?

Whether Essence and Existence are the Same in God?

Whether God is the Same as His Essence of Nature?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Whether God Is a Body?



26

Whether God 
Is a Body?

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

It is absolutely 
true that God is 
not a body; and 

this can be shown 
in three ways.

[Summa Theologiae I, 3, 1. trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province 
(Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948]
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 First 

The word 'motion' here 
means 'change', i.e., the 

actualization of a potential. 

1. No body is in motion unless it be put in 
motion, as is evident from induction. 

The word 'motion' here 
means 'change', i.e., the 

actualization of a potential. 

 First 
1. No body is in motion unless it be put in 

motion, as is evident from induction. 

2. Now it has been already proved (I:2:3), 

This is referring to the first of Aquinas's "Five 
Ways"—the argument from motion found in the 
Summa Theologiae Part I, Question 2, Article 3.
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 First 
1. No body is in motion unless it be put in 

motion, as is evident from induction. 

2. Now it has been already proved (I:2:3), that 
God is the First Mover, and is Himself 
unmoved. 

3. Therefore it is clear that God is not a body.

 Second
1. The first being must of necessity be in act, and in no way in 

potentiality. 
a. For although in any single thing that passes from potentiality to actuality, the potentiality 

is prior in time to the actuality; 

b. Nevertheless, absolutely speaking, actuality is prior to potentiality; 

c. For whatever is in potentiality can be reduced into actuality only by some being in 
actuality. 

d. Now it has been already proved that God is the First Being. 

e. It is therefore impossible that in God there should be any potentiality. 

2. But every body is in potentiality because the continuous, as 
such, is divisible to infinity.
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 Second
1. The first being must of necessity be in act, and in no way in 

potentiality. 
a. For although in any single thing that passes from potentiality to actuality, the potentiality 

is prior in time to the actuality; 

b. Nevertheless, absolutely speaking, actuality is prior to potentiality; 

c. For whatever is in potentiality can be reduced into actuality only by some being in 
actuality. 

d. Now it has been already proved that God is the First Being. 

e. It is therefore impossible that in God there should be any potentiality. 

2. But every body is in potentiality because the continuous, as 
such, is divisible to infinity.

I suspect that Aquinas 
means here "divisible 
to a potential infinity."   

 Second
1. The first being must of necessity be in act, and in no way in 

potentiality. 
a. For although in any single thing that passes from potentiality to actuality, the potentiality 

is prior in time to the actuality; 

b. Nevertheless, absolutely speaking, actuality is prior to potentiality; 

c. For whatever is in potentiality can be reduced into actuality only by some being in 
actuality. 

d. Now it has been already proved that God is the First Being. 

e. It is therefore impossible that in God there should be any potentiality. 

2. But every body is in potentiality because the continuous, as 
such, is divisible to infinity.

3. It is therefore impossible that God should be a body.
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 Third
1. God is the most noble of beings. 

2. Now it is impossible for a body to be the most noble of beings; 
a. For a body must be either animate or inanimate.

b. An animate body is manifestly nobler than any inanimate body. 

c. But an animate body is not animate precisely as body; otherwise all bodies would be 
animate. 

d. Therefore its animation depends upon some other thing, as our body depends for its 
animation on the soul. 

e. Hence that by which a body becomes animated must be nobler than the body. 

3. Therefore it is impossible that God should be a body.

Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?

Whether God is Altogether Simple?

Whether in God There Are any Accidents?

Whether God is Contained in a Genus?

Whether Essence and Existence are the Same in God?

Whether God is the Same as His Essence or Nature?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Whether God Is a Body?
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Whether God is 
Composed of 

Matter and Form?

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

It is impossible 
that matter should 

exist in God.
[Summa Theologiae I, 3, 2. trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province 
(Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948]
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 First 
1.Matter is in potentiality. 

2.But we have shown (I:2:3) that God is 
pure act, without any potentiality. 

3.Hence it is impossible that God should 
be composed of matter and form.

 Second
1. Everything composed of matter and form owes its 

perfection and goodness to its form.

2. Therefore its goodness is participated, inasmuch as 
matter participates the form. 

3. Now the first good and the best—viz. God—is not a 
participated good, because the essential good is prior to 
the participated good. 

4. Hence it is impossible that God should be composed of 
matter and form.
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 Third
1. Every agent acts by its form.

2. Hence the manner in which it has its form is the manner in 
which it is an agent. 

3. Therefore whatever is primarily and essentially an agent 
must be primarily and essentially form. 

4. Now God is the first agent, since He is the first efficient 
cause. 

5. He is therefore of His essence a form; and not composed of 
matter and form.

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

"God is absolute 
form, or rather 
absolute being"

[Summa Theologiae, I, 3, 2 and I, 3, 7, trans. Fathers of the English 
Dominican Province (Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948]
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Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?

Whether God is Altogether Simple?

Whether in God There Are any Accidents?

Whether God is Contained in a Genus?

Whether Essence and Existence are the Same in God?

Whether God is the Same as His Essence or Nature?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Whether God Is a Body?

Whether God is the 
Same as His 

Essence or Nature?
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Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

God is the same 
as His essence 

or nature.
[Summa Theologiae I, 3, 3. trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province 
(Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948]

1. To understand this, it must be noted that in things composed of matter 
and form, the nature or essence must differ from the "suppositum," 
because the essence or nature connotes only what is included in the 
definition of the species; as, humanity connotes all that is included in 
the definition of man, for it is by this that man is man, and it is this that 
humanity signifies, that, namely, whereby man is man. 
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1. To understand this, it must be noted that in things composed of matter 
and form, the nature or essence must differ from the "suppositum," 
because the essence or nature connotes only what is included in the 
definition of the species; as, humanity connotes all that is included in 
the definition of man, for it is by this that man is man, and it is this that 
humanity signifies, that, namely, whereby man is man. 

"a substance that is 
complete in itself and 

uncommunicated"
[Bernard Wuellner, Dictionary of Scholastic Philosophy 
(Fitzwilliam: Loreto, 2012), 120-121]

"unshared; not 
belonging to another 

as a part of it"
[Bernard Wuellner, Dictionary of Scholastic Philosophy 
(Fitzwilliam: Loreto, 2012), 127]

1. To understand this, it must be noted that in things composed of matter 
and form, the nature or essence must differ from the "suppositum," 
because the essence or nature connotes only what is included in the 
definition of the species; as, humanity connotes all that is included in 
the definition of man, for it is by this that man is man, and it is this that 
humanity signifies, that, namely, whereby man is man. 

