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			Foreword

			The natural sciences offer a rich account of how the universe around us coheres and functions, enabling us to grasp something of its deeper structure and nature. Unsurprisingly, many have found the study of nature deeply satisfying as an end in itself. Others, however, while valuing the natural sciences as a way of understanding how our universe works, feel that something deeper is required—something that is able to offer a satisfactory account of the beauty of our world, and to open up the deeper question of what it means.

			These questions have long been addressed by Christian theology, which has developed a rich and satisfying account of how the rationality and beauty of nature are framed by the vision of reality, which lies at the heart of the Christian gospel. Writers such as Thomas Aquinas and Bona-venture in the Middle Ages, and Jonathan Edwards in colonial America, have made significant contributions to our reflections on how we might correlate the perceived beauty of the world and the greater beauty of God. Dr. Lisanne Winslow has taken this conversation further in this carefully argued book, which invites its readers to set out on a journey of aesthetic exploration and theological appreciation in the company of Emil Brunner and Jonathan Edwards, unfolding a Trinitarian theology of nature and allowing it to illuminate and transfigure what we see around us.

			The term “natural theology” has found wide acceptance to designate lines of inquiry about the relation of the natural world and God. Some understand natural theology to designate the process of reasoning which begins from the complexity or intelligibility of nature, and argues that the most satisfactory explanation of such natural qualities lies in God as its creator. Others have suggested that natural theology is better understood as a theologically informed way of beholding the natural world, which offers a more satisfying account of its depth and elegance than that offered by the forms of philosophical naturalism, which are so often, and so inappropriately, appended to the scientific method. Such an approach affirms the coherence and rational transparency of the natural world, while holding that these are best framed and comprehended through the theoretical lens of Christian theology. This approach does not aim to deduce the existence of God from the observation of nature, but rather affirms and explores the capacity of the Christian faith to make sense of what is observed.

			Dr. Winslow develops this theme in this work, setting out how a Trinitarian theology of nature provides a rationally and imaginatively satisfying account of our world. As a professional biologist, Dr Winslow is well-placed to appreciate the beauty and complexity of the natural world, and reflect on its deeper implications. At one level, her study witnesses to the importance of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity, and affirms the wisdom of those such as Karl Barth and Karl Rahner, who urged its retrieval after a sustained period of neglect in the nineteenth century. Yet the most important theme of her study is the vision of nature, which such a theology affirms and unfolds. Her choice of dialogue partners is wise and considered. Emil Brunner has long been neglected, largely because he was unfortunate enough to stand in the shadow of Karl Barth. Dr. Winslow’s retrieval of his scriptural exegesis of nature makes it clear that Brunner needs to be given greater attention in theological accounts of nature.

			Yet many will feel that Dr. Winslow’s deft and illuminating use of Jonathan Edwards is perhaps her most significant contribution to a Trinitarian theology of nature. In his own day, Edwards was noted for both his reaffirmation of the doctrine of the Trinity in an increasingly rationalized culture, and for his account of the affective aspects of our engagement with nature. As Edwards makes clear in his Religious Affections, we do not simply understand nature; we feel its beauty and depth. By bringing these two aspects of Edwards’ thought together, Dr. Winslow helps us generate what we might term a “semiotics of nature”—a point made with particular clarity in her discussion of “Natural Types and Antitypes.”

			There is much to be gained from a close reading of this work. It reinforces the growing interest in the retrieval and reconfiguration of natural theology, both as a legitimate and productive theological enterprise in itself, and also as an interface between the natural sciences and Christian theology. In particular, Dr. Winslow develops Edwards’ affective approach to the natural world to generate a spirituality of nature, rooted in a Trinitarian vision of reality yet capable of engaging the sense of beauty and depth that so many experience on contemplating the natural world. This is a book which opens up fresh intellectual and spiritual vistas for exploration. I hope that others will find it as engaging and stimulating as I do.

			Alister E. McGrath

			Andreas Idreos Professor of Science and Religion

			Oxford University

		

	
		
			Preface

			I recall as a young PhD student in cell biology at Rutgers walking into my advisor’s office. I had just been observing motile immune cells of a sea cucumber under the microscope moving about with what looked like directed intentional motility to me. With no food, chemotaxis, or predatory pressures in the medium of the microscope slide to influence their behavior, the cells were free to move on their own volition in real time. In my observations, it seemed that the cells were making “decisions” regarding directionality and speed of movement. Sometimes two cells would encounter one another, pause, slide over one another in a kind of mutual exploration and then go their ways. What I was observing appeared as though the cells had a deeper kind of “knowing” or awareness beyond chemical stimuli. Careful not to anthropomorphize the cells’ behavior to what might very well be random motility, I did what any cell biology doctoral student worth their weight in salt does: I formulated a hypothesis.

			So, on that day I walked into my advisor’s office with the intent to design an experiment to test cell consciousness. I explained my observations carefully and methodically. I outlined my hypothesis and my experimental approach to test it. My advisor keenly listened, nodding a time or two, interjected with the occasional “Hmmmmm . . . I see.” When I was finished and proposed to test my hypothesis, he peered over the rim of his glasses, glared straight at me and said, “Leave my office and don’t ever talk to me of this nonsense again.” I was chastised into the methodological naturalism of my discipline, which firmly demarcated the lines of what was “science” and what was not. Questioning the metaphysics of cellular consciousness was not.

			Now you might think that the adamant discouragement of, and humiliation involved in, asking these kinds of questions would have deterred me from exploring them, particularly at such a formative stage in my scientific development. Well, it did not. In fact, it sent me into an interior world within my own head where thoughts and ideas about the natural world, its physics and metaphysics, particularly involving biological systems, had deep theological underpinnings. After my post-doctoral fellowship at Harvard Medical School, and as a young faculty member at Boston University, I had developed a kind of dualistic way of being—my external life was compartmentalized into two parallel, and very separate, tracks. There was the one track of being a marine cellular immunologist, studying the biochemistry, immunology, and cell biology of marine invertebrates, and the other parallel track was my life of faith, participating in ecclesial activities and personal spiritual practice. It was in the confines of my interior world that the two tracks crossed and became one convergent highway of God’s divine acting in and through the structures that were created, the molecular pathways and processes that I was teaching to my biology students, and researching in my laboratory.

			However, I could not write grants to test the hypotheses that were building up in my brain. I had to write grants regarding how sea urchin blood clotted or how hemoglobin was transported within the invertebrate water-vascular system. However, as God’s wise leading would have it, I was connected with the Science and Religion program at BU under the direction of Dr. Wesley Wildman. Dr. Wildman contacted my department to recruit a cell biologist to teach cell and molecular biology to doctoral students studying the intersection of science and theology. Out of all the faculty in my program, I was the only one who eagerly volunteered. This was the early 1990s when the emerging discipline of Science and Religion was taking flight. So, there were people who thought like me after all. I found a home and a community.

			Again, as God’s wise leading would have it, I was able to flourish at the University of Northwestern in St. Paul, Minnesota, a Christian liberal arts institution where I have been a professor for eighteen years now. Northwestern is really a gem of a school, dedicated to the integration of faith and learning in all of the academic disciplines, including the sciences. Originally, my colleagues in marine biology out east scoffed at me for even thinking of moving to the mid-west to a small Christian college. “Lisanne, look at the map—you are as far from an ocean as you can get anywhere on the continent of North America! As a marine biologist you are committing professional suicide.” My walk of faith had taught me to trust God’s leading. In fact, moving to Minnesota was not professional suicide, but the exact opposite. I was able to travel to world oceans with my students to do fieldwork with echinoderms, which included a Fulbright to Japan, and I was able to have a robust laboratory with a room full of aquaria and a whole lot of seawater. However, and most importantly, I was able to pursue the questions that were incubating in my mind since my early graduate school days and before. At Northwestern, I was given the support and freedom I needed to integrate biology and theology. With the enthusiastic support of the administration, I was able to develop a full undergraduate program in Science and Theology including an academic minor, a seminar series once per month, and a full research program for undergraduate students under faculty in both the Department of Biology and Biochemistry, and in the Department of Biblical and Theological Studies as well.

			I realized what a unique position I was in, and wanted to do it well. In order to do so, however, I was lacking one important and key ingredient: theological training. It was a decade ago that I went back to seminary “in my spare time.” The education I received at United Theological Seminary, leading to theological training and ministry ordination, became the foundational groundwork for my doctoral studies in Divinity and Systematic Theology at the University of Aberdeen. It was under the guidance and direction of my second PhD supervisor, Dr. Phil Ziegler, that I was eagerly invited to ask those theological and metaphysical questions that had sent me with tail between my legs twenty-five years earlier.

			Thinking about the workings of the natural world, and the meaning embedded in its structures and mechanisms has been a life-long pursuit beginning, not only when I was a graduate student at Rutgers, but when I was a nine year-old girl living in New Jersey exploring the changing biology in the pond in my yard. I had many afternoon walks in the woods with my younger brother and sister, or alone. I felt something when I was out there, something I simply did not have the vocabulary to articulate, nor the spirituality to connect it. The biology I learned by becoming a scientist. However, it wasn’t until seminary that I was introduced to the theology and mystic spirituality of Jonathan Edwards where I finally felt I had a kindred spirit in my understanding of the natural world as a revelation of the divine. Edwards, an eighteenth-century Congregational minister, used his theology of nature in sermons over the course of his ministries in Northampton and Stockbridge, and illustrations from nature were instrumental in the Great Awakening in American Religious History. As an ordained Congregational minister myself, I have brought to my own congregations this kind of Edwardsean experiential spirituality involving direct experiences in nature accompanied by contemplating messages embedded in its mechanistic complexities.

			This book, A Trinitarian Theology of Nature, is my understanding of what nature is, what the role of science is toward that understanding, and most importantly, what I believe comprises the multidimensional glorious communication that the Love that Created intended it to be. You will have to read the rest of this book to see my few meager thoughts on this, but I will give you a teaser, the very teaser that Jonathan Edwards gave me. More than just the stage upon which the plan of redemption is played out (as Calvin put it), the whole of nature is God’s Trinitarian divine acting and Self-revelation. As a biologist I study and research its structural platform. But these many years engaging with the natural world as I have done, I have come to know it and love it as a communication of divine attributes and spiritual truths to creatures (beings called human) who were fashioned to receive it. Nature itself is a story of the God who out of infinite agape reaches to them every moment through the very world they encounter. We only need eyes to see and an open heart to receive the deep, beautiful, spiritual dimensions that the Love that Created will reveal to us. It is not all pretty roses and snowflakes. Although these are part of its mysterious beauty. It involves pain, suffering, loss. It involves resurrection, regeneration to new life, salvation. It is indeed a gospel of nature.

			LW

			The Fourth Sunday after Pentecost, 2019

		

	
		
			Introduction

			Traditional Natural Theology left in its legacy several theological problems needing to be revisited. In a contemporary scientific age, the question becomes, can there be an account of nature in terms of scientific and theological views? It might seem from experimental science that all there is to any mechanism are states of some physical system standing in structural and “causal” relations to other states. From the standpoint of science, establishing a statistically-significant regularity by repeated experimentation entitles one to claim to have explained the mechanism. Thus, basic science according to the scientific method is limited to a description of physical states of a system based on measured values such as mass, charge, spin, etc. These physical descriptions are extremely valuable and form the basis of experimental and theoretical science as such.

			However, the physical descriptions in and of themselves cannot give a complete picture of a physical system or mechanism. In other words, as we shall explore later in this book, contemporary physicists are telling us that a purely scientific ontology (grounded in the four fundamental forces acting on entities) cannot completely and rigorously account for productive causation all the way down to bottom out levels of matter and energy. A complete explanation would have to identify not only the physical descriptions of what is going on in the mechanism, but how it is so from a metaphysical or ontological understanding. Perhaps the challenge was put best in 1935 by Albert Einstein who wrote to Schrödinger that the real difficulty lies in the fact that physics is a kind of metaphysics; physics describes “reality.” However, as Einstein so eloquently put it, we do not know what “reality” is; we know it only by means of the physical description. Saying what reality is—having an account of the nature of the fundamental entities that are presupposed by a particular scientific theory—is not something that can be settled scientifically or mathematically. Rather, as Einstein seems to be implying, saying what reality is will inevitably involve religious and philosophical views.

			In the chapters that follow, I will explore this idea by arguing that the findings of science and the mechanisms operating in nature simply reveal ways that God acts, according to His plans and purposes. What emerges above and over other views is a re-evaluation of Emil Brunner’s Doctrine of Creation alongside the creation metaphysics of Jonathan Edwards framing the natural world as divine action, and a concomitant active divine communication to the creature. Using this understanding of creation as a foundation, a new constructive view is presented here. This brings forth a fresh theocentric construct overcoming the anthropocentric starting point inherent in older views.

			Thus, appealing to a theistic view, not by trying to recover an outdated 19th century Natural Theology or to insert a “God of the Gaps” explanation, but engaging with a new Theology of Nature may provide, as Swinburne and others have rigorously shown elsewhere, as an inference to the best explanation of ontological commitments.1 As Alister McGrath states,

			the scientific enterprise often focuses on the empirical, on surface phenomena, passing over the deeper structures and meaning of the world.2

			And again,

			The key to . . . the orderliness of nature is ultimately expressed in the basic mathematical laws of the natural sciences. Swinburne offers an inductive and probabilistic approach, which sets out to determine whether theism offers a superior account of such regularities in nature than does its alternatives.3

			Perhaps as both McGrath and Swinburne suggest, consideration of a contemporary, scientifically consistent theistic view may promise a better, more complete ontology of nature.

			The argument is taken up by opening the discussion to inherent theological problems in Natural Theology. A brief discussion of Karl Barth’s vehement rejection of this “way of knowing God through natural science” in his famous polemic against Natural Theology is presented to set the framework alongside Emil Brunner’s assertion that God can indeed be known from nature. I explore more of Brunner’s creation dogmatics drawing an interesting parabola between Brunner’s assertion that creation is God’s divine communication with Jonathan Edwards’ views along similar lines. The idea is put forth that perhaps more of Brunner’s ideas and insights serve a new Theology of Nature appealing to the Christian faith in a Triune God as a lens of revelation. This is affirmed by Alister McGrath who says it this way,

			This is not to be understood as an attempt to deduce the existence of God from observing nature, but as showing the capacity of the Christian faith to make sense of what is observed. Natural Theology emphasizes the resonance between the intellectual framework offered by the Christian faith and observation; it does not set out to prove any core element of that faith and observation; it does not set out to prove any core element of that faith from an appeal to nature.4 

			For McGrath, there is a naturally occurring “resonance” between current theories in science and observations in nature, confirmed by the fundamental themes of Scripture and the Christian faith. Thus, the premise for the argument here begins with the foundation that revelation of God in and through the natural world does not supplant God’s revelation in Scripture, nor revelation of God in the Incarnate Son, but rather is part of a unified, consonant revelation. However, an inherent problem in Natural Theology placed humankind at the epicenter, thus attempting through human effort and reason alone to find God. This view is turned up-side-down, placing God at the epicenter, reaching to humankind through revelation. In this way, a theocentric approach is proposed whereby God initiates revelation of the divine self, both through the Incarnate Son, and through the natural world. We will explore how these two revelations are unified and consonant, albeit different in essence and function in communication of divine attributes to the creature, and importantly, soteriologically. Only God can reveal God, only God can save, and in the Christian tradition, this is the triune God of the scriptures. Thus, the contemporary view of nature presented here is a Trinitarian Theology of Nature.5

			The argument continues to explore the position of how God is communicating to the creature, and precisely what is being communicated. The possibility is considered that analogies are embedded in the structures of the actual world. These analogies, pointing to divine truths, are not mere metaphors constructed by human minds. Rather these analogies were intentionally embedded into the structures and mechanisms of nature by God as part of God’s intended plan for the world. These analogies eternally exist as ideas in God’s mind, and are thus ontologically real. All things that God intended to create, containing messages of the divine Self and all spiritual things, are communicated into the structures of the creation, moment-by-moment in a continuous creation. This is where an exploration of the analogies in nature draws again on Edwards, who wrote extensively about a novel typological method of understanding the physical world.6 

			In addition to being a theologian and pastor, Edwards was also well read in the science of his day and wrote extensively on various subjects. This knowledge of modern science gave Edwards the keen advantage of constructing a creation metaphysics that included a natural typology from the biblical scriptures and scientific knowledge. Edwards’ method is brought forth to provide a useful methodology for framing God’s communication through the natural world. Edwards proposed natural typology as a language of God, which intended to convey spiritual, biblical, and theological messages to the creature. We are calling these types in nature, onto-types, pointing to their ontological antitypes which constitute actual spiritual and divine things. It is argued that onto-types are ontologically real prefigurings or types since they originated in the Divine mind with the intent to communicate knowledge of the Divine Self to the creature through what has been made (Romans 1:20). It is proposed that nature, as communication and revelation, is, in its most brute and ontological sense, a Divine action. In this way, relying on Brunner’s insights once again, a bridge between natural knowledge of God and revealed knowledge of God is proposed as a natural-revealed knowledge: God reveals Himself by and through his works. Using this line of theological reason, based on the commands in Scripture, perhaps Brunner won the debate after all is said and done.

			I argue that these messages in nature are intentionally woven, by God, into the fabric of the structures and mechanisms of nature (as discovered by science), in order to reveal God’s invisible qualities, eternal power, and divine nature in ways that creatures can comprehend with the intellect, as well as the heart. Alister McGrath puts it this way:

			Might nature be studded with emblazoned clues to its meanings, and human minds shaped so that these might be identified, and their significance grasped? Nature is here understood to have the capacity to represent and to speak . . . it might be “instressed” with the signs and symbols that point to its wise meaning. 7

			McGrath attests, as did Edwards, to the intentional, embedded spiritual language of nature, a language that human minds have been fashioned to understand.

			One might take all this as a complex unfolding of Romans 1:20, as stated above, perhaps to recover the cry of the psalmist who declared,

			The heavens declare the glory of God;
	the skies proclaim the work of his hands.
Day after day they pour forth speech;
	night after night they reveal knowledge.
They have no speech, they use no words;
	no sound is heard from them.
Yet their voice goes out into all the earth,
	their words to the ends of the world.8

			This Scripture instructs that the natural world declares the glory of God: we are told that the natural world “pours forth speech” and “reveals knowledge.” We are encouraged to press into a revelatory faith that can unblock the eyes of understanding that can be enlightened in such a way that although nature does not use words, its metaphorical “voice” has something vital to communicate, “into all the earth . . . to the ends of the world.” Nature is speaking. Exactly what nature is speaking is explored here, in order to fully comprehend what the Creator wants for us to know. The goal is to discern one consonant unified revelation in both the Book of Nature and the Book of Scripture that is continuously communicating God’s Trinitarian, redemptive, identity of Being to all humankind, to all God’s creation. Thus, we may view this divine communication as a gospel of nature.

			With the typological method grounded in Divine revelation, the contemporary view of Divine action, Divine Compositionalism, is proposed as a preferred view to account for God’s actively willing into existence and communicating/emanating the knowledge and glory of God into the very structures of the creation. This willing and communicating (as modes of divine action) in the form of natural types also includes the divine act of revealing those real-ized types and their antitypes to created minds. In this way, nature itself holds a three-part unified appropriation of divine acting: willing, emanating/communicating, and revealing. Such a tripartite divine action theory reflects in some way the Trinitarian essence of God’s divine acting, trinitarianly, in and through the structures of the natural world. Jonathan Edwards proposed such an idea of God’s Trinitarian acting in his 1745 sermon, “Of God the Father,”

			The whole Trinity is concerned in every work of God. All the persons of the Trinity are concerned in the creation of the world. Each person [of the Trinity] has a distinct part, and as it were, sustains a distinct character and charge in that affair. They are all not only concerned as joint actors and co-workers in the affairs of creation but each has a distinct part in the affair assigned to him. There is this order that is observed by the persons of the Trinity in their acting in all affairs pertaining to the glory of the Godhead in the creation of the world.9 

			Here, Edwards is putting forth the idea that in terms of the ontological reality of creation, each person of the Trinity “has a distinct part, in the affair assigned to him.” Edwards seems to be saying that the Father, the Son, and the Spirit each play a distinct role, while remaining perfectly unified, in divine action to produce the cohesive whole of the creation as we encounter it.

			As such, a constructive Trinitarian Theology of Nature is proposed where each person of the Trinity is viewed as acting coordinately and compositionally, out of infinite divine Love, in what we, as humans, experience as the natural world. Nature is not God: nature is God’s acting in willing structures into being, communicating the divine Self through what has been made, and revealing such knowledge to the creature. This is for the ultimate end of the creature receiving the fullness of divine love, and delighting in it. A constructive Trinitarian Theology of Nature expounds three separate, but unified discourses: a Theo-logy of Nature, a Christology of Nature, and a Pneumatology of Nature.

			I argue for a theological ontology of the natural world where scientific discovery can inform what nature is, regarding descriptions of structures, events, and processes, while addressing the theological/metaphysical question of how nature is so. In order to explore this methodologically, a simple scientific mechanism is presented, the solubility of NaCl, in terms of its metaphysics of divine action, as well as typologically in onto-type messages embedded in the multistep reactions leading to ionization of Na+ and Cl- from halite salt embedded in rock. This is done through an account claiming that what science discovers is God’s commitment to act and to communicate of the divine Self to the creature. As such, natural and revealed knowledge of God are viewed synergistically as a single natural-revealed knowledge of God. In this construct, the Father wills eternally real ideas into existence, the Son communicates/emanates knowledge and glory of God into the structures of the creation in the form of natural types, and the Spirit reveals those real-ized types and their antitypes to created minds. Knowledge of the Divine was intentionally embedded in nature by God before the foundation of the world and is grasped through divine revelation of Christ through the work of the Holy Spirit. In this way, God’s Trinitarian powerful and magnificent glory is not merely displayed by what has been made, but is received and intimately shared in a gospel of nature.

			
				
					1. Swinburne, The Existence of God. Here, Swinburne appeals to Leibnitz’s Principle of Sufficient Reason, stating that there must be an explanation for everything that exists. Since the scientific ontology alone cannot provide a complete explanation of how things are the way they are—not what they are or why they are the way they are—an alternative, more coherent explanation must exist. He appeals to an a posteriori premise based, p-inductive argument providing supporting concepts and truths that add to probability and decrease incoherence. From his argument, a theistic explanation provides inference to the best possible explanation with the least inconsistencies.

				

				
					2. McGrath, A Fine-Tuned Universe, 4.

				

				
					3. McGrath, A Fine-Tuned Universe,18.

				

				
					4. McGrath, A Fine-Tuned Universe, 20, 27–28.

				

				
					5. Much of the work presented in this book was taken, in part, from D’Andrea-Winslow, Lisanne, “A Great and Remarkable Analogy: A Trinitarian Theology of Nature.” PhD diss., University of Aberdeen, Scotland, 2018.

				

				
					6. This work is found in many of Edwards’s writings including throughout his Miscellanies, in Religious Affections, in his Two Dissertations, and in numerous sermons. However, the main source of this work would be Jonathan Edwards, Images of Divine Things.

				

				
					7. McGrath, A Fine-Tuned Universe, 3–4.

				

				
					8. Psalm 19:1–4.

				

				
					9. Edwards, “Of God the Father,” in Sermons and Discourses 1743–1758, 145–46.
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			Consonance in Nature Points 
to a New Natural Theology

			The Enlightenment’s Natural Theology viewed the natural world as “nature,” a self-operating machine running on pre-established natural laws created by God, the design of which could be known by the methods of science. God’s role in a God-world relation, if such a role was ascribed, rested minimally in sustaining laws of nature and perhaps maximally in conserving or concurring with ongoing autonomous operations of the natural world and the universe. The quest of Natural Theology on this view was two-fold: first, to prove the existence of God through the complexities found in nature, and second, to know God by reason alone through the methods of natural science. However, this method of “finding and proving God” was unfruitful and problematic on several accounts.1

			Since then, many theologians have taken up the task of constructing a new and better understanding of Natural Theology given the need for a theological understanding of the natural world in terms of Scripture and contemporary science. Detailed and exhaustive historical analyses of Natural Theology and its inherent beliefs and problems have been published elsewhere; therefore, I will refrain from providing an exhaustive discussion here.2 Building upon the recent work advancing a new version of Natural Theology, it is important to distinguish points of retention and points of departure from traditional Natural Theology. Perhaps points to retain from Natural Theology might include some of the following:

			
					the doctrine of an all-powerful, Creator-God,

					the Creator-God created an orderly natural world to be knowable,

					there exists an important Creator-creature distinction,

					affirmation of the natural order is included in God’s redemptive plan in Christ.

			

			However, as we shall see in the forthcoming chapters, a contemporary reconstruction of Natural Theology must diverge on more than a dozen significant theological issues.3

			The task at hand, then, is to begin by addressing the two failed basic precepts, namely, proof of God’s existence through nature, and knowledge of God through autonomous scientific reason. The first of these two precepts was debunked by the 18th century, harkening to the famous response by Pierre Laplace in1792 after he published his Mechanics of Planetary Motion using only the constants of gravitational pull, the cooling and condensing of solar gasses, and orbits of moons with no reference at all to God or divine intervention. When questioned by Napoleon why there were no references to the Creator, Laplace famously replied, “I had no need of that hypothesis.”4 Explaining causation in the universe by scientific mechanisms alone, Laplace and others gave science, and by extension, the universe, autonomy from the idea and intervention of God. This created a tension that resulted in both sides of a debate embracing views straining against reconciling scientific discoveries with theological explanations.

			The second construct needing to be addressed was that of humankind knowing God through reason and science alone; human reason was the only reliable way to discover knowledge of God. This anthropocentric construct put humankind in the control seat, with the power and ability to find God on man’s own terms and in man’s ability. Paul Molnar addresses this “realist theology” in claiming that “unless theology begins from a center in God himself and unless it is controlled by the reality of God himself throughout, it becomes little more than mythology, or the projection of our human wishes based on experience onto reality, resulting in fantasy and not perception of reality.”5 Here, Molnar is expounding on Thomas F. Torrance’s robust claim that humanity can never find God by such a scheme, since knowledge of God is “beyond ourselves” by God’s own design. Torrance writes, “That is the primary element in the knowledge of the Lord God Almighty, the determination of our knowledge of Him from beyond ourselves by the very goodness and Lordship of God.”6 In other words, such a quest will lead to an anthropomorphic projection of a god that is weak, disconnected, and who behaves and reacts as humans do. This “god” will never be satisfying because it is a construct of humankind’s own thinking, imagination, and need. Here, in an anthropological effort to find the knowledge of God, is where Torrance diverges from theologians such as Schleiermacher and Feuerbach. He writes,

			That was the problem of Schleiermacher. By his doctrine of the feeling of absolute dependence he sought to express the fact that God is ontologically and divinely independent of us, and that our knowledge of His presence is a pure finding . . . on our part.7

			And again,

			It was not difficult for Feuerbach to show that ‘theology’ of this kind is only a form of ‘anthropology.’8

			Torrance is making a claim that knowledge of God is precisely and utterly a matter of God reaching to humankind, not the reverse: only God can reveal God. The premise or claim of Natural Theology as humankind’s quest to attain the knowledge of God through exacting reason and scientific methodology alone is debunked on theological grounds.

			Natural Theology left in its wake unsolved theological dilemmas. For example, scientific findings and theological explanations have been marginalized since the Galileo Trial of 1633, with efforts in contemporary times to find a workable relation between the two. Even before Laplace made his scientific assertions without the inclusion of a Creator, Imanuel Kant proposed a similar “nebular hypothesis” for the early formation of planets. However, Kant attempted to provide a different angle in which no conflict could occur between scientific discovery and religions views.9 He held that there are limitations in the methods of science that “leave room” for religious beliefs. Leaving room for theological beliefs reinforces a divide between the two disciplines, implying an inherent categorical separation between what science discovers and what theology reports of God’s divine relation to the world.

			However, understanding the God-world relation and discoveries in the sciences harkens back to St. Bonaventure’s exposition between the “law” of nature and the “law” of Scripture.10 How might one accurately relate contemporary science and theology, given the history of Natural Theology with its inherent flaws and weaknesses? One way toward this end might be to first expand Ian Barbour’s classical treatment of the ways of relating “Science and Religion.”11 Barbour’s work, which was groundbreaking in the late 1990s, outlined four possible ways of relating the “warring siblings” of Science and Religion, they are: 

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1. Conflict

						
							
							Science versus theology

						
					

					
							
							2. Independence

						
							
							Science or Theology

						
					

					
							
							3. Dialogue

						
							
							Science can talk with Theology

						
					

					
							
							4. Integration

						
							
							Science integrated with Theology12

						
					

				
			

			The framework of this list reflects the tensions between science and theology that Natural Theology was unable to overcome. The conflict stage of Science and Religion, which arose out of disputes with the medieval Church and scientific discoveries, gave way to the “independent stage” of a deistic naturalism in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.13 Concomitantly, during the independence stage, there was a major tour de force in each discipline. The almost immediate widespread acceptance of evolution in the late nineteenth century removed the necessity of an acting God in the universe given the evolutionary heritage of biological diversity observed on the earth. Likewise, modern theology tended toward adopting deism, (mere) conservationism, and in some circles re-asserting concurrentism, as preferred accounts of God’s divine acting in the world.14

			On these accounts, a truncated, diminished view of God and a consequent powerful, independent creature was left as an inheritance. This “diminished Creator” and “independent creature” was severely rejected famously by Karl Barth in his dialectic theology and loud Nein! to Natural Theology.15 However, despite an early twentieth century neo-orthodox attempt to offer a corrective, the next phase in relating Science and Theology emerged supporting dialogue between the disciplines, which has moved rapidly in recent years toward integration. As unresolved tensions remain, left in the wake of Natural Theology’s failure, many strong and scholarly avenues of research in Theology and Science as a discipline have emerged that leave much room for refined theological analysis in light of contemporary science. This has provided somewhat of an improvement, advancing the discussion a bit further. However, the task of trying to concretely decipher accepted and nuanced meanings of such terms as Natural Theology, New Natural Theology, Theology of Nature, Scientific Theology, Theological Science, and so on, is evidence of this muddy ongoing pursuit. There indeed is a need for a new species of Natural Theology; one that offers a precise constructive theology of nature and accounts for all of the failed points left from Natural Theology’s legacy.

			In advancing Natural Theology, Alister McGrath suggests a new destination for “seeing nature,” in order to behold what is actually there, without superimposing a futile attempt at proving that nature, in and of itself, provides its own interpretation. Neither is this the work of an appeal to prove God through the complexities of nature. Rather, this speaks to a novel way of seeing nature, a new method of discovery that appeals to the Christian faith in a Triune God as a lens of revelation and knowledge. McGrath asserts,

			This is not to be understood as an attempt to deduce the existence of God from observing nature, but as showing the capacity of the Christian faith to make sense of what is observed. Natural Theology emphasizes the resonance between the intellectual framework offered by the Christian faith and observation; it does not set out to prove any core element of that faith from an appeal to nature.16

			For McGrath, there is a naturally occurring “resonance” between observations and mechanisms in science confirmed by the fundamental truths of the Christian faith. The basic premise here suggests that a new breed of Natural Theology based on contemporary observations and data in the natural sciences, consonant with foundational scriptural truths of the Christian faith, offers the best explanation of what is seen.17

			In light of this analysis, then, we can add the final stage to Ian Barbour’s ways of relating Science and Theology:

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							1. Conflict

						
							
							Science versus theology

						
					

					
							
							2. Independence

						
							
							Science or Theology

						
					

					
							
							3. Dialogue

						
							
							Science can talk with Theology

						
					

					
							
							4. Integration

						
							
							Science integrated with Theology18

						
					

					
							
							5. Consonance

						
							
							Science and Theology are ontologically unified

						
					

				
			

			In a fifth and final category, Consonance, provides a way to resolve the long struggle that has attempted to relate God and nature by trying to say what the relation is between two bodies of knowledge and method: Science and Theology. This category advances the discussion by reversing the issue; perhaps it is better to say how Science and Theology are related on the grounds of how God is related to nature. In this way, the fifth category, Consonance, avoids trying to relate God and nature through two disciplines of knowledge. Consonance as a new view proposes that Science and Theology as disciplines are not in conflict, have never in actuality been so, and are not, in actuality, independent of one another because they are ontologically unified. 

			The proposal of a constructive new kind of Natural Theology embracing consonance must engage with contemporary science in ways that earlier conceptions of Natural Theology simply could not, particularly in the post-enlightenment era where science intentionally disengaged with theological explanations altogether. The first step is re-defining the epicenter from a previous anthropocentric to a current theocentric starting point.

			Table I. What Is New in a New Natural Theology Compared to Natural Theology (Chapters of the book addressing each issue are in parentheses.)