HUMANITY
definition of the species

INDIVIDUAL HUMAN
a man
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a. Now individual matter, with all the individualizing accidents, is not 
included in the definition of the species. 

1) For this particular flesh, these bones, this blackness or 
whiteness, etc., are not included in the definition of a man. 

2) Therefore this flesh, these bones, and the accidental qualities 
distinguishing this particular matter, are not included in 
humanity; and yet they are included in the thing which is man. 

b. Hence the thing which is a man has something more in it than has 
humanity. 

c. Consequently humanity and a man are not wholly identical; but 
humanity is taken to mean the formal part of a man, because the 
principles whereby a thing is defined are regarded as the formal 
constituent in regard to the individualizing matter. 

2. On the other hand, in things not composed of matter and form, in 
which individualization is not due to individual matter—that is to say, 
to "this" matter—the very forms being individualized of themselves—it 
is necessary the forms themselves should be subsisting "supposita." 

3. Therefore "suppositum" and nature in them are identified. 

4. Since God then is not composed of matter and form, He must be His 
own Godhead, His own Life, and whatever else is thus predicated of 
Him.
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2. On the other hand, in things not composed of matter and form, in 
which individualization is not due to individual matter—that is to say, 
to "this" matter—the very forms being individualized of themselves—it 
is necessary the forms themselves should be subsisting "supposita." 

3. Therefore "suppositum" and nature in them are identified. 

4. Since God then is not composed of matter and form, He must be His 
own Godhead, His own Life, and whatever else is thus predicated of 
Him.

God then is not composed of matter and form

It would seem, therefore, that form/matter composition (i.e., 
hylomorphic composition) is a necessary and sufficient condition 

for there being a essence / suppositum distinction. 

Thus, the identity of "suppositum" and nature would be true not 
only of God, but also of angels.

Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?

Whether God is Altogether Simple?

Whether in God There Are any Accidents?

Whether God is Contained in a Genus?

Whether Essence and Existence are the Same in God?

Whether God is the Same as His Essence or Nature?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Whether God Is a Body?
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Whether Essence 
and Existence are 
the Same in God?

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

God is not only His own 
essence, as shown in 
the preceding article, 

but also His own 
existence. This may be 
shown in several ways.

[Summa Theologiae I, 3, 4. trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province 
(Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948]
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 First 
1. Whatever a thing has besides its essence must be caused 

a. either by the constituent principles of that essence 

i. (like a property that necessarily accompanies the 
species—as the faculty of laughing is proper to a 
man—

ii. and is caused by the constituent principles of the 
species), 

b. or by some exterior agent—as heat is caused in water by 
fire. 

 First 
2. Therefore, if the existence of a thing differs from its essence, 

this existence must be caused either 

a. by some exterior agent or 

b. by its essential principles. 

3. Now it is impossible for a thing's existence to be caused by 
its essential constituent principles, 

a. for nothing can be the sufficient cause of its own 
existence, 

b. if its existence is caused. 
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 First 
4. Therefore that thing, whose existence differs from its 

essence, must have its existence caused by another. 

5. But this cannot be true of God; because we call God the first 
efficient cause. 

6. Therefore it is impossible that in God His existence should 
differ from His essence.

 Second
1. Existence is that which makes every form or nature actual; 

for goodness and humanity are spoken of as actual, only 
because they are spoken of as existing.

2. Therefore, existence much be compared to essence, if the 
latter is a distinct reality, as actuality to potentiality. 

3. Therefore, since, in God there is no potentiality, as shown 
above (A.1), it follows that in Him essence does not differ 
from existence.

4. Therefore, His essence is His existence.
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 Third
1. Just as that which has fire, but is not itself fire, si on fire bhy 

participation; so that which has existence but is not 
existence, is a being by participation.

2. But God is His own essence, as shown above (A.3).

3. If, therefore, His is not His own existence He will be not 
essential, but participated being.

4. He will not therefore be the first being—which is absurd.

5. Therefore God is His own existence and not merely His own 
essence.

Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?

Whether God is Altogether Simple?

Whether in God There Are any Accidents?

Whether God is Contained in a Genus?

Whether Essence and Existence are the Same in God?

Whether God is the Same as His Essence or Nature?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Whether God Is a Body?
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Whether God is 
Contained in a 

Genus?

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

That He cannot 
be a species of 
any genus may 

be shown in three 
ways.

[Summa Theologiae I, 3, 5. trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province 
(Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948]
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Aristotle
(384-322 BC)

 Genus 
animal

 Specific difference 
rationality

 Species 
human

 Proper accident 
five fingers

 Accident
black hair

 First 
1. A species is constituted of genus and difference. 

2. Now that from which the difference constituting the species is derived, is always 
related to that from which the genus is derived, as actuality is related to 
potentiality. 

3. For animal is derived from sensitive nature, by concretion as it were, for that is 
animal, which has a sensitive nature. 

4. Rational being, on the other hand, is derived from intellectual nature, because 
that is rational, which has an intellectual nature, and intelligence is compared to 
sense, as actuality is to potentiality. 

5. The same argument holds good in other things. 

6. Hence since in God actuality is not added to potentiality, it is impossible that He 
should be in any genus as a species.
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 Second
1. Since the existence of God is His essence, if God were in any genus, 

He would be the genus "being", because, since genus is predicated 
as an essential it refers to the essence of a thing. 

2. But the Philosopher has shown (Metaph. iii) that being cannot be a 
genus, for every genus has differences distinct from its generic 
essence. 

3. Now no difference can exist distinct from being; for non-being cannot 
be a difference. 

4. It follows then that God is not in a genus.

 Third
1. All in one genus agree in the quiddity or essence of the genus which 

is predicated of them as an essential, but they differ in their existence. 

a. For the existence of man and of horse is not the same; as also of 
this man and that man: 

b. thus in every member of a genus, existence and quiddity—i.e. 
essence—must differ. 

2. But in God they do not differ, as shown in the preceding article. 

3. Therefore it is plain that God is not in a genus as if He were a 
species. 
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 Third
4. From this it is also plain 

a. that He has no genus nor difference, 

b. nor can there be any definition of Him; 

c. nor, save through His effects, a demonstration of Him: 

d. for a definition is from genus and difference; and the mean of a 
demonstration is a definition. 

 Third
5. That God is not in a genus, as reducible to it as its principle, is clear 

from this, 

a. that a principle reducible to any genus does not extend beyond 
that genus; as, a point is the principle of continuous quantity alone; 
and unity, of discontinuous quantity. 

b. But God is the principle of all being. 

6. Therefore He is not contained in any genus as its principle.
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Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?

Whether God is Altogether Simple?

Whether in God There Are any Accidents?

Whether God is Contained in a Genus?

Whether Essence and Existence are the Same in God?

Whether God is the Same as His Essence or Nature?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Whether God Is a Body?

Whether in God 
There Are any 

Accidents?
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Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

From all we have 
said, it is clear 

there can be no 
accident in God.

[Summa Theologiae I, 3, 6. trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province 
(Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948]

 First  
1. A subject is compared to its accidents as 

potentiality to actuality; for a subject is in some 
sense made actual by its accidents. 

2. But there can be no potentiality in God, as was 
shown (I:2:3).
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 Second  
1. God is His own existence; and as Boethius says 

(Hebdom.), although every essence may have 
something superadded to it, this cannot apply to 
absolute being.

Boethius
(d. 524 AD)

Anicius Manlius 
Servenius Boethius

works include: 
On the Consolation of 

Philosophy

On the Hebdomads (de 
hebdomadibus)
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Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

 Second
1.  God is His own existence; and as Boethius says 

(Hebdom.), although every essence may have 
something superadded to it, this cannot apply to 
absolute being.

2. Thus a heated substance can have something 
extraneous to heat added to it, as whiteness, 
nevertheless absolute heat can have nothing else 
than heat.
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 Third
1. What is essential is prior to what is accidental. 

2. Whence as God is absolute primal being, there can be in Him nothing 
accidental. 

3. Neither can He have any essential accidents (as the capability of 
laughing is an essential accident of man)

a. Such accidents are caused by the constituent principles of the 
subject. 

b. Now there can be nothing caused in God, since He is the first 
cause. 

4. Hence it follows that there is no accident in God.

Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?

Whether God is Altogether Simple?

Whether in God There Are any Accidents?

Whether God is Contained in a Genus?

Whether Essence and Existence are the Same in God?

Whether God is the Same as His Essence or Nature?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Whether God Is a Body?
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Whether God is 
Altogether Simple?

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

The absolute 
simplicity of God 
may be shown in 

many ways.
[Summa Theologiae I, 3, 7. trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province 
(Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948]
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First, from the 
previous articles of 

this question.

Secondly, because every 
composite is posterior to 

its component parts, and is 
dependent on them; but God 
is the first being, as shown 

above (Q. 2, A. 3).
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Thirdly, because every composite 
has a cause, for things in 

themselves different cannot unite 
unless something causes them to 
unite. But God is uncaused, as 

shown above (Q. 2, A. 3), since He 
is the first efficient cause.

Fourthly, because in every 
composite there must be potentiality 

and actuality; but this does not 
apply to God; for either one of the 
parts actuates another, or at least 

all the parts are potential 
to the whole. 
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Fifthly, nothing composite 
can be predicated of any 
single one of its parts.

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

"And this is evident in a whole made up of 
dissimilar parts; for no part of a man is a 

man, nor any of the parts of the foot, a foot.

But in wholes made up of similar parts, 
although something which is predicated of 

the whole may be predicated of a part (as a 
part of the air is air, and a part of water, 
water), nevertheless certain things are 

predicable of the whole which cannot be 
predicated of any of the parts; for instance, if 
the whole volume of water is two cubits, no 

part of it can be two cubits. 

Thus in every composite there is something 
which is not it itself."
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Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

"But, even if this could be said of whatever 
has a form, viz. that it has something which is 

not it itself, as in a white object there is 
something which does not belong to the 

essence of white; nevertheless in the form 
itself, there is nothing besides itself. 

And so, since God is absolute form, or rather 
absolute being, He can be in no way 

composite." 
[St. Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologica: Complete English Edition in Five Volumes, 
translated by Fathers of the English Dominican Province (Westminster, MD: 
Christian Classics, 1981), I, Q3, art.7]

Therefore, in every composite there is 
something which is not it itself.

True, but if the whole of water 
is two cubits, no part of it 

is two cubits. 

But isn't part of air also itself 
air? And isn't part of water 

also itself water?

No part of a man is itself a 
man, nor is any of the parts 

of the foot itself a foot.

Nothing composite can be predicated 
of any single one of its parts.
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True enough. Nevertheless in the 
form itself, there is nothing 

besides the form itself.

But isn't it true that in something 
that has form, there is something 
in it that it not part of the form, as 

in a white object there is 
something that does not belong 

to the essence of white?    

Nothing composite can be predicated 
of any single one of its parts, continued.

"And so, since God is absolute 
form, or rather absolute being, He 

can be in no way composite."
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Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?

Whether God is Altogether Simple?

Whether in God There Are any Accidents?

Whether God is Contained in a Genus?

Whether Essence and Existence are the Same in God?

Whether God is the Same as His Essence or Nature?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Whether God Is a Body?

Whether God 
Enters into the 
Composition of 
Other Things?
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Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

It is not possible for 
God to enter into 

the composition of 
anything, either as a 
formal or a material 

principle.
[Summa Theologiae I, 3, 8. trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province 
(Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948]

 First 
1. God is the first efficient cause. 

2. Now the efficient cause is not identical numerically 
with the form of the thing caused, but only 
specifically: for man begets man. 

3. But primary matter can be neither numerically nor 
specifically identical with an efficient cause; for the 
former is merely potential, while the latter is actual.
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 Second
1. Since God is the first efficient cause, to act belongs to Him 

primarily and essentially. 

2. But that which enters into composition with anything does 
not act primarily and essentially, but rather the composite so 
acts; 

a. for the hand does not act, but the man by his hand; and, 

b. fire warms by its heat. 

3. Hence God cannot be part of a compound.

 Third
1. No part of a compound can be absolutely primal among beings—not even 

matter, nor form, though they are the primal parts of every compound. 

a. For matter is merely potential.

 Potentiality is absolutely posterior to actuality, as is clear from the 
foregoing (I:3:1). 

b. A form which is part of a compound is a participated form. 

 As that which participates is posterior to that which is essential, so 
likewise is that which is participated; 

 as fire in ignited objects is posterior to fire that is essentially such. 

2. Now it has been proved that God is absolutely primal being (I:2:3).
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Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?