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Key Issue

						
							
							Natural Theology

						
							
							A New Natural Theology as a Trinitarian Theology of Nature

						
					

					
							
							View of the Natural World

						
							
							As “Nature,” an independently operating machine running on pre-existing natural laws sustained by God (Chapter 1)

						
							
							As “Creation,” fully contingent upon God’s divine acting and sustaining, containing instressed messages of the Divine essence and character (Chapters 1, 2, 3, 7, 9)

						
					

					
							
							Theological Starting Point

						
							
							Man’s quest to prove the existence of God and to know God through reason and scientific discovery alone. (Chapters 1, 2)

						
							
							God’s sovereign plan to communicate to humankind through revelation in Scripture and through the natural world

							(Chapters 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 13)

						
					

					
							
							Foundational Theological Construct

						
							
							Science can prove the existence of God (Chapters 1, 2)

						
							
							Science reveals consonances in the natural world; it communicates God’s Being-in-essence and God’s acting (Chapter 3, 6)

						
					

					
							
							Role of Science

						
							
							Reliable Method for humankind to Know the workings of nature and to know God (Chapters 1, 2)

						
							
							The Vehicle ordained by God to reveal himself through his works

							(Chapters 8, 9)

						
					

					
							
							Relationship Between Science and Theology

						
							
							Independent

							Conflict

							Dialogue

							(Chapter 2)

						
							
							Consonance

							(Chapter 13)

						
					

					
							
							Worldview

						
							
							Deistic/Theistic

							(Chapter 1)

						
							
							Theistic

							(Chapters 1, 6)

						
					

					
							
							View of Scripture

						
							
							Unreliable Source due to emerging biblical criticism (Chapter 1)

						
							
							God’s Word-wholly reliable

							(Chapters 2, 3)

						
					

					
							
							Ways of Knowing God

						
							
							Through Reason Alone

							(Chapter 1)

						
							
							Through Scripture and Nature

							(Chapters 1–3, 8–12)

						
					

					
							
							Views of Divine Action

						
							
							Deism

							Mere Conservationism

							Concurrentism

							(Chapter 3)

						
							
							Occasionalism

							Concurrentism(?)

							Divine Compositionalism

							(Chapters 3,6)

						
					

					
							
							Laws of Nature

						
							
							Operate independently of God’s control, yet can be adjusted by God as needed

							(Chapters 1, 2, 3)

						
							
							Cannot operate independently or have aseity, only God is a se

							Natural Laws are God’s faithfulness

							(Chapters 3, 6)

						
					

					
							
							God-World Relation

						
							
							Nature and its mechanisms are independent of God, operating like a machine

							(Chapter 1)

						
							
							Nature and its mechanisms are fully contingent on God moment-by-moment

							(Chapters 1–2, 8–9)

						
					

					
							
							Creator-Creature Relation

						
							
							Creature’s independent efforts alone are enough to discover God: from “below to above”

							Anthropocentric

							(Chapters 1, 2)

						
							
							Creator reaches to the creature in revelation through Scripture and nature: from “above to below”

							Theocentric

							(Chapters 2, 4)

						
					

					
							
							Ontology of Nature 

						
							
							Nature holds information about nature itself, its inherent complexity reveals a Divine intelligence, a “Watchmaker”

							(Chapter 1)

						
							
							Nature itself reveals God’s invisible qualities, power, and Trinitarian essence, nature is God’s Divine self-disclosure to the creature

							(Chapters 3–13)

						
					

					
							
							What Nature Reveals

						
							
							Complexity, Order, Precision, Mechanism, Mathematics

							(Chapter 1)

						
							
							The Complexity, Order, Precision, etc are a language ordained by God to convey messages of God’s character

							(Chapters 8–13)

						
					

					
							
							Function of the Creation

						
							
							The stage or theater for God to enact his plan of redemption

							(Chapter 2)

						
							
							The stage or theater for God to enact his plan of redemption and the means to reveal himself (condescend) to humankind, the analogia with which God bridges the finitum non capax infinitum 

							(Chapters 2, 6)

						
					

					
							
							The Role of Christ

						
							
							As Revelation of God and Redeemer. No function in nature per se (Chapter 1)

						
							
							As Revelation of God and Redeemer, and Creation was created through, by, for and in Christ. Nature is fully Christological

							(Chapter 11)

						
					

					
							
							On Analogy

						
							
							No particular view is held

						
							
							Analogia entis can be applied to nature

							(Chapters 6–7)

						
					

					
							
							Account of the Trinity

						
							
							Does not account for the Trinity in nature

							(Chapters 1, 5)

						
							
							Fully Trinitarian account of nature. All of God’s Trinitarian essence is revealed in the creation

							(Chapters 5–6, 10–13)

						
					

					
							
							Doctrine of Creation Biblical Starting Point

						
							
							Genesis 1–2

							(Chapter 4)

						
							
							John 1:2–3

							Col 1:16

							Rom 11:36/ Rom 1:20

							Heb 1:3

							(Chapters 3–13)

						
					

				
			

			
				
					1. See n. 19.

				

				
					2. For excellent historical discussions on the precepts of Natural Theology in its theological strengths and weaknesses, refer to, Barbour, Religion and Science; Barbour, When Science Meets Religion; McGrath, A Scientific Theology: Nature, Volume 1; Brunner and Barth, Natural Theology; McGrath, A Fine-Tuned Universe; McGrath, Emil Brunner: A Reappraisal. Refer to Table I. Each point listed is derived from among these references.

				

				
					3. See Table I for a comparative summary of points proposed for a new Natural Theology. 

				

				
					4. Barbour, Religion and Science, 35.

				

				
					5. Molnar, Thomas F. Torrance: Theologian of the Trinity, 32.

				

				
					6. Torrance, Theological Science, 37.

				

				
					7. Torrance, Theological Science, 31.

				

				
					8. Torrance, Theological Science, 32.

				

				
					9. Torrance, Theological Science, 45–47 for an excellent historical discussion of Kant, Hume and the inherent unity of science and religion in the theory of knowing. 

				

				
					10. See St. Bonaventure of Bagnoregio, Works of St. Bonaventure, 8.

				

				
					11. Note, historically, the dialogue between science and theology was referred to as “Science and Religion.” More recently in contemporary dialogue and scholarship “theology” is preferred over the use of the word “religion.”

				

				
					12. Barbour, Religion and Science, 77–105.

				

				
					13. Mason, “Science and Religion in 17th Century England,” 32–33.

				

				
					14. For a comprehensive and thorough historical discussion of the progression of the Doctrine of Creation and Natural Theology with its theological implications, I refer the reader to McGrath, A Scientific Theology: Nature, Volume 1, Chapter 4.

				

				
					15. The English translation of the original pamphlet by Brunner and the response by Barth in one volume: Brunner and Barth, Natural Theology. This debate will be taken up in a later chapter.

				

				
					16. McGrath, A Fine-Tuned Universe, 20, 27–28.

				

				
					17. McGrath, A Fine-Tuned Universe, 20, 27–28.

				

				
					18. Barbour, Religion and Science, 77–105.
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			Reversing the Quest

			God Is the Epicenter Communicating to the Creature

			A clue to resolving the tension of a right God-world relation is precisely where Natural Theology and a new Natural Theology diverge. The underlying basis for Natural Theology was grounded in man’s pursuit of the knowledge of God, and proof of the existence of God grounded in the methods and findings of natural science. This placed humankind at the epicenter of the pursuit of science as a method for humankind to discover God. It was an anthropocentric view permitting humankind independent access to the Divine in and through humankind’s own ability. Alternatively, a new Natural Theology would need to overcome this error by first acknowledging that there is no way for humans to cross the gap between the finite and the infinite by one’s own efforts through science, or any other means. This raises the question of finitum non capax infinitum, or, can the finite comprehend the infinite? It is only God who can bridge the gap. Through divine revelation, God can reveal the infinite to the finite, who are thereby made capable of receiving by God’s Spirit alone. It can never be the reverse. Unlike Natural Theology, which was anthropocentric, a new form of Natural Theology places God’s own revelation at the center, and is theocentric—overcoming the tension of finitum non capax infinitum with infinitum capax finitum. That is, claiming God’s supremacy and intentional condescension to humanity. 

			Science, then, in a new Natural Theology, rather than being at the epicenter, becomes the vehicle for human reception of God’s communication of divine things through his works. In this way, we may concur with Thomas Torrance in that, “natural science and theological science are not opponents but partners before God, in the service of God.”19 This reversal of the God-world relation, by rightly placing God at its epicenter, is paramount because it consequentially shifts the function of science from being man’s active conduit to the divine, to God’s way of disclosing to the creature. This becomes a fully theocentric construct in that God reaches to the creature in revelation of himself through what has been made, rather than the creature’s efforts through rational enquiry. It is God who communicates himself in and through the natural world. This notion is supported in Scripture by the claim made by the Apostle Paul in Romans 1:20,

			For since the creation of the world God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature—have been clearly seen, being understood from what has been made, so that people are without excuse. (Italics mine)

			In this reversal, God is rightly placed at the epicenter of a God-world relation in which only God can reveal knowledge of his works and knowledge of his divine attributes. However, movement from an anthropocentric to a theocentric starting point is only important if we see the profound theological significance of such a vantage point. The operating premise here is that there is only one underlying reality, and only one way for the one true God to be found; ultimately, when God reaches to the creature. Molnar encapsulates Torrance’s position nicely here by affirming again exactly how Torrance stands apart from theologians such as Schleiermacher, Bultmann, and even Tillich in that, “All of Torrance’s thinking, including his approach to the Bible, as already mentioned, depended on this scientific understanding of theology which refused to allow creatures to set the agenda for the truth of theology precisely because God alone was the one who set that agenda by his own actions as Lord, Creator, Reconciler and Redeemer.”20 This designates an essential core that Torrance, in his understanding of God’s communication and self-disclosure, relies upon a recurring theme expressed throughout Scripture; only that it is God who sets the agenda, reaching to out his people in order to speak to them, to draw them, to heal them, to love them, and to save them.21 This is a fully “above to below” theology, beginning with God, and God’s Self-revelation to the creatures, who have the capacity to receive, all in order to give glory to God. 

			Affirming an “above to below” theology, a new Natural Theology abandons an anthropocentric “below to above” starting point which positions intellect and apprehension as the initiation of knowledge of God, as if it originated in man’s intellect, and was brought “up” to God to be revealed. As Keith Johnson says of Barth’s understanding of “above to below,”

			When he read Blumhardt, Barth believed that he finally had found a thinker who ‘starts out from God’ rather than climbing upwards to Him by means of contemplation and deliberation’. This ‘above to below’ movement was new to Barth.22

			And again,

			This work of God, Barth says, is something that ‘breaks forth’ and ‘prevails’ upon the earth from heaven--from above to below—but, even so, it manifests itself primarily within and through the human will.23

			In this way, knowledge of God is illuminated revelation, originating in God, through the use of human intellect, which God himself fashioned to be tuned to such understanding, as Rodney Holder states, “Because created rationality is contingent and not self-subsistent, it points beyond itself to God.”24

			Having God at the epicenter, communicating and reaching to his creatures is significant in that it opens an entirely new way of understanding the natural world and all of creation as a communication of God: everything that exists testifies to the Creator who creates by performative and effective speech—through an activity that is communicative of God’s glory . . . God’s work has to be understood as communicative action, even when it is not expressed as divine speech.25 In a new and expansive way of understanding just how God reaches to the creature, we see nature itself as God’s “communicative action.” This begs the question of what God is communicating through his “performative” works? Scripture gives us the answer in Romans 1:20, that is, God’s invisible qualities—His eternal power and divine nature. There is an underlying assumption in the two phrases found in Romans 1:20; “have been clearly seen” and “being understood.” Both phrases imply a communication of God’s self in and through the creation, in which the creature has been given a divinely ordained capacity to understand. “Have been clearly seen,” καθορᾶται (kathoratai) implies to discern clearly. This word, interestingly, is only used in Romans 1:20 where its meaning also holds the idea of one looking down, investigating from a higher vantage point. This seems to be indicating a deep, discerning insight into the knowledge of God. Likewise, “being understood,” vοούμενα (nooumena), holds the connotation to conceive, apprehend in order to make a final conclusion. John G. Cook, in his article, “The Logic and Language of Romans 1:20,” shows that Paul’s use of the word vοούμενα in this passage was a deliberate use of a word typically employed by philosophers in the Hellenistic culture of that time. He states, “vοούμενα was a word almost exclusively used by philosophers, and could appear in context where mind processes perception.”26 The Latin word 
numen is derived from this word carrying the connotation of spiritual, mysterious, or awe-inspiring understanding. This implies that the creature, being made in the Imago Dei, has the capacity for this spiritual discernment and understanding about God, an apprehension of God, from what has been made, ποιήμασιν (poiēmasin). So, perhaps we can say it this way: Since the beginning of creation, from the ποιήμασιν (poiēmasin), or that which has been made in the creation (referring in the Greek to God’s workmanship), God has given humankind the capacity to (1) καθορᾶται (kathoratai) clearly discern, and (2) vοούμενα (nooumena) spiritually apprehended in order to make a final conclusion about God’s invisible qualities, his eternal power, and divine nature.27

			The foundational premise of Natural Theology was correct in one respect that God can be known from the creation, but the epicenter of that knowledge was reversed. Only God can make the infinite known to the finite. The finite, in its own capability, cannot know the infinite. We shall see in a later chapter that the original Greek in Romans 1:19 also verifies that knowledge of the divine which is clearly discerned (kathoratai) and being understood (nooumena) is revelation of God, and not humankind’s quest to find and discern. This reading of Romans 1:20 also implies that God, who is at the epicenter of all creation communicating the divine qualities, power and nature, has an intent for this communication, “so that people are without excuse.” Such a communication does not amount to mere propositional knowledge, but rather, a life-changing experience of God’s unfailing, faithful love; an encounter with the living God. Christoph Schwöbel summarizes this concept as, “The whole of creation is an ordered network of communicative relationships in which being and meaning are intrinsically connected.”28

			Karl Barth would weigh in here with an alternative read of this all-important passage. In his commentary on the Book of Romans, Barth takes the position in Romans 1:18–20 that the works of God, that is—the creation itself, distinguishes God from ‘No-God.’ The attitudes of this world have posited a ‘No-God’ stance denying or diminishing the everlasting power to which the creation rightly attests. Barth says, “The clearly seen works of God speak of his everlasting power and they have already risen up in protest against the ‘No-God’ . . . of this world.”29 Barth sees the preeminent message of this passage to be to deny one’s arrogance in thinking one can know anything of God, thus putting ourselves on the same level as the Creator. He says, “Rather than see in his light . . . we allow him to become a light . . . seeking to find in things their own light.”30 I would agree with Barth on this point, that indeed creation itself is not the light, but rather contains the knowledge of the Light pointing to the One who illuminates it for what it actually is.

			Toward this end, knowledge of God in the creation, known as the “created light,” functions to illuminate and communicate the essence of God to the creatures. However, the creation itself, autonomously, cannot reveal, only God speaks of God, as Hunsinger states, “Who can reveal God except God himself”?31 In much the same way as the human creature is made capable by God of apprehending, so the creation is made capable by God of serving as a way of divine speaking. In other words, the created light can be made capable of revealing the Uncreated Light only by the Uncreated Light.32 In this way, we see a relation between God making the creation capable of revealing knowledge of Himself, and the creature being made capable by God to receive this revelation. We can draw an analogy here to God’s self-disclosure in Scripture, in which the book itself, technically understood, and for all intents and purposes, is only ink on a page (finite), yet is illuminated and made meaningful by God’s Spirit (infinite) to the human heart and intellect (finite). Perhaps, we can draw a similar understanding of God’s free self-disclosure through the natural world. Nature, taken technically, is composed of multi-layered coordinated structures of matter and energy (finite), yet is illuminated by God’s Spirit (infinite) to the creature (finite). Thought of in this way, nature is internally an illumination of God, just as we find in Scripture; an act of divine speaking made known through revelation to the creature.

			Rodney Holder suggests that what is uncovered in scientific discovery can become a means within which the Uncreated Light imparts revelatory self-disclosure in the created light. Human understanding of the invisible attributes of the divine through the natural world, then, does not originate in man’s intellectual capacity, but fully and solely in divine love.33 In the infinite goodness of God, whose disposition it is to disseminate his glory and goodness, comes forth the emanation of divine knowledge, as Holder continues, “a certain knowledge of God is available to all, whether members of the Christian community or not, through God’s revelation of himself in nature.”34

			This posits God fully at the epicenter of his creation, revealing his own truths to the creature. Torrance also affirms the idea that God is at the epicenter of revealing himself in that nature is “made to talk,” by the act of the living, active God who lovingly communicates his own self-disclosure to us, and in so doing “He gives Himself to us.”35 Here again, emphasis falls on the idea that it is God who is Self-disclosing through the act of nature. Such a construct proposes a new species of knowing; an exploration of discovery, through the rigors of basic scientific and biological mechanisms in the natural world, as a “language of God.” In this way, nature as revelation is put forth in a language placed in the creation by God, to be revealed by God, and received by human creatures. All for the glory of God.
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			A New Natural Theology 
Is a Gospel of Nature

			In further distinguishing an “above to below” new species of Natural Theology in terms of God communicating to the creature through the natural world, a different lens emerges. In this view, scientific findings and discoveries are understood through the lens of God communicating to the creature, reaching out to the creature by messages embedded in the natural world. McGrath puts it this way, 

			Might nature be studded with emblazoned clues to its meanings, and human minds shaped so that these might be identified, and their significance grasped?36

			And again,

			Nature is here understood to have the capacity to represent and to speak. So how might nature disclose its meaning? . . . .it might be “instressed” with the signs and symbols that point to its wise meaning.37

			In light of McGrath’s assertions, an important issue for a new Natural Theology emerges. The task lies in discovering and receiving these “instressed” signs of meaning in the natural world. There is a fundamental assumption here: that such instressed messages exist and that the Creator lovingly and intentionally embedded messages within every level of the creation in order to lead the creatures into deeper union with Himself; indeed, a gospel of nature. 

			We now explore how a gospel of nature could support Torrance’s invitation to re-open the book of nature as a portal into this new language; the language of the natural world. This “voice” was previously believed to be “mute” except to the intellect of scientific inquiry. Now, however, this language of nature, this “voice”, is speaking in a far grander, informative species of knowing. We revisit Psalm 19:1-4;

			The heavens declare the glory of God;
the skies proclaim the work of his hands.
Day after day they pour forth speech;
night after night they reveal knowledge.
They have no speech, they use no words;
no sound is heard from them.

			Yet their voice goes out into all the earth,
their words to the ends of the world.

			This leads us to ask, what are the heavens declaring? What proclamations are the skies pouring forth? A new Natural Theology will seek answer these queries thusly: The voice going out into all the earth pouring forth speech is proclaiming knowledge of God’s invisible qualities, his eternal power, and divine triune nature, interwoven within scientific structures and mechanisms, placed in the creation by God, in order to communicate knowledge and glory of himself to humankind. To affirm God’s moment-by-moment acting, sustaining the universe by the word of his power, and communication to intelligent beings embedded within the discoveries of natural science is to move beyond descriptions of physical systems. Science itself becomes an investigation of divine action and Self-disclosure that is nature as creation. The language of the natural world is proclaiming the gospel, the good news of God reaching to man, in scientific truths about mechanism, and process, molecules and ecosystems, inherently holding in its mysteries the self-communication of the Divine. Torrance declares,

			Here our fact is the living God, the active, willing and loving God, who communicated himself to us, and it is through his self-communication and self-disclosure that he gives himself to us. . . . It may be worth pausing here to note a parallel to this in exact science. We have said that the kind of fact we have in the natural world is mute and is only made to talk as it comes to cognition and expression in our rational experience . . . this rationality of nature objectively transcends our experience of it . . . we are ready to let it speak for itself.38

			In this passage, Torrance creates a direct link between the eloquence of nature and God’s communication of Himself. We are ready to let nature speak, not of itself, but of the living, active God. Torrance is inviting us to walk into a flourishing expansion of our apprehension of the absolute greatness of God. Few of us, as Strachan and Sweeney lament, “have too large a view of God. Most of us have far too small a view of God and his goodness.”39

			God reveals, as Torrance says above, “his self-communication and self-disclosure so that he gives himself to us.” God gives “himself to us” out of divine and supernatural love as He reveals Himself in the knowledge and beauty of the creation. And why would not we think that God would do this? Jonathan Edwards put it this way: “The works of God are but a kind of voice or language of God, to instruct intelligent beings in things pertaining to himself. And why should we not think that he would teach and instruct by his works in this way as well as others, viz. by representing divine things by his works, and so pointing them forth, especially since we know that God hath so much delighted in this way of instruction?”40 According to Edwards, the natural world is a language of God, given to teach us of Himself. Why should we think that God would not instruct us in this way? Why would we think that God would not reveal to us God’s invisible mysteries, God’s eternal power, and Divine loving nature through what has been made, when Scripture itself instructs us that He will? Reading the language of nature, then, construes such a gospel testimony of nature, where the living, all-loving, and powerful God comes to creatures in a language they can understand, embedded in the natural world within which they exist. Torrance draws witness to the role of man as the interpreter of nature, one that requires faith: “but whatever is not-God is laid open by God Himself as set in the creation of man, and which faith makes clear to him, that man can fulfill his function as an interpreter of nature.”41 Again, we see the reassertion here that it is God who has the plan to lay open and disclose, to reveal what God has set in the creation. Humankind was created to receive and appropriate that revelation by faith. Our next task, then, is to ask, how can it be that ontic reality holds simultaneously two revelations, one in the natural world, and one in Scripture? Can we invite a new understanding into Karl Barth’s opposition to any revelation outside Christ? A new version of Natural Theology must begin with Scripture and demonstrate the unified consonance between the revelation of God we find embedded in the natural world and the revelation of God in Scripture, particularly in the Incarnate Son. 

			Scriptural Consonance: Revelation of God in the Language of Nature and in the Incarnate Son

			In order for a new version of Natural Theology to construe nature as God’s communication, we must show how, and in what ways, this reconciles with God’s revelation of his ways, his character, and his divine plan in the Scriptures, and, most importantly, with God’s Self-revelation in the Incarnate Son. In the medieval scholastic tradition, St. Bonaventure claimed, “For it is by faith that we believe that the world was fashioned by the Word of life. By faith we believe that the periods of the three laws followed each other in a most orderly way; namely, the law of nature, the law of Scripture, and the law of grace.”42 According to St. Bonaventure, the law of nature, the law of Scripture, and the law of grace, each founded by and formed for the Word of Life (Christ) should be understood continually as God’s self-disclosed revelation, yet each having a different function. In God’s created order, the law of nature laid down God’s Self-disclosure in “shadows, echoes, and pictures . . . of that eternal source proposed to us for the contuition of God.”43 The law of Scripture and the law of grace both reveal God, in that “in them as in mirrors we can see the eternal generation of the Word, the Image, and the Son eternally emanating from God the Father.”44 According to St. Bonaventure, it is nature and the Incarnate Son (as attested in Scripture) that serve the function to disclose the knowledge of God, differently yet coordinately, by and through the act of God. 

			Likewise, according to Emil Brunner theology has forgotten that the knowledge of God through the Scriptures and through the creation cannot be two separate entities, but constitute one unified knowledge of the God whose end is communication of Himself: “It forgot that the Church bears this ‘treasure’ (of revelation) in ‘earthen vessels’; it confused the vessel and the content, the knowledge of God and the knowledge of the world.”45 This theme is, in fact, deeply embedded in Reformed theology,

			Meanwhile let us not be ashamed to take pious delight in the works of God open and manifest in this most beautiful theater. For . . . it is not the chief evidence for faith, yet it is the first evidence in the order of nature, to be mindful that wherever we cast our eyes, all things they meet are works of God, and at the same time to ponder with pious meditation to what end God created them.46

			Calvin asserts that the created order attests to the Creator God and the end for which God created. The Creator Self-discloses the fullness of his own glory and divine nature in two critically important ways: through the incarnation of the Son, and in the works of the creation itself. These are not two separate revelations of God. They are one unified, consonant revelation, albeit different.

			By consonant we mean that the two revelations of God are in agreement with one another, they are perfectly harmonious. Both reveal the knowledge and glory of God. Scripture teaches that the Son is the perfect representation of the Father.47 Jesus attested to the fact that He, in his divine Self, reveals the knowledge of God in his reply to Philip in John 14:9,  “Don’t you know me, Philip, even after I have been among you such a long time? Anyone who has seen Me has seen the Father.” Jesus, in his own intimate prayer with the Father in John 17:22, also instructs us that He reveals the glory of God, “I have given them the glory that You gave Me, that they may be one as We are one.” In these passages, Scripture attests that Jesus, in his being, teachings, and actions, reveals the knowledge of and glory of God. Likewise, Scripture declares that the creation reveals the knowledge of God and the glory of God.48 These Scriptures attest to the knowledge and glory of God present in the created order, in the whole earth. Both the Hebrew כָּבוֹד (kabod), and the Greek δόξα, (doxa) found both in the Septuagint and the New Testament, are repeatedly used to convey the emanation or communication of God’s fullness, abundance, honor, and splendor, in reference to both nature and the Son. In terms of the translated use of the word “knowledge” of God, there is a parallel between the reference to “knowledge of God” found in John 14:9,“Don’t you know me, Philip . . .” and in Habakkuk 2:14, “For the earth will be filled with the knowledge of the glory of the Lord.” The Septuagint translation of knowledge in Habbakuk is γνῶσις (gnosis), derived from the same Greek word used in John 14:9 which has the connotation to come to know, recognize, perceive through experience. This is contrasted with other Greek words used repeatedly in the Septuagint and the New Testament for knowing such as ἐπίγνωσις (epignósis) which implies recognition, or οἶδα (oida)which is to become aware, to know about someone. From this, we can deduce that Scripture itself indicates in the original languages that there is a consonant harmony between knowledge and glory of God revealed through the works of his hands and in the incarnate Son.

			Keith Johnson further supports the notion that the whole creation is just as much Self-revelation of God as the incarnate Jesus, that the divine Self-disclosure in and through the natural world is the same “above to below.” He writes, God ‘becomes Himself’ in the incarnation . . . the whole of creation is an ‘incarnation-cosmos’ (Menschwerdungskosmos) and is just as much a self-revelation of God as the incarnate Jesus Christ was, because the direction of the revelation is the same: ‘above to below.’”49 In this way, just as the incarnate Christ was part of the natural world, fully divine and fully human, the revelation of God through the natural world can, likewise, be a revelation of God without violating the supremacy of Christ or an understanding of God’s divine, free, Self-disclosure. However, consonance in the two sources of revelation of God’s glory and knowledge of the divine attributes does not imply equivalence. They are consonant, but different. The “weight” or significance of the revelation of God in Christ and in the natural order are different and have different functions in God’s plans and purposes for the world. The Son reveals the knowledge of the Father and communicates this in his life, his teachings, healings, and miracles. Jesus is  fully human and  Jesus is also fully divine. He is the glory of God, redemptively conveyed in his suffering and death on the cross and victoriously in the power of his resurrection from the dead. In Matthew 9, Jesus tells the teachers of the law, who were inwardly accusing Him of blasphemy, “So that you may know that the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins . . . take up your mat and go home.” Jesus in his humanly being is revealing the knowledge and glory of God, and is, in his divinity, ὁμοούσιος, (homooúsios) “one in being with the Father” as declared in the First Council of Nicaea. Only God can forgive sins, only God has the power to redeem.

			The natural world, on the other hand, can reveal the knowledge and glory of God, yet it is not ὁμοούσιος (homooúsios), not “one in being” with God. Nature as such is not God. Otherwise, we would have to endorse pantheism. Perhaps we can recover use of the term ὁμοιούσιος (homoiousios) when referring to the “glory of God” that fills the earth, having similarity, not identity. Nature is not divine, but it gives us an authentic analogy of the knowledge of the divine.

			In turning to the function of nature as a revelation of God, the Scriptures speak abundantly of the creation and God’s relation with it. For our purposes here, Scriptures relating God and the creation might be categorized under five general categories.50 They are:

			1. 	God created the universe. It is the work of his hand

			2. 	God owns the universe and everything in it. 
Everything belongs to Him

			3. 	God knows all of the creation intimately, and cares for it

			4. 	The creation rejoices and worships Him

			5. 	The creation reveals/displays God’s glory, divine nature, 
eternal attributes 

			If we take up the final category, The creation reveals/displays God’s glory, divine nature, eternal attributes, we can see that there are numerous Old and New Testament passages that testify to God’s glory being revealed in and through the works of God’s hands. God’s own glory covers the creation and fills the creation, as God Himself tells Job, “But ask the animals, and they will teach you, or the birds in the sky, and they will tell you; or speak to the earth, and it will teach you, or let the fish in the sea inform you” (Job 12:7–8). Scripture itself implies God’s revelation exists in and through the creation.51 Since the creation is not ὁμοούσιος (homooúsios), as Christ is, perhaps it can be understood as ὁμοιούσιος (homoiousios). Nature cannot save, but can point and give witness to the One who does. In the next chapter, we will explore just how nature reveals the knowledge and glory of God by revisiting some of Emil Brunner’s insights on nature and grace.
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			Perhaps Brunner Wins the Debate After All

			In taking up the task of exploring the essence and function of nature as divine revelation, one must ask, is there really any residual hope for a new Natural Theology after Karl Barth? We recall Barth’s strong, and even vehement, opposition to Natural Theology and how this opposition has lingered since. However, in an effort to revisit and reframe the true value of the Barth-Brunner debate on Natural Theology, Alister McGrath suggests that the argument was really one about revelation. He says, “In the first place, this was not really a debate about natural theology at all. The issues under consideration primarily concerned the implications of the doctrine of creation, the nature of revelation and the capacity of humanity to discern and respond to that revelation.”52 This is an astute insight. What Barth was opposing was any revelation outside of Jesus Christ. What Brunner was arguing for was that God can indeed be known from what has been made. Which position is correct? Can nature reveal God? Forrest Clingerman opens a similar argument with the question, “[ Can] we “read” nature such that it can be characterized as revelation”?53 In other words, can we now, in a new construct of Natural Theology, validate that nature can indeed be a source of revelation? This is a poignant question, and the answer must include theological ground for doing so in light of the 1930s Barth-Brunner debate which will be briefly explored below.

			However, before we begin, let us position ourselves. The debate regarding God’s revelation in nature continues in an ongoing quest for the answer. Even some contemporary views struggle with this question as evidenced even in something as simple as a web Bible commentary on Psalm 148.54 The commentary exegetes the Psalm as a laud, the creation itself gives voice of praise to the Creator, wherein all creatures by becoming after their own createdness echo and reflect the Divine glory, participating in the glory of God. Yet, as beautiful as this commentary is, leading the reader to “the loftiest consciousness of faith united with the grandest contemplation of the world,” the commentary seems to back-step as if it is committing a kind of theological faux pas, and goes on to then ask, “Does this overstep a boundary”? It is my contention that we do well to note that as we have previously seen, Scripture itself bears witness to nature “speaking” and “praising,” communicating and participating in the divine glory, telling the “reader of nature” something of the divine Love that created the world. And, as we have already shown, reading the divine language of nature is not an exercise that the creation, or humankind, can do in and of itself. Revelation of God can only come from God.

			To provide a valid theological justification of the claim that creation can reveal God, the first item on the table is to briefly re-frame the Barth-Brunner debate. McGrath in his book, Emil Brunner: A Reappraisal, declares that these short pamphlets were not the defining moment in the discussion of Natural Theology. Although serving an important place in the history of theological discourse on nature, it was not, in fact, a landmark discussion. It consisted of “hastily written tracts neither of which can be said to have fairly represented the opposing position, nor even have given an adequate account of the author’s position.”55 In fact, as we have stated above, McGrath goes so far as to defend that the “polemic debate” was not really about Natural Theology at all, but rather it was a debate about “the nature of revelation, and the capacity of humanity to discern and respond to that revelation.”56 Emil Brunner, in the Christian Doctrine of God, addresses the debate with Barth and frames the debate along similar lines. Brunner says it this way, “Now some theologians believed (mistakingly) that their denial of a “theologia naturalis” obliged them also to deny the reality of the revelation in creation . . . The affirmation of a revelation in Creation has, in itself, nothing whatever to do with Natural Theology.”57

			Brunner here is getting straightway to the heart of the issue. Of course, the “some theologians” that he is referring to here, respectfully, is Karl Barth. In this quote, Brunner sees how Barth has intricately wrapped the concept of Natural Theology with that of God’s revelation in nature, which he describes as a doctrinal error when he added in parentheses “mistakenly.” Brunner delineates the assertions of Natural Theology as a separate theological construct from God’s revelation in nature. Barth’s real objection was an outcry against the modern tendency of sinful humanity to assert its independence, its own ability to discover and relate to God by its own choosing, in its own way, over and above God’s revelation in Christ. This was the core of Natural Theology, that is, for man in his own capabilities to “find and prove” God. The debate, then, was a contention over natural knowledge of God versus revealed knowledge of God. This was, in fact, the baseline premise of the dialectic theology movement at its core. 

			Natural Theology, categorically, became a vehicle for Barth’s movement even further toward a dialectic theology. McGrath states,

			Barth’s unhelpful universalization and essentialization of the category of “natural theology” fails to take account of the fact that it designates multiple approaches to the relation of God and nature, and is open to recalibration and redirection in response to criticism. The Barth-Brunner debate is best seen as an “in-house” discussion . . . reflecting the concerns of the dialectic theology movement.58

			Since Barth’s position is open to “recalibration and redirection,” (on McGrath’s suggestion) perhaps we can demonstrate here that Barth’s objection to Natural Theology’s anthropocentric vantage point in placing humankind at the epicenter of a quest to find God was offering a needed corrective. However, perhaps Barth pushed too far in demanding no other revelation of God outside of Christ alone; a stance that, as Brunner pointed out on several occasions, violates Scripture itself.

			Perhaps we can then take a more objective look at Brunner’s own Doctrine of Creation and how one might reconcile God’s revelation in the natural world as consonant with, yet not equal to, God’s revelation of the divine Self in the Incarnate Son. Brunner clearly and openly states, “A theology which intends to remain true to the Biblical witness to revelation should never have denied the reality of revelation in creation.”59 In light of this, McGrath asserts that Brunner offers a “legitimate Natural Theology” without the influences of National Socialism to which Barth was perhaps unconsciously reacting. This places Barth in proper historical context, allowing a proposed corrective to his high Christology, yet without diminishing God’s supreme revelation in the Son. To begin, let us turn to Brunner’s understanding of the revelation of God in the creation and see what it might have to offer us in terms of moving toward a new Natural Theology. 

			First, Brunner rejects theologia naturalis as a self-sufficient, rational system of natural knowledge of God. Here Barth and Brunner agree. Brunner calls forth a new form of Natural Theology relying on our reformed forefathers such as Calvin.60 Brunner argues the following in Nature and Grace, “God leaves the imprint of his nature upon what he does . . . the creation of the world is at the same time a revelation, a self-communication of God.”61 Second, Brunner argues for God’s revelation in and through the natural world, as attested in Scripture, not in threatening opposition to revelation in Christ, but as co-incident with it as ordained by God to communicate with his creation. Just as Christ reveals the nature and essence of the Father, “Anyone who has seen me has seen the Father” (John 14:9), so the entire created order was made to reveal God,

			We have said, it is true, that God, as He is in Himself, is the reason why there is a world at all. God’s being “-as-He-is-in-Himself” is at the same time the will to communicate Himself, His “being-for-us,” before we come into being. It is because He is “for us” that we have been created; it is because He wills to communicate Himself, that the world exists. But the divine decree of Creation is the content of the divine self-revelation.62

			The latter part of that quote is of great importance here. In Brunner’s hands, a Doctrine of Creation must include that the “divine decree of creation” that is, God speaking the world into existence, must include God’s divine Self-disclosure. Brunner says in The Christian Doctrine of God, “what sort of Creator would not imprint the mark of his Spirit upon his Creation?”63 Brunner is defending a supremely important doctrine that informs the believer of who God is—the Creator who communicates to his beloved creature. Brunner’s theological understanding of God is one of a divine communicator who out of gracious love an mercy make Himself known. Brunner states, “The God who makes Himself known to us in His revelation, who above all discloses his Name to us in the incarnation of the Word in Jesus Christ, is the God whose whole revelation is one sole movement of gracious condescension to man, an act of saving mercy.”64 It is imortant to note that Brunner not only includes God’s revelation in the Incarnate Son, Jesus Christ, but also the “whole revelation” of God as an act of God’s loving mercy. Brunner is profoundly clear in his Doctrine of Creation to indicate that God’s revelation is two-fold. He says,“God does not only reveal Himself through his Word in history, but also through his work in creation.”65 Brunner here is a forerunner of a true Theology of Nature that exceeds and surpasses any previous incarnation of Natural Theology. Brunner’s theology sets aside the erroneous anthropocentric stance of Natural Theology’s claims on man’s independence and places a correct understanding of nature itself. Brunner is making an assertion of what the natural world is. It is not only the stage for the human drama to unfold, and it is not only the summation of mechanisms and structures indicating how it functions and operates. Rather, nature itself is a direct comunication of God. Brunner summarizes this way, “Thus, we now see the connexion between Creation and Revelation. We can only speak of Creation on the basis of Revelation.”66 In Brunner, we unfold the theological grounds for overcoming the polemic against revelation in nature buried in the Barth-Brunner debate. Brunner makes a clear, biblical, theologically sound argument for the creation revealing divine things of God. Next, with this theological underpinning, we turn to the biblical text to substantiate Brunner’s theological assertions. 

			Scriptural Exegesis of Nature as Revelation of God

			Following Brunner’s lead, we explore how the “divine decree of creation is the content of divine self-revelation.” In what significant ways can we advance the discussion on the grounds that God’s eternal, invisible qualities and divine nature are revealed by God and can be known from the natural world?

			To answer this question, let us revisit Romans 1:17–20. In these familiar passages of Scripture, the Apostle Paul expressly uses three different Greek words for “reveal” as follows: 

			17For in the gospel the righteousness of God is revealed (ἀποκαλύπ-τεται, apokalyptetai)—a righteousness that is by faith from first to last, just as it is written: “The righteous will live by faith.”18The wrath of God is being revealed (ἀποκαλύπτεται, apokalyptetai) from heaven against all the godlessness and wickedness of people, who suppress the truth by their wickedness, 19since what may be known about God is plain to them (φανερὸν, phaneron), because God has made it plain to them (ἐφανέρωσεν, ephanerōsen). 20For since the creation of the world God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature—have been clearly seen, being understood from what has been made, so that people are without excuse.

			In the first two uses (vss. 17, 18) ἀποκαλύπτεται (apokalyptetai) is used to connote the revealing or uncovering of that which was hidden, namely, the righteousness of God and the wrath of God. This use of the word apokalyptetai is found in two other places in the New Testament, both in the context of something revealed that is yet to come (Luke 17:30; 1 Corinthians 3:13). The next two usages (vss. 19, 20) may offer an important distinction in Paul’s underlying meaning in this passage. In verse 19, the Apostle uses φανερὸν (phaneron) and in verse 20 he uses ἐφανέρωσεν (ephanerōsen). Each word holds a specific nuanced meaning and connotation in the Greek and each are used differently throughout the New Testament. The term φανερὸν (phaneron) implies being told information, or information being brought to light. This term is largely used in the Gospels where someone is warned by Jesus “not to tell” (see Matthew 12:16, Mark 3:12, 4:22, 6:14, Luke 8:17). However, ἐφανέρωσεν (ephanerōsen) holds the meaning and connotation of something being manifested, and is used in three other places in the New Testament, each of which refer to Christ manifesting the glory of God (see John 2:11, John 21:1, Titus 1:3). Now, if we extrapolate a bit farther, since in the ancient Greek there is no punctuation, what if the stop of the sentence is NOT after at the end of verse 19, but in the middle? That would significantly change the meaning of these verses so that verses 17–20 may be read this way:

			17For in the gospel the righteousness of God is yet to be revealed (ἀποκαλύπτεται, apokalyptetai)—a righteousness that is by faith from first to last, just as it is written: “The righteous will live by faith.” 18The wrath of God is yet to be revealed (ἀποκαλύπτεται, apokalyptetai) from heaven against all the godlessness and wickedness of people, who suppress the truth by their wickedness, 19since what may be known about God has been told to them (φανερὸν, phaneron).[Proposed sentence break here] On the very account that (διότι, dioti) God has manifested (ἐφανέρωσεν (ephanerōsen) to them 20 [that] since the creation of the world God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature—have been clearly seen, being understood from what has been made, so that people are without excuse.

			In this possible alternative exegesis, the idea is that the righteousness and wrath of God are yet to be revealed since what is known of God has been told, by way of dispensing information. But even so, people are still without excuse, because God’s revelation or manifestation of himself (a similar revelation in the Greek to that of his glory revealed in the Son) has been understood from what has been made. By the use of ephanerōsen, the Apostle is distinctly using a form of the word “reveal” that is also the very same word used elsewhere in the New Testament for the revelation of the glory of God in the Incarnate Son. The Apostle seems to have understood God’s revelation in nature as akin to God’s revelation in Christ. Therefore, Barth’s objection to no other ἐφανέρωσεν (ephanerōsen) of God outside of Christ is not true to the Scripture, which states that God ἐφανέρωσεν (ephanerōsen) through what has been made. Likewise, as Barth and Brunner both agree, Natural Theology wrongly assumed that man could find knowledge of God through the scientific discovery of natural world via φανερὸν (phaneron). But, and this is crucially important to a validation of God’s revelation in and through the natural world, Romans 1:20 shows that the mode of revelation of God’s divine nature, being know from what has been made, is ἐφανέρωσεν (ephanerōsen), the very same word in the Greek used for revelation of God in the person of the Incarnate Christ.

			Thus, the revelation of God in the natural world and revelation in the incarnate Son are of the same source since both reveal the knowledge and glory of God from “above to below.” These are not two different revelations but one consonant, unified message of the knowledge of God’s attributes and God’s glory, though they function differently. The Son shows us the image of God and manifests his glory, but by being one with the Father, He is of the same essence and has the power to redeem. The creation shows us the image of God and manifests his glory, but since it is not the same essence, the creation cannot redeem, but has been given the power to speak.67

			If we continue with this line of argumentation, then nature does have the power to convey knowledge of the Holy One, precisely because the Holy One intended it to be so. The debate concerning the validity of natural knowledge of God in relation to revealed knowledge of God is bridged in the sense that God is revealing his own divine attributes through the structures found in nature. It becomes not a contention between natural knowledge of God and revealed knowledge of God, but a unified, consonant natural-revealed knowledge of God. If we return to Brunner’s Doctrine of Creation we find Brunner bridging both natural and revealed knowledge this way: “The world as created by God can only be known through God’s revelation; but as created by God, it is the sphere of legitimate natural, or scientific knowledge.”68 Brunner strategically makes use of italics in certain key words in the above quote in order to emphasize the role of both revealed and natural knowledge in the created order. First, he says that because the world is created by God (“God” is in italics) it can only be known by revelation (revealed knowledge) since only God can reveal God. Then, he states that since the world is created (note that “created” is in italics) then it holds natural knowledge also in terms of what science discovers. The discussion is advanced showing that scripture indeed affirms that God reveals Himself through that which has been made. Perhaps we can claim, in fact, that Brunner won the debate after all.

			Before we leave this discussion, Brunner has one more crucial and fundamental point to add for our consideration. He claims that, “This world is, it is true, the creation of the triune God.”69 If we concede that God reveals God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature in what has been made, then such a revelation must reveal the Triune God. Paul Molnar states that there is a methodological sophistication of doing “Christian Theology” grounded in the Trinity,

			I myself like to think of the doctrine of the Trinity as the ultimate ground of theological knowledge of God, the basic grammar of theology, for it is there that we find our knowledge of God reposing upon the final Reality of God himself, grounded in the ultimate relations intrinsic to God’s own Being, which govern and control all true knowledge of him from beginning to end.70

			Thus, the next question becomes, can we move beyond Natural Theology into a new Trinitarian Theology of Nature? In order to be true to Romans 1:20, a contemporary Theology of Nature would reveal God’s invisible qualities, his eternal power and divine nature. Since God’s “divine nature” is triune as Father, Son and Spirit, then it must somehow account for the Trinitarian knowledge of God in the natural world.
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			The New Natural Theology 
Is a Trinitarian Theology of Nature

			In the previous chapter, we proposed that the message of Scripture and language of nature represent one unified revelation. Since, viewed through the lens of the Christian tradition, God’s very nature is a tri-unity between the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, then divine revelation in nature should reflect this. Said another way, embedded into the very fabric of the creation one should apprehend the reflection and revelation of the Trinity. If a new proposed version of Natural Theology cannot produce a constructive Trinitarian Theology of Nature, then it is not explicitly Christian, but is instead a theistic or even deistic Theology of Nature. As Molnar explains, “What this means in this context is that those who would try to know God from the works of creation are really no better off than the Greeks who do not know the revelation of God in Jesus Christ because then, in that approach, God is not known as the Father of his Son Jesus Christ.”71 Thus, a new Theology of Nature would be self-consciously Christological in setting it apart from previous incarnations of Natural Theology or schematic theologies of the natural world. In this way, a proper understanding of creation is only possible in light of a Creator God, the incarnation of the Son, and revelation of a consonant divine reality by the Spirit of Truth.

			Although theistic approaches to a theology of nature in other faith traditions may provide helpful insights into the ontic structure of the natural world in terms of God’s omnipotence and presence, McGrath asserts that the Christian tradition has something unique to offer. He states it this way, “A natural theology, when shaped and informed by the fundamental themes of the Christian tradition—in short, a Trinitarian natural theology—can act as a point of convergence between the Christian faith . . . and above all the natural sciences. A Trinitarian approach to natural theology allows the Christian faith to shine its own distinct intellectual light on the landscape of reality.”72 Here we see another important departure from Natural Theology, which was theistic but not necessarily explicitly Trinitarian. It is one matter to say that the Christian tradition offers insight into this discussion of the natural world, it is quite another to theologically decipher precisely how. 

			McGrath confidently asserts that a new version of Natural Theology that is to be constructed on contemporary terms invoking the natural sciences must be fully Trinitarian. He claims, “Natural Theology is therefore best understood as the enterprise of engaging and interpreting nature on the basis of the fundamental beliefs of the Christian tradition. It is the way of seeing nature that is made possible and made appropriate by the Christian faith. For this reason, it is a fundamentally Trinitarian and incarnational undertaking.”73 McGrath here stakes a claim to the Christian tradition as a preferred “way of seeing nature,” as a lens through which nature can most rightly be viewed and comprehended. He implies here that a new theological understanding of nature can “best” be grasped through that lens, in order to interpret its embedded messages as divine revelation.

			The strength of McGrath’s assertion is that it holds out the grail to be picked up and worked through in order to arrive at an understanding of the natural world informed by the Trinitarian essence of God through the lens of the Christian faith. As McGrath explains, “However, a Trinitarian natural theology does more than articulate a theology of nature; it also offers an account of the active and constructive role of the human observer of nature. A Trinitarian theology offers a rich ontology which generates and sustains an understanding not merely of nature, but also of the human engagement with nature as well.”74 McGrath seems to be implying that a Trinitarian theology of the natural world would offer a deeper ontology, one that would somehow involve and reveal all three persons of the godhead.

			In order to begin, we ask whether in fact Scripture supports a Trinitarian account of the natural world. In several key passages, Scripture indicates that all of the creation has been made in Christ, for Christ, by Christ and through Christ.75 Emil Brunner, drawing on these Scriptures and others, postulated that indeed, all of nature is understood Christologically. He writes, “Hence all that is taught in accordance with Scripture about the revelation of God in the works of creation, is to be understood Christologically.”76 Brunner’s didactic claim is particularly instructive here. Not only are we understanding nature as being created by God, but holding another dimension, one that involves Christ in its very inception. If such a paradigm pointing to a Trinitarian Theology of Nature holds, then nature should speak of Christ. Torrance affirms it in this way, “What we learn from the doctrine of creation interpreted through the incarnation, and thus interpreted in a Trinitarian way, is that the universe is ‘endowed with an openness, spontaneity and freedom which will always take us by surprise.’”77 

			As Torrance is suggesting here, scripture indeed indicates a strongly Christological connection with the natural world, far beyond the universe being created as the stage upon which the play of redemption is performed. In John 1:2–3 we read, “He was with God in the beginning. Through Him all things were made; without Him nothing was made that has been made.” The Greek word “through,” δι’ (di’), connotes passing through, by way of, by the instrumentality of.78 This means that all of the creation came into being by way of Christ. This is the same word used in John 1:10, “He was in the world, and though the world was made through Him.” Romans 11:36 has three separate prepositions for the relation of Christ with “all things,” it reads, “For from ἐξ (ex) Him and through δι’ (di’) Him and for εἰς (eis) Him are all things.” Each preposition nuances the Christological connection with “all things,” including the creation. The preposition from ἐξ (ex) suggests “from the interior outwards.” The next preposition, “through” δι’ (di’) is used as we have seen in John 1:1 and 1:10 meaning “by way of.” Finally, “for” εἰς (eis) is more commonly translated as “into” numerous times in the New Testament. Thus, the verse might be read this way: Out from the interior of Christ, and passing through or by way of Christ, and into Christ are all things. This seems to indicate a fluid trajectory where “all things” including all of the creation, came from within Christ, pass through Christ and return back into Christ. This very same idea is expressed by the Apostle Paul in Colossians 1:15–17, note the use of prepositions:

			The Son is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn over all creation. For in (ἐν, en) him all things were created: things in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or powers or rulers or authorities; all things have been created through (δι’, di’) him and for (εἰς, eis) him. He is before all things, and in him all things hold together.

			Here Paul uses ἐν (en) which just as in ἐξ (ex) used in Romans 11:36 conveys “from the interior.” So, the Scripture then would read,

			The Son is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn over all creation. For from the interior of Him all things were created: things in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or powers or rulers or authorities; all things have been created by way of, passing through Him and into Him. 

			Both of these passages, in Romans 11:36 and Colossians 1:15–17, indicate a similar metaphysical relationship in the ontological reality of the creation from the interior of Christ, passing through the person of Christ and back into Christ. However, the metaphysical relation does not stop here. Scripture also teaches that Christ sustains and upholds all things in the creation. In Hebrews 1:3, we read “The Son is the radiance of God’s glory and the exact representation of his being, sustaining (φέρων, pherōn) all things by his powerful word.” The Greek word φέρων (pherōn) means to bear, carry, bring forth. Again in Colossians 1:17, “and in (ἐν, en) Him all things hold together (συνέστηκεν, synestēken),” where συνέστηκεν (synestēken), means composed of, cohere. These verses offer two different ideas: first that Christ is holding up, bearing, and carrying the creation, and second, holding things together as a cohesive whole, such that what reality is composed of is cohesively held together.

			From these Scriptures, a Christological connection emerges, one that designates the creation as not only a theater or stage for which Christ enters at a time in human history. Rather, the creation itself is intricately embedded in Christ, comes through Christ and reverts back to Christ, who is holding up the creation, and cohesively holding it together as a structural whole. This provides a deeper metaphysical understanding of a Christology of nature, one that ontologically and metaphysically offers an account of the relation of Christ and the natural world.

			Why Is the Trinity a Starting Point 
for a Theology of Nature?

			As we have just seen, Scripture indicates a metaphysical connection with the Word of Life, Jesus Christ, and the natural world. This Christological connection points toward a deeper relation between nature and the divine acting of a triune God in the Christian tradition. Later chapters will address the role of third person of the Trinity and how understanding these worldly traces of the Trinity offers the most complete understanding of nature, both structurally and spiritually. Hunsinger refers to these worldly traces of the Trinity as a “second root” for the doctrine of the Trinity found in the natural world, one that comes alongside Scripture. He states, “[We] would therefore need to assume ‘a second root’ for the doctrine of the Trinity. Quite apart from biblical revelation, or alongside it, these worldly traces would function as a root or ground from which to develop the Trinitarian dogma.”79 As Hunsinger indicates here, the natural world reveals a Trinitarian knowledge of the divine, apart from, or alongside of, the biblical revelation. By a second root he seems to suggest that the biblical understanding of God in three persons can be traced in the features of the natural world. This harkens back to Augustine’s doctrine of vestigia trinitatis in creation, 

			It is necessary that we, viewing the Creator through the works of his hands, raise up our minds to the contemplation of the Trinity, of which creation bears the mark in a certain and due proportion”. It is a truth of faith that the world has its beginning in the creator, who is the Triune God. Although the work of creation is attributed especially to God the Father” . . . it is also a truth of faith that the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are the unique and indivisible “principle” of creation.80

			In line with the Augustinian lineage, I suggest, then, that there exists untapped information embedded in the framework of the creation that will affirm God’s Trinitarian essence.81 Perhaps, as proposed by Jonathan Edwards, Brunner, Torrance, McGrath and others that nature points toward an Augustinian understanding of vestigia trinitatis in creatura, revealing traces of the Trinity within the structures of the actual world. Such a case study might open up into a broad spectrum of investigations into the myriad of vestiges of the Trinity throughout the creation. In this way, what is communicated through the findings of science may reveal the triune God of Scripture, affirming at all moments that God differs from the world; God is non-composite, metaphysically simple, invisible, “in essence infinite, illimitable, impassible, incomparable, unchangeable, inconvertible, self-potent . . . subsisting in essence alone the infinitely worthy good.”82 In this indivisible essence of divine simplicity lies the mystery of the Trinity. The doctrine of the Trinity, which fell out of favor for several centuries, was re-asserted largely by Karl Barth who is considered by some as “the twentieth-century catalyst of a renaissance in the doctrine of the Trinity.”83 Barth says 

			If God is “he who loves in freedom,” and if God is truly who he is among us in Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit, and if God’s salvation is completely in us in Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit, and if God’s salvation is completely free and gracious: then the trinity of Father, Son and Holy Spirit—embedded in the very fabric of the historical reality—must also be a reality in God’s own inner being in eternity.84

			A revelation of the Trinitarian essence of God in nature does not detract from the God of Scripture, but on the contrary, should be consonant with it. A Trinitarian Theology of Nature is not intended to supplant or refine other understandings of the doctrine of the Trinity in the corpus of Systematic Theology as such. Rather, the aim is to take the understanding of God’s Trinitarian essence from that body of scholarship and use this knowledge of God’s Being as a lens. This lens helps to understand what God intends to communicate about Himself to the creature through the natural world. With this in mind, we do not seek to advance an understanding of the Doctrine of the Trinity per se, but rather to ground our Theology of Nature in the reality of the Trinitarian essence of God. That is, God eternally exists as a complex relational union of Father, Son, and Spirit according to the creeds of the church.85 Within this union there is, as Alister McGrath asserts, “a continuity of relationships between Father, Son and Spirit, thus establishing an unbreakable link between encounter with, or experience of, the Spirit, Son, and Father.”86

			Given this Trinitarian analysis, the question of divine agency is still left to be discerned with respect to precisely what about the Trinitarian God is being revealed in nature and how this revelation is being communicated. As Christoph Schwöbel states, “By giving this understanding of creation a distinctive a Trinitarian form . . . we can recognize that God’s conversational relationship with creation is rooted in God’s own communicative being as a Trinitarian conversation.”87 The idea is really two-fold. First, what is needed is an understanding of what divine truths nature reveals that point to the Trinity. Second, a construction is needed expounding how these truths are conveyed to the creature. Where we are heading here is a complex structure of divine action that expands and extends former views of the ways God acts. Previous and current views of God’s acting in the creation (natural causation) do not refine divine action in Trinitarian terms. 

			Typically, divine action in the natural world (not including free agent action) has been relegated to the Father/Creator God of the triune-Godhead. However, one wonders, might each divine Person of the Trinity be acting, in unique ways yet coordinately, in nature? It is here that I introduce one of the most salient quotes from Jonathan Edwards supporting what we are now calling a Trinitarian Theology of Nature. Here Edwards introduces the unique idea that each divine Person of the Trinity is uniquely, intentionally, coordinately, and specifically involved in the creation. Edwards states in his 1745 sermon, “Of God the Father,”

			The whole Trinity is concerned in every work of God. All the persons of the Trinity are concerned in the creation of the world. Each person [of the Trinity] has a distinct part, and as it were, sustains a distinct character and charge in that affair. They are all not only concerned as joint actors and co-workers in the affairs of creation but each has a distinct part in the affair assigned to him. There is this order that is observed by the persons of the Trinity in their acting in all affairs pertaining to the glory of the Godhead in the creation of the world.88 (emphasis mine) 

			Here Edwards is introducing a new way of understanding divine acting in the creation of the world by refining this in terms of each Person of the Trinity. This quote was from one of Edwards’ final sermons written in his lifetime. He did not have the opportunity to continue this theology or to expound upon how each person of the Trinity might be acting in nature. In such a construct, a Trinitarian account of divine action in nature must avoid collapsing into tritheism or partialism. To avoid these mistakes, we refer to the Doctrine of Appropriation, dating back to the earliest periods of Christian theology. In this understanding of God’s Trinitarian nature, all features belonging to the nature of God, which are common to all three persons, may be especially ascribed to one of the divine persons. This theological construct aligns the properties of each Person of the Trinity with their essential divine attributes. 

			Likewise, this can be extended to all the works of God which ontologically are the indivisible works of the triune God. This is supported by the witness of scripture revealing distinctive works of the persons of the Trinity, while retaining a unity in all God does.89 Karl Barth contributed a refined understanding of the Doctrine of Appropriation that may be helpful for our discussion.90 Here, Barth refers to the “Trinity in unity,” bringing to speech the language of distinguishing the operations of the triune God, while simultaneously recognizing the perichoretic unity in the One living God.91 This seems fitting to apply to the idea of God’s acting “trinitarianly” within the actual world and mechanisms in nature. This construct, at a minimum, should explore the communication of God’s Self-revelation in nature and God’s divine Trinitarian acting to carry it out. Thus, this enterprise should offer a unified Trinitarian account of a) divine action and b) a theological model that together might serve as the conditions of doing a Trinitarian Theology of Nature, one that retains divine simplicity and avoids veering toward tritheism, modalism, or partialism.
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			A Trinitarian Theology of Nature Requires 
a View of Divine Action That Is also Trinitarian

			We have just argued that the creation is God’s divine Trinitarian acting. Among the current divine action theories, which would hold the best explanatory power to share this Christological grammar and reflect the Trinitarian acting of God? Then, can that same theory address by what means God is understood to be acting in a Trinitarian fashion which constitutes a functional natural world?

			Traditionally, God’s divine action, according to extant theories of divine action (see Figure 1) is attributed to the Father/Creator God with no mention of the involvement of the Son or the Spirit. However, let us return to the quote from Jonathan Edwards. He seems to be saying that each divine Person of the Trinity is uniquely, intentionally, and specifically involved in the creation as we encounter it, as we saw in the quote in the previous chapter, “All the persons of the Trinity are concerned in the creation of the world. Each person [of the Trinity] has a distinct part, and . . . There is this order that is observed by the persons of the Trinity in their acting in all affairs pertaining to the glory of the Godhead in the creation of the world.”92 Edwards is suggesting here an ontological reality of creation involving a unique and complex interplay of divine action constituted by each person of the Trinity, where each “has a distinct part, in the affair assigned to him.” Edwards seems to be saying that the Father, the Son, and the Spirit each undertake distinct actions to manifest the cohesive whole of the creation as we encounter it. Thus, in order for creation itself to be the Trinitarian God acting, a preferred view of divine action might be needed to account for this purpose.

			One such view, Divine Compositionalism, at its foundation, states that God’s plan for the universe is God’s plan in Christ for redemption and revelation.93 In this way, Divine Compositionalism offers a fully Trinitarian view of God’s plan for the universe, in Christ, as revealed by the Holy Spirit. This view holds to an ontology comprising these categories, God, an ordered domain of possibilities, dispositions, forces, and structures. All elements of creation, including entities and mechanisms, may be understood in terms of dispositions, forces, and structures, as ways God acts according to his plan. God’s awareness of his omni-competence is the ordered domain of real possibilities; God’s commitments to act on condition are dispositions; God’s commitments to act constantly are all forces; God’s commitments to act coordinately are physical structures. We can summarize in this way: 
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			At its foundation, Divine Compositionalism states that the dispositions, structures, and forces that comprise the natural world are ways that God acts upon condition. All elements of creation (quantum events and mechanisms, cellular and molecular biological mechanisms, such as cell motility, respiration, macromolecular metabolism, protein synthesis and so on, all the way through ecosystem dynamics, and cosmological events) may be understood in terms of dispositions, forces, and structures, which are ways God acts according to his plan. God’s plan in Christ is God’s plan for the universe for redemption and revelation by the Holy Spirit. Thus, this view of divine action is fully Trinitarian.

			In other words, the structures of creation, and all physical events/mechanisms within the creation (apart from human actions), are accounted for in terms of God acting moment-by-moment, upon condition, according to God’s plan in Christ. What science discovers regarding structures, mechanisms, and events in nature is describing the ways God acts. In other words, all mechanisms, structures and processes found in nature are a result of God’s immediate and present-moment acting on commitment based on previously established dispositions that have their origination in the mind of God. The forces we perceive such as gravity, electromagnetism, small and weak nuclear forces are not brute powers unto themselves, but are ways God acts consistently and faithfully. Molecular structures and higher ordered processes and pathways are ways God acts in a coordinated fashion. In this way, the creature encounters the fully ongoing processes of life and death and regeneration which represent the ways God is continuously acting to produce the moment-by-moment reality in which we exist. On the grounds of this ontology, then, it is possible to account for the concepts of space, time, event, laws of nature, causality, mechanism, and (in)determinism.94

			In light of all such scientific mechanisms and processes, Divine Compositionalism conceives that all things in the universe are created by the Trinitarian God; by, in, through, and for Christ according to the Scriptures. Since it is through Christ all things “hold together” we cannot separate natural law, powers, or causality from the sovereignty of God in Christ, through the power of the Holy Spirit. Divine Compositionalism concurs with this by conceiving all dispositions, structures, and forces, and therefore all events in the natural world as God’s acting upon established commitments, which is God’s plan for the actual world.

			Furthermore, if the whole of creation according to Divine Compositionalism is God acting according to his commitments, then the Edwardsean understanding of emanation/communication of the knowledge and glory of God into the creation can be restated along similar lines. Edwards construed nature as a communication to the creature in the form of shadows of divine things. In Edwards’ hands, nature holds embedded messages of the divine that serve a kind of analogy pointing to heavenly truths. As we have seen earlier, Torrance, Edwards, and others have seen nature as a language of God, a communication of God’s divine attributes to the creature. In this way, communication itself is a divine act. Christoph Shwobel says it this way, “understanding creation as a divine act and as the created result, in other words in terms of communicative relationship.”95 In other words, what nature actually is, the creation itself, what we see out our window, what we study in the natural sciences, what we experience and encounter in the natural world in our human daily life is the act-result of God. 

			Therefore, not only willing a creation into existence is an action of God’s power and design, but communicating through those created structures is also an act. However, knowledge of God cannot be received nor understood by the creature apart from revelation, yet another divine act. One way to understand this might be to correlate God’s divine action in a three-fold manner as Edwards suggests in the quote above. The creation holds the messages of spiritual things, or as Schwöbel says, “everything in creation is divine words,”96 intending to teach the creatures of God. Put in other terms, then, God wills the creation into being, God also emanates/communicates the knowledge and glory of himself into the very structures of the creation, and God reveals these truths to the creature. In this way, nature itself is a complex working of God’s divine acting: willing the creation into being in the form of an ordered domain of possibilities, dispositions, forces, and structures that contain all of the communications of shadows of divine things within them and then ultimately revealing such truths to the human hearts and minds fashioned to receive them. 

			At first glance, this view may seem to harken to an occasionalist position. However, it overcomes the primary inherent problem that occasionalism cannot escape, namely that if every event is an “occasion” for God to act, then how to account for evil acts?97 Divine Compositionalism overcomes this problem by referring only to events and structures in the physical world and not free agent action by volition. Contemporary accounts of occasionalism include both physical events in the natural world, and free agent causation which necessitates that God be the author of sin. What cannot be reconciled in the occasionalist position, Divine Compositionalism has sought to overcome. In Divine Compositionalism, God is the sole causal agent for every physical event in the natural world, but not the sole causal agent in free agent action. Free agent action can better be accounted for by more of a concurrentist view thus preserving agent free will. A similar idea has also recently been corroborated by Alvin Plantinga in a view he calls “weak occasionalism”.98 Divine Compositionalism, by separating out natural events from free agent action, accounts for a fully contingent creation willed into being by God’s commitment to act upon condition. In this way, and this is the most important idea, ontologically, nature itself is God’s acting by a) willing the creation into being, b) emanating/communicating knowledge and glory of the divine self into the structures of the creation and c) revealing these truths to the beloved creatures. As such, this represents a complex, multi-dimensional way of divine action involving all three Persons of the triune God in order to accomplish God’s purposes.

			Divine Compositionalism: A Preferred Divine Action 
View for a Trinitarian Theology of Nature

			We have just explored Divine Compositionalism as a view of divine action that can account for God’s Trinitarian action in the world. But what of other views? How to they fare in serving a Trinitarian Theology of Nature?

			On these grounds we depart again from traditional Natural Theology which could be served by views of divine action such as mere-conservationism or concurrentism.99 In the metaphysics of these views, God was seen as minimally involved with the creation, perhaps sustaining or concurring with pre-established laws, quite separate from the moment-by-moment workings of the mechanisms that kept the world going. The creation itself was often viewed as self-sufficient and autonomous due to secondary causes. Nature possessed a form of aseity.

			However, there are many incoherences in the deist, mere-conservationist, or concurrentist views associated with older versions of Natural Theology. One incoherence is the premise of creation as self-sufficient and autonomous. This is counter to the God-world relation presented throughout Scripture revealing God as interacting with the creation moment-by-moment in intimate ways, such as in Psalm 104:14, “He makes grass grow for the cattle, and plants for people to cultivate, bringing forth food from the earth.” Scripture reveals all of creation as contingent and fully dependent on God. Creation as depicted in the scriptures is not self-sustaining nor does it operate on its own; such a construction would confer self-sufficiency to the creation, making creation a se. Only God is a se. The concurrentist idea that God can convey a kind of aseity to the creation is inconsistent in-and-of itself since the very notion of aseity implies an inherent autonomy, not given or created. 

			Torrance works to find coherence in this tension by indicating that nature has a created “contingent intelligibility” allowing it to be known.100 Within this formulation he goes a step further to indicate that by having a contingent intelligibility, the creation was also given a “limited freedom,” a God-given independence, so that it can be studied. Torrance says it this way, “Contingent freedom means that the universe is limited only by that transcendent freedom in God which is its very ground precisely as contingent freedom . . . a God-given independence, so it can be investigated scientifically and in fact we have a duty to do so.”101 Torrance is indeed placing full contingency on all of the creation, yet he allows creation to have a kind of limited freedom that was given by God. Even in this construal, the consequence that naturally flows from this is that nature still possesses an independence from the Creator, and even if on a minimal level, is operating autonomously.

			Taken separately, “contingent intelligibility” and “contingent freedom” represent two distinct conceptual sides of the Natural Theology coin. Contingent intelligibility aligns well with the Trinitarian Theology of Nature proposed here in allowing nature to speak, and that this message is centered on God’s revelation alone. Torrance’s “contingent intelligibility” serves a Trinitarian Theology of Nature well by designating the correct God-human relation in full contingency of the intelligibility of the structures of the natural world. In concordance with this aim, Torrance is yet affirming the idea that nature does, in fact, speak, “Indeed, the goal is to allow nature to reveal itself to us ‘without imposing upon it the presuppositions hidden in our questions’”102 All knowledge belongs to God; thus, the creature’s knowledge must be contingent upon God revealing this knowledge over the course of human history. Alternatively, Torrance’s construal of a limited “contingent freedom” implies a form of autonomy in the operations of the creation, even if it has been “given by God.” I am left wondering; why does the creation need a limited freedom from God?