Whether God is Altogether Simple?

Whether in God There Are any Accidents?

Whether God is Contained in a Genus?

Whether Essence and Existence are the Same in God?

Whether God is the Same as His Essence or Nature?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Whether God Is a Body?

Dissenting 
Voices
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Responding to 
Ronald H. Nash 

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)
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Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

Hopefully, this presentation has 
contributed somewhat to giving 

some good reasons. 

Further, understandably Nash 
could not have been expected to 
interact with the more formidable 

literature to any significant depth in 
his popular and short treatment.

Nevertheless, the level of 
confidence of his conclusions 

against simplicity seem 
unwarranted by not having done 

such an adequate deep dive. 
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Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

Given the metaphysics 
according to which the 

doctrine of simplicity is to 
be understood in its most 

robust formulation, the 
stakes are indeed quite 

high for what it preserves 
regarding our 

understanding of several of 
God's attributes. 

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

 God as Transcendent 
Since the doctrine of simplicity alone 

means that God essence is existence, 
which is to say God is substantial 
existence itself (deus  ipsum esse 

subsistens est), then only the doctrine 
of simplicity safeguards a 

thoroughgoing doctrine of God 
as transcendent.

No creature is existence itself, but has 
existence as something distinct 

from its nature. 

Thus, the existence that God IS, is 
different than the existence that 

creation HAS. 



65

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

 God's Ultimacy 
"[Simplicity] is a 

consequence of God's 
ultimacy. For anything 
composed of parts is 

ontologically posterior to 
those parts, and can exist 
only if something causes 

the parts to be combined."*
*[Edward Feser, "Simply Irresistible" 
https://theopolisinstitute.com/conversations/simply-irresistible/ 
accessed 10/13/21]

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

 God as Creator 
Since the doctrine of simplicity alone 

means that God essence is 
existence, which is to say God is 
substantial existence itself (deus  
ipsum esse subsistens est), then 

only the doctrine of simplicity 
safeguards a thoroughgoing 

doctrine of creation.

All things in creation have existence 
and can only have existence 

because they are being continually 
caused to have existence by God 

who is existence itself.



66

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

In his book, Nash displays a deep 
misunderstanding of existential Thomism. 

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

In his book, Nash displays a deep 
misunderstanding of existential Thomism. The expression 'existential' in 

'existential Thomism' is not to 
be confused with the philosophy 
of Existentialism (e.g., Jean-Paul 

Sartre or Søren Kierkegaard).

Here the expression refers to 
Aquinas's doctrine of the 

primacy of esse (lit., "to be;" the 
infinitive of sum, "I am;" 

translated often as "existence").

Aquinas's doctrine of existence 
is the fundamental key to his 

entire philosophy.
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Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

In his book, Nash displays a deep 
misunderstanding of existential Thomism. 

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

In his book, Nash displays a deep 
misunderstanding of existential Thomism. 

This is evident when he uses the Process 
theologian David Ray Griffin as the voice 

of evaluating Aquinas's philosophical 
theology.

Because of this, Nash never seems to 
realize that the actus purus (pure 

actuality) in the philosophy of Aquinas 
differs markedly from the actus purus 
(pure actuality) in the philosophy of 
Aristotle who never himself had any 

metaphysics of existence in distinction 
from essence. 

But it is precisely this metaphysical 
doctrine that makes simplicity what it is in 

Aquinas's philosophy.
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Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"It would appear that Christian 
theologians have no good 

reason to affirm the doctrine of 
divine simplicity. It seems 

doubtful that the doctrine adds 
anything significant to our 
understanding of God. No 

satisfactory analysis of 
simplicity has yet been given. 
And it is difficult to see how 
the property of simplicity is 

unique to God. 
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 95-96] 

Given that Nash fails to grasp 
exactly what the doctrine of 

simplicity is in Aquinas's philosophy, 
it is no surprise that he cannot see 
any of the profound entailments the 

doctrine of simplicity has for 
philosophical theology.

Otherwise, he would have seen that 
the doctrine of simplicity shows not 

only how God is unique in His being, 
but also that there cannot be more 
that one being whose essence is 

existence itself.

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"Perhaps, like Emil 
Brunner, we should 

conclude that the doctrine 
has no practical value; it is 

pure speculation 'which 
has nothing at all to do 

with the God of the 
Christian faith.'"

[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of 
Contemporary Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand 
Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1983), 95-96. Nash cites 
Brunner from The Christian Doctrine of God (Philadelphia: 
Westminster, 1950), 294]  
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Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"Plantinga's recent book 
makes plain that the 

doctrine of simplicity is 
also used in an attempt to 

avoid a dilemma that 
threatens the coherence of 

theism:

Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"if God is sovereign, then 
He cannot have a nature; if 
God has a nature, then He 

cannot be sovereign. 
Attempts to escape this 
dilemma by following 
either nominalism or 

Descartes lead to several 
grievous errors
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Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

Aquinas's attempt to 
escape the dilemma by 
equating God with His 

nature is unsatisfactory 
also because it entails 

conclusions that conflict 
with other important tenets 

of Christian theism."
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing 
House, 1983), 95. The work by Plantinga is Does God Have a Nature? 
(Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1980]  
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Ronald H. Nash
(1936-2006)

"The acceptance of 
Aquinas's suggestion that 
God is identical with His 
properties carries a high 

price tag. It leads to the odd 
suggestion that the biblical 

teaching that God is 
characterized by a variety of 
distinct properties is wrong. 
It also appears to deny the 

personhood of God."
[Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God: An Exposition of Contemporary 
Difficulties with the Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1983), 94-95] 
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Responding to 
William Hasker
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William HaskerWilliam Hasker

William Hasker

"The philosophy of neo-
Platonism, as seen in 

Plotinus and later on in 
Pseudo-Dionysius, was a 
powerful molding force in 

ancient and medieval 
theology. 
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Plotinus
(204-270 AD)

 author of Enneads (from the Greek for 
nine), organized by his disciple 
Porphyry into six groups of nine 
treatises

 regarded as the founder of Neo-
Platonism

 "… initiated a new phase in the 
development of the Platonic tradition 
…"*

 noted for his doctrines of "the one" 
and "emanation"

*[Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/plotinus/, accessed 10/13/21]