			This seems to harken to the Thomistic position of concurrentism which entails secondary causality that relies on a separatist view such that there is a transcendent separation between God and creature. In a concurrent view of the natural world, one is committed necessarily to an anthropocentric position where the creation can operate secondarily according to its own laws, albeit given by God the primary cause. 

			Humankind through reason alone can discern and decipher God’s acting in the physical world as well as in the communication of God through analogy. However, this view of divine acting counters a reliance on God’s sole uncreated aseity. Divine Compositionalism, offers an alternative position that entails a transcendent view of God who created ex nihilo, while preserving God’s immanence in a moment-by-moment continuous creation where God is willing structures into their very existence, communicating through natural structures, and revealing truths to the creature. This fully theocentric view relies on dispositions, forces, and structures in the natural world as acts of God, as well as revealing the analogies they convey. In this way, nature itself is a complex, triune array of God’s acting.

			In addition, Divine Compositionalism may in fact fare stronger among the competing divine action views in relation to natural causation. William Vallicella, summarizes that “Deism and mere conservationism have not fared well in recent discussion, and I take them to be, if not definitely refuted, at least rendered implausible. This leaves concurrentism and occasionalism as the only plausible options of a broadly orthodox sort for understanding God’s involvement in nature.”103 Here both concurrentism and occasionalism may be challenged to provide a rigorous account of the translation of God’s plans and purposes into realized states of the natural world—one that can satisfy the conceptual demands of contemporary science, and biology in particular. In other words, since both concurrentism and occasionalism are committed to God’s sustaining the universe, it seems that the debate between them might be advanced or even settled if a more fine-grained account of God’s acting in relation to the fundamental concepts of science were made available.

			Divine Compositionalism accounts for basic concepts in natural science, dispositions, and scientific mechanisms. For example, some views hold that the range of manifestations of multi-track, higher-level dispositions (molecular or macroscopic) is rooted in indeterminacy at the subatomic level. However, Divine Compositionalism takes the “indeterminacy” to be nothing other than God’s intentional (and therefore, rational) action. Such indeterminacy reflects God’s freedom in sustaining the physical world, which underlies God’s providential control of history, and the contingency of all events and structures upon God.104

			In this model, random processes at the molecular level are only seemingly random processes since these mechanisms are in fact under direct divine guidance. Divine Compositionalism precisely reconciles providence and randomness in the mechanisms of nature by attributing such processes to the volition of God acting upon condition depending on specific environmental, organismal, cellular and molecular needs in any given situation in the biosphere at any given moment. In this way, Divine Compositionalism represents neither a “top-down” nor a “bottom-up” causality. It represents God’s coordinated, continual, committed action everywhere in the universe at every Plank-scale moment. In other words, our perception of events that constitute random and non-random natural processes simply represents a range of manifestations of dispositions that just are God’s freedom in acting. In this way, Torrance’s “limited freedom” is not necessary since the manifestations of every physical event (not taking into account agent free will) is contingent on God, including the revelation of such knowledge to the creatures. 

			Divine Compositionalism holds that all things in the universe are created by the Trinitarian God, by, in, through, and for Christ according to the Scriptures. Since it is through Christ all things “hold together,” we cannot separate natural law, powers or causality from the sovereignty of God in Christ, through the power and revelation of the Holy Spirit. All of the creation, as reflected in the language and discovery of science, is contingent upon God. Wolfhart Pannenberg posits that any discussion of God’s action in the world must take into account causality, laws of nature, and contingency. He states, “The traditional doctrine of God is related to many philosophical issues that imply some relation to the language of science. This is the case in the notions of causality, law, and contingency. These notions are indispensable in any discussion about God’s action in the world.”105 What Pannenberg implies theologically regarding events being contingent upon God supports what we are saying metaphysically in that structures that comprise nature, and all resultant events, are God’s action. 

			Pannenberg asserts that particular events (which he denotes as “local”) as well as global events in nature and throughout history are contingent upon God’s action and that God’s plan for all events must be considered. Divine Compositionalism concurs with this, namely, that all dispositions, structures, and forces, and therefore all events involving the physical structures of the world, are contingent upon God, based on God’s acting upon established commitments, God’s plan for the actual world. Without such contingency on God, any ontology is forced to consider dispositions and forces in particular to be brute, non-contingent aseities in themselves. Thus, Divine Compositionalism holds that God is the only aseity, whereby all things are contingent. This is how Divine Compositionalism can take Torrance’s “contingent freedom” construal to a deeper level of understanding contingency in terms of events in the natural world. Let’s see how.

			The creation, in the sense of the mechanisms of the natural world, is not free. God is free. The creation is contingent upon God’s plans and purposes for the course of temporal history. Thus, dispositions, forces, and structures are contingent upon God’s divine acting according to God’s pre-ordained commitments, under conditions of the natural world according to God’s plan. If dispositions, forces, and structures are non-contingent, or contingent with some “limited freedom,” then we are faced with two further problems: first, that dispositions, forces, and structures are aseities, in and of themselves, and second, we are presented with a universe of total receivers. In our ontological understanding of a scientific mechanism, and the processes within the natural world, a universe of total receivers of existence simply cannot exist, as handed down to us from the tradition of Aquinas. I align with Pannenberg’s view insomuch as the laws of nature, the fundamental forces, are God’s constant acting, as he states, “rooted in the faithfulness of God.”106

			Pannenberg goes on to say in Toward a Theology of Nature that every creature is in need of conservation of its existence every moment, and as such, a continuous creation is occurring moment-by-moment. However, the activity of every creature is dependent on divine cooperation, a concursus divinus.107 Therefore, aside from actions of agents, the divine governance of creation is a sequence of events leading to the ultimate completion of creation, according to God’s original plan, and ultimately the glorification of God (at the end of ecclesial time). In this manner, Pannenberg’s assertion that all events and creatures are contingent upon God moment-by-moment is accounted for by Divine Compositionalism. Pannenberg is leaving no room for primary physical causation other than God. According to Divine Compositionalism, events are fully contingent upon God who is willing the creation into existence moment-by-moment; the God who is acting according to his plan in Christ.

			Additionally, it follows that it is mistaken to think of divine action and “natural causation” in terms of concurrence or intervention. God does not encounter creation. God creates it. Furthermore, there will be situations in which God does not act according to perceived regularities, but is still acting upon commitments which represent a range of manifestations within a range of conditions. These are perceived as miracles. In this way, Divine Compositionalism accounts for special divine action, or miracles, as simply God acting within a range of manifestations, one of which is different from a perceived regularity. God does not ‘violate a law’ as is prescribed in some accounts of special divine action theories; rather, God is acting within a range of possible outcomes, depending upon the condition. As Denis Alexander states, “Miracles are unprecedented events. Whatever the current fashions in philosophy or revelations in the opinion polls may suggest, it is impossible to affirm that science (based as it is upon the precedents of observations) can have nothing to say on the subject of our experience. Its ‘laws’ are only generalizations of our experience. Faith rests on other grounds.”108 Thus, God does not require “an entrance into” the creation, which otherwise would thereby subordinate God to the creation. In this view, God does not need to override natural laws or break or violate laws that He has made. Divine Compositionalism takes Occam’s razor to special divine action by claiming that laws of nature are God consistently acting upon condition, as Pannenberg frames in God’s faithfulness. 

			In other words, what we perceive as a miracle is simply God acting in such a way that allows for a different manifestation (call it ‘mx’) within a set range of pre-ordained manifestations {m1, m2, m3, mx,…mn} where mn represents the total possible outcomes for any physical event according to God’s awareness of his omni-competence, and mx represents one of those manifestations that is not regularly observed. For example, Jesus walking on water is not a violation of the law of gravity, but is God acting upon condition, choosing a different ‘m’ from God’s set of manifestations {mn} for that time and that purpose. In this case it would be one of the manifestations that are not part of the set of regularities typically encountered, but is a possible ‘m’ in God’s plan nonetheless (or, mx in our discussion above). Jesus walking on the water, and Peter also, simply represents one manifestation within a range of manifestations. To us, walking on water seems to violate a natural law, only because our perceived regularities only show us one possible outcome such that when a mass with greater density than water alights on the surface of water it sinks. 

			However, in God’s economy, a range of manifestations are possible, all operating even if we only regularly perceive a set of possible outcomes {mn} where n =1. We can say, then, that God consistently willing the creation into existence, moment-by-moment, is the ontological ground of an alternative account of natural law, as well as what science deems as an apparent deviation from natural law in what we call miracles. This is corroborated by John Polkinghorne in his book, Science and Providence,

			Those regularities discerned by science as the laws of nature are, in fact, signals of God’s reliability and faithfulness, made known. God is not an intervener in the world’s process, yet surely if he is the Christian God, He is in continuous interaction with it.109

			And again,

			There is a temptingly simple answer to this question. It is to assert that God is active in the world as Creator and Sustainer but His action is limited to that great single Act which caused and keeps in being the universe. We can make best sense of this whole complex of experience and ideas if we think of the whole continuing creation of the world as God’s one act . . . The world in this way is in its basic pattern because God wills it so.110

			Here, we see a view of the God-world relation is taken where God is not intervener, fixer, or merely present in the “great single act” of creating. Rather, As Polkinghorne asserts, we do better if we think of the natural order as “God’s one act.” Divine Compositionalism engages this view by asserting that the moment-by-moment existence of the universe is a matter solely of God’s acting—in particular, God’s commitments to act on condition, to act constantly, and to act coordinately, bringing into existence dispositional properties, laws, forces, causal processes, objects, and mechanisms; all according to his plan in Christ. Thus, based on its Christological ground, Divine Compositionalism provides a view of divine action that may well serve as a preferred view of divine action for a Trinitarian Theology of Nature.

			What is left before us is to explore by what means God is acting in willing the creation into existence and communicating his Trinitarian Self into it and revealing this information to sentient creatures who have been fashioned to receive that information. How can the creature learn and experience the knowledge of God and the glory of God through a Trinitarian Theology of Nature? In the next chapter, we will take up these questions and explore how God’s communication to the creature is wholly analogical, the analogia with which God bridges the finitum non capax infinitum.

			Figure 1. The Range of Divine Action Views
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			A Proposed Method of Onto-Typology 
for a Trinitarian Theology of Nature

			Jonathan Edwards’ Creation Metaphysics 
and Natural Typology

			Introducing Edwards’ Typology as a Method of Discerning the Analogical Language of Nature

			In the previous chapter, a Trinitarian Theology of Nature was proposed that moves beyond a popularized naturalistic view of nature. This theology is grounded in an imminent, yet transcendent God willing the natural order into existence according to a divine plan. In this plan, all mechanisms, structures and processes found in nature are a result of God’s acting on commitment based on previously established dispositions that originate in the mind of God. The forces we perceive such as gravity, electromagnetism, small and weak nuclear forces are not brute powers unto themselves, but are ways God acts consistently and faithfully. Molecular structures and higher ordered processes and pathways are ways God acts in a coordinated fashion. In this way, what the creature encounters, and what science reports, are the ways God is continuously acting. However, in addition to functioning in the physical, chemical, biological, and cosmological mechanisms of day-to-day life in the universe, nature also seems to bring something else to the human creature. Something profoundly spiritual and emotional. 

			Nearly every people group over historical time, despite time period, culture or religion has reported a transcendent sense in nature inciting awe and delight. There is a numinous sense of the divine that traces its lineage to the earliest humans who worshipped the elements of nature, such as the sun. Jonathan Edwards would say that this occurs because God formulated all of the complex structures and mechanisms in nature not only for function, but also to carry intrinsic messages of the divine that disclosing the divine Self in and through the creation. In Edwards’ view, this is the intended hermeneutic of scriptures such as Habakkuk 2:14; Isaiah 6:3; and others declaring that the whole earth is filled with the knowledge and glory of God. As we have explored earlier, scriptures such as Romans 1:20 give keen insight into a loving God who is ever communicating through the natural world so that the creature is in contact with God every moment of every day.

			Such a revelation would contend a distinction between natural knowledge of God versus revealed knowledge of God. This reassessment offers not an ‘either/or’ theology, but a new conceptual frame where natural knowledge is revealed knowledge. Nature only holds knowledge of God because the Creator intended it so, and as such, God reveals in divine Self-disclosure through what has been made. This theological position holds that all creation was created in Christ, through Christ, by Christ, and for Christ, whereby the knowledge of such is revealed by the Holy Spirit. Thus, as we have shown earlier, this contemporary view of a Theology of Nature is intentionally Trinitarian. We turn our attention now to the actual language of nature used to communicate to the creature claimed by a Trinitarian Theology of Nature and propose the following two foundational suppositions: 

			Supposition 1: Scripture mandates that creatures know God’s (Trinitarian) essence by a) his Self-revelation in the person and work of Christ, and b) through his works in creation. In accomplishing the latter, God has instantiated a language of nature that consists in analogies, shadows, and images of divine things.

			Supposition 2: Analogies embedded in the creation are ontologically real, given to the creature as an act of divine communication from God to the human heart and intellect. They are not merely epistemic anthropomorphic human assignments. 

			We begin addressing Supposition 1 by the idea that God’s Self-revealing must be analogical in order to be comprehensible to the creature. Martin Luther put it this way:

			God in his essence is altogether unknowable, nor is it possible to define or put into words what He is, though we burst in the effort. It is for this reason that God lowers Himself to the level of our weak comprehension and presents Himself to us in images, in coverings, as it were, in simplicity adapted to a child that in some measure it may be possible for Him to be known by us. 

			And Luther goes on:

			That Scripture thus assigns to God the form, voice, actions, emotions, etc., of a human being not only serves to show consideration for the uneducated and the weak; but we great and learned men, who are versed in the Scriptures, are also obliged to adopt these simple images, because God has presented them to us and has revealed Himself to us through them.111

			Luther is reporting here that as humans we “burst in the effort” trying to know and articulate God. He instructs that God gives us “images” and “coverings” in order to reveal Himself to us through them. This quote from a founder of the Reformed tradition illustrates a strong thread that has coursed through historical theology regarding analogical language and, as a result, much theological debate has ensued over its authenticity and use. In order to proceed toward building a constructive Trinitarian Theology of Nature, it seems fitting to deploy the tool of analogy to arrive at understanding a bona fide language of nature. The next step involves developing a reliable analytic methodology. First, we claim that God speaks to humanity in terms of analogical language. Second, there must be a way to discern the meaning behind the analogy in order to be open to the divine revelation embedded therein. Let’s take the first point in discerning analogical language in the creation, then move on to the second point regarding a method.

			While analogia finds its roots in the Thomistic scholastic tradition, Edwards made ample use of its efficacy both theologically and pastorally. We may ask the question, why turn to Jonathan Edwards? Edwards is a unique voice out of the many others who have thought theologically regarding the creation. Edwards the theologian had an extensive breadth of knowledge regarding the contemporary science of his day. Edwards the pastor incorporated this knowledge into his sermons and his ministry. It is for this reason that we turn to Edwards for direction as to how to appropriate his work constructively for the purpose of a contemporary theology of nature, one that informs believers spiritually. The relevance of Edwards unfolds as we read forward beginning in his early years (circa 1722) as a young pastor in New York, then throughout his life ministry, and finally as missionary, then College President until his premature death in 1758. What emerges out of Edwards’ lifelong metaphysics and theology of the natural world, along with his astute study of the science of his time, is a bold claim that God has imbued both the natural world and Scripture with knowledge of divine things. He says, “I am not ashamed to own that I believe that the whole universe, heaven and earth, air and seas, and the divine constitution and history of the holy Scriptures, be full of divine things as language is of words”112 (italics mine). In this quote, Edwards affirms two revelations of the divine glory: through the creation and the holy Scriptures. By the “holy Scriptures” it is meant to encompass the entire revelation of God in the Bible culminating in the incarnation of Christ.113 The claim Edwards makes in this quote, that is—that the revelation of God is not only given to humanity in the incarnate Son, but also in the creation as well—is not an isolated example within the corpus of Edwards’ writings as theologian, pastor, and missionary. Rather, across more than thirty years of theological and pastoral writing, Edwards consistently claims that God’s divine, Trinitarian, redemptive nature is revealed in what has been made, and that God does so in a “language” embedded in the structures of the natural world. Edwards, in addition to his elaborate Christology, philosophy, ethics, ecclesiology, and so on, was also a natural theologian, a forerunner of a contemporary Trinitarian Theology of Nature.

			First and foremost, Edwards was preeminently theocentric in an era when deistic views of divine action stemming from an anthropological starting point were coming into fashion. Edwards affirms our claim of God as the epicenter of revealed glory, as he states in the Dissertation I, Concerning the End for Which God Created the World, “The beams of glory come from God, and are something of God, and are refunded back again to their original. So that the whole is of God, and in God, and to God; and God is the beginning, middle and end in this affair.”114 Edwards, by affirming that God is the “beginning, middle and end in this affair” places the whole of God’s revelation in God alone, including natural revelation. In this way, we bring Edwards forward as a voice speaking for a Trinitarian Theology of Nature affirming that humankind, by its own logic and reason, cannot find or search out the glory of God, particularly in and through the natural world or the findings of science.

			Edwards affirms that God created with the mind to embed analogies of his divine nature in all his works. According to Edwards, God intentionally created all of the structures and forces governing in the universe analogically in order to reflect attributes of the divine nature so that humankind could understand these mysteries in a creaturely manner. Edwards says, “Again, it is apparent and allowed that there is a great and remarkable analogy in God’s works.”115 For Edwards, the entirety of creation was intended by God not only to function for life to exist, but to simultaneously communicate analogically to reveal God’s eternal and infinite attributes and redemption within a finite world. It is our task in this chapter to now define Edwards’ use of analogy as one inciting a resemblance—a proportional comparison even—between the spiritual, which is the “superior” or “primary” beauty, and the material world, which is its inferior analogical shadow. He says, “And why should we not suppose that he makes the inferior in imitation of the superior, the material of the spiritual, on purpose, to have a resemblance and shadow of the spiritual world?”116 For Edwards, it was God’s original plan to communicate the truths of the spiritual world to the beloved creatures He made to dwell in a material world. In God’s design, the material was intentionally made as a shadow of that spiritual realm. 

			However, Edwards does not stop at the idea that the material world is analogically related to the spiritual world. He embarks upon a radically new way of understanding this analogical connection, ontologically, much in the same way Old Testament prefigurings connect to New Testament fulfillment. In biblical typology, the Old Testament type points to the New Testament antitype fulfillment. 

			He claimed that the biblical type/antitype system, that revealed God’s overarching plan and conveyed knowledge of God’s mysteries, could also be applied to the natural world. This sets Edwards apart from other theologians beginning with the patristics and up through post-liberal theologians. Even Hans Frei refers to the authenticity of biblical prefigurings as a unification of the whole of the God-story narrative. He says, “The customary use of figuration was to show that Old Testament persons, events and prophesies were fulfilled in the New Testament. It was a way of turning the variety of biblical books into a single, unitary cannon, one that embraced in particular the differences between the Old and New Testaments.”117

			As Frei states in his post-liberal exegesis of the whole of the biblical narrative as a structurally unified whole, so Edwards in a very unique and never-before formulated manner applies natural typology to represent a unified whole of God’s Self-disclosure in the creation and the biblical text. In nature, types are messages embedded within structures and mechanisms that point to, or foreshadow, spiritual truths which are the antitypes. 118 In this way, Edwards, among the many other theological voices speaking to typology, offers a fully distinct character in his engagement with the natural.

			However, in his lifetime, Edwards did not formulate a constructive theology of nature using this method. He wrote widely in notebooks, most extensively in a hand-bound notebook he titled Images or Shadows of Divine Things, as well as other writings about such ideas. It is the goal here to take the baton, as it were, from Edwards and continue where his work left off. In Edwards we may find support that analogia and typology are connected as the “shadows of being,” representing an ontological structure of messages of the Divine, embedded by the Creator into the natural world.119 In addressing Supposition 2, we find support that God had in mind before creating the world such a system; it was part of the end for which God created the world, with the intent to communicate God’s Trinitarian nature to the creature, out of infinite love.120 In this construct, types and antitypes are not propositional, but rather are ontological, originating in God’s “Original Ultimate End” in creation, and only through revelation is this end accomplished. Edwards says, “Indeed, this affair seems properly to be an affair of divine revelation . . . he best knows his own heart, and what his own ends and designs were in the wonderful works which he has wrought.”121 For Edwards, this was precisely the reason why God created. In Edwards we find the following four claims: a) only God as the sovereign epicenter reveals God; b) God created with the intent to communicate two unified revelations of the Trinitarian nature of God, in the incarnate Son and in the creation; c) knowledge of God’s glory revealed by God in the creation is conveyed analogically (analogia); and d) analogies exist in the ontological structure of types and antitypes intentionally created by God.

			According to Edwards, God intentionally created everything in the universe analogically to reflect attributes of Himself in order that humankind could understand these mysteries in some tangible, yet analogous way. The entirety of the creation was intended by God not only to function for life to exist, but also to simultaneously reveal God’s eternal attributes and redemption. Edwards goes on to say it this way, “Tis very fit and becoming of God, who is infinitely wise, so to order things that there should be a voice of his in his works instructing those that behold them and pointing forth and showing divine mysteries and things more appertaining to himself and his spiritual kingdom.”122 Likewise, Tibor Fabiny says that for Edwards, nature is God’s acting and communicating Himself for the sake of the creature.123 He summarized Edwards’ position as follows, “When a converted person knows and loves God’s beauty, and when the physical universe is known and delighted in by a converted person as an image of God’s beauty, then God’s knowledge and beauty within the Trinity are repeated and enlarged in time and history, The end for which God created the world, which is to repeat God’s inner glory . . . is actualized.”124 Here Fabiny indicates that the creation reflects the Trinity, and when it is apprehended by a converted person this will result in delight, bringing glory to God, which in the Edwardsean scheme is the end for which God created the world.

			However, the conceptual theology of God communicating to humankind through the natural world in “shadows of divine things” did not begin with Edwards. As we have seen previously, it has precursors originating in the Augustinian tradition and represented in the medieval scholastics such as St. Bonaventure, “For creatures are shadows, echoes, and pictures of that first, most powerful, most wise, and most perfect Principle, of that eternal source, light, and fullness; of that efficient, exemplary, and ordering art. They are vestiges, images, and spectacles proposed to us for the contuition of God. They are divinely given signs.”125 Bonaventure saw in the noble, natural order, a reflection or “vestiges” of God’s likeness,126 akin to Augustine’s vestigia trinitatis: “It is necessary that we, viewing the Creator through the works of his hands, raise up our minds to the contemplation of the Trinity, of which creation bears the mark in a certain and due proportion.”127 Augustine, Bonaventure, and Edwards made profound observations regarding the embedded revelation of God within the natural world. Likewise, in the Reformed tradition Calvin teaches the necessity of seeing the creation, and all its creatures, as “mirrors” of God’s attributes of wisdom, justice, goodness, and power:

			There is no doubt that the Lord would have us uninterruptedly occupied in this holy meditation; that, while we contemplate in all creatures, as in mirrors, those immense riches of his wisdom, justice, goodness, and power, we should not merely run over them cursorily, and, not to speak, with a fleeting glance; but we should ponder them at length, turn them over in our minds seriously and faithfully, and recollect them repeatedly.128

			To Calvin, as for Augustine, Bonaventure, and Edwards, this task of seeing God’s attributes of wisdom, justice, goodness, and power in all aspects of the creation is of paramount importance and should be taken seriously in seeking and serving the God who created. These messages hold vital information and experiential knowledge necessary for created beings to live out the faith, to act in justice, and to be transformed by God’s power, grace, and love.

			Now, to return to the point above, there must be a way to discern the meaning of the analogy in order to be open to the divine revelation embedded therein. This lends to the need of a theological method, as McGrath asserts, “Yet the very idea of natural theology designates a method.”129 One approach in developing a method may be achieved by extending Edwards’ method of typology of the natural world.

			Edwards’ published work, Images or Shadows of Divine Things, points toward a method concerning the hidden mysteries of God’s eternal attributes in the fabric of nature.130 While Edwards initiated this new typological method, he did not formulate a rigorous, systematic method during his lifetime. What Edwards did was to expand the biblical typological method of his day that used Old Testament figures and images as types pointing to the antitypes revealed in Christ in the New Testament. Edwards asserted that this method of typology could also apply to the creation; he saw images and forms in nature, and in scientific discoveries, as types representing the antitypes of divine attributes, of the Christ, and of redemption. As Edwards deciphered biblical types, which served as both an eschatological and spiritual shadow of the things to come, so he likewise explored natural types serving as shadows of things yet to come. This has been called “natural typology” in recent literature.131

			In this way, there is a methodological framework to extend Edwards’ shadows of divine things into the analogies found in messages in the natural world. As we have explored earlier in this chapter, the language of nature must be analogical since it cannot be otherwise, and since these analogies are ontologically created by God, we refer to the analogy of being, the analogia entis. The Thomistic understanding of analogy showed us that analogy must be a form of divine communication so that created beings can understand the spiritual through a lesser representation in the physical realm. In a more contemporary treatment, Emil Brunner in contending with Karl Barth claims a biblical grounding for the analogia entis, “Whatever the Creator makes bears the imprint of His Creator-Spirit in itself; hence it is to some extent “similar” to Him and is therefore a “parable” or “analogy.” The idea of analogia entis, like that of the Revelation in Creation, from which it is derived, cannot be severed from the Biblical doctrine of Creation.”132 Brunner here is exacting biblical exegesis over a Barthian claim in a Christ-only scheme of God’s revelatory power. He relies on the entirety of the biblical witness attesting to the truth of “created analogies” that even allow us to speak of God in human terms.133

			If we continue reading Brunner on this topic, we find Brunner advocating, over Barth’s opposition, for a biblical view of the analogia entis as he did with Natural Theology, “Here, however, we have a repetition of what happened a few years ago on the occasion of the controversy about Natural Theology: Barth’s “surgical” temperament—and also his “medical” insight into the seriousness of a disease—that drives him not only to cut out the malignant growth but also a great deal of healthy tissue as well, in order to be quite sure that evil has been eliminated.”134 He recounts here an observation that his esteemed colleague Karl Barth, while attempting to remove incorrect doctrine, sometimes also excises truth as well in cutting out the “malignant growth” along with a “great deal of healthy tissue as well.” Brunner proceeds to affirm that he indeed advocates for God’s revelation in nature through, specifically, analogy. Once more we see Brunner relying on a biblical foundation for his theological stance on God’s own design of reflecting Himself analogically in the created realm. He says next, “he [Barth] also rejects the Biblical principle of analogy, and indeed every kind of possible analogy in created existence; in so doing he not only contradicts his own theology, which like every other theology which is not satisfied with mere negations, lives on the principle of Analogy. God can, in a parabolic way, reflect God in order to express God’s revealed Being, and His revealed relation to man.”135 In this way, Brunner again brings us back to the biblical account while simultaneously bringing the Thomistic analogia entis forward as a bona-fide way of God revealing the divine Self to the creature in God’s works of creation.136

			For Thomas, created analogies exist in the creation in a lesser proportionality communicating something of the attributes of the Creator. This was advanced by the Jesuit theologian Erich Przywara, who extended the analogia entis to include a transcendent God who creates ex nihilo, immanent in a continuous creation.137 This resonates with Edwards’ creation metaphysics and might serve us well in formulating a method of natural typology. The analogia entis, then, is related to typology as a system where by faith, the analogia entis in the natural world is communicated to the creature through revelation by God in and through the type prefiguring its antitype.

			Edwards’ use of natural types was consistently grounded in his Doctrine of Creation, in his sermons, and his philosophical metaphysics of nature. Edwards worked for over thirty years to arrive at his creation metaphysics, that is, his ontological understanding of natural types in terms of his philosophical idealism. On Edwards’ view, natural types originated as ontologically real ideas in God’s mind before the creation of the world. As it relates to Edwards’ idealism, types and the role they would play in communicating divine things, were a subordinate end of God’s Original Ultimate End. Natural types are “real-ized” into being as God supposes them into existence; the ontological status of material objects in the physical world becomes real in relation to human minds because God raises the created mind to do so. Edwards is resolutely committed to a panentheist view of the God-world relation since all of the creation exists in God, and is not separate from God. Likewise, since the creation is being realized into being moment-by moment, Edwards’ creation metaphysic entails a continuous creation theology.

			Thus, on Edwards’ view, God intended to emanate knowledge and glory of the divine and spiritual attributes into the ontic physical structures of creation for the intent purpose of continually communicating these truths to the creatures He loves. The human creatures were given “eyes to see” as it were, established in their intellect and reason, as well as the heart, as dispositions enabling them to receive divine revelation. Emil Brunner says it this way in his doctrine of creation, “When, however, through God’s Word the “inward eye” of man is really enlightened, then he is able to see the divine revelation in Creation, as it really is; then he is able to understand the analogia entis aright and to praise God the Creator in the works of the Creation.”138 There are several illustrative point to be made from this quote. First, Brunner affirms the “inward eye” of all humans fashioned to be enlightened by divine revelation in the structures and elements of nature. Second, when this revelation is given and received, humankind is able to see nature “as it really is”—God’s divine communication. Brunner does not stop there, but affirms that this knowledge and experience of God will elicit praise. This is keenly akin to Edwards’ theological metaphysics contending for why God created, or in Edwards’ terminology, God’s Original Ultimate End in Creation. It is not solely God emanating the knowledge and glory of Himself as a display of his power, beauty and grandeur as a creation. Rather, God’s ultimate end is in sharing of the intra-Trinitarian excellence and fullness with the creature, all for the creature’s absolute delight, utter fulfillment and praise.

			It is this human experience that brings God’s infinite glory back to its source as He delights in his own beloved creatures delighting in Him. This accomplishes God’s Original Ultimate End in creating a universe. Natural types in the creation are an important initial step in communicating the divine fullness to the creature, and in this manner serve as an all-important subordinate end, in a long line of successive ends, toward the fulfillment of God’s Original Ultimate End.

			Edwards was fully convinced of the authenticity of natural types as ontologically real, and purposeful in God’s overall plan for humanity. In this manner, natural types are onto-types, in that they are not mere propositional human assignments, randomly assigned. Rather, since all of God’s ideas are real, and natural types are ideas in God’s mind intending to be created, the types are ontologically real, or for our purposes, onto-types. He whole-heartedly believed the method of doing natural typology, that is, the revelation of God-embedded onto-types, to be theologically valid for the following three reasons:

			
					Use of natural types is affirmed by Scripture and corroborates with Scripture.

					Natural types are a way of communicating the divine attributes. This is alongside the Incarnate Son; the two are one unified, albeit unequal, revelation of the Trinitarian God.

					Natural types fit the criteria for God’s end in creation, and bring glory to God by the sharing of God’s supreme knowledge and glory.139

			

			Given these reasons, we are able to bring Edwards forward into a contemporary discussion of a Trinitarian Theology of Nature and propose an expansion of his precursory method of natural typology. From reading across Edwards’ works we find that he had a two-fold method in his natural typology. First, he relied on personal experience in the natural world, using “common knowledge” of seasons, ecology, agriculture, and cosmology. Second, he drew from findings in contemporary science found in the science textbooks of his day. If we begin there, we can propose a methodology that allows a) for understanding of God’s attributes from personal engagement with nature. This means, that as individuals are taught this method in congregational settings from the pulpit, or personal spiritual study, they can open themselves to divine revelation for personal spiritual growth and Christian maturity in their faith, and b) this method can be extended to receiving divine messages from the current findings in biology, physics, chemistry, engineering, and astronomy. As Edwards showed in Shadows of Divine Things, the mechanisms of the natural world can communicate God’s excellencies revealed through concordance of scientific and theological knowledge.

			However, as Edwards discusses in the sermon, “The Divine and Supernatural Light,” this revelatory knowledge of God’s holy and supremely beautiful attributes does not originate in the mind of humans, but is given by God, for the glory and praise of God. If we apply the understanding of the divine and supernatural light of God illuminating the mind and heart to God’s beauty and glory through the creation, then this venture of doing natural typology has far-reaching outcomes and benefits for those engaged in it, and for those who are touched by it. Even with the two-fold method of a) personal engagement with nature and b) drawing from the findings of the sciences, there is one and only one outcome or effect, as Edwards says in “Divine and Supernatural Light,” “This light is such as effectually influences the inclination and changes the nature of the soul.”140 This engagement with the communication of God’s divine attributes and excellencies changes the soul, and also changes the way we understand the nature of reality, the role of the findings that science produces, as well as the teleological significance of our world and universe.

			Appreciating the ontological reality of the structure of the physical world—not only within the confines of a limited understanding of the mechanisms that tell us what something is, such as knowing the spin and mass of an electron, the molecular structure of rhodopsin that allows it to be activated by light, the three dimensional configuration of the insulin receptor that allows it to bind to insulin—but how it is so. How nature is so is located in something far greater. If nature is viewed ontologically as God willing it into being, communicating within its structures physical and non-physical truths, and revealing such knowledge to the creature, then how nature is so is because it is fully and completely an act of God. We will have come closer to Leibnitz’s Principle of Sufficient Reason, knowing beyond the mechanistic descriptions science provides so well, and entering into an ontology that tells us how it is so; by the God who is acting moment-by-moment for a complete knowledge of reality.

			In other words, science does not need typology to do science. Science only needs to continue to uncover the mechanisms as it has done so well. Revelation of the Trinitarian God will come out of these findings. As a result, this divine communication will be a light shining into the soul, as Edwards declares, “This knowledge is that which is above all others sweet and joyful. Men have a great deal of pleasure in human knowledge, in studies of natural things; but this is nothing to that joy which arises from this divine light shining into the soul. This light gives a view of those things that are merely the most exquisitely beautiful and capable of delighting the eye of the understanding.”141 Thus, in doing the theological task of natural typology, whether in personal engagement with nature or drawing from the findings of the sciences the outcome is the same: communication of the excellences and eternally good attributes of the divine Creator to the creature. This wondrous divine and supernatural light that enters not only the mind, but also the heart, is what brings great joy, giving spiritual gifts that build strength and courage, as Edwards concludes, “This spiritual light is the dawning of the light of glory in the heart. There is nothing so powerful as this to support persons in affliction, and to give the mind peace and brightness, in this stormy and dark world.”142 The glories and excellencies of the Creator, emanated into the creation are intended to bring the creature delight in this experiential knowledge, and thus remanate delight and glory back to God. 

			The project of natural typology will need guidelines for understanding and authenticating interpretation of natural types and their antitypes. In the next chapter, a set of criteria will be proposed. This criteria will be used to ascertain whether Edwards’ method applies all the way down to the base foundations of the creation. It is the explicit goal to hold true to the guidelines set forth by Edwards and refine them for contemporary use in doing a theology of the natural world.
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			How Onto-types in Nature 
Engage Contemporary Science

			Over the preceding chapters, we have made a case stating that the natural world has something to communicate to humankind regarding God’s divine excellencies and attributes. We have argued that this revelation is not “in addition to” the biblical revelation in Christ, but rather is parallel; the two represent a unified, consonant revelation that reveals the Trinitarian God. In this way, nature itself represents a natural-revealed knowledge of God. We have drawn from the rich metaphysics and theology of Jonathan Edwards who was Trinitarian in a growing Unitarian age and who saw natural types as revealing the knowledge of God. In fact, Edwards understood the ontology of nature to include communication/emanation of the knowledge of God’s glory through natural types as an integral part of God’s Original Ultimate End in creating. We have also employed Emil Brunner’s biblically founded Doctrine of Creation advocating for the analogia entis in ontological analogies found throughout nature as God’s communication to the beloved creature made in his own image. We next ask what the theologies of Edwards’ natural onto-typology, and Brunner’s advocacy for God’s revelation in nature, let us do? In other words, how might we apply these principles in terms of contemporary science in a form of doing a Trinitarian Theology of Nature?

			This might entail a suggestive enterprise of a new way of thinking about scientific information such that all creation can and does reveal God in analogy, even at the cellular, molecular and quantum levels. In such an approach one must first construct a method of doing a “theological science” or a “scientific theology,” in the spirit of Torrance. This method must explicitly draw forth analogous onto-types in nature that substantiate the notion of consonance between the two books: the Book of Nature and the Book of Scripture.

			One way to begin, then, might be to re-think the ordering of a legitimate Doctrine of Creation founded in Genesis. Emil Brunner’s position suggests a re-ordering of the starting point for a Doctrine of Creation to the first chapter of the fourth Gospel.143 In Brunner’s estimation, the Doctrine of Creation founded in Genesis has led largely to many of the problems in Science and Theology, resulting in debates over how God created and which theistic view in the Creation-Evolution continuum is the correct one (i.e., Young Earth Creationism, Old Earth Creationism, Progressive Creationism, Intelligent Design, Theistic Evolution, etc.).144 Brunner states that it was a mistake to equate Genesis with a science text. According to Brunner, this positioning of Genesis 1 as a starting point has produced a polarization of a literal versus a figurative interpretation of the two creation stories in Genesis over and above scientific evidence. He says, “This made the Bible the infallible textbook of natural science and historical science. The conflict with science, therefore, became unavoidable, and the war between science and theology had to end with the pitiable defeat of theology.”145 In Brunner’s estimation, theology forgot that God’s revelation, this “treasure we bear” is born out in “jars of clay,” contained in earthen vessels, as Second Corinthians 4:7 reminds us. We simply cannot separate out the earthen vessels, be that a molecule, a cell, an ecosystem, a galaxy or a human being, from the treasure of God’s revelation contained therein. “Theology forgot to make that critical distinction between that which is the object of natural knowledge of the world through reason, and that which, by its very nature, can only be the content of divine revelation.”146

			If I am reading Brunner rightly, he sees that the distinction between “natural knowledge” and God’s Self-disclosure or “revealed knowledge,” as an artificial one. Brunner, as we have also seen in Edwards as well as the scholastic and patristic theologians, contends that nature is revelation. Thus, we have arrived at a conjoiner toward a natural-revealed knowledge of God. What science discovers, models, and teaches of the structures and processes of the natural world tells us something of the mind of God, the heart of the Creator and his intent in creating. The natural world reveals knowledge of God. In this way, our focus on what nature is shifts in function and purpose. Consider, “This indicates a different way of seeing nature where the attention shifts from the meaningless transmission of force, to the communication of information—communication which may have very real effects by triggering processes of physical interaction.”147 Here we are encouraged to see the natural world and its functional mechanisms as only part of the story. Science aptly gives us accurate and detailed information concerning how nature functions, but carries more profound and life-giving information above physical properties and processes. Understanding God is at the very core of knowing nature, far beyond that of the Genesis narrative.

			If Brunner is correct, there has been a misplaced understanding of the function of the creation stories in Genesis, and a misplaced starting point altogether. He says, “The Mosaic story of Creation is not only a wonderful testimony of the divine revelation, but it is the product of a very primitive view of the world.”148 He places Genesis narrative in the context of the ancient Near East, proposing that the function of the creation story was not as a science text, but rather in deciphering a God-world relation in terms of God’s revelation. Just as the first Adam was not an arbitrary assignment but served the function as a type of Christ, so the creation narratives serve a specific function typologically in relation to history, to the overarching biblical message of divine revelation, and to eschatology. Brunner’s analysis of the Mosaic story of creation becomes a powerful and wondrous testimony to the fact that God has infused knowledge of God’s own glorious Being into the creation by “speaking” creation into existence, “forming” creatures out of the clay of the earth, “breathing” into the first man the breath of life.

			Although these images might seem at first glance to be an anthropomorphization, applying human characteristics to God (i.e. speaking, forming, breathing), for Brunner (and let’s add to that perhaps Edwards, Przywara, von Balthasar, McGrath, and others) the universe is, in fact, supremely the reverse. God gives us this language, in the formulation of scientific inquiry, including the particular onto-types that are found therein, to show us Himself, to reveal a God intimately involved with this creation; with intentional execution of the created order, grounded in a penetrating love, and with careful planning. In an Edwardsean way of thinking, this idea of intentionally creating the base quantum, molecular and higher order structures with communicating in mind would be within God’s Original Ultimate End in creating.

			Said another way, such a vantage point sets the correct God-human relation; God Himself is at the epicenter of this glorious revelation. God’s is revealing in the structures of the world, revealing Himself in the incarnation of the Son, revealing and imparting knowledge of godly attributes by and through the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. These are all divine acts of God Himself, starting with God, revealed by God, and given as loving gifts to humanity. Torrance, similarly, by his inheritance of giving us a scientific theology, places this kind of enquiry in the correct orientation, centered first and foremost in God’s revelation to humankind. Torrance, realizing the importance of avoiding an anthropocentric posture of putting man at the center of this testing, posits the revelation of God’s Self in the things that science discovers squarely in God Himself. 

			In response to God’s revelation through what has been made, humanity can open themselves to respond in faith to that which God reveals. Torrance states, “In scientific theology we begin with the actual knowledge of God, and seek to test and clarify this knowledge by inquiring carefully into the relation between our knowing of God and God Himself in His being and nature. Then in the light of this clarification we seek to be more and more open and ready for God, so that we may respond faithfully and truly to all that He declares and discloses to us of Himself.”149 Here we stand on solid theological ground, validating that God declares and discloses Himself, in whatever ways God, in perfect freedom, chooses. 

			As such, the creation, with all of its intricate structures and processes, serves as the “vessel” for the knowledge and glory of God.150 According to Brunner, theology has forgotten, as was stated above, that the knowledge of God and the knowledge of the world cannot be two separate entities, but that the earthen vessels carry the knowledge of God. 151 The image of the vessel and its content is a poignant image here. This image aligns with Edwards’ metaphysics of creation incorporating a form of res-idealism and intentional object panentheism. For example, what Brunner is describing here, as did Edwards, is that the entire content of God’s knowledge exists in God, who chooses to communicate that knowledge into the vessel of creation. The vessel of creation exists, first and foremost, within the mind of God. God emanates or communicates this knowledge into the vessel of creation, in order to show that, as the Apostle Paul writes, “this all surpassing power is from God”—it must be God’s revelation of one unified reality, and “not from us.” There is one unified knowledge of one unified reality, and one unified communication of that knowledge from the Creator to the creature. In this respect, what science discovers about the natural world has something to tell us.

			Torrance also affirmed the idea of one unified reality, in that an artificial separation of natural science from its theological origins as creation could never give us the true ontological reality of the world. Molnar’s analysis of Torrance indicates that, “Torrance was well aware of the fact that natural science could not tell us about the ultimate origin of the world of nature and that it was limited to studying nature ‘out of itself’ as it were. He maintained that it was the Christian doctrine of creation ex nihilo that allowed scientists to ‘understand nature only by looking at nature and not by looking at God.’”152 The very fact that creation was “out of nothing” was the only reason that science could study the mechanisms of the ordered natural world, but this investigation could never lead to the knowledge of the ultimate reality, i.e., God’s own acting. Torrance proposes that there would be no “real science” without belief in God the Creator, which itself implies an ontologically contingent universe that has its own “created intelligibility.” 

			Similarly in Brunner’s Doctrine of Creation, God gives this knowledge to us in exact science.153 Science, then, is “in the service of God.”154 Brunner says this, “For this reason alone can science be in the service of God, and for this reason alone so many of the great scientists have been able to regard their work as the service of God and their knowledge the gift of God.”155 Although language of God and legitimation of God’s divine intervention have largely been displaced in the age in which we live, particularly in the sciences, it does not preclude the reality of what actually exists. Science as a discipline of discovery, then, can continue as it is even if it does not affirm the need of God, or acknowledge that it is in the “service of God.” The claims of a Trinitarian Theology of Nature is that it is whether science acknowledges it or not. In this theology, what science discovers is simply the ways God acts and communicates, for those who have ears to hear.

			In this way, a Trinitarian Theology of Nature serves as a scientific theology in that it can be subject to the rigors of a valid methodology for rational evaluation among competing theories. Ted Peters, turning to Wolfhart Pannenberg’s work in bridging science and theology in methodological terms says this:

			A theologian cannot follow a method of direct verification because the existence of its object, God, is itself in dispute and because God—defined by Pannenberg as the all-determining reality—is not a reproducible finite entity. An indirect method of verification is available, however. Building in part on Karl Popper’s procedures for critical verification and falsification, Pannenberg submits that we can test assertions by their implications. Assertions about a divine life and divine actions can be tested by their implications for understanding the whole of finite reality, a wholeness which is implicitly anticipated in the ordinary experience of meaning.156

			Referring here to Pannenberg’s Toward a Theology of Nature, Peters reminds us of what is essential: that a hypothesis can be generated regarding the ontology of the natural world, and answering to such a hypothesis can lead to greater understanding and meaning. However, it is important here to note that we are not testing the hypothesis of the existence of God, as in an outdated version of Natural Theology, but rather we are examining the hypothesis of the consonance of God’s revelation in Scripture with God’s revelation in the natural world in light of scientific discovery. This is represented by biblical revelation and the dynamic experiential revelation of the Holy Spirit to the human mind and heart.

			In  his Theology of Nature, Pannenberg challenges scientists: he calls upon scientists to consider the unthinkable and to incorporate the idea of God into their understanding of the reality of the mechanisms they uncover. He boldly asserts that a full apprehension of the ontology of the natural world cannot be fully realized by scientific explanations alone.157 Pannenberg, like Torrance, goes on to say that in praxis, the method of the sciences and the method of theology are not all that divergent and, in fact, are much the same. According to Pannenberg, hypotheses are created in both disciplines and are tested. In the sciences, hypotheses are tested according to the Scientific Method using controlled, repeated experimentation. In theology, “assertions about a divine life and divine actions can be tested by their implications for understanding the whole of finite reality, a wholeness that is implicitly anticipated in the ordinary experience of meaning.”158 Although the specific method of testing is different, the overall methodology is, in fact, quite similar.

			In terms of methodology, particularly that of the sciences, Torrance designates that theology can learn from contemporary and ancient scientists to think in unitary ways that “do not separate the spiritual from the material or the intelligible from the sensible.”159 Scientists who do not know God are still given this knowledge, but they do not attribute it to God, nor do they have the language to frame this knowledge in ontological terms of ultimate reality. Eberhard Jüngel affirms, “Science has no need of Him, neither as a ground of its own legitimation nor as a reference to the ground of legitimation for that which science itself cannot legitimize. There is no sense in which Science needs God. It excludes Him. We are living in an age of the verbal placelessness of God.”160 Here, we aim to bridge an artificial separation, perhaps most keenly sensed and apprehended at present by scientists who have faith. As Emil Brunner goes on to say, “Therefore in the mind of a Christian scientist there is no conflict between his faith in Jesus Christ and his scientific work which is based on, and controlled by (very strictly) the work of the intellect; on the contrary, he is aware of an ultimate unity between the two.”161

			In this way, we are examining the hypothesis of the consonance of the natural world in light of biblical revelation, scientific discovery, and the dynamic experiential revelation of the Holy Spirit to the human mind and heart. The goal in this work, then, is not to force an integration of Science and Theology, but rather to embark on a path of discovery into a unity that already exists. Exploring this hypothesis might begin by rightly recognizing that God reveals Himself, and then by complying with the pattern for interpretation which God has prescribed. Torrance eloquently asserts the same: “but whatever is not-God is laid open by God Himself as set in the creation of man, and which faith makes clear to him, that man can fulfill his function as an interpreter of nature.”162 The fruition of scientific discovery in light of God’s Self-revelation is an expanded recovery of the Psalmist’s observation of nature (along with many other writers in Scripture). This, along with the intellect of reason, combined with a heart of sincere enquiry, bring us face-to-face with an ontological reality far beyond a naturalistic worldview. Natural onto-types, intentionally embedded in nature by God, supply an ever-growing expansion of the depth of the natural world, instressed with an infinite array of messages of the Divine character and glory, ethics, redemption, ecclesiology, and so on, for discovery. These spiritual truths are to be revealed to humankind concomitant with scientific discovery. In this way, God’s acting becomes a dynamic revelation to the creature in and through an understanding of the natural world; by learning to read the language of nature.

			In order to engage such a discovery, we might question whether Edwards’ method can be tested, not with his science, but with ours. Can Edwards’ method of typological meaning be applied to complex mechanisms in fine detail? In other words, is Edwards’ method extensible to the findings in contemporary science? If so, what might complex mechanisms offer in terms of natural types that may carry the knowledge of God? What we are doing here expands an Edwardsean reading of the natural world down to the fundamental mechanisms undergirding life itself. Perhaps some examples might be helpful here. In Edwards’ Shadows of Divine Things, he outlines over two hundred elements from nature and describes the hidden spiritual message they carry. Edwards refers to elements of nature such as the sun, moon, stars, trees, rivers, and spiders. He also expounds upon scientific information he found in the science texts of the day describing human circulation, embryogenesis, and optics. In each of these elements, Edwards sees underlying spiritual truths pointing to the things of God. In Type No. 14 he says, “The sun’s so perpetually, for so many ages, sending forth his rays in such vast profusion, without any diminution of his light is a bright image of the all-sufficiency and everlastingness of God’s bounty and goodness.”163 Here Edwards sees that God made the sun to continually pour forth light not only to sustain life on the green planet, but as an all-important image of how God’s “bounty and goodness” are always being poured out to us. By seeing the sun, we can know something of God’s unfailing love toward us, especially when it may seem that the clouds of life are blocking this light. In some other types, Edwards sees seed germination as a type pointing to the resurrection of Christ, the grinding of wheat and corn into bread as a type pointing to the refinement of the soul leading to spiritual nourishment, the uphill ascent of hills and mountains as pointing to spiritual trials leading upward to heaven, and many more.164

			A keen investigation into the contemporary mechanisms of science also reveals such spiritual truths. Moving forward from Edwards’ onto-type of the sun’s rays pointing to the antitype of God’s consistent love and goodness, one can further understand a deep spiritual truth by understanding the photon itself, the basic unit of light. At the quantum level, light is composed of photons which are unique among quantum structures. Photons, as energy-carrying units, are similar to electrons in that they have a wave nature, but also have a mass and occupy space as a particle similar to protons. Classical and well-established experiments in physics, such as the Photoelectric Effect and the Compton Effect165, have confirmed the particle theory of light. In this way, light behaves as a particle much like that of any subatomic particle. However, Young’s double slit experiment on interference and diffraction have also equally confirmed the wave theory of light indicating that light behaves as a wave, much like other forms of energy such as electromagnetic energy166. Thus, a conundrum exists where photons of light are fully particle and fully wave. The conundrum was settled by taking all of these experiments into account and affirming that photons have a dual nature- referred to as the wave-particle duality. Neils Bohr proposed his famous Principle of Complementarity allowing for a co-equal state of properties in the wave and the particle aspects of light.167

			Thus, photons, have a fully dual wave-particle nature. In this way, light serves as an onto-type pointing to Christ, the Light of the world.168 Since as photons have a dual nature—wave and particle—so Christ has a dual nature—divine and human. The wave quality of the photon might represent a type of the divinity of Christ and the particle nature of the photon the physical, material aspect of Christ’s humanity. Just as created light illuminates the world so that the creature is able to see, apprehend, and understand all manner of visual objects and visual stimuli, so the light of Christ illuminates the spiritual world to the creature, giving spiritual sight and enlightenment in order to see, apprehend, and understand the things of God, the ways of God, the knowledge and glory of God and the salvation of God.

			These examples help point to the possibility that onto-types exist, and they exist all the way down to the fundamental elements of the natural world. However, this immediately leads to the question of their validity, what warrants such an investigation, and how can it be qualified? One suggestion might be to use a set of criteria or guidelines used in discerning onto-types and their meaning. Using Edwards’ method in Shadows of Divine Things, as well as accepted methods in current biblical typology, I propose four main criteria for qualifying a natural onto-type/antitype construct: 

			1. 	In a type/antitype, the factual nature of the item in question remains such that the meaning and use of the word, person, object or situation does not change, it is only different in its relation.

			2. 	There must be a rigorous correspondence between the type and its corresponding antitype, not just a mere resemblance.

			3. 	There must be a chronological or systematized prefiguring or foreshadowing of the type to its corresponding antitype.

			4. 	The type/antitype must convey truth regarding knowledge of God as affirmed in scripture169 

			With this foundational guideline, we proceed with the enterprise at hand, that is, to explore the hypothesis of consonance to see if Edwards’ method of natural onto-typology is extensible all the way down to the base mechanisms of the biological world. Can there be theological onto-types ensconced in cellular and biochemical pathways? Perhaps even at the atomic, subatomic, and quantum levels? In other words, has God truly emanated communication of the divine Self, God’s eternal glories and fullness all the way down to the fundamental structures of the world? 
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			A Working Example

			The Solubility of Salt 
A Theistic Metaphysics and Onto-Typology

			At this juncture, we now explore how God’s divine action might be understood in terms of God willing the structures of the created reality into being, while simultaneously communicating knowledge of divine truths into these structures, and ultimately revealing this knowledge to the creature. In other words, how might this complex elemental understanding of divine action be related to the dynamics of chemical and biological mechanisms? In recent decades, much attention has been devoted in the literature to how the extant divine action views might provide a theistic metaphysical account for activity at the quantum level, in consciousness, and in free will. However, when it comes to a divine action account for higher order chemical and biological mechanisms, we find nothing. So let us begin with a theistic divine action account of a very simple chemical mechanism involving ionization of an ionic bond, the dissolving of salt, NaCl, into the ions Na+ and Cl-. We will explore this reaction in terms of Divine Compositionalism as described earlier which claims that the functioning of every physical, chemical, and biological mechanism in the universe is a manifesting complex disposition, which is nothing other than ways God acts according to plan.170 

			In utilizing the power of this divine action view, the coherence and benefits of its theistic ontology will be tested alongside the value of scientific explanation. The metaphysics help align a complete understanding of the role of God’s acting in manifesting a creation out of nothing in an Edwardsean continuous creation. Then, using this ontology, the divine messages, or onto-types, embedded in this simple mechanism will be explored. Here we see a working example of a Trinitarian divine action theology. We begin with a dispositional ontology grounding what nature is, in this case the solubility of NaCl willed by God’s compositional, existence-conferring action according to God’s will or plan. Then, we investigate the communication of the spiritual messages that this mechanism adumbrates, and the revelation of these truths to created minds fashioned to receive it.171

			As we explored earlier in Chapter 6, Divine Compositionalism proposes that the ways God enacts his plan (i.e., confers existence) are mirrored in the latter three categories of our five category ontology, which are dispositions, forces, structures. Dispositions (ontologically considered) may be construed as God’s commitments to act on condition. The four forces (i.e., gravity, electromagnetism, the strong and the weak nuclear forces)—are God’s ‘constant’ acting, represented biblically as God’s faithfulness, grounded in God’s freedom. A structure is God’s unifying, coordinated acting which we perceive as a pattern of co-existence, as a simultaneous aspect of a physical system, or as the co-occurrence of separate events.172 We postulate that every created thing and every fundamental concept of physical, chemical, and biological science can be accounted for in terms of some combination of this five-category ontology.173 If this conceptualization is on the right track, then we may say that the ways God’s confers existence according to plan are what science studies.

			Thus, Divine Compositionalism becomes not a deterrent to studying and understanding the natural world, but rather gives credence to the discoveries of science as the ongoing communication of a faithfully acting God who is moment-by-moment sustaining the universe by the word of his power. Edwards construed this idea of nature as God’s acting by saying that “to find out the reasons of things in natural philosophy is only to find out the proportion of God’s acting.”174 Even Enlightenment thinkers such as Isaac Newton construed nature in this way as well, “All that diversity of natural things which we find suited to different times and places could arise from nothing but the ideas and will of a Being, necessarily existing.”175

			In this view, a disposition is the fundamental level of existence defined as a state of being poised to do or be something (i.e., to effect a change (active) or to be changed (passive) that simply represents a divine commitment to confer existence on condition. Whether or not a physical system has a dispositional property is matter of what the actual world includes. However, since the actual world is God’s plan according to which God confers existence, we are in a position to relate a conception of dispositions to a conception of God’s creative acting according to plan. Every event is unique and is related to another by what appears to an observer to be a causal process but which we claim is really God’s conferring existence according to his commitments. With this in mind, we can apply a formal language to the analysis as follows:

			Definition of a disposition
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							representation of a specific causal process in the actual world

						
					

				
			

			Key of terms:

			α ⊐—the actual world includes

			x—any physical system (object or substance)

			σx—any state of physical system

			[D]—any disposition

			δ—any duration of time

			δ’’ > δ’—a duration of time later than the initial duration of time

			{i}—a set of D’s initiating conditions over some duration δ’

			σx’—is a token of one of D‘s manifestation types occurring over duration δ’’ later than δ’

			{m}—a set of D’s manifestations when subject to one of the initiating conditions in {i}

			Read in plain English, a disposition is a property of a physical system that exists in the actual world. The disposition in a physical system is poised to manifest under certain initiating conditions over a duration of time. When subject to the initiating condition, the disposition will manifest. This process is God’s commitment to act on condition. Since the actual world, containing physical systems with the dispositions they possess, is God’s plan according to which God confers existence, we now have related a conception of dispositions to a conception of God’s creative acting according to plan.

			A Theistic Model of a Scientific Mechanism

			Let us  begin with the premise that God confers existence to the entire universe compositionally at every moment. This conjecture is fully Trinitarian and supported by Scripture. One scriptural starting point is found in Colossians 1:15–16 which indicates that “The Son is the image of the invisible God, for in Him all things were created . . . all things were created through him and for him. He is before all things and in Him all things hold together.” Divine Compositionalism holds that all things in the universe were created by the Trinitarian God through Christ and for Christ. Since it is through Christ all things “hold together” we cannot separate natural law, powers, or causality from the sovereignty of God in Christ, through the power of the Holy Spirit. All of the creation, as reflected in the language and discovery of science, is contingent upon God. Without such contingency on God, any ontology is forced to consider dispositions and forces in particular to be brute, non-contingent aseities in themselves. Thus, Divine Compositionalism holds that God is the only aseity, whereby all things are contingent. An expanded discussion further extends this theistic position to a Trinitarian view.176

			The writer of the book of Hebrews in the New Testament indicates that the universe was made through the Son (Hebrews 1:2), and that all things in the universe are “sustained by his powerful word” (Hebrews 1:3). On these grounds, Divine Compositionalism is Trinitarian, in that it holds that God—through the economic office of the Son—confers existence to the universe compositionally, so that dispositions (ontologically considered) simply are God’s commitment to act (i.e., confer existence) on condition. Thus, every physical, chemical and biological mechanism in the universe in its functioning is a manifesting complex disposition. It is the existence-conferring action of God. In this way, there is no separation of God from the creation in the sense that God must intervene in the creation. The problem of intervention/non-intervention does not even arise under Divine Compositionalism as it must in order to satisfy other views of divine action, because the laws of nature (both of succession and of co-existence) are not intermediaries in divine action. Laws of nature, such as gravitation, electromagnetism and so on, are God’s consistent acting according to his plans and purposes for the world in Christ. Natural laws, which we accept as regularities, are just constant acting in the existence-conferring action of God. Thus, there is no need to give an account for God “overriding” or “violating” laws of nature. The decision to treat the universe as a closed system or an open system of secondary causes also does not arise, for the causal structure of the universe is a structure of God’s acting. Again, Divine Compositionalism is consistent with Pannenberg’s thesis in understanding that the laws of nature themselves are not acting apart from God, but are viewed as God’s consistent acting. He writes,

			the development of chaos theory seems to have shown that “local” contingency of actual events does indeed occur even on the level of macrophysical processes, without precluding the description of such processes by natural laws. This supports, in my judgment, the assumption that basically all natural events happen contingently, notwithstanding the uniformities that ordinarily occur in their sequence, and permit a description by formulas of natural law.177

			Whereas a concurrentist view would hold that the formulas describing natural laws indicate a conferred independence,178 Pannenberg asserts that physical formulas simple provide a description of God’s constant acting. Likewise, a Divine Compositional account of natural laws, and the scientific mechanisms that are described by them, rests in God’s continuous act of creating, willing the creation into existence moment-by-moment. 

			Let’s turn our attention now to the application of Divine Compositionalism to the solubility of NaCl, a relatively simple scientific mechanism. In general, a mechanism may be understood dynamically or statically. On the one hand—approaching mechanisms dynamically—every mechanism is a process, every process is an event, and every event is finite sequence of discrete states of a physical system (treating the dynamics scientifically) and every event is a manifesting disposition (treating the dynamics metaphysically). Thus, we may define a mechanism alternatively as a process or as a manifesting complex disposition, depending on whether it is for scientific purposes or for metaphysical purposes. On the other hand—approaching mechanisms statically as a whole—a mechanism may be conceptualized and represented as involving “entities” and “activities” or as a structure of component, fundamental dispositions.179 As such our model (Divine Compositionalism) may be graphically represented as follows, where the letters, A, B, and C, pick out stages in a causal process: 
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			A scientific investigation of a mechanism begins with the identification of “start-up” conditions and of terminating conditions which may (and usually does) involve intermediate states with more arrows until a final termination is achieved or a cycle is complete. In this schema, each state of a physical system is a manifestation state of one or more component dispositions and constitutes to some extent the initiation states of other component dispositions. In other words, the representation of states of a system by the brackets with a duration [σx]δ—while understood as depicting a sequence of events, may actually condense or summarize a complex of other causally-related or simultaneous states.

			Thus, what may have been understood as a two-stage process (as depicted above) may later be discovered, with more advanced scientific discovery, to be a 5-stage process or perhaps an even more complex process, because “in between” stage 1 and stage 2 another stage is discovered; the same may hold between stage 2 and stage 3. Likewise, future scientific investigation may show more. In fact, even simple chemical and biological mechanisms show numerous intermediate states, leading to higher order complexity in multi-step biological mechanisms. Regardless of the complexity of steps, or the number of steps in a scientific mechanism, the same paradigm holds: the mechanism itself is a manifesting disposition. The disposition is conferred by God in Christ, thus the manifestation of a disposition under the appropriate start-up conditions is simply God acting according to his commitments, conferring existence according to his plan for the universe at every given moment.

			A Theistic Account of a Simple Mechanism: the NaCl Cycle

			Basic Science

			Even though quantum theory has revealed subatomic levels of complexity, for the purposes here we need only to treat atoms as the basic building blocks of all types of matter. Atoms associate with other atoms through chemicals bonds resulting from the strong attractive forces that exist between atoms. The electrons that participate in chemical bonds are the valence electrons, which are the electrons found in an atom’s outermost shell. When two reactive atoms are present in a chemical reaction, whether in vivo or in vitro, their outer shell electrons interact. The four main types of bonds formed between atoms in decreasing bond energy strength are, covalent bonds, ionic bonds, hydrogen bonds and Van der Waals forces. For the purposes of this discussion, we will limit our analysis to ionic bonds and hydrogen bonds. An ionic bond is formed when one atom accepts or donates one or more of its valence electrons to another atom. In a standard chemistry explanation, an ionic bond is considered the electrostatic force of attraction between two oppositely charged ions; the resultant compound is referred to as a salt. The salt molecule (here we will confine our discussion to the salt, NaCl, but this chemistry applies to all ionic bond salt compounds such as CaCl2, KCl, KI, and so on), has the capacity and tendency to self-associate in a higher order lattice structure known as a salt crystal, commonly known as table salt.180

			Sodium Chloride (NaCl) Cycle

			Geologically, NaCl occurs naturally in the mineral form, halite, also called “rocksalt.” In nature there is a highly complex NaCl cycle beginning with halite that is broken down into smaller and smaller bits of rock salt by environmental erosion. Solid NaCl rock salt enters water systems through runoff into lakes, streams, rivers and finally to the ocean systems of the world. The solid NaCl salt crystal is dissolved by the electrostatic effects of the polarity of water. Thus, the subsequent state of NaCl in environmental aqueous solution (rivers, oceans etc.) is in the ionized form, Na+ and Cl-, where each atom, carrying a full net charge is surrounded by a strong hydration layer of water.

			The cycle then continues as ponds, lakes, rivers and oceans dry up from resultant evaporation. In geological history, the drying up of oceans and large bodies of water has produced the world’s halite mines and salt beds distributed throughout the Earth. However, on a much smaller scale, even evaporation on a hot day at the beach due to ocean spray on the rocky coast will produce the very same effect. Either on a small scale or a large scale, the salt water solution, which is subject to solar energy, will undergo evaporation. In this reaction, solar heat causes a dynamic change in the hydrogen bonding between water molecules. Once the water molecules begin to evaporate, the hydration layer around each ion decreases until the point when the ionic attraction for Na+ and Cl- is stronger than the hydrostatic pull on each ion from the hydrogen bonding of remaining water molecules. At that critical point, the ionic bond once again forms resulting in ionic bond formation, and the result is molecular NaCl. The final step is the self-association of NaCl molecules into the NaCl geometric lattice of the salt crystal.

			NaCl in biological systems is required for the intracellular and extracellular salt balance across the membrane of all living organisms. Terrestrial and fresh water organisms (plant, animals, and bacteria) maintain intracellular Na+ and Cl- concentrations of 150mM, while marine organisms maintain an intracellular concentration of these ions at 500mM. Na+ and Cl- ions are crucial for life to exist and are balanced across the cell membrane by transmembrane Na+ and Cl- pumps and channels which maintain and use gradients for numerous physiological processes including glucose uptake, K+ balance, Ca++ regulation, action potential across the membrane, transmission of electrical signals in neurons, just to name a few. 