Pseudo-Dionysius 
(5th - 6th century)

 author of Divine Names, Mystical 
Theology, Celestial Hierarchy,
Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, and more

 originally identified as Dionysius the 
Areopagite, the disciple of Paul in 
Acts 17:34

 embodyed the ideas of the Neo-
Platonist philosopher Proclus (410-
485)

 major influence on Aquinas both by 
example and counter-example 
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Pseudo-Dionysius
(5th - 6th century)

 author of Divine Names, Mystical 
Theology, Celestial Hierarchy,
Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, and more

 originally identified as Dionysius the 
Areopagite, the disciple of Paul in 
Acts 17:34

 embodyed the ideas of the Neo-
Platonist philosopher Proclus (410-
485)

 major influence on Aquinas both by 
example and counter-example 
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Proclus
(410-485 AD)

 wrote commentaries on Plato's 
Timaeus, Republic, Parmenides, 
Cratylus, and more

 possessed "a wide knowledge 
concerning the philosophies of Plato 
and Aristotle and of his Neo-Platonic 
predecessors"*

 had the reputation "of being the 
greatest Scholastic of Antiquity"*

*[Frederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy Bk 1, Pt. V, XLVI (Garden City: 
Image Books), 478]

William Hasker

"Today, however, neo-
Platonism really does not 

exist as a living 
philosophy, though it 

continues to have 
considerable indirect 
influence through the 
theological tradition. 
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William Hasker

"The doctrine of divine 
simplicity, so crucial to 

the classical 
understanding of God, 

has been abandoned by a 
strong majority of 

Christian philosophers, 
though it still has a small 

band of defenders."
[William Hasker, "A Philosophical Perspective" in The Openness of God: 
A Biblical Challenge to the Traditional Understanding of God (Downers 
Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1994), 127] 

William Hasker
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Responding to 
William Lane Craig 
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William Lane Craig Robert BarronWilliam Lane Craig Robert Barron

William Lane Craig Robert BarronWilliam Lane Craig Robert Barron

"It seems to me that the question 
is not whether God is simple but 
whether divine simplicity is best 

understood along Thomistic lines. 
… I must confess that I could not 
agree more with the objector that, 

'drawing far more on pagan 
philosophical sources than on 
scriptural witness, Aquinas has 

presented a deeply distorted and 
hopelessly abstract notion of God 
more akin to a Buddhist abyss or a 
Hindu absolute than to the living, 
personal, and very particular God 

of the Bible' end quote."
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William Lane Craig Robert BarronWilliam Lane Craig Robert Barron

"It seems to me that the question 
is not whether God is simple but 
whether divine simplicity is best 

understood along Thomistic lines. 
… I must confess that I could not 
agree more with the objector that, 

'drawing far more on pagan 
philosophical sources than on 
scriptural witness, Aquinas has 

presented a deeply distorted and 
hopelessly abstract notion of God 
more akin to a Buddhist abyss or a 
Hindu absolute than to the living, 
personal, and very particular God 

of the Bible' end quote."

I submit that Craig is 
mistakenly treating 

Aquinas's doctrine of 
divine simplicity as if 

Aquinas is taking 
existence to be a genus.

The thinking would go 
like this:

William Lane Craig Robert BarronWilliam Lane Craig Robert Barron

"It seems to me that the question 
is not whether God is simple but 
whether divine simplicity is best 

understood along Thomistic lines. 
… I must confess that I could not 
agree more with the objector that, 

'drawing far more on pagan 
philosophical sources than on 
scriptural witness, Aquinas has 

presented a deeply distorted and 
hopelessly abstract notion of God 
more akin to a Buddhist abyss or a 
Hindu absolute than to the living, 
personal, and very particular God 

of the Bible' end quote."

Socrates

human

animal

living thing
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George P. Klubertanz
(1925-1993)

"But being as it is understood in its 
first and proper metaphysical sense 

is named from that which is most 
actual and concrete, namely, the act 

of existing. Being is not the 'widest in 
extension and the least in 

comprehension,' because the logical 
rule of the inverse variation of 

extension and comprehension holds 
only for universals. Being is at once 
the widest in extension—for "is" can 
be said of all things—and the fullest 
in (implicit) comprehension—for any 

real act or perfection IS."
[George Klubertanz, Introduction to the Philosophy of Being (New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1995), 185-186, emphasis in original]

J. P. MorelandWilliam Lane Craig
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J. P. MorelandWilliam Lane Craig

"The doctrine [of 
divine simplicity] is 
open ... to powerful 
objections. ... We 

have no good reason 
to adopt and many 
reasons to reject a 

full-blown doctrine of 
divine simplicity."

[J. P. Moreland and William Lane Craig, Philosophical 
Foundations for a Christian Worldview (Downers Grove: 
InterVarsity Press, 2003), 524, 525]
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It is my contention that certain of 
these "powerful objections" 
involve straw man fallacies.

For example, one objection rests 
on the mischaracterization that 

Aquinas treats being as a genus.

Another objection employs a 
univocal understanding of being.

Both of these mistaken notions 
figure into the Modal Collapse 
Argument against simplicity.

William Lane Craig

"For thinkers in the Judeo-Christian 
tradition, the Anselmian conception of 
God as the greatest conceivable being 

or most perfect being has guided 
philosophical speculation on the raw 

data of scripture, so that God's biblical 
attributes are to be conceived in ways 

that would serve to exalt God's 
greatness. Since the concept of God is 
underdetermined by the biblical data 
and since what constitutes a 'great-
making' property is to some degree 

debatable, philosophers working within 
the Judeo-Christian tradition enjoy 

considerable latitude in formulating a 
philosophically coherent and biblically 

faithful doctrine of God."  
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William Lane Craig

"For thinkers in the Judeo-Christian 
tradition, the Anselmian conception of 
God as the greatest conceivable being 

or most perfect being has guided 
philosophical speculation on the raw 

data of scripture, so that God's biblical 
attributes are to be conceived in ways 

that would serve to exalt God's 
greatness. Since the concept of God is 
underdetermined by the biblical data 
and since what constitutes a 'great-
making' property is to some degree 

debatable, philosophers working within 
the Judeo-Christian tradition enjoy 

considerable latitude in formulating a 
philosophically coherent and biblically 

faithful doctrine of God."  