			Divine Compositionalism Applied to the Solubility of Salt

			In what follows we apply the Divine Compositionalism model to a “simple” naturally-occurring mechanism, one that is biologically relevant, such as the dissolving, or ionization, of salt as it occurs inorganically in nature and in the laboratory, but also as a crucial mechanism in general for many biological mechanisms, including protein folding, enzyme action, cellular and molecular processes. We begin by representing the mechanism of the dissolving of NaCl in aqueous solution from erosion of naturally occurring halite as a structure of dispositions as follows:
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			The physical states of system x are as follows:

			States of System x 

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							A

						
							
							NaCl(s)

						
							
							solid state NaCl in the form of halite or rock salt subject to erosion

						
					

					
							
							B

						
							
							NaCl(crystal)

						
							
							the formation of salt crystals as a result of erosion into bodies of water

						
					

					
							
							C

						
							
							NaCl(aq)

						
							
							individual molecular NaCl salt released from crystal lattice structure in aqueous solution. This a short-lived state since polarity of water will immediately act upon NaCl molecules inducing ionization, breaking the ionic bond

						
					

					
							
							D

						
							
							H20(aq)

						
							
							the polarity of H20 yielding a partial positive (δ+) and a partial negative (δ-) dipole moment to the molecule. Note that also a very small percentage of hydroxide ion (H+(aq)) and hydroxyl radical (0H- (aq)) is also present in water and can contribute to the ionization of NaCl
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			In order to apply Divine Compositionalism in formulating a theistic account of the mechanism of the dissolving of salt from halite breakdown to individual NaCl molecules, then to ionized Na+(aq) and Cl-(aq) in aqueous solutions in the natural world, we begin first by representing God’s commitment to act as
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			This commitment applies to all possible states over the duration of time δ. In the actual world, there is a representation for the causal process of the solubility of NaCl from halite rock which we represent as

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							〚        [σx ⊨ {i}]δ’  [σx’ ∈ {m}]δ’’>δ’     〛

						
							
							a representation for any type of causal process

						
					

				
			


			This causal process will occur over some duration of time. Within this causal process there are causal subprocesses, or steps, that contribute to the overall net mechanism. The representation of the sequential individual steps of the causal processes of the dissolving of NaCl in this mechanism is represented by this symbolism:
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			So, let’s begin with disposition, D1, of Na(s) halite (rock salt) existing in soil and rock. In this state, State A, Na(s) halite has the disposition of being eroded under certain start-up environmental conditions. This is represented in the formulation as [σx ⊐ {i}]δ’. There is a wide range of start-up conditions in this mechanism, {i}, that would include, but are not limited to, wind, rain, sleet, ice, ice melt, earthquake, hurricanes, and tornado. The initiating conditions {i}, hold no intrinsic power, neither do they convey any causal efficacy to the system. The initiating conditions represent a set of possible conditions, which when met, are the conditions within which dispositions (in the case of D1 the disposition to erode) are manifested. If the initiating conditions are not met, according to God’s plan and purposes, then the disposition, D1, will not be manifested. Halite will always possess the disposition to erode, but will only manifest the disposition when initiating conditions are met. Thus, said another way, the disposition, D1, is God’s commitment to act on condition when a member of the set {i} is an occasion, initiated by God according to God’s plan. In this way, Divine Compositionalism can be viewed as a form of occasionalism.181 In this system, the time duration can be long epochs of time (millions of years) or shorter time periods depending on environmental conditions.

			In this way, physical space and time does not exist outside of God or independent of God, but within the actual world representing God’s plan according to which God confers existence. Taken in this way, then, D1, specifically, solid sodium salt under these start-up conditions, is God’s creative acting according to plan, and as such, God’s commitment to act on condition. The manifestation, {m}, of the disposition of sodium rock salt to erode (ontologically considered) also represents a range of possibilities that includes size of eroded fragments, dimensions, crystal lattice structure and so on. This represents the range of God’s freedom to act according to condition. We see the regularity of erosion throughout nature, which we construe as God’s consistent acting. Referring back to our five-category ontology, then, disposition D1, is God’s acting upon a set of initiating conditions established by God’s creative action. We can construe the structure of NaCl halite in State A as God’s unifying, coordinated acting and the forces of ionic bonding, and inter-molecular bonding in the crystal lattice formation and rock salt as God’s ‘constant’ actings.

			In the disposition D2, we see the multi-step, complex causal process continue as the manifestation of D1 becomes the start-up condition for the next step of the mechanism. This is represented by State B, which dispositionally is the state of eroded NaCl crystals poised to dissolve into individual NaCl molecules (under certain start-up conditions), and is represented in the formulation [σx ⊐ {i}]δ’’. There is a range of start-up conditions in this mechanism, {i}, that would include, but are not limited to various forms of exposure to aqueous solutions. Rather, however, in this case we can simplify even further and say that {i} = 1 in that the initiating condition is simply exposure of NaCl crystal to water in any form. Again, and throughout our model, the initiating conditions do not hold any causal powers, rather, we construe this simply as God’s acting upon an included set of start-up conditions, {i}, over a time duration δ’’ represented in the actual world. It might seem at first glance that the “causal power” in the initial dissolution of NaCl from the crystal lattice, leading to dissolving into sodium and chloride ions in the subsequent step, comes from water, ie., ‘water is causing the dissolving’. However, according to Divine Compositionalism, neither water, nor its properties, are a causal power. The effect of water on the NaCl crystal is simply the manifestation of the disposition of the polarity of water representing God’s commitment to act. Shown in the manifestation of the disposition of water in the formulation D3:
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			Again, we may apply a conception of the coordination of D2 and D3, specifically, dissolution of NaCl crystals to release free NaCl molecules in water to a conception of God’s creative acting according to plan, and may also be construed as God’s commitments to act coordinately and simultaneously in these two reactions on condition. This representation of God’s acting is viewed as compositional since these events are happening in a compositional, coordinate fashion. The manifestation, {m}, of the disposition of salt crystals to dissolve (ontologically considered) also represents a range of possibilities. These, likewise, represent the range of God’s freedom to act. The manifestation of D2 possesses a new set of forces and structures; ionic bonds within individual NaCl molecules, representing again God’s consistent and coordinated acting, respectively.

			In disposition D4, we see the manifestation of D2 and D3 becoming the start-up conditions for the next and final step in the reaction represented. In this case, State C is very short-lived since the strong polarity of water will act upon individual NaCl molecules in aqueous solution instantly to produce the terminating condition, dissolving of salt, ie., the ionization of Na+ and Cl- ions, in aqueous solution:
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			Thus, in State D the polarity of water of the system is required for States C, E, F and G. These reactions are coordinated. The disposition, D3, of the polarity of water, manifested in aqueous solution, is required for the manifestation of D2 and D4, (ie., State D of the system is required for States C and finally G). The disposition of NaCl to ionize simply stated, is God’s simultaneous acting upon commitment under certain start-up condition according to God’s plan for the world. The manifestation, {m}, in this reaction includes a range of possible manifestations, where in our experience in the actual world is m=1, the dissolving of salt into its requisite ions in water. We construe this as a regularity, representing God’s freedom to act according to God’s own purposes and plans. Each step in the multi-step mechanism of the solubility of salt from halite, just is God’s causally-productive acting. Given our analysis of dispositions, what really connects initiating conditions to manifestation (the arrow connecting the two sides of the reaction) is God’s commitment to act on condition.

			Thus, to give an account of causation in the mechanism of the solubility of salt (ionization of NaCl from rock salt), the producing or the bringing about of dissolving, is God’s acting or God’s “REAL-izing” this particular actual world state. We never observe the causation. It is primitive subjectively, but objectively it is God’s acting. The mechanism in our model, then, is simply the manifesting of a complex disposition which ontologically is God’s acting on condition. Said another way, efficient causation turns out not to be a fundamental feature of nature, i.e., it is not (ontologically) primitive in a naturalistic sense. What seems to be the causal relation between states of the reaction just is God’s REAL-izing both states according to God’s established commitments in the natural world. Thus, the ‘cause’ of halite dissolving into the ions of Na+ and Cl- that are required for oceans to possess their salinity, and cells to function with required Na+ and Cl- ions, is a situation that satisfies a condition of one of God’s commitments to act on that condition. A divine commitment links two states, giving us a causal relation and, when generalized, give us laws of succession.

			So, according to Divine Compositionalism, it is a mistake to conceptualize two causally related situations (or events) as σ1 → σ2, where the right arrow, ‘→’, represents the productive causality. Rather, it is better conceptualized as in this graphic representation:
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			The down arrows, ‘↓’, represents God’s causally-productive acting.182 Given our analysis of dispositions, that which ontologically connects the situations is God’s commitment to act on condition. The causal relata of the mechanism is represented epistemically by the right arrow (→) but ontologically by the down arrows (↓). We see how common sense or perceptions mislead us to project onto things certain active and passive “powers.” There are no such things. There are only God’s compositional existence-conferring actions.

			Limitation of a Scientific Explanation of Reality and 
a Theistic Ontology of the Solubility of Salt Explained

			We have given a theistic account of the nature of scientific mechanisms and have shown in detail how it applies to the NaCl cycle. This is a step toward satisfying a challenge to provide a comprehensive and consistent metaphysical account of the concepts of science and mathematics from a single ontology. Some other basic concepts of physical science are time, space, event, causation, law of nature, of mathematics are number, set, and function, and of the human sciences are consciousness, intentionality, and freedom. But what are those things to which the basic concepts refer? Can anything more be said about the nature of the things which are the referents of the concept? This is a persistent challenge for anyone holding to scientific realism, but who also eschews philosophical or religious explanation. Anjan Chakravartty writes “Scientific realism is a positive epistemic attitude towards the content of our best theories and models, recommending belief in both observable and unobservable aspects of the world described by the sciences.”183 But then a theory is said to be ontologically committed to whatever entities (or categories of such) must exist in order for the theory to be true, regardless of whether the theory is explicit about its ontological commitments.184 So, if one takes a realist stance regarding scientific theories, then the challenge is to provide some account of the nature of the entities that must exist if indeed the theories are true. The best account—admittedly somewhat subjective—should provide a sense that something fundamental has been reached and should apply to all basic concepts of both science and mathematics.

			There are alternative ways to view this challenge. For example, James Ladyman and Don Ross, advocating Ontic Structural Realism (OSR), would say that, while the universe exhibits an ontologically-fundamental, objective modal structure, scientific theories (mathematical models) do not inform us about the nature of what is modeled, but rather its structure.185 So how do you get modality from structure alone, when reference to structure is as far as you can go?186 For another example, Jonathan Schaffer writes that 

			On the now dominant Quinean view, metaphysics is about what there is. Metaphysics so conceived is concerned with such questions as whether properties exist, whether meanings exist, and whether numbers exist. I will argue for the revival of a more traditional Aristotelian view, on which metaphysics is about what grounds what. Metaphysics so revived does not bother asking whether properties, meanings, and numbers exist (of course they do!) The question is whether or not they are fundamental.187 

			But here again, what is it that assures you that you have come the fundamental nature of what entities are, and can go no further? Perhaps the challenge was put best in 1935 by Albert Einstein who wrote to Schrödinger that the real difficulty lies in the fact that physics is a kind of metaphysics; physics describes “reality.” But we do not know what “reality” is; we know it only by means of the physical description. Saying what reality is—having an account of the nature of the fundamental entities that are presupposed by a particular scientific theory—is not something that can be settled scientifically or mathematically. Rather, as Einstein seems to be implying, saying what reality is will inevitably involve religious and philosophical views. Let us consider this more closely.

			It might seem from experimental science that all there is to any mechanism are states of some physical system standing in structural and “causal” relations to other states. From the standpoint of science, establishing a statistically-significant regularity by repeated experimentation entitles one to claim to have explained the mechanism. However, as we have seen, a complete explanation would have to identify not only the physical descriptions of what is going on in the mechanism, but how it is so from a metaphysical or ontological understanding. For example, the Standard Model of particle physics presupposes the existence of particles and provides a description. An electron for example, 

			
					is an elementary particle with a half integer angular momentum spin,

					exhibits both particle and wave-like properties,

					will flow down a wire to produce electric current, and

					has a mass of 9.11x10 -28g.

			

			This combination of properties is designated as “negative,” but the Standard Model can go no further. It does not tell us how this “particle” is so, or how it is that a particle with such a list of physical properties is attracted to another entity that: 

			
					has a mass of 1.6x10 -24g

					is a particle

					is composed of 2 “up” quarks and 1 “down” quark

			

			or, better known as a proton. Even modern quantum physicists are beginning to realize that the scientific descriptions alone cannot give us the whole reality, the deeper we go toward the “bottom” we are only left with more physical descriptions. Description does not amount to deep explanation. Explanation (in the complete and deep sense) requires ontology that not only names its presupposed entities, but commits itself to what they are.

			Thus, basic science according to the scientific method is limited to a description of physical states of a system based on measured values such as mass, charge, spin, etc. These physical descriptions are extremely valuable and form the basis of experimental science as such. However, the physical descriptions in and of themselves cannot give a complete picture of a physical system or mechanism. In other words, a purely scientific ontology (the set of entities presupposed by its theories) cannot completely and rigorously account for productive causation all the way down to bottom out levels of matter and energy. 

			For example, Francesa Vidotto’s work represents the Covariant Loop Quantum Gravity approach to unifying physics by reconciling Quantum Mechanics and General Relativity. Fay Dowker’s work represents the Causal Set approach. Vidotto says that fundamentally there are only general co-variant quantum fields. Dowker says elementary events.188 Admittedly, at this level it is difficult to distinguish a scientific theory’s theoretical commitments from its ontological commitments, but regardless what we have is either fields or events and one wants to ask what they are. Appealing to a theistic view, not by trying to recover an outdated 19th century Natural Theology, nor to insert a “God of the Gaps” explanation, but by engaging with a Trinitarian  Theology of Nature, substantiated by  Divine Compositionalism, provides a better explanation of ontological commitments.189 As Alister McGrath indicates, “the scientific enterprise often focuses on the empirical, on surface phenomena, passing over the deeper structures and meaning of the world.”190 And again, “The key to . . . the orderliness of nature is ultimately expressed in the basic mathematical laws of the natural sciences. Swinburne offers an inductive and probabilistic approach, which sets out to determine whether theism offers a superior account of such regularities in nature than does its alternatives.”191 Perhaps, as McGrath seems to be indicating here, the current scientific ontology is fundamentally limited. Perhaps an alternative, a theistic view, may provide a better, more complete understanding.

			In Divine Compositionalism, we assert that the dynamic and changing universe is observed by direct experience, and through the rigors of scientific discovery. We hold the view that the universe at any duration is God’s enacting his plan for it. The actual world is God plan; the universe is God’s enacting his plan. There are many situations or states of physical systems that God intends to enact. Each individual scientific mechanism happening everywhere at every Planck moment is represented by some such divine plan or intention. Thus, in our model, we can account ontologically for the causal relata between state A of a physical system and state B by appealing to God’s commitments. Since every entity in the universe can be described dispositionally, and a scientific mechanism can be viewed as an entity poised to manifest a disposition, we can ground ontological understanding of mechanisms more than the physical descriptions. By claiming that the manifestation of a disposition of a physical entity or system is God’s acting upon condition, we can conceive of the causation as a matter of God’s acting rather than looking for it in a purely physical description. The disposition itself does not involve neo-Aristotelian “causal powers,” neither does the initiating condition which leads to the manifestation of the disposition. In our view, the universe is ontologically distinct from God, but it can never be ontologically independent of God, because only God is a se (self-sufficient). No part of the physical world could exist apart from God willing that it exist at the moment. For every disposition, both the states that are initiating conditions, and those that are its manifestations, are contingent. Thus, God had no need to create anything at all, and thus acts freely. As Wolfhart Pannenberg addresses here: “such uniformities, a substratum of the hypothesis of natural law, as well as the enduring forms of natural reality are considered as contingent in the same was as any single event. The laws of nature appear . . . as contingent products of the creative freedom of God. The unity of contingency and continuity in the creative activity . . . is rooted in God’s faithfulness.”192 Thus, dispositions, forces and structures are contingent upon God’s divine acting according to God’s pre-ordained commitments, under conditions of the natural world according to God’s plan. If dispositions, forces and structures are non-contingent then we are faced with two further problems: namely first, that dispositions, forces and structures are aseities, in and of themselves, and second we are presented with a universe of total receivers. In our ontological understanding of a scientific mechanism, and the processes within the natural world, a universe of total receivers of existence simply cannot exist, as handed down to us from the tradition of Aquinas. We align with Pannenberg’s view insomuch as the laws of nature, the fundamental forces, are God’s constant acting, as he states, “rooted in the faithfulness of God.”193

			In the dispositions literature, dispositional properties such as solubility, fragility, elasticity and so on, are explored as bona fide explanations for a source of causal powers in a system in the physical world. However, as stated above, there are metaphysical problems involved with viewing causal relata in terms of Aristotelian powers or in dispositional properties as such. We present an alternative view grounded in dispositions, not as casual powers, but as ways God acts upon commitment. In our theistic analysis of the NaCl cycle we do not in any way reject the metaphysical realism of the system in terms of the basic chemistry of the reaction of the dissolving of salt. Scientific analysis has informed us that in the presence of aqueous solution, the ionic bond of NaCl will yield the ions Na+ and Cl-. It may seem enough to say that the “cause” of the solubility of salt is due to the competing polarity of water and call it a day. However, upon close inspection, how can we account for the polarity of water, a dispositional property itself, to be a causal power? Or even more succinctly, how can the polarity of a water molecule itself be a cause? There is no intrinsic power in the polarity of water molecules so the explanation must be found elsewhere.

			Divine Compositionalism proposes an alternative explanation. It might seem that the “causal power” to dissolve the ionic bond in NaCl comes from the ionic attraction between the cation and the anion, and the “force” of the competing polarity of water molecules. In our view, however, forces are merely perceived, there are no such intrinsic causal powers or forces. Rather, Divine Compositionalism, proposes that as such, ontologically, states of the reaction are understood in terms of dispositions, forces and structures. Dispositions are construed as God’s commitment to act on condition. 

			In the formalism presented above for the solubility of salt, we can account for dispositions at each step in the reaction and give an account of the manifestation of each disposition when a particular initiating condition is met. Both the disposition itself, and the “trigger” of the initiating condition, are fully God’s acting upon commitment according to God’s plan. As we continue through the ontology, forces are God’s consistent action which is viewed as a regularity in nature.194 A good example from the solubility of NaCl above, consistent with our five-category ontology, would be in stating that the perceived “force” involved in dissolving the ionic bond is attributed solely and ontologically to God’s consistent commitment to manifest the disposition of solubility whenever the initiating conditions of hydration are present. In each step of the NaCl cycle, structures are either being formed or broken down depending on the particular stage of the reaction. In each and every case, the structures themselves are God’s coordinated acting.

			In short, the multi-step, complex mechanism of the NaCl cycle in nature, and in particular the solubility of salt, is best viewed compositionally and dynamically as a manifesting complex disposition. Said another way, according to this view, all scientific mechanisms in the natural world are a manifesting complex disposition, which is nothing other than the ways God acts according to plan.

			Onto-typology of the Solubility of Salt

			We have just explored the metaphysics of the mechanism of solubility using Divine Compositionalism as the preferred view of divine action to account for God’s existence-conferring act-result action in terms of physical states of the mechanism of NaCl ionization. In that analysis, God wills into existence states of a system on condition depending upon God’s plan for the actual world in that particular time and place. This accounts for the physical world we encounter in our moment-by-moment lives on earth. However, the central theme in our construction of a Trinitarian Theology of Nature, is not only does God will dispositions, structures and (perceived) forces into being, but likewise there is a communication of embedded divine messages that encompass the actual structures and processes as well. In thinking of the NaCl mechanism, we now turn to explore embedded onto-types pointing toward spiritual truths. As a reminder, we will need to satisfy the four main criteria for qualifying a natural onto-type/antitype construct as presented earlier:

			1. 	In a type/antitype, the factual nature of the item in question remains such that the meaning and use of the word, person, object or situation does not change, it is only different in its relation.

			2. 	There must be a rigorous correspondence between the type and its corresponding antitype, not just a mere resemblance.

			3. 	There must be a chronological or systematized prefiguring or foreshadowing of the type to its corresponding antitype.

			4. 	The type/antitype must convey truth regarding knowledge of God as affirmed in scripture

			In the discussion that follows,195 the factual nature of NaCl and its properties remain intact (satisfies criterion 1), there is a rigorous correspondence between halite, NaCl, and Na+ and Cl- ions to their antitype in each case (satisfies criterion 2), there is a chronological prefiguring of the onto-types of halite, NaCl, and Na+ and Cl- ions in each case starting with the earthly substance, pointing to the heavenly (satisfies criterion 3), and in each case scriptural references are given to substantiate the consonance between onto-type and antitype (satisfies criterion 4). Let us begin.

			In this mechanism, we noted that NaCl crystal is bound in halite until it encounters water which disrupts the NaCl ionic bond. Bound in halite crystal, the Na+ and Cl- ions cannot function as they were intended to function in ecological and biological systems. Plants and animals cannot live without the correct isotonic balance of salt ions in the environments in which they live, survive, and thrive. In this way, the halite crystal may serve as an onto-type pointing to the antitype of a human life without the grace and love of God, thus unable to attain the full potential of who they were created to be. In rock, halite serves a function of being part of the mountain, but does not give the saltiness and ionic capacity to organic and inorganic systems as it was intended to give for the fullness of life to exist. 

			The scriptures likewise tell us something of individuals with hardened hearts who do not live according to God’s best for their lives. One example is in Ephesians 4:18, “being darkened in their understanding, excluded from the life of God because of the ignorance that is in them, because of the hardness of their heart.”196 Their hearts, like the immovable halite crystal in rock, are fixed, unable to function in the vast range of godly attributes they were created for. Thus, the onto-type of halite releasing Na+ and Cl- ions serves to point to a hard heart being released by God’s Spirit to produce greater benefits, as it says in Ezekiel 36:26 “Moreover, I will give you a new heart and put a new spirit within you; and I will remove the heart of stone from your flesh and give you a heart of flesh.” In addition, just as the halite indeed has a function when it is part of mountainous rock, so individuals can function in certain important and valuable capacities in their lives. Halite’s limited function while it is immobilized, then “freed” once ionized, adumbrates the spiritual truth of being set free.197 

			In the case of the solubility mechanism, water plays the crucial and transformative role of loosening the ions from their fixed position in the salt crystal in order to fully function and be used in aqueous systems and in organisms. Here water serves as the spiritual onto-type prefiguring the antitype of the Holy Spirit working in the lives of people loosening the bonds of sin, breaking up the fallow ground (Jeremiah 4:3), allowing for spiritual growth, transformation, and change. Thus, God’s Spirit releases a human being from rigid ways of being, trapped in sin, darkness, and limitedness much as water, manifesting its disposition of polarity, sets the conditions for NaCl to manifest its disposition of ionization. It is the Holy Spirit that creates the conditions in the human heart to manifest the dispositions of faith, love, compassion, kindness, and so on. Likewise, according to the halite cycle, wind, storms, rain, and erosion also serve to release chunks of NaCl crystal from its fixed position toward ionization in aqueous environments. This may serve as an onto-type of the pain and suffering in life. It is often during these dark and stormy times that God works deeply in human lives producing spiritual gifts that yield growth and spiritual maturity. 

			In addition, Na+ and Cl- ions are used in food preservation, preventing harmful bacteria from growing and spoiling food, as well as adding flavor to our favorite foods. This harkens to the Scripture in Matthew 5:13 when Jesus said, “You are the salt of the earth. But if the salt loses its saltiness, how can it be made salty again? It is no longer good for anything, except to be thrown out and trampled underfoot.” Humans are the salt of the earth. Jesus uses this onto-type to convey the spiritual truth that once an individual encounters the truth of God, their life takes on new substance, deeper meaning, and significant purpose much like the function of salt in our everyday lives. The onto-type of being the salt of the earth points to an individual having been seasoned by God’s grace, transformed from sin and harmful habits, much like salt prevents harmful bacteria from spoiling our food. With an awareness of sin, and the transformation that comes from new life in Christ, those in Christ add goodness to the world by their attitudes, their call to action, justice, ministries, and relationships. The onto-type of salt adding flavor or “saltiness.” to foods prefigures deeper meaning in life from God’s presence which “flavors” the believer’s life with good things, much as salt adds flavor. Life in Christ also takes on significant purpose as we are used in the Kingdom of God, much like salt is used for a variety of commercial purposes necessary to life, like salt that softens the water in the home or melts ice in the driveway. An individual who has encountered the love of God gains a significant purpose, a higher calling, to be used in turn to give life and love, kindness and goodness to others,198 in an analogous way to the ions giving vital life to plants and animals physiologically. 

			From this example it can be seen that much spiritual instruction can be gleaned from even a simple mechanism such as the solubility of salt. How affirming it is to find that God speaks to his beloved creatures in the very mechanisms he created through which they live and find life each day. Given this, we can expect to find myriad of embedded messages in all of the mechanisms and discoveries that science provides. As was told to the prophet Jeremiah, “Call to me and I will answer you and tell you great and unsearchable things you do not know.”
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			Toward a Trinitarian Theology of Nature

			Theo-logy of Nature

			The heavens proclaim his righteousness, 
and all the peoples see his glory. — Psalm 97:6

			In the previous Chapter, it was shown that Edwards’ typological method could be applied all the way down into the basal mechanisms of atoms and molecules. Each intricate step in the ionization mechanism of salt contributed typological meaning analogically toward spiritual truths. In this way, examining the hypothesis of consonance between the messages “instressed” in nature and in Scripture suggests that a unified message of divine truth may be found in all of nature. We now have the tools in hand to correlate Edwards’ notion that all three persons of the Trinity are imminently involved in the creation. Since this postulate appears late in Edwards’ writings, he did not expound further in any additional writings regarding the possible individual contributions of each divine Person of the Godhead in an ontology of nature. This leaves the possibility open for a new rendering of nature, picking up where Edwards left off. Such a construct must offer a Trinitarian “groundedness,” in the dispositions, structures, and forces constituting physical reality. In Edwards’ End of Creation it is the explicit intent of sharing God’s intra-Trinitarian love and fullness with the creature that motivated God to create. We have thus far taken Edwards’ metaphysics farther, by putting forward that in accomplishing that end, the Creator wills divine ideas into existence by communicating or emanating knowledge and glory of the divine Trinitarian Self into the creation in the form of analogical onto-types which are “made real” to the creature in a continuous act of revealing. It is good for us to note here that willing, communicating/emanating, and revealing are all divine acts. 

			Thus, construing all of nature in this way may provide a framework for a constructive Trinitarian Theology of Nature highlighting the divine action role of each person of the Godhead, while remaining in perfect Trinitarian unity. In terms of divine action, typically all divine acts are simply attributed to “God” with little attention given to how God may be acting within the divine capabilities of each person of the Godhead. Thus, I propose the following to extend and expand Edwards’ idea of God’s Trinitarian action in nature: The act of the Creator God willing eternally real ideas into existence, can be explained by a Theo-logy of Nature. Understanding emanating/communicating the knowledge and glory of God in onto-types by and through Christ Jesus may be construed in a Christology of Nature. Finally, revealing those real-ized ideas in the structures of nature to created minds is a work of the Holy Spirit and can be formulated into a Pneumatology of Nature. Here, the workings of each person of the godhead is proposed, then put together in a constructive, appropriated Trinitarian Theology of Nature. In this chapter we will begin with a Theo-logy of Nature, followed by a Christology of Nature and a Pneumatology of Nature in the next two chapters

			Creation Exists out of the Ultimate Agape of God

			Scripture echoes a central theme: everything in the universe belongs to God199 and is created with full intention and will according to God’s plan.200 It is upon this “ownership” of the creation, and sovereignty over all that the first aspect of a unified and integrated Trinitarian Theology of Nature might be presented in what I will call a “Theo-logy of Nature.”

			Use of the term theo-logy here holds some significance for our discussion. An all-important distinction is made between the terms theology, theo-logy and theo-logy by David Tracy, in his Forward to Jean-Luc Marion’s book, God without Being. Tracy states,“The need for all serious theology to be what Marion nicely names theo-logy, not theo-logy . . . makes an all-important distinction between Christian revelation as God’s disclosure of God’s reality as radically, excessively Agape beyond Being.”201 It is the nature of the term theo-logy that places a strong emphasis on theological discourse that upholds as central God as Loving Being, rather than the term theo-logy which could in some cases lead to the danger of making God an object of study. A Theo-logy of Nature distinguishes the Creator God, as the Everlasting Father, or in patristic language, the the fons divinitatus.202 Edwards makes reference to the “fountain of the Godhead” out of which all love, power, and compassion flow.203 The Creator God is the Love that created.204 For this discourse, then, using the term theo-logy places an intentional emphasis on God as fullness of Agape having the disposition of externalizing his intra-Trinitarian love ad extra. As the fullness of Agape, God had an end in mind when creating the world, an Original Ultimate End. This end was to emanate the supreme knowledge and glory of God’s intra-Trinitarian love into the creation, precisely and intentionally, for the creatures whom He loves. This is stated succinctly in Pope John Paul II’s treatise, “Creation is the Work of the Trinity.” He underscores the Roman Catholic understanding of vestiges of the Trinity in this way,

			Creation is the work of the Triune God. The world “created” in the Word-Son, is “restored” together with the Son to the Father, through that Uncreated Gift, the Holy Spirit, consubstantial with both. In this way the world is created in that Love, which is the Spirit of the Father and of the Son. This universe embraced by eternal Love begins to exist in the instant chosen by the Trinity as the beginning of time. In this way the creation of the world is the work of Love. A created gift, the universe springs from the Uncreated Gift, from the reciprocal Love of the Father and Son, from the Most Holy Trinity.205

			The Pope’s exposition, harkening again to Augustine’s vestiges of the Trinity, supports the idea that the Theo-logy of Nature, (and perhaps as we shall see, even the entire Trinitarian Theology of Nature as a whole) can start in no other place than in God’s great love and his plan for the world.

			Therefore, a Theo-logy of Nature concerns God’s ideas of everything God intended to create before creating, out of the fullness of absolute love. The ideas that constitute all possibilities for the actual world encompass every subordinate and consequential end that are necessary in God’s Original Ultimate End. These would then represent exemplars in God’s mind. I use the term “exemplar” in a slightly broader sense than its medieval usage. I use it as a simple synonym for any kind of model, pattern, or plan for creation—for types of things and for individuals (both universals and particulars). I use the term ‘actual world’ to denote God’s overall plan for creation or history of the universe. The actual world is only one such history in the entire range of possibilities which together constitute God’s awareness of his abilities ad extra. God is willing this creation into existence according to the eternal exemplars in God’s mind which together constitute his plans and purposes in Christ—this is the actual world.

			However, not all ideas in God’s mind are exemplars, as initially proposed by medieval scholastics such as Thomas and Bonaventure. In the Thomistic metaphysic, exemplars represent creative ideas in the divine mind that will become what is created. As Thomas states in the Summa, “As an exemplar, therefore, it has respect to everything made by God in any period of time; whereas as a principle of knowledge it has respect to all things known by God, even though they never come to be in time; and to all things that He knows.”206

			Exemplars are part of everything God knows, but represent the ideas that God intends to create in some period of created time. Thomas compares this in an analogous way to the mind of an artist in which ideas act as exemplars for the things she creates. Likewise, by analogy, in the mind of the “divine artisan” there must be such exemplar ideas. However, unlike that of the human artist, ideas in the Divine mind are “superior to and exceed that which they exemplify.”207 In the Thomistic view, exemplars are principles of truth for human knowledge, since the truth of our judgments must ultimately be in accordance with them.208

			Thomas reserves the term exemplar to refer to ideas of individual things that are actually created at some point in time. In this way, he departs from the Platonic tradition. As Doolan describes, “Here, then, we see one of Thomas’s significant departure from the Platonic tradition: according to the strict sense that he has outlined, divine ideas are not properly of universals but of individually existing things.”209

			In keeping with the construct of exemplars in God’s mind as ideas of individual things that God intends to create, we may infer that all possibilities in the natural world might entail a) what the structures are, such as the mass of an electron, the elliptical orbit of Mars, etc., and more importantly for our discussion, b) how they are what they are—God’s divine action willing them into existence moment-by-moment according to his plans and purposes in Christ. The possibility would hold that exemplars are real-ized by God’s existence-conferring action according to his plans and purposes.

			These real-ized exemplars would represent not only ideas regarding physical systems, described by loop quantum gravity and the wave function, biochemical and molecular pathways, ecosystems, solar systems, galaxies and so forth. These are the discoveries science gives us in terms of descriptions. However, what science has not been able to give us (and what contemporary physicists and natural scientists indicate is the elusive aspect of the natural world) is contained in this postulate: Within these systems—including their structures, operative laws, and intrinsic mechanisms—there exists embedded information regarding the eternal excellencies of the spirit realm which serves as a medium of communication (or emanation) of knowledge of the Divine.

			This designates an essential idea in terms of the ontological essence of nature originating in the mind of God as co-eternal exemplars. Exemplars eternally exist in the body of knowledge that we call “God’s knowledge” which includes God’s direct awareness of God’s ability ad extra, in the form of representations of all God is capable of doing and communicating. As such, exemplars are the primordial origination of all possibilities, which as a whole is a mereological structure.210 In this structure of possibilities are the range of all possible sub-structures, laws, and mechanisms, and a plan for how they will communicate of the divine Being. In this way, structures, laws, and mechanisms encompass dimensions of information and knowledge. These dimensions include information of structures, laws, and mechanisms encompassing what they are (i.e. the spin of an electron, redox reactions of the electron transport chain, the mating patterns of sea urchins, etc.) but also, and simultaneously, carry information of how they are so. By this I mean that structures, laws, and mechanisms in the natural world are discovered by science to tell us what they are, but not how they are so.211 How they are so is a matter of the willing, communicating, and revealing of God’s eternal attributes, and as such are God’s acting. Exemplars in that complex construct are God’s knowledge of the structures themselves, for what purpose they will serve in the ordered domain of the creation, and the communication of shadows of divine things they represent. These exist as ideas in God’s mind, and are real-ized into being by God’s existence-conferring action. Thus, all of the natural world is divine Trinitarian act-result.

			This initiates a movement of thought whose end-point brings us back to Edwards’ concept of emanation/communication within his construction of non-Berkleian idealism. All such knowledge, including the exemplars that are eternal and real in God’s mind, are emanated into the creation.212 In this way, it is not God’s Being that is emanated into the creation, but the knowledge and glory of God, in the fullness of love and all God’s eternal attributes, that is emanated/communicated (Edwards’ terms) into the fabric and framework of the creation at every level. The creature’s conscious perception of the physical world also consists in ideas. Edwards would contend, and I concur with this view, that reality is not dependent upon the created mind’s perception, but rather, it is dependent upon God causing the created mind to perceive it. In this way, the created world is represented by a form of idealism known as res-idealism. H. Darren Hibbs writes regarding res-idealism, “extra-mental material objects exist, but they are ontologically dependent upon a nonmaterial source.”213 Theological (as opposed to platonic) res-idealism will hold that material objects are real, but they depend entirely on God’s willing them to be perceived to the creature as real. The creature’s perception of objective reality as such lies solely in God’s power and will.