William Lane Craig

"For thinkers in the Judeo-Christian 
tradition, the Anselmian conception of 
God as the greatest conceivable being 

or most perfect being has guided 
philosophical speculation on the raw 

data of scripture, so that God's biblical 
attributes are to be conceived in ways 

that would serve to exalt God's 
greatness. Since the concept of God is 
underdetermined by the biblical data 
and since what constitutes a 'great-
making' property is to some degree 

debatable, philosophers working within 
the Judeo-Christian tradition enjoy 

considerable latitude in formulating a 
philosophically coherent and biblically 

faithful doctrine of God."  
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William Lane Craig

"For thinkers in the Judeo-Christian 
tradition, the Anselmian conception of 
God as the greatest conceivable being 

or most perfect being has guided 
philosophical speculation on the raw 

data of scripture, so that God's biblical 
attributes are to be conceived in ways 

that would serve to exalt God's 
greatness. Since the concept of God is 
underdetermined by the biblical data 
and since what constitutes a 'great-
making' property is to some degree 

debatable, philosophers working within 
the Judeo-Christian tradition enjoy 

considerable latitude in formulating a 
philosophically coherent and biblically 

faithful doctrine of God."  

"Perfect Being Theology"

CLASSICAL PHILOSOPHY APPROACH

By the use of the tools, methods and 
categories of classical philosophy:

1. Carefully discover what the nature of 
God must be like.

2. On the basis of this discovery identify 
what attributes must be true of God.

3. Identify those attributes as the 
definition of what it means to be 
ultimately and infinitely perfect.

ANALYTIC PHILOSOPHY APPROACH

By the use of the tools, methods, and 
categories of analytic philosophy:

1. Carefully define the term 'perfect'.

2. On the basis of this definition, identify 
what "perfect making properties" must 
constitute a "perfect being." 

3. Since God by definition is a "perfect 
being," then conclude that God must 
possess these "perfect making 
properties."

4. Any property that does not "clearly" 
appear in the Bible and/or is clearly 
not "perfect making" must be denied 
of God. 
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William Lane Craig

"For thinkers in the Judeo-Christian 
tradition, the Anselmian conception of 
God as the greatest conceivable being 

or most perfect being has guided 
philosophical speculation on the raw 

data of scripture, so that God's biblical 
attributes are to be conceived in ways 

that would serve to exalt God's 
greatness. Since the concept of God is 
underdetermined by the biblical data 
and since what constitutes a 'great-
making' property is to some degree 

debatable, philosophers working within 
the Judeo-Christian tradition enjoy 

considerable latitude in formulating a 
philosophically coherent and biblically 

faithful doctrine of God."  

Understandably, Craig is using 
his prior notions of "greatest 

conceivable being" and "most 
perfect being" to set boundaries 

on what the text of Scripture 
can mean.  

Further, Craig (correctly, in my 
view) acknowledges that the text 
of Scripture "underdetermines" 

(i.e., says less than) what 
God is like. 

William Lane Craig

"For thinkers in the Judeo-Christian 
tradition, the Anselmian conception of 
God as the greatest conceivable being 

or most perfect being has guided 
philosophical speculation on the raw 

data of scripture, so that God's biblical 
attributes are to be conceived in ways 

that would serve to exalt God's 
greatness. Since the concept of God is 
underdetermined by the biblical data 
and since what constitutes a 'great-
making' property is to some degree 

debatable, philosophers working within 
the Judeo-Christian tradition enjoy 

considerable latitude in formulating a 
philosophically coherent and biblically 

faithful doctrine of God."  

To be sure, Craig is certainly free to 
incorporate the philosophical 
methods and ideas from any 

philosopher / theologian 
he desires.

In many respects, I have no issues 
with Craig naming Anselm as a 
representative of the "Judeo-

Christian tradition."

It should be noted, however, (and 
as we have seen), the same 
Anselm who gave him the 
method of "perfect being 

theology" also himself affirmed 
the doctrine of Divine simplicity!



87

Anselm
(1033-1109)

"There are no parts in thee, Lord, 
nor art thou more than one. But 
thou are so truly a unitary being, 
and so identical with thyself, that 

in no respect are thou unlike 
thyself; rather thou are unity 

itself, indivisible by any 
conception. Therefore, life and 

wisdom and the rest are not parts 
of the, but all are one; and each 

of these is the whole, which thou 
art, and which all the rest are." 

[Proslogium, 18, trans. S. N. Deane (La Salle: Open Court, 1962), 25] 

William Lane Craig

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of 
God can actually be quite helpful in 

formulating a more adequate 
conception. For example, most 

Christian philosophers today deny 
that God is simple or impassible or 

immutable in any unrestricted 
sense, even though medieval 

theologians affirmed such divine 
attributes, since these attributes are 
not ascribed to God in the Bible and 

are not clearly great making." 
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge 
Companion, 72]
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William Lane Craig

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of 
God can actually be quite helpful in 

formulating a more adequate 
conception. For example, most 

Christian philosophers today deny 
that God is simple or impassible or 

immutable in any unrestricted 
sense, even though medieval 

theologians affirmed such divine 
attributes, since these attributes are 
not ascribed to God in the Bible and 

are not clearly great making." 
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge 
Companion, 72]

Note Craig's first 
juxtaposition. 

Simplicity, impassibility, and 
immutability are denied 
today though they were 

affirmed in the middle ages.

today

medieval

William Lane Craig

"Theists thus find that antitheistic 
critiques of certain conceptions of 
God can actually be quite helpful in 

formulating a more adequate 
conception. For example, most 

Christian philosophers today deny 
that God is simple or impassible or 

immutable in any unrestricted 
sense, even though medieval 

theologians affirmed such divine 
attributes, since these attributes are 
not ascribed to God in the Bible and 

are not clearly great making." 
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge 
Companion, 72]

Notice Craig's second 
juxtaposition. 

It is philosophers who deny 
simplicity, impassibility, and 

immutability while it is 
theologians who affirmed 

them.

philosophers

theologians 
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William Lane Craig

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of 
God can actually be quite helpful in 

formulating a more adequate 
conception. For example, most 

Christian philosophers today deny 
that God is simple or impassible or 

immutable in any unrestricted 
sense, even though medieval 

theologians affirmed such divine 
attributes, since these attributes are 
not ascribed to God in the Bible and 

are not clearly great making." 
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge 
Companion, 72]

Consider Craig's comment that most 
Christian philosophers today deny 

simplicity, impassibility, and immutability.

I wonder how many Catholic Christians 
philosophers there are today in 

comparison to the number of non-
Catholic Christian philosophers.

Catholics are required by Canon 1 of 
the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) to 

hold to simplicity.

"We firmly believe and openly confess 
that there is only one true God, eternal 

and immense, omnipotent, 
unchangeable, incomprehensible, and 

ineffable, Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost; three Persons indeed but one 

essence, substance, or nature 
absolutely simple; ..."

Canon 1
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William Lane Craig

"Theists thus find that antitheistic 
critiques of certain conceptions of 
God can actually be quite helpful in 

formulating a more adequate 
conception. For example, most 

Christian philosophers today deny 
that God is simple or impassible or 

immutable in any unrestricted 
sense, even though medieval 

theologians affirmed such divine 
attributes, since these attributes are 
not ascribed to God in the Bible and 

are not clearly great making." 
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge 
Companion, 72]

Consider Craig's comment that most 
Christian philosophers today deny 

simplicity, impassibility, and immutability.

I wonder how many Catholic Christians 
philosophers there are today in 

comparison to the number of non-
Catholic Christian philosophers.

Catholics are required by Canon 1 of 
the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) to 

hold to simplicity.

Is it true, therefore that "most Christian 
philosophers today deny that God is 

simple"?

William Lane Craig

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of 
God can actually be quite helpful in 

formulating a more adequate 
conception. For example, most 

Christian philosophers today deny 
that God is simple or impassible or 

immutable in any unrestricted 
sense, even though medieval 

theologians affirmed such divine 
attributes, since these attributes are 
not ascribed to God in the Bible and 

are not clearly great making." 
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge 
Companion, 72]

Granting, for the sake of 
argument, that most Christian 

philosophers today deny God is 
simple, is this an argument that 

the doctrine of simplicity is false?

Or could it be that having so many 
contemporary Christian 

philosophers denying simplicity is 
a commentary on the regrettable 
state of contemporary Christian 

philosophy?
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William Lane Craig

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of 
God can actually be quite helpful in 

formulating a more adequate 
conception. For example, most 

Christian philosophers today deny 
that God is simple or impassible or 

immutable in any unrestricted 
sense, even though medieval 

theologians affirmed such divine 
attributes, since these attributes are 
not ascribed to God in the Bible and 

are not clearly great making." 
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge 
Companion, 72]

1. These attributes are not ascribed to 
God in the Bible.

2. These attributes are not clearly 
great making.

Last, note the two 
"arguments" Craig offers as 

to why today's Christian 
philosophers today deny 

simplicity, impassibility, and 
immutability.

William Lane Craig

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of 
God can actually be quite helpful in 

formulating a more adequate 
conception. For example, most 

Christian philosophers today deny 
that God is simple or impassible or 

immutable in any unrestricted 
sense, even though medieval 

theologians affirmed such divine 
attributes, since these attributes are 
not ascribed to God in the Bible and 

are not clearly great making." 
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge 
Companion, 72]

1. These attributes are not ascribed to 
God in the Bible.

2. These attributes are not clearly 
great making.

Regarding the first argument, did not Craig 
earlier acknowledge that "the concept of God 

is underdetermined by the biblical data"?

Why, then, should we necessarily conclude 
anything about simplicity if indeed the Bible 

does not ascribe simplicity to God? 

Could it not be (granting for the sake of 
argument) that this is one of those instances 
where the biblical data "underdetermine" the 

concept of God? 
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William Lane Craig

"Theists thus find that antitheistic
critiques of certain conceptions of 
God can actually be quite helpful in 

formulating a more adequate 
conception. For example, most 

Christian philosophers today deny 
that God is simple or impassible or 

immutable in any unrestricted 
sense, even though medieval 

theologians affirmed such divine 
attributes, since these attributes are 
not ascribed to God in the Bible and 

are not clearly great making." 
[William Lane Craig, "Theistic Critiques of Atheism, Cambridge 
Companion, 72]

1. These attributes are not ascribed to 
God in the Bible.

2. These attributes are not clearly 
great making.

Regarding the second argument, the truth of 
simplicity does not rise or fall on the basis of 

philosophically discovering  what "great 
making properties are" on the basis of a prior 

determination of what "perfect" means.

Rather, one should discover what God must 
be like as the First Cause, and then ascribe 

the characterization of 'perfect' to that. 

God determines what 'perfect' means rather 
than the meaning of 'perfect' disclosing 

what God must be like.

William Lane Craig

"There's absolutely no biblical 
grounds for this stronger doctrine 
of divine simplicity [of Aquinas]. In 
fact, I'm convinced that the strong 
doctrine is not simply unbiblical. I 
think it's positively anti-biblical. … 

The idea that God has no 
potentiality seems to me to be 

obviously false scripturally 
speaking because God has the 

ability, the potential to do all sorts 
of things that He isn't actually 

doing. So, clearly God has 
tremendous, unlimited potential." 

[William Lane Craig, "Divine Simplicity Q&A with William Lane Craig and 
Ryan Mullins,  available at 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=piu1kehXf58]  

In order to fairly assess 
Aquinas's thinking, one 

must understand the 
relevant metaphysical 

categories being employed. 

Several comments on 
'potency', (potential; 

potentiality) are in order.
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William Lane Craig

Logical Potency 
vs. 

Metaphysical Potency

William Lane Craig

"There's absolutely no biblical 
grounds for this stronger doctrine 
of divine simplicity [of Aquinas]. In 
fact, I'm convinced that the strong 
doctrine is not simply unbiblical. I 
think it's positively anti-biblical. … 

The idea that God has no 
potentiality seems to me to be 

obviously false scripturally 
speaking because God has the 

ability, the potential to do all sorts 
of things that He isn't actually 

doing. So, clearly God has 
tremendous, unlimited potential." 

[William Lane Craig, "Divine Simplicity Q&A with William Lane Craig and 
Ryan Mullins,  available at 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=piu1kehXf58]  

First, there is a difference 
between logical potency and 

metaphysical potency. 

Logically, something may be 
possible (or potential) in as 

much as it is not a contradiction.
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Aristotle
(384 BC-322 BC)

"The possible, 
then, in one sense, 
as has been said, 
means that which 
is not of necessity 

false."
[Metaphysics D (V), 12, 1019a30, trans. W. D. Ross, in Richard McKeon, ed. The 
Basic Works of Aristotle (New York: Random House, 1941), 766]

Aristotle
(384 BC-322 BC)

"'Potency' then means the 
source, in general, of change or 
movement in another thing or in 
the same thing qua other; e.g. 
the art of building is a potency 
which is not in the thing built, 

while the art of healing, which is 
a potency, may be in the man 

healed, but not in him qua 
healed."