			A Theo-logy of Nature thus motivated would view exemplar causation from the vantage point of God’s acting, while also it is God’s action that raises God’s own ideas (the real-ized exemplars) in created minds so that they can be perceived as actual objects. In that way, the vast existence of the material world as ideas in God’s mind, communicated to the creatures in a form they can receive it is itself a mode of divine action. Thus, we can infer then that the ontological status of material objects in the physical world is real in relation to human minds because God raises or appropriates the created mind to encounter it as such. This would imply that creaturely perception of an “actual reality” composed of matter and energy, structures and systems, perceived and understood with the intellect and all the senses, is a subordinate end, in the line of succession of ends leading to God’s Original Ultimate End. As we have seen earlier, then, a consequential end of this subordinate end, and one that is inherently valued by God, is the praise, glory, and honor that will come from such knowledge of the physical world, and the knowledge and glory of God’s supreme love and excellencies embedded therein. This is, in Edwards’ view, the accomplishment of the end for which God created the world.

			It has been proposed here that the first aspect of a constructive Trinitarian Theology of Nature would involve a Theo-logy of Nature. This term entails a starting point of God’s supreme love that motivated an end for creating the world. In accomplishing this end, God has ideas in God’s mind, exemplars, that God intends to create involving both the physical structures of the world and the accompanying knowledge and glory of the intra-Trinitarian essence of God intentionally embedded therein. God real-izes these ideas into existence by raising his own ideas to created minds fashioned to receive this knowledge. Continuing along this line of thought, we shall next address the emanation/communication of the knowledge and glory of God into the creation by Christ, in Christ, through Christ, and for Christ, in a constructive Christology of Nature.
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			Toward a Trinitarian Theology of Nature

			Christology of Nature

			The task before us in this section is to show precisely how nature is Christological. Emil Brunner affirms this notion as grounded in Scripture, “all that is taught in accordance with Scripture about the revelation of God in the works of creation is to be understood Christologically.”214 According to Brunner, natural knowledge presupposes the Creator-Logos of creation. Revelation in creation, whether discovery of scientific truths or revelation of spiritual messages, has one and only one foundation, that is the Creator-Logos in whom, for whom, by whom and through whom all things were created.215 Since we are assured by the Apostle Paul that “all things hold together in Him” (Colossians 1:17) how can we expect not to find a Christological connection between that which we discover in nature and the things of the spirit realm?

			Alister McGrath in his book Re-Imagining Nature: The Promise of a Christian Natural Theology says, “Natural Theology is to be understood primarily as a “theology of nature”—that is, as a specifically Christian understanding of the natural world, reflecting the core assumptions of the Christian faith, which is to be contrasted with secular or naturalist accounts of nature.”216 According to McGrath, a Christian Theology of Nature is precisely that, intentionally Christian. To claim a Theology of Nature as intentionally Christian implies that it believes the scriptures to be true concerning Christ; not only in all that holds salvifically for the individual, but in undertaking the whole of understanding concerning what nature is and what nature’s purpose is in terms of God’s plan for humankind. For McGrath, this undertaking is a “meta-project” located in the core assumptions of the Christian faith. In this respect, the undertaking of such a project might use an imaginative conceptual framework (McGrath refers to this as the “Imaginarium”) where nature is imagined from a Christian viewpoint.217 A view such as this is an invitation into a new and fresh understanding of reality from a “transformed capacity of seeing.”218 The first place to begin is by transforming our capacity to see Jesus of Nazareth, including his own teachings of nature, who He is as the “perfect image of the Father,” his very incarnation into the creation, and his metaphysical participation with the creation. By doing so, we incite a new imagining of how the natural world is seen, known, and experienced. 

			Thus, both Brunner and McGrath have lead us into a Christian Theology of Nature because of Christ. In order to advance the discussion a bit farther we can explore the dimensions of a Christology of the natural world by posing two important questions that naturally flow from this thought. First, can our knowledge and understanding of Christ inform and incite a knowledge of the Triune God in nature? Secondly, perhaps we can also ask the reverse—can nature inform and incite a knowledge of the triune God, especially of Christ? We will seek to answer both of these questions in the affirmative, and in so doing, attempt to place the answers within the scheme of God’s Original Ultimate End in Creation.

			Metaphysical Connection between Christ and the World: All Things are Created by Him, in Him, through Him, and Ultimately, for Him

			To begin, let us attempt to answer the first question, Can our knowledge and understanding of Christ inform and incite a knowledge of the Triune God in nature? To address this multidimensional question, we begin with Scripture. Scripture indeed indicates a strong Christological connection with the natural world, far beyond the universe being created as the stage upon which the play of redemption is performed. What, then, do we know about Christ in relation to the natural world? What does Scripture teach regarding the knowledge of Jesus of Nazareth as the Incarnate Son, the Christ of God, and his relation with, and role in, the fabric and framework of the creation? This is a two-fold question. First, we see many examples in the Gospels where Jesus used images from the natural world in his sermons and teachings. We read things such as, “The kingdom of heaven is like . . .” followed by diverse images from the natural world such as wheat and tares (Matthew 13:24), yeast (Luke 13:20), seed sown (Mark 4:1), a mustard seed (Matthew 13:31), and so on. Second, we see Scriptures that refer to a metaphysical connection of Christ with the creation. We shall begin with the latter and come back to the former later in this chapter. Let us begin with what we know of Jesus by exploring his metaphysical connection with the natural world and how this communicates divine Christological knowledge and glory.

			As we have already explored earlier in this book, the original Greek text in the New Testament indicates precisely how the creation itself is intricately embedded in Christ, how it comes through Christ and reflects back to Christ who is upholding the creation, and cohesively holding it together as an ontic whole.219 The original language of the New Testament provides insight into a metaphysical undertaking of Jesus, as second Person of the Trinity, offering knowledge of the Triune God in and through the natural world. We exegeted from the original language in John 1:2–3 and John 1:10 how the original meaning implies that the creation came into being by way of Christ. In Romans 11:36 and Colossians 1:15–17, separate prepositions offered a nuanced insight into the Christological connection with the natural world indicating not only that creation came into being “by way of” but “from the interior outwards” and finally “into” Christ. From this complex architecture of propositional relations, a structure of connections is signaled between Christ and the natural world such that out from the interior of Christ, and passing through or by way of Christ, and into Christ are all things. This intimate metaphysical connection between Christ and the workings of the natural world is ultimately, and finally, for Christ in eschatological time. This represents a complex metaphysical relation. However, this relation is not only spiritual leading to salvation. The relation between Christ and the physical world constitutes a metaphysical connection to all things in existence, so that as Savior and Redeemer he is incarnated into the very creation he brought into being, and thereby redeeming it unto himself. 

			As we have seen, the metaphysical relationship of Christ and the creation, derived from the original language of the New Testament, is from the interior of Christ, passing through the person of Christ and into Christ. This implies a sort of reciprocity. The relationship between Christ and the natural world originated in Christ, flows out of Christ, and then is retuned back to Christ. Edwards says it this way, “[He] is the beginning, middle and end in this affair.”220 In Edwards’ creation metaphysics, such a construal can only and best be explained in a panentheist God-world relation. All of the creation exists within God as ontologically real ideas in what we have already posited as a type of res-idealism. For the universe and all it contains to be construed as originating from the interior of Christ, passing through the person of Christ and into Christ implies that all of the creation is within God, in Christ. There is no separation of God-world relation where God encounters a creation that exists outside of God’s Self. Also, this distinguishes a God-world relation from pantheism by retaining a distinction of the world from Christ, the creation is not God.221 

			We have also seen, it is Christ who sustains and upholds all things in the creation. These interconnected metaphysical construals uncover provocative insight into Christ’s ontological connection with the actual molecular structures of the creation, showing his absolute divinity, origination, and Lordship over the mechanisms governing the natural world. For example, we read the narrative in the synoptic gospels of Jesus and his disciples on a boat in the Sea of Galilee. A storm arose and the disciples feared for their lives as Jesus slept in the stern of the boat. When they woke Jesus with the question, “Teacher, don’t you care if we drown?” Jesus replies by rebuking the wind the waves, “Quiet! Be still!” The disciples were amazed, and terrified, that “Even the wind and the waves obey him!”222 This narrative indicates a metaphysical connection of Christ with and over the creation. It is Christ who has the power and authority to control natural forces, laws of nature, ecosystems, in fact, all of the processes in the biosphere and cosmos. Jesus re-orients the law of gravity by walking on water,223 alters biological mechanisms by cursing the fig tree causing it to wither,224 and commands ecosystems by telling his disciples to cast the net on the right side of the boat directing fish for the greatest catch of their career.225 Likewise, the healings and miracles reflect this very same principle. Jesus can control the structural integrity of the creation, forming and breaking molecular bonds, commanding cells to change their physiology, and multiplying atoms, molecules, and structures to multiply loaves and fishes at his command. These Scriptures show the metaphysical connection of Christ with and over the elements of the natural world in his power over all the creation.226 Let us explore this idea a bit further.

			As we have previously explored, Scripture indicates two different conceptual frameworks for the Christ-world relation: first that Christ is holding up, bearing, carrying the creation, and second as holding things together as a cohesive whole, such that what reality is composed of in terms of forces, structures, dispositions, and mechanisms is cohesively held together in Christ and by Christ.227 From these Scriptures, the Christological connection designates a creation that was made, and is sustained, in ontological moment-by-moment relation with Christ. It follows, that a metaphysical, Christological connection to the ultrastructural components of the natural world, and the dynamics under which they operate, in some way reveals the knowledge and glory of Christ, and of God’s plan for the world. As Christoph Schwöbel indicates, “Christ becomes the key to understanding all reality through the experience of reality.”228

			The metaphysics of Christ’s connection reflect in a genuine and intentional manner how the world was made by Christ, in Christ, and through Christ. It was the divine Λόγος that was in the beginning, and brought all things into being.229 The divine logos, Christ, brought into existence all that was brought into existence, as Olson and Hall say in The Trinity, “Finally, John writes in John 1:3 that it is through the pre-existent logos that creation itself has taken place.”230 We have already seen in the beginning of this chapter Emil Brunner indicating the very same idea of the Creator-Logos. By grounding our Christology of Nature in this scriptural understanding then, we can propose yet another Christological connection. Not only is Christ ontologically connected to the physicality of the natural world, but also Christ is the origination of the spiritual messages pointing to the truths of God embedded therein. We have previously explored the ensconced knowledge of God in nature as onto-types pointing to their ontological antitypes. Continuing with our Edwardsean scheme, all of the natural onto-types which serve as analogical messages of the antitypes of the divine, or shadows of divine things, have come into being by the divine logos.231

			In this way, all natural onto-types, which prefigure their antitypes as supernatural revelations of the divine Being and spiritual reality, are brought into existence, that is emanated/communicated, by Christ, into the very structures of the natural world, or as Schwöbel states, “from the Creator-Logos incarnate in creation to the structures of creation.”232 As argued earlier, the onto-types themselves are divine existence-conferring action, rooted in the logos, which is Christ. In this context, Olson and Hall deem “the Son as the agent through whom God created the world.”233 All onto-types come into existence by the divine action of Christ. In such a scheme, then, nature itself and all of the onto-types embedded therein, are ontologically dependent on Christ in actual existence. Analogical onto-types and their corresponding antitypes in this construct, constitute as Edwards would say, the emanation/communication of the knowledge and glory of God into the creation, by Christ. This knowledge is the life that was the light, or spiritual illumination and salvation, of all humankind. Thus, the whole of creation (not just what it is, but how it is so) was made by God’s existence-conferring action, and the ontological truth of that existence is emanated/communicated through, by, for, and in Christ.

			It is upon this ground—namely, that the creation was made by God’s existence-conferring action, and its ontological truth emanated/communicated through, by, and in Christ—that we must reassess the historically accepted starting point for any doctrine of creation in Genesis 1–2. We can turn once again to Emil Brunner’s Doctrine of Creation to provide a different understanding of “in the beginning.” This offers us a new narrative from which to build a contemporary Theology of Nature, one that is grounded in Christology. Brunner affirms the “weighty and enriching testimony” of the Old Testament’s two creation narratives as a preparatory expression of the self-revelation of God in Christ.234 In this way, Brunner brilliantly places the Genesis creation narratives in a much wider context of biblical typology, as a foreshadowing of the “real” starting point of creation which, in Brunner’s estimations, is the first chapter of the fourth gospel. Brunner offers this new way of thinking of the creation in terms of a true Christology of Nature,

			The uniqueness of this Christian doctrine of Creation and the Creator is continually being obscured by the fact that theologians are so reluctant to begin their work with the New Testament; when they want to deal with the Creation they tend to begin with the Old Testament, although they never do this when they are speaking of the Redeemer. Namely, that the basis of all Christian articles of faith is the Incarnate Word, Jesus Christ.235

			By placing the starting point for a Doctrine of Creation in the New Testament, Brunner frames the decisive interpretive analysis of the Genesis narrative as a foreshadowing or biblical type of the incarnation of Christ. Namely, that God, in His unified and eternal Trinitarian existence, is creating the world by, in, through, and for the Logos of God, the Son. It is here that we see the “necessary connection between Creation and Revelation.”236 In Brunner’s Doctrine of Creation, it is the very same Word who created the world revealing the truth that indeed, this world is created in the freedom of God recognized in his Self-manifestation. Here Brunner goes on, “In the Prologue to the Gospel of John the Creation is mentioned in a way which we find nowhere else in the Bible; here “explaining” in this witness to the Creation that the meaning of existence is defined. Word . . . Jesus Christ . . . Word of Creation, are one.”237 Brunner here is affirming that the redeeming Word is the Word of Creation. There are two communications of the Divine, revealing one meaning for all existence; the Incarnate Son, the Word, Jesus of Nazareth, and in the creation itself, as the Word of Creation.238 The detailed mechanisms of nature reveal a theme, the very same theme that permeates the Gospels. In other words, the very workings of the natural world represent the birth, miracles, suffering, death, and resurrection of Christ. 

			It is easy to find natural onto-types (as Edwards so often did) pointing to the beauty and attributes of God in the sublime beauty found in stunning vistas, beautiful and complex mechanisms and structures, as well as in nature’s miracles of birth and regeneration. But what of the death, suffering, and apparent waste found in nature? Can we account for that as well? Yes, we can. The Christological connection to nature is not all butterflies and rainbows. It involves pain, suffering, death and loss, even disgust and repugnance. McGrath proposes the following, “Yet perhaps the most significant aspect of the Christological dimension of natural theology is the connection between the suffering and pain of the natural order . . . and Jesus of Nazareth.”239 There is a deep spiritual and theological significance in correlating the suffering observed in the natural world and the suffering of Christ. A Christology of Nature provides the existential realignment of understanding the workings of nature that perhaps contemporary scientific and even theological thinking may deem as “evil” or “repulsive.” We are often disturbed by the suffering, death and decay in nature or the aspects of nature that are not uniformly beautiful.240 One can eschew a discarded carcass being decomposed by maggots, find the lion eating the antelope still half alive as grotesque or morbid, or be disturbed by the thought of the praying mantis female who decapitates her mate after copulation. We may be saddened at the thought of the brilliant star that “dies” in a supernova. The realities in nature such as starvation of animals by drought or mass wildlife death by wildfire cause us to take pause, oftentimes feeling uncomfortable, even wondering about the goodness of God.

			However, the suffering, destruction, and death found in nature can be viewed typologically, pointing to the suffering and death of Jesus of Nazareth; this can be viewed in such a way that the cross of Christ is incorporated into the very mechanisms of nature, so that God’s redemptive plan could be known. All of nature, reveals Christ in his birth, life, crucifixion, death, and resurrection. Death in nature is neither a moral nor a natural evil but rather, an onto-type. Even the perceived repugnance in nature is a manifestation of exemplars that God intended to convey through natural onto-types for our instruction.241

			The suffering in nature that is most difficult to explain and accept can be taken into a greater context, one that always is for a greater good. In this way, we must not stop at the violence, death, and destruction in nature and see revulsion. Instead, we are invited to see the violence and suffering involved in Christ’s death, followed by life-giving resurrection in all its power and redemptive beauty. After death in nature comes rebirth. For example, the wildfire is necessary to add needed nitrogen to the soil, and to germinate certain seeds that cannot open without intense heat, in order for that particular ecosystem to regrow, change, and evolve according to God’s plan. The maggots feeding on the decaying carcass are crucial decomposers in the environment, without such we would be neck-deep in dead animals over the course of our midafternoon walk in the woods. And, these larvae morph into the common housefly which is a vital food source for other animals such as amphibians, birds and bats. While a look at the distasteful aspects of nature may cause us to turn away, deeper understanding shows the ultimate beauty, vitality, resurrection and renewal in them, necessary for the whole of the ecosystem to function and thrive. 

			This powerful onto-type, probably the most powerful and spiritually important in all of the creation, points to the antitype of Christ’s suffering and horrific death on the cross within the wider context of God’s plan of redemption, with all of the beauty, magnificence, and power it holds for the believer in the resurrection. It is the suffering, death and resurrection of Christ that is the story of our redemption and the victory over death. In nature, death is never final, it always leads to new life. Thus, a greater good embedded in perceived “evils” in nature, one that is fully and eternally grounded in God’s love, are intended to be a communication to the creatures He loves of the spiritual truth that Christ conquered death, once for all. This is the redemption that nature groans beneath, yearning to be set free and brought into glorious freedom, as described by the Apostle Paul.242

			McGrath continues to discuss how there are no extant views that can account for what seems like meaningless destruction in the natural world. He says, “Both naturalism and deism fail to provide any means for seeing pain and suffering against a more complex background; a Trinitarian vision of God allows suffering to be positioned both receptively and existentially.”243 I would like to add that not only do naturalism and deism, at the extremes of the divine action views (naturalism claiming no divine action whatsoever) fail to offer an explanation, but likewise neither do (mere) conservationism, concurrentism, nor occasionalism. However, the alternative view of divine action proposed here, Divine Compositionalism, does provide an account. This view holds that all mechanisms in nature, including even the seemingly destructive, violent, or “evil” ones, are part of God’s plans and purposes in Christ. Divine Compositionalism affirms the existence-conferring action of God, real-izing exemplars in the natural world (even the ones that are seemingly repugnant) through onto-types that will communicate the divine excellences of God in Christ. In this way, communication of the suffering, death, and resurrection of Christ in nature is divine action with divine intent. A Trinitarian vision of God, understood through Divine Compositionalism, allows “suffering to be positioned both receptively and existentially”244 in terms of God’s Original Ultimate End for the world in Christ

			Thus, natural onto-types reflecting all of the glories of God, while not excluding the repugnancies in nature, were all brought into existence by, in, for, and through Christ by intentionally reasserting the story of his suffering, death, and resurrection. Interwoven throughout the natural world and the cosmos, the very meaning of redemption and God’s supreme love reaching to us through his life is told and retold, in order that creatures would “grasp how wide and long and high and deep is the love of Christ.”245 The creation, containing the “invisible qualities, eternal power, and divine nature” (Romans 1:20) communicates Christ.

			Natural onto-types represent this communication. It is suggested here that that the divine knowledge beneath each and every natural onto-type was intended by the Love that Created as part of the original end in creating. This divine communication was a sheer delight, made finally, and ultimately, for Christ.246 It delighted God to create for the Son to glorify the Father, and the Father to glorify the Son. We would be remiss not to pause and reflect on Jesus’ priestly prayer in John 17:1–5:

			After Jesus said this, he looked toward heaven and prayed:

			“Father, the hour has come. Glorify your Son, that your Son may glorify you. For you granted him authority over all people that he might give eternal life to all those you have given him. Now this is eternal life: that they know you, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom you have sent. I have brought you glory on earth by finishing the work you gave me to do. And now, Father, glorify me in your presence with the glory I had with you before the world began.

			The words of Jesus here speak to the greater mystery: “now this is eternal life that they know you, the only true God and Jesus Christ whom you have sent.” Perhaps this reflects what Edwards understood as the Original Ultimate End: that God be known. Not just the Creator God who “displays” glory, but the whole essence of God, “the one true God and Jesus Christ whom He has sent.247”

			This is an intimate picture of God who communicates in order to share the immense Love that he is with creatures who have the capacity to receive that love and delight in it. This also provides an intimate picture of God accomplishing his end in creating by Self-disclosing the divine excellencies in the Son who carries the perfect image of God, and in everything in the created realm that also communicates divine beauty and excellence. In both of these unified, but different revelations, natural onto-types and their corresponding antitypes serve as divine acting—in communicating the intra-Trinitarian glory shared “before the world began.”

			In this section, we have explored how the metaphysical relation between Christ and the creation reflects a species of divine action in emanating/communicating the invisible qualities of God into the creation by natural onto-types, prefiguring their ontological antitypes in and through the second Person of the Trinity. In this way, knowledge of Christ, in metaphysical relation to the creation, reflects the triune God. Next, we continue this line of thought by exploring the incarnation of Christ, as divine action, and as a shadow pointing to the divinity of the triune God in the world.

			Christ Born into a Natural World

			We have just discussed a metaphysical connection between Jesus Christ and the created realm. However, in that discussion we have only answered part our first question (How does our knowledge and understanding of Christ inform and incite a knowledge of the Triune God in nature?). There is yet another aspect to further explore in order that we fully answer this question. In some way, the metaphysical connection between Jesus of Nazareth and the natural world must also be an aspect of the exemplars in God’s mind. How these exemplars are manifested, including all of God’s ideas about himself coming into the creation in the person of Christ, and are created by, in, through, and for the person of Christ, can be accounted for in several ways. Primarily, we turn next to the incarnation itself. The incarnation is accepted in Christian theology to mean that God entered the creation in the fully human, fully divine person of Jesus of Nazareth, thus becoming part of the creation.248 God, before the foundation of the world, had the exemplar of descending in human form taking on the likeness of man to suffer, die, and be resurrected for the redemption of humankind.249 

			Here is where we have previously made a clear distinction between the two revelations of God: in the incarnation of the Son and in the structures of the natural world. In Chapter 3 we discussed that there are not two separate revelations of God in the Incarnate Son and in the creation. The revelation of God in the incarnation of the Son and the revelation of God in the physical structures of nature are one unified, consonant revelation, albeit they are different and have different functions. Over the course of that discussion, the conclusion was drawn that Jesus in his humanness is revealing the knowledge and glory of God, and in his divinity is ὁμοούσιος (homooúsios) “one in being with the Father.” The natural world, as proposed earlier, can reveal the knowledge and glory of God, not as ὁμοούσιος (homooúsios), not “one in being” with God, but as ὁμοιούσιος (homoiousios) conferring knowledge of the divine Being. Nature is not divine, but gives us an authentic analogy of the knowledge of the divine.250

			With that reminder, we now turn to the incarnation as a complex revelation because in it we have both a) the real-izing of exemplars as the communication of the knowledge and glory of God into the very physical structures of Christ’s created body (all the onto-types embedded in the creaturely body), and b) the actual, identical essence of God’s Being. In this way, Christ is both onto-type and antitype. For example, Christ experienced hunger and ate food,251 was thirsty and drank,252 experienced fatigue and slept,253 experienced pain and death.254 In these biological processes within the physiological body of Christ, just as in all human creatures, God was willing into existence the typological manifestation of all exemplars through exemplar causation. As we have shown in the previous section, this represents the Theo-logy of Nature at work in the very physical body of the Lord Jesus who was human in every respect yet without sin.255 Yet this is complex because Christ is also one with the Father God and the perfect representation of his Being.256 In this way, Christ is also the perfect communication of God’s very Being, yet in a form that is not Spirit as God is, but a physical body. In this respect, Christ was the penultimate antitype. He is the fulfilment of every onto-type pointing to the Self-disclosure of the divine in creaturely form (for example, the ionization of sodium chloride was operating in Jesus’ physical body as an onto-type). 

			Thus, the incarnation holds the greater (and most supreme) significance in terms of God’s own divine Self-disclosure. The human man Jesus of Nazareth in his earthly body was not only emanating/communicating the manifestation of divine exemplars (as all creation is) but He was also emanating/communicating and bringing into the creation the actual ontological divinity of God’s very Being in his own very Being, which “is begotten of the Father.” In this way, only Christ can offer salvation to the world by being one in essence and being with the Father.257 Nature cannot offer salvation, it can only point to its truths.

			It follows then, that the man Jesus of Nazareth was a substantive presence of God in the realm of matter and energy.258 Jesus, even in the structures constituting his physical body, reflected the perfect idea of God into the creation. As Edwards says in his Discourse on the Trinity, “And this person is the second person of the Trinity, the only begotten and dearly beloved Son of God. He is the eternal, necessary, perfect, substantial and personal idea which God had of Himself.”259 Edwards continues later in this discourse to say how Jesus, as the perfect idea of God’s Self, is the communicated knowledge of God into the world, as the “light of the world.”260 In this regard, Jesus of Nazareth is an onto-type pointing to the antitype of the Father. In terms of our question regarding how the knowledge of Jesus of Nazareth incites and informs the knowledge of the Trinity in nature, he is the very embodiment of the knowledge of the Trinity, living and existing in the natural world. This is poignantly expressed at the baptism of Jesus. All four Gospels report this event with great similarity and clarity.261 The Trinity was represented through natural, created forms: as Christ in human form is baptized, and upon being baptized the Holy Spirit descends in the form of a dove, and the Father speaks with a voice. Each person of the Trinity is represented in the creation by created elements.

			In the previous two sections we have addressed the first question we began our constructive Christology of Nature asking, How does our knowledge and understanding of Christ inform and incite a knowledge of the Triune God in nature? Our next task is to address the second of the two questions we began this chapter seeking to answer: Can nature inform and incite a knowledge of the triune God, especially of Christ? In the next section, we will seek to answer this question through exploring natural onto-types and their corresponding antitypes in the creation made by, in, though, and for Christ.

			Deciphering Natural Types and Antitypes 
in the Christology of Nature

			As we have just explored, a Christology of Nature is grounded in the end for which God created the world, namely to communicate the knowledge and glory of God to creatures God intimately loves. Christ, in addition to his very Self incarnated into the creation, also emanates/communicates into being the onto-types that point the way to all truths in the heavenly reality. 

			As we have argued, all natural onto-types point to the ontologically real antitypes that exist as eternal exemplars in God’s mind. The antitypes themselves are all God’s ideas that God intended to convey to the creature in order for the creature to know him, not merely know of him. The antitypes are of the utmost importance in this scheme since these are the ideas of God’s Being that God wanted the creature to know. It was out of the great love and wisdom of God that these truths were placed within the context of the natural world. Since these truths ontologically exist in the spirit realm, it would not be possible for the creature to understand them otherwise. 

			As previously discussed, the antitypes conveyed through the structures, forces, mechanisms, and dispositions in the natural world are but an inferior representation of the superior. The antitypes revealed through onto-types are given proportionally, since the creature is limited in ability to understand spiritual things. Thus, antitypes are given in the physical realm to convey meaning to the creature in a way that the creature can understand, with the acceptance that the knowledge and glory of God conveyed in this way is still incomplete and limited. Full knowledge and glory of God, and full union with the Creator, cannot come until the creature encounters the beatific vision and enters eternity with him. However, onto-types and their corresponding antitypes that are in the world by, in, through, and for Christ are one of the means by which God chose, in perfect freedom, to accomplish his Original Ultimate End.

			It is of utmost importance at this juncture to remember that Jesus himself used natural types throughout his ministry and teaching. In the form of parables, primarily recorded in the synoptic gospels, these stories serve as internal analogies in which elements in nature become a witness for the spiritual world.262 Biblical scholars disagree on various points regarding the parables in form and function. For example, the absence of parables in the Gospel of John is disputed. Some scholars take the allegories, such as the allegory of the Good Shepherd, as parabolic teaching.263 Other scholars retain that the “true parables,” which represent approximately one-third of Christ’s teachings in the synoptic gospels, vary in number between thirty-three and sixty.264 Many of these refer to elements in nature, using ecological elements that the people hearing Jesus’ teachings would be familiar with, in order to witness to spiritual truths. We find Christ using images such as the seed: in the parable of the Sower,265 in the parable of the mustard seed,266 and the parable of the Growing Seed.267 In each of these parables, the same natural onto-type was used (the seed) in various ways to convey the antitypes of the Word of God, faith, and growth in the Kingdom of God, respectively. Jesus used agricultural elements such as wheat and tares,268 the barren fig tree,269 and the budding fig tree,270 pointing to the antitypes of distinguishing the righteous from the unrighteous, bearing spiritual fruit, and the coming of the Kingdom of God, respectively. Likewise, Jesus used the analogical type of a fungus (that is, yeast) in the Parable of the Leaven271 to convey the spiritual truth of immense growth from small beginnings. Jesus also used many other natural images such as pearls, oil, and sheep. 

			Given Jesus’ extensive use of natural onto-types in his teachings, I would like to propose that there was an ontological grounding in Jesus’ use of them. The connection is grounded in God’s Original Ultimate End in creating. The natural onto-types used by Christ as depicted in the synoptic gospels were created in order to bear witness to the spiritual world and to spiritual teachings. The precise types taught by Christ incorporated elements in nature that typified or shadowed that which God intended to convey. Teachings from these natural elements would be crucial in God reaching to humanity through the elements of nature. The knowledge of spiritual truth in these very elements was real-ized into being by Christ just as all things that have come into being have come into the world by, in, through, and for Christ (as discussed above). In this way, we see the Christology of Nature in operation here in both the metaphysical association of Christ with the natural world, all that came into being through him (as discussed in the previous section), and the onto-types that Christ brought into being for use in his earthly ministry.

			Christ’s use of natural onto-types gives validation to their use in a Trinitarian Theology of Nature. In using elements of nature, embedded with ontologically real analogical types, Christ taught that spiritual truths do exist in the structures of the natural world, with the explicit purpose of conveying knowledge of heavenly things. In Edwards’ hand, all natural onto-types were placed here to serve in precisely this way. As we shall see in the next chapter, all of the natural onto-types that co-existed eternally in the mind of God, brought into existence by Christ, must be revealed to the individual in order to be made alive in Christ. This is the work of the third Person of the Trinity, the Holy Spirit, and will be considered in a Pneumatology of Nature. 

			Next, we will go on to show that there must be an account of how these messages are appropriated by the creature. Can the creature go out and “find” spiritual truths in the created realm through the use of reason alone? This question will be answered in the negative. It will be proposed in the next section that natural onto-types are grasped through the revelatory work of Holy Spirit. In this way, God’s acting takes the form of dynamic revelation to the creature through what has been made; thus, learning the language of nature. In this way, God’s Trinitarian powerful and magnificent glory is not merely displayed by what has been made, but is intimately shared.
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					219. I refer the reader to Chapter 5 for a complete discussion. For ease, I give the Scriptures again here that were discussed in detail in Chapter 5:

					John 1:2–3: “He was with God in the beginning, through (δι’, di’) him all things were made; without him nothing was made that has been made.”

					John 1:10: “He was in the world, and though the world was made through (δι’, di’) him . . .”

					Romans 11:36 has three separate prepositions for the relation of Christ with “all things,” it reads, “For from (ἐξ, ex) him and through (δι’, di’) him and for (εἰς, eis) him are all things. To him be the glory forever! Amen.”
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			Toward a Trinitarian Theology of Nature

			Pneumatology of Nature 

			At this juncture in the constructive theology, the following question is asked yet again and addressed: Can the creature go out searching, through reason alone, to “find” the communication of God in natural onto-types, either through scientific discovery or by seeking God in experiences in nature? The central theme upon which we have been working suggests “no” in answer to that question.

			We have argued that creatures, by reason alone, devoid of revelation, cannot search out God in their own abilities and in their own knowledge. This is the work of God’s revealing alone. As we explored in Chapter 1, a new conception of Natural Theology that is being proposed here turns the God-world relation right-side-up from a previously accepted anthropocentric quest. It is not man that seeks and finds God, but it is God who reaches out to reveal himself to humankind. As Jean-Luc Marion states, “The division determines the origin, and thus, the bearing of these religions: either they result from the effort and impetus of their adherents—that is to say from below—or they arise from above, from the divinity in person itself determining its manifestation to witness.”272 As Marion posits, any knowledge of the Divine must come about from the “divinity in person itself” initiating how, and in what manner, to witness disclosure to recipients. He explains, “perhaps no other term seems to designate so clearly the specific aim of a religion to having received communication of what God himself wanted to make known of his presence among men.”273 In many respects, this quote sums up what we have been trying to formulate all along, that is, to give a unified account of how God is communicating himself to humankind, in and through the Incarnate Son, and through the works of creation. It has been proposed that natural onto-types are the intentional communication embedded in nature corresponding to the exemplars God had in mind before the foundation of the world. As such, we must account for how they are grasped by the creatures they were designed to reach. According to Marion, this must be through divine revelation. 

			With this understanding in mind, we now turn to the Pneumatology of Nature, or the work of the third person of the Trinity, the Holy Spirit. In describing the third person of the Trinity, McGrath offers the following understanding, “The Spirit of God, which the Old Testament recognized as being present in the whole of creation, is now experienced and understood afresh as the Holy Spirit of the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.”274 For our purposes here, we shall affirm what Scripture teaches regarding the Holy Spirit: that the Holy Spirit is God, should be worshipped, can be blasphemed, indwells the believer, and forms the third person of God’s triune essence.275 We take the Spirit to have a distinct identity as Chester affirms, “Is the Spirit more than an expression? The New Testament’s answer is that the Spirit does have a distinct identity.”276 Likewise, the Spirit acts in certain ways within the relational unity of the Trinity. 