[Metaphysics, D (V), 12, 1019a15 - 1019a20, trans. W. D. Ross, in Richard 
McKeon, ed. The Basic Works of Aristotle (New York: Random House, 
1941), 765]
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William Lane Craig

Active Potency
vs. 

Passive Potency 

William Lane Craig

"There's absolutely no biblical 
grounds for this stronger doctrine 
of divine simplicity [of Aquinas]. In 
fact, I'm convinced that the strong 
doctrine is not simply unbiblical. I 
think it's positively anti-biblical. … 

The idea that God has no 
potentiality seems to me to be 

obviously false scripturally 
speaking because God has the 

ability, the potential to do all sorts 
of things that He isn't actually 

doing. So, clearly God has 
tremendous, unlimited potential." 

[William Lane Craig, "Divine Simplicity Q&A with William Lane Craig and 
Ryan Mullins,  available at 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=piu1kehXf58]  

Craig is apparently unaware of 
Aquinas's distinction between 

active potency and passive 
potency.
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Responding to the 
Modal Collapse 

Argument 

The Modal Collapse Argument is 
an argument against the Doctrine 

of Divine Simplicity.

It seeks to show that if God is 
simple, then the creation 

necessarily exists.
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Modal Operator Symbols
 Necessity

translated: "Necessarily …" or "It is necessary that …"

 Possibility
translated: "Possibly …" or "It is possible that …"

Some General Symbols
~ Not 

translated: "Not …" or "Non …" or "It is not [ ] …" or "It is not the case that 
…" 
Thus, ~  means "It is not necessary that …" and ~  means "It is not 
possible that …"

 Therefore

The Modal Collapse 
Argument against 

Simplicity
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1. If God is simple, then God is identical to each of His 
attributes and acts.

2. If God is identical to each of His attributes and acts, then 
each of God's attributes and acts are identical to each 
other.

3. God's creation of the universe is an act of God.

4. God's necessity is an attribute of God. /  God's act of 
creation is necessary.

5. If God's act of creation is necessary, then creation is 
necessary. /  Creation is necessary.

6. Creation is not necessary. /  God is not simple. 

Responding to the 
Modal Collapse 

Argument against 
Simplicity
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 INVALID MODAL LOGIC 

1. 8 > 7

2.The number of planets in our 
solar system is 8. /  Therefore, 
 the number of planets in our 
solar systems is > 7.

 ILLICIT DESIGNATOR 

1. God exists.

2.God is identical to His act of 
creation. /  Therefore, 
creation exists.
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1. Lois Lane believes that 
Superman can fly.

2. Superman is Clark Kent. /  
Therefore, Lois Lane believes 
Clark Kent can fly.
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 ILLICIT UNIVOCITY 

1. God exists.

2.God is identical to His act of 
creation.

3.Therefore,  creation exists.

Ryan Mullins

"On the classical 
understanding of God, 

theologians will say that 
all of God’s essential 

properties are identical to 
each other, and identical 

to the divine nature, 
which is identical to 
God’s existence." 

[Ryan Mullins, "The Doctrine of Divine Simplicity," 
https://theopolisinstitute.com/conversations/the-doctrine-of-divine-
simplicity/ accessed 10/15/21]
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Ryan Mullins

"On the classical 
understanding of God, 

theologians will say that 
all of God’s essential 

properties are identical to 
each other, and identical 

to the divine nature, 
which is identical to 
God’s existence." 

[Ryan Mullins, "The Doctrine of Divine Simplicity," 
https://theopolisinstitute.com/conversations/the-doctrine-of-divine-
simplicity/ accessed 10/15/21]

Mullins fails to factor in Aquinas's doctrine 
of analogy in terms of which the 

distinction is recognized between (1) 
what is affirmed about the nature of God 

and (2) the limits of how the nature of 
God is apprehended by the human 
intellect through God's revelation of 

Himself in creation.

 Romans 1:20 
"For since the creation of the world His 

invisible attributes are clearly seen, being 
understood by the things that are made, even 
His eternal power and Godhead, so that they 

are without excuse," 

Edward Feser

Properly understood, the doctrine 
does not say that power, 

knowledge, goodness, essence, 
existence, etc., as they exist in 
us, are identical. Rather, it says 
that there is in God something 

that is analogous to power, 
something analogous to 

knowledge, something analogous 
to goodness, etc., and that these 

“somethings” all turn out to be 
one and the same thing. 
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Edward Feser

“Power,” “knowledge,” 
“goodness,” etc. are merely 
different, analogously used 

descriptions we use in order to 
refer to what is in God one and 

the same reality, just as (to 
borrow Frege’s famous example) 

the expressions “the morning 
star”and “the evening star” differ 
in sense while referring to one 
and the same thing (the planet 

Venus).
 [Edward Feser, "William Lane Craig on Divine Simplicity," 
https://edwardfeser.blogspot.com/2009/11/william-lane-craig-on-divine-
simplicity.html, accessed 10/15/21]

James E. Dolezal
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James E. Dolezal

"In light of the strong identity claims of 
the classical simplicity doctrine, some 
wonder what we are to make of the 
distinctions made among the divine 

attributes in our God-talk. Does not the 
real identity of these things in God 

render meaningless the distinctions we 
tend to draw among His attributes in 

our theologizing? In response, it 
should be observed that the 

distinctions we make among the 
attributes in our God-talk follow from 
the manner in which God’s perfection 
is revealed, not from the manner in 

which it exists in Him. 

James E. Dolezal

"Inasmuch as the language and 
imagery by which God reveals Himself 
in nature and Scripture draw upon a 

vast range of really distinct perfections 
in the created order, so likewise 

human speech about Him tends to 
follow the same route in the 

distinctions it makes. Each attribute, in 
its distinction from all others, enables 
us to glimpse a sliver of the perfect 

fullness of God’s being. The manner in 
which we know and talk about His 

perfection does not—indeed, 
cannot!—correspond univocally to the 

way God is in Himself. 
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James E. Dolezal

"Rather, in revelation He refracts 
through the prism of creation and 

history His perfect fullness of simple 
being. What is simple in Him thus 
appears to us under the form of a 

spectrum of distinct virtues. 
[James E. Dolezal, All That Is In God: Evangelical Theology and the 
Challenge of Classical Christian Theism (Grand Rapids: Reformation 
Heritage Books, 2017]