			The New Testament teaches that in the economic workings of the Trinity, it is the Spirit who reveals, or as Chester says, “The Father reveals himself in the Son by the Spirit.”277 The revelatory power of the Holy Spirit is affirmed throughout Scripture. The Holy Spirit is called the “Spirit of Truth.”278 This affirms the role of the Holy Spirit in revealing the truths of God, while disavowing a modalist approach to understanding the work of revelation by the Spirit, in that the Spirit does not operate “on his own.” Rather, the Spirit acts by revealing God’s truths to humankind. As, Chester indicates, “The Spirit reveals the things of Christ—those things which Christ himself receives from the Father.”279 What is being revealed by the Spirit are the plans and purposes of God according to God’s end for the world in Christ, as Marion claims, “Revelation assumes a plot.”280 In this case, the plot is God’s Original Ultimate End in loving union with the creature.

			In putting forth a Pneumatology of Nature, we rely on the idea that the Spirit is actively revealing God’s excellencies embedded in nature to the human intellect. The human intellect was fashioned and fine-tuned by God to receive such information, and to delight in it. However, this cannot be the work of human reason alone, but a work of divine action in conjunction with the human heart and mind. Marion finds three major flaws in the idea of a human quest to find God through intellect alone. He says, “The epistemological interpretation of divine revelation . . . disqualifies the natural knowledge of God by pure human reason. This leads to a triple limitation: only certain people (the experts, the learned, the philosophers) would know God, only after a very long search, and not without the admixture of many errors.”281 The inconsistencies Marion points forth show the weaknesses inherent in such an argument; it is weak because it depends on the “always confused sensation that ascends from creatures toward God.”282 In this construct, the knowledge of God would be available to so few (the experts), its acquisition would be time consuming, and replete with errors based on limited human understanding. This leads one to wonder, why would God make knowledge of himself so difficult to obtain? Marion prefers, “the superiority of revelation over reason . . . it allows everyone to know God and know him with certainty.”283

			The idea of revelation superseding reason fully aligns with Edwards’ End in Creation, and is in fact what Edwards is trying to convey in his argument. Edwards does not see God reserving elite knowledge of himself only for those few learned. In fact, it is just the opposite. Edwards’ theology views God as fully intending to communicate the fullness of the excellencies of God to all creatures without reserve.284

			The Pneumatology of Nature is that aspect of the Trinitarian Theology of Nature proposing that while humanity by its own ability and reason cannot “acquire” the knowledge of God, the Holy Spirit reveals natural onto-types and their corresponding antitypes to the mind and heart in the same way that truths in Scripture and the knowledge of Christ are revealed. This is one and the same action. Thus, the Spirit divinely reveals the truths intended by the Creator God working in and through the creation in Christ moment-by-moment. Although natural types are embedded in the creation, they will remain unknown to the creature without the work of the Holy Spirit. Without revelation by the Holy Spirit, individuals are left with the scientific ontology alone, i.e., with physical descriptions of systems and mechanisms, but without a complete understanding of the dynamic underlying reality. 

			If we continue along these lines, it follows that God’s ideas for the creation, the eternal exemplars, being willed and communicated into existence by, in, through, and for Christ, are being revealed to human hearts and minds by the action of the Holy Spirit.285 In this way, out of his vast love, the Holy Spirit of God communicates knowledge of himself to the creature, as Marion goes on to say, “First and above all, God reveals only Himself, and the economy of salvation. The goal of Revelation is not to grant us the knowledge of something else, or even a growth in our knowing, or a mere extension of our scientia, because God has a design that is otherwise radical; He Himself wanted to communicate Himself to us.”286  The Holy Spirit in divine revelation generously gives this knowledge to all humankind. Once given, this then lends to human free will whether to accept this knowledge in faith and delight, or not. However, it is always God’s intent that the knowledge of himself is received and that the creatures respond in faith. Marion frames this as God’s design of communication toward communion, “The clearly non-epistemological intention of revelation aims to manifest God in person . . . to make himself re-cognized, to communicate himself, to enable men to enter into a communication that puts them in communion with him.”287 It is this communion with God that is the very raison d’être, the fulfillment of God’s end in creating.

			In Edwards’ typology, there are two distinct kinds of revelations he recorded in his journals and in his small treatise Shadows of Divine Things. First, God reveals spiritual messages through direct experiences in nature. Second, the revelation of the knowledge and glory of God can be communicated in the structures, forces, and mechanisms in the creation, through the onto-types and the antitypes embedded therein. 

			The first sort of revelation of spiritual knowledge of God in nature is derived from merely being in the creation. This may refer to the numinous feeling one experiences in the creation, for example on a starry night, or while watching a stunning summer sunset, or taking in the beauty at the edge of the sea. This transcendent feeling of the divine has been reported in all cultures in all times of human history. In Edwards’ view, and here expanded in the construct of the Pneumatology of Nature, this is taken to be the divine action of the Holy Spirit revealing the knowledge and glory of God that is present in nature just by being out in it, experiencing it. 

			In this case, the individual needs no prior knowledge of God, of Jesus of Nazareth, or the Bible. The individual is “tuned” to receiving this kind of revelation, feeling it deeply, and has the capacity to respond emotionally and spiritually within the experience. This harkens to what is meant in Romans 1:20 when the Apostle declares, “so that men are without excuse.” All human beings have the capacity for the divine because the divine makes them capable of receiving this revelation. It is then with the hope that once an individual receives this numinous experience, it will ready them to receive God’s call.288 In this way, perhaps direct experience of the revelation of God in nature is one step in the process that leads an individual to seek for God. Additionally, one who is already a believer in Christ is readied to receive revelation of God by direct experiences in nature, and can ascribe such an experience to the Holy Spirit’s work in their lives, and their spirituality is enriched, and deepened. 

			The second distinct kind of revelation Edwards recorded in his journals was through scientific findings and mechanisms. Edward jotted in notebooks numerous onto-types and antitypes from scientific findings that were revealed to Edwards. He stakes the claim that it is not by human intellect that such understanding came to him, but rather were divinely given gifts to the heart and the mind, rooted and grounded in Scripture. For Edwards, this was a work of the Holy Spirit, and one of a complex nature. The revelation of natural onto-types and their antitypes in the anatomy, physiology, botany, and cosmology of scientific findings, were not of the kind one imagines in previous forms of Natural Theology. This is one where the Holy Spirit quickens to the intellect spiritual truths conveyed through the scientific findings, and also quickens to the heart the scriptural truths they represent. In this way, it is a kind of double revelation: the Spirit reveals how the Book of Nature and the Book of Scripture are one unified revelation. This kind of revelation requires, in Edwards’ view, a regenerate heart. The individual must first have a saving knowledge of God in Christ for such a knowledge to be received and appropriated to its divine source.

			We find several other authors formulating a theology of nature involving the Holy Spirit that is different from the one proposed here. Let’s take a look at two alternative views on the role of Holy Spirit in the natural world. First, in his essay, “We Are All God’s Vocabulary,” Christoph Schwöbel offers that indeed there is a Trinitarian structure in the creation. He says, “When we understand the Spirit as the perfecting cause of God’s work, the work of the Holy Spirit becomes the goal of the work of the Father as the originating cause and of the Son as the creative cause of everything there is.”289 We can see from this passage that indeed all three persons of the Trinity are present in the work of God, which he frames in terms of causes. Schwöbel views the father as the “originating cause” and the Son he construes as the “creative cause.” It will be interesting to see in future work how Schwöbel formulates these in greater detail in terms of the specific workings of the natural order. In his construct, however, he expounds upon his understanding of the role of the Holy Spirit as “the perfecting cause of God’s work.” He locates the Spirit’s action to eschatological time bringing the promise of future glory while helping us in our “futile suffering before God.”290 He then extends the Spirit’s role as the communicator between Father and Son, and as “the interplay between order and freedom that the Spirit introduces between the Creator and the creation.”291 

			In another account, Denis Alexander in his essay, “Creation, Providence and Evolution” likewise offers a Trinitarian account of the creation. He says, “Trinitarian creation entails an active “holding in existence’ of the complete created order.”292 He frames the law-like behavior of matter and energy in terms of God’s faithfulness in Pannenberg style as we have noted above. Then, he views a Christological creation where it is Jesus who “brought everything into being in the first place.”293 Again, these are excellent ideas that are indicative of fruitful further expansion and exploration. Like Schwöbel, Alexander formulates his construct of Holy Spirit’s role in creation where he offers two views. First, relying on Moltmann’s position, he construes the Spirit as the “creative power and the presence of God in His creation.”294 In his view, the whole of creation is a fabric woven together intricately by the Spirit. It is the Spirit that gives reality its form. Second, in a related construal, he frames the creation as “Spirit energized.” In each of these ideas, it is the Spirit that holds things together in the creation. Here he connects this view with Colossians 1:16–17 in that “in Him all things hold together.” While this verse typically is taken as the work of Christ, as Alexander himself notes, it will be of interest to see if further work comes forth sorting this out in terms of the Spirit’s role in the natural world and its mechanisms.

			These views offer a slightly different perspective on the role of the Holy Spirit compared to the Pneumatology of Nature presented here which represents a theology, where not only is creation made to speak, but it is the Holy Spirit’s role in revealing this knowledge in an act of divine revelation to the creature. In this contemporary view, the language of nature as revealed by the divine action work of the Holy Spirit moves beyond previous views where knowledge of God was found through human effort to discern God. Rather, this view invites a living gospel of nature. This gospel message is centered on Christ where nature itself is God’s intra-Trinitarian conversation to humankind in act-result. This, as we shall see later, has great benefits for the church toward a new spirituality for the contemporary age. Thus, the work of God through knowledge revealed in nature is a specific work of the Holy Spirit in the lives of individuals. In this way, God’s acting is a dynamic revelation to the creature in and through an understanding of, and experience in, the natural world.  

			It is the work of the Holy Spirit when a person stands in awe before a stunning waterfall in Iceland, at the edge of the Grand Canyon, or at the microscope viewing living cells. Experiences such as these in nature just seem to draw us in and open the heart to a deeper sensibility of beauty and awe. This shared human “sensibility” may be construed as receiving God’s Self-revealing knowledge; a sensation that the human being was designed and fine-tuned to experience. For many people, nature provides a “touchstone” for a peaceful spirituality, a deep connection to that spiritual essence inside each of human being. Denis Alexander goes on to say, “The whole creation is a fabric woven by the Spirit and is therefore a reality to which the Spirit gives form.”295 It is by the work of the Holy Spirit drawing and wooing humanity into deeper connection, alerting hearts and minds to conviction and instruction, that humanity is swept up into the call of God. This shared human experience, the feeling of the numinous or transcendent in nature, can be accrued to the scriptural economy of the Holy Spirit’s action. In this way, the theology in a Pneumatology of Nature encompasses this work of God revealing knowledge of the God-Self through nature, a work unique to the third Person of the Trinity. 

			This raises the question of how this third aspect of the Trinitarian Theology of Nature, the Pneumatology of Nature as such, might affect a new ecclesiology and communication of the gospel? Such an exploration into a creative ministry involving nature seems to hold something greatly needed for the contemporary church. Traditional ecclesiology and liturgy, while offering the beauty of tradition, has in recent years turned many people away from the church. Many view the church (both Protestant and Catholic faith traditions) as antiquated, out of touch with the needs of young people and the challenges facing contemporary families and communities. With a growing emphasis on health, longevity, exercise, care for natural resources, sustainability, ecological justice, and so on, today’s contemporary Church is looking for connection, and even spiritual connection here.296 This is evidenced by growing organizations such as The Center for Spirituality and Nature which fosters sacred experiences in natural environments.297

			Giving this growing trend, one possibility might be for the church to seek the benefit of exploring the natural world into a fresh, unique spirituality. As proposed earlier, a gospel of nature holds great possibility for drawing believers into a deeper, more holistic spirituality. Many new movements within the growing church are seeking ways to move “church” outside of the traditional notions and practices within the walls of church buildings. Holding services at times other than Sunday morning, and in venues other than traditional church buildings are becoming popularized. A Trinitarian Theology of Nature might fit well in serving such a growing desire among young people, families, and communities. New ecclesial praxes such as holding worship services outside in public parks, or other places in nature, with an emphasis on spirituality and the environment holds great potential for drawing congregations into a communion with God speaking to them in this way.298 As birds fly overhead and breezes blow through the trees, the peace of God descends and the voice of God is heard in a new way. Holding services in such venues also invites those who, for a variety of reasons, simply will not walk into a traditional stone church with wooden pews.

			Likewise, a theology of preaching can be greatly enhanced by incorporation of truths from biology into sermons just as Edwards did with great effect in communicating the gospel. Pastors now have far greater ease of access to simplified versions of biological mechanisms through on-line sources which can be seamlessly incorporated as analogies in sermon illustrations. As we have seen, Edwards was able to draw spiritual truths from nature and parallel such truths with passages of scripture. While this homiletic strategy was greatly successful for Edwards in his ministry in Northampton, it was particularly effective in communicating God’s love to the Native American tribes in his missionary range. These were indigenous people whose lives held a sacred tie to the environment for their very survival. A connection to the environment for survival may not be the prevalent driving motivation for today’s Church, but there is a connection nonetheless. We live in an educated society where science and scientific facts are given on the evening news. Reports of nuclear energy, DNA fingerprinting, sustainability, cloning and so on are household words, even if not fully understood in all of the scientific and biological complexities. People are keenly interested in the elements of the natural world and speak the language of science in their everyday lives. Preaching using Edwards’ homiletic technique of incorporating spiritual truths in nature, and the onto-types they prefigure, may offer a unique way of communicating the gospel message, one that people are ready and eager to receive.

			Bible studies on environmental stewardship, eco-justice, creation care, and receiving onto-types in nature are other ways of bringing forth the relation of the triune God acting to draw believers in. A plethora of Bible study materials are readily available for use by clergy as well as lay Bible study leaders. Contemporary spirituality using walks in nature, poetry, scripture, and the arts with an emphasis on the natural world offer communication of the gospel in a new and fresh creative modality of ministry. The church has a great opportunity. A Pneumatology of Nature, relying on the Holy Spirit’s work in the Church through the elements of nature, harbors potential to meet the needs of a growing, contemporary church whose interests are uniquely positioned with the environment.
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			A Trinitarian Theology of Nature 
Is Natural-Revealed Knowledge

			In order to conclude the argument, what is being proposed here is a dynamic and unified divine action account of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in the continuous, moment-by-moment manifestation of what we know and experience as the natural world. This proposed view is new in the sense that it takes the workings of each Person of the Trinity into account when attempting to decipher two things. First, namely, unlike other extant divine action views, it attempts to account for how God is acting within God’s Trinitarian essence, in the manifestation of the natural world in its structures, processes and mechanisms, as well as the intentional communication of the knowledge of spiritual things embedded therein. Second, it attempts to show how this action provides an explanation of what nature is, in terms of the physical reality that we encounter each day as the natural world. The natural world, then, when viewed through a Trinitarian lens, incorporates an intentionality that began in the mind of the Creator as exemplars, or ideas intending to be manifested into the creation. As part of God’s Original Ultimate End (as proposed initially by Jonathan Edwards), knowledge of the divine excellencies is emanated or communicated in the form of natural onto-types that prefigure ontological antitypes in the spirit realm. All natural types exist by Christ, in Christ, through Christ, and for Christ. It is then the role of the Spirit to reveal this knowledge to the creature, created to receive it and delight in it, thus satisfying God’s end for creating the world.

			From this constructive theology we can affirm what Emil Brunner proposed regarding revisiting the traditional notions of natural knowledge of God and revealed knowledge of God. He states in a subsection of his Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemption titled “Natural Knowledge and Revealed Knowledge,”

			First of all, however, we must look at the purely theological problem which concerns the dualism of scientific knowledge and religious knowledge, or knowledge derived from revelation. The world as created by God can only be known through God’s revelation: but as created by God, it is the sphere of legitimate natural, or scientific knowledge. How are we to understand this two-fold character of knowledge, without destroying the unity of knowledge?299

			Brunner is proposing for us to revisit the dualism in separating scientific knowledge and revealed knowledge. I appreciate his emphasis distinguishing “the world as created by God,” and “the world as created by God.” In the former, the creation created by God implies something. It implies that the elements of the natural world will have some form of reflection of its Maker, which can only be revealed by God. In other words, nature does not stop at only providing endless science books giving descriptions of how things work. Nature also holds another layer of knowledge for the human being to receive. It is proposed here that this refers to knowledge of the spirit realm revealed through the onto-types embedded therein. It is a form of revealed knowledge through the workings of nature. Brunner also indicates in the latter that “the world as created by God” also implies something. It implies that the findings that science gives us provide a working knowledge of the knowable, step-wise mechanisms and structures that allow the natural world to function in balance and harmony. This natural knowledge also has something to tell us, beyond the mechanics. In this constructive theology, it is proposed that the natural knowledge science discovers and reports are simply the ways that God is acting moment-by-moment, willing the creation into existence on condition. Hence, we no longer need an artificial distinction, or dualism, between natural and revealed knowledge, at least in terms of the elements of the natural world. We have arrived at a natural-revealed knowledge of one accord. Said another way, natural knowledge, or the knowledge derived from scientific findings are a form of revealed knowledge of God.

			This natural-revealed knowledge of the divine Creator contained in the natural world, as affirmed throughout the scriptures, is a complex working that can best be explained in the Trinitarian sense of God’s Being. As such, we can construct a model to demonstrate the interrelation of these aspects of the Trinitarian Theology of Nature. Such a model may give insight into the structured unity of a natural-revealed knowledge of God that originated with the intention of God to communicate God’s great, reaching love to the creature. Let us proceed with the proposed model in Figure 2.

			We shall begin with God’s Original Ultimate End in creating. The ideas that constitute all possibilities for the actual world, all of the subordinate and consequential ends necessary for God’s Original Ultimate End, are represented as exemplars in God’s mind. Exemplars in God’s mind carry the sublime totality of knowledge of all that God intended to create, including: a) what the structures are, such as the mass of an electron, the elliptical orbit of Mars, etc., and b) how they are what they are—God’s willing them into existence moment-by-moment, emanating knowledge of himself and the divine glory, according to his plans and purposes in Christ. These are the ontological antitypes. Since everything in the universe belongs to God,300 was created by God, and was created with full intention and will to communicate God’s own Self-disclosure and plan in Christ, the antitypes ontologically belong to God and represent the ground for all natural types embedded in nature. These antitypes which are God’s ideas are ontologically real since, although they are not God, they exist in God who is ontologically real, thus God’s ideas are real. In this sense, creation is ideal since it exists in real ideas in God’s mind, grounded in perfect Agape, which is God. This aspect is a Theo-logy of Nature in that it represents the economic office of the Father/Creator essence of the Trinity.

			Next, the model suggests that God emanates/communicates knowledge of God’s Self into the creation in two unified ways: in the incarnate Son and through onto-types embedded in the natural world. These are two unified but unequal revelations since God’s own essence is in Christ, being one with Christ, but it is the knowledge and glory of God emanated into the creation by Christ, in Christ, through Christ, and for Christ. All the messages of God’s divine nature are embedded as shadows of divine things and prefigure their ontological antitypes. Since the types originated in the mind of God as exemplars, they are also ontologically real. Thus, they are onto-types, not merely human assignments. This is God’s communication of the spiritual reality, the antitypes. God is the ultimate reality and this world is the analogy. 

			In this communication, science, then, exists as a discipline ordained by God. Science seeks to discover the intricacies of the mechanisms of nature and thus reveals knowledge of God, even if it does not acknowledge it, or even denies such. Science is in the “service of God,” as claimed by Emil Brunner, by disclosing God’s present moment acting and communication of the Divine Self, through its findings and discoveries. In such an integrated theology, natural knowledge is a kind of revealed knowledge of God. This can be inferred by reading Edwards, who claimed that God has instantiated the created realm with analogies, shadows, images of divine things. We have extended this idea by proposing that these analogies are real, not anthropomorphic human assignments, and are given to the creature only in divine revelation to the human intellect. This is a bona fide natural-revealed knowledge indeed.

			Perhaps we can see it in this way; everything the creature encounters is analogical in the sense that it is a representation of, or reflection of, eternal and infinite knowledge and glory of God. Viewed as such, onto-types in the natural world embedded in all scientific discoveries in nature, from gluons to galaxies, are realizations of the divine exemplars. That is, they are a communication of divine intention and attributes, as Scripture teaches us, through Christ, in Christ, for Christ, and by Christ. The resultant exemplar causation was purposed or intended by God (and according to Edwards, delighted in by God). The onto-types, then, are a manifestation of God’s acting according to his plan for the world in Christ. It is Christ who emanates/communicates the knowledge and glory of God into the created realm. Christ himself in his incarnate existence is also an onto-type pointing to the antitype of the Father. This aspect is a Christology of Nature in that it represents the economic office of the Son/Christ, the second person of the Trinity. 

			Lastly, the model refers to the third person of the Trinity. The Holy Spirit acts by revealing both the truth of salvation in Christ, and truth of the knowledge of God embedded in the creation. While natural onto-types are embedded in the creation, they would have remained unknown to the creature without the work of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit is revealing the knowledge and glory of God to individuals who have the free will to accept, or reject, this knowledge. If rejected, humankind is left with the scientific ontology alone, with physical descriptions of systems and mechanisms, without a complete understanding of the dynamic underlying reality of God’s divine continuous, compositional acting and self-disclosure.

			However, it is the contention of this view that what science discovers is God’s acting whether it is acknowledged as such or not. When it is acknowledged as God’s divine Trinitarian acting by one who believes, it provides the highest level of being and joy a human can know. This revelation to the human mind and heart, where onto-types are grasped, is accomplished by the work of the third person of the Trinity. This aspect is a Pneumatology of Nature in that it represents the economic office of the Holy Spirit/Comforter, the third person of Trinity. When this is received by the creature in faith, and delighted in by the creature, this brings God’s glory back to its source. This work of the Holy Spirit results in the remanation of God’s glory according to Jonathan Edwards’ end for which God created the world. 

			Thus, this model represents a constructive Trinitarian Theology of Nature where the acting of each divine Person of the Trinity is represented: Exemplars referring to the divine action of the Father/Creator, Types referring to the divine action of the Son/Christ, and Revelation referring to the divine action of Spirit/Comforter, as one unified, intentional and coordinated act of God. This model extends and expands Edwards’ proposal for a Trinitarian account of nature, which I will include once again here:

			The whole Trinity is concerned in every work of God. All the persons of the Trinity are concerned in the creation of the world. Each person [of the Trinity] has a distinct part, and as it were, sustains a distinct character and charge in that affair. They are all not only concerned as joint actors and co-workers in the affairs of creation but each has a distinct part in the affair assigned to him. There is this order that is observed by the persons of the Trinity in their acting in all affairs pertaining to the glory of the Godhead in the creation of the world.301 (emphasis mine)

			In putting forth this model, it is important to note that any model is only a figurative representation of ideas, placed in a context for ease of viewing and discussion. It is by no means exhaustive, and will contain flaws needing to be further explored, revised, and refined with future research. In this model, each person of the Trinity is acting together, coordinately and intentionally, in perfect unity, based upon God-in-three-persons from a unified and intended will. The quote above seems to be indicating a consistency between Edwards’ proposal of a Trinitarian Theology of Nature without diverting from the Doctrine of Appropriation. Edwards, as outlined in the quote above came to a realization late in his ministry: that is, that God is acting in the creation in a dynamic fashion within and among the three persons of the Godhead. In Edwards’ metaphysics of creation, the Triune God is acting within the “triunity” (Barth’s term) of the three distinct persons of the Godhead. 

			To be clear, as mentioned above, a Trinitarian Theology of Nature is put forth as a “perichoretic doctrine of creation”302 where each person of the Trinity acts in unity to accomplish the end for which God created the world. In order to do so avoid collapsing into tritheism we can rely on the classical Doctrine of Appropriation beginning with St. Augustine. In his De Trinitate. Augustine affirms the unity of God’s actions while permitting a certain distinctiveness appropriate to each person of the Trinity.303 In Augustine’s view, Scripture itself attests that all three persons, Father, the Word and the Spirit are involved in the creation.304 In relying on theological ground such as this, the model put forth affirms the Doctrine of Appropriation as follows: “The Doctrine of Appropriation insists that the works of the Trinity are a unity; every person of the Trinity is involved in every outward action of the Godhead. This idea is often expressed by opera trinitatis as extra indivisa sunt.”305

			Hence, the actions of the Trinity, while being distinct, are indivisible. Barth’s Doctrine of Appropriation as introduced in the Chapter 5 is applicable here in terms of the perichoretic shared life within the Trinity. Adam McIntosh, in his essay “The Contribution of Karl Barth’s Doctrine of Appropriation to a Trinitarian Ecclesiology,”306 describes the usefulness of this doctrine in retaining unity of the perichoretic relation within the Trinity, while accounting for separation modes of being and acting. The triune God is absolutely understood in terms of divine simplicity and eternal unity in being, while simultaneously understood as acting in distinctive works. He says it this way, “The doctrine of appropriation brings to speech these distinctive works, according to the biblical witness in which God characterized himself in distinct modes of existence while recognizing that these works are the indivisible work of the triune God.”307 Thus, distinguishing the acts of the Father, Son, and Spirit in terms of continuously creating, communicating and revealing as outlined in the model above, is not intended as a form of tritheism, partialism, or modalism in any way, but rather, refers to the “threeness in oneness” of Barth’s Doctrine of Appropriation. The three individual distinct persons of the trinity act in distinguishing ways, but are fully unified in being, intent, and plan. In this way, a Trinitarian Theology of Nature ascribes “the eternal perichoresis of the tri-unity” of the Father, Son, and Spirit within the Trinity.308 It is proposed that the workings of each of persons of the godhead in the Trinitarian Theology of Nature reveals the triune God as acting in one unified, coordinated fashion to accomplish the cohesive whole of the natural world as we encounter it and know it.

			Then, in applying a Trinitarian Theology of Nature to the church, we have given language to the unspeakable ways of God’s unified divine action in nature. Nature as divine willing, communicating and revealing gives language toward an understanding of a God who reaches to believers whose lives are growing in him. As MacIntosh describes, “This hermeneutic offers a variegated ecclesiology by presenting intensified perspectives of the church as it corresponds to God’s works.”309 These works of God might be construed by what Barth calls “divine acts toward humanity” which create conditions for a response, a response in obedience.310

			This interworking of the persons of the Trinity in nature reflects the ontology of God’s internal being as one of infinite and inexhaustible beauty and love. This may be thought of as an efflux of the intra-Trinitarian love ad extra, in cooperative fellowship and union toward one end. As Olson and Hall state,

			There is a beauty in the concept of the Trinity itself that points toward the beauty of God himself. It is the beauty of love reflected in a truth: God is love. Whom did he love before there was a world? Himself—within the fellowship of three mutually loving persons. The Trinity thus becomes a model of creaturely love and fellowship.311

			This quote is closely related to what we have already seen in Edwards’ metaphysics of creation where it is out of God’s supreme regard for himself, as the most highly valued and most valuable in all of existence that the intra-Trinitarian love exists. There is nothing more beautiful, more valuable, more worthy than God’s existence. It is the efflux of that mutual intra-Trinitarian love ad extra, when it is received, delighted in, and appropriated by faith, that the end in creation is accomplished. That efflux of inexhaustible agape includes distinct, yet unified and interrelated ways of divine acting in that the Father wills eternally real ideas into existence, the Son communicates/emanates knowledge and glory of God into the structures of the creation in the forms of natural types, and the Spirit reveals those real-ized types and their antitypes to created minds. In this way, a Doctrine of Creation, viewed as a Trinitarian Theology of Nature, is thus a doctrine of God’s acting.

			Figure 2. Model of A Trinitarian Theology of Nature
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			Conclusion

			We began with the observation that there can be no coherent and comprehensive understanding of nature based on a scientific ontology alone. Thus, we have sought to advance the theological dialogue around a new Natural Theology and then to contribute an original, constructive theology offering a Trinitarian Theology of Nature. In doing so, the creation metaphysis of Jonathan Edwards was a useful tool to explore what nature is, and how the Creator might communicate in a Trinitarian way to the creatures through what has been made. Likewise, the Doctrine of Creation proposed by Emil Brunner became a useful starting point for a valid theological justification of God’s revelation in and through what has been made. 

			The work here has made a distinct contribution to theological knowledge and discourse in three ways. First, a prominent problem in earlier versions of Natural Theology was solved. That problem was positioning humankind at the epicenter in attempts through human reason alone to find and prove God. This was Barth’s primary criticism, and rightly so. This anthropocentric approach was the mainstay of Natural Theology which, in more contemporary discussions, revealed the inherent flaw in thinking that the finite can “find” the infinite; only God reveals God. Through the arguments in this book, the anthropocentric position was turned up-side-down, placing God at the epicenter, showing a God who reaches to humankind in revelation. In this way, a theocentric approach was proposed to advance the discussion whereby God initiates revelation of the divine Self, through the Incarnate Son, and through the natural world, according to the Scriptures. 

			Second, a new Theology of Nature was proposed, advancing the Barth-Brunner debate by showing that creation can and does reveal the Creator. It was argued that if the creation reveals the Creator, then it must reveal the Trinitarian God of the Christian faith. Supported by the work of Jonathan Edwards, Emil Brunner, Thomas Torrance, Wolfhart Pannenberg, Alister McGrath, and others, it was proposed that the natural world is full of the knowledge and glory of the divine Self in messages reflecting God’s eternal truths and the spirit world. The approach taken here proposed that these messages were intentionally embedded into the creation by God, out of his supreme and infinite Love, to communicate to his creatures the knowledge of divine excellencies, fullness, and glory as shadows of divine things. 

			Third, a new and original constructive Trinitarian Theology of Nature was proposed to supplant older versions of Natural Theology, and to augment more contemporary Doctrine of Creation within Systematic Theology. Using Edwards’ notion of an Original Ultimate End, and his creation metaphysics incorporating natural typology as a way of God’s self-disclosure to the creature, onto-typology was proposed. This new understanding of creation proposing an onto-typology suggests that God intentionally embedded messages of the Trinitarian God and all spiritual things into the very structures of nature. These messages convey eternally representational-intentions-for-existence that order God’s ideas for divine-acts-of-willing-existence. These intentions or ideas that God wills into existence carry messages of the divine Self in what Edwards’ frames as a natural typology in order to communicate God’s excellencies and love to the creature. An example was given applying a creation metaphysics and natural onto-typology to the sodium chloride halide cycle of salt solubility. This, to my knowledge, is the first molecular mechanism analyzed both metaphysically and typologically using the biblical scriptures. This analysis showed how natural onto-types prefigure the message of the Gospel and God’s divine truths all the way to the molecular level of creation.

			Natural onto-types as shadows of divine things are emanated into the creation in order to communicate to the creatures in a way that creatures could apprehend. In Edwards’ view, this is a form of divine action, in the sense that God is actively emanating and communicating the knowledge and glory of God into the things that have been made, and also revealing these truths to the human mind and heart. This lends to an examination of God’s willing, communicating, and revealing in and through the creation as unified ways of divine action. A new and original contemporary divine action view, Divine Compositionalism, was proposed in order to account for God’s willing, communicating, and revealing in a continuous creation. In this view, if the whole of creation is God’s acting according to his commitments, then the Edwardsean construct of emanation can be applied to the externalization of the knowledge and glory of God into the creation. Likewise, if the creation holds the messages of spiritual things in the analogical form of natural onto-types, then as God is willing the creation into being, God is also emanating the knowledge and glory of himself into the very creation. However, these messages would go unnoticed or not apprehended without the divine revelation of these truths to created minds fashioned to receive them. In this way, it was proposed that nature itself is a complex construct of God’s acting. This willing, communicating, and revealing entails a) both transcendence (creation ex nihilo) and immanence (creating moment-by-moment, communicating through natural structures, and revealing to human minds), and b) represents a Trinitarian view such that revelation of analogies through natural onto-types is by God, in Christ, through the work of the Holy Spirit. This construct bridges the gap between natural knowledge and revealed knowledge of God in a form of natural-revealed knowledge of God.

			The newly developed constructive Trinitarian Theology of Nature was proposed, describing, in accordance with a doctrine of Trinitarian appropriations, three ontologically unified ways that God acts trinitarianly to produce the natural world as we experience it. Such a Trinitarian theology of the natural world extends Systematic Theology by contributing new information to the Doctrine of Creation. The first, a Theo-logy of Nature, provided an account of the “ideas in God’s mind” before the creation of the world as grounded in Thomistic exemplars. Thus, exemplars in God’s mind carry the sublime totality of knowledge of all that God intended to create including what the structures are, such as the mass of an electron, the elliptical orbit of Mars, etc., and the typological messages that they contain pointing to the ontological antitypes. The antitypes ontologically belong to God and represent the ground for all of the natural onto-types embedded in nature. These antitypes which are God’s ideas are ontologically real since, although they are not God, they exist in God who is ontologically real, thus God’s ideas are real. Construed as a form of res-idealism, creation is ideal with respect to God, but real to the creature as God appropriates this knowledge to the creature. This represents God’s existence-conferring action, willing the creation into being. This aspect of the Trinitarian Theology of Nature, the Theo-logy of Nature, represents the economic office of the Father/Creator person of the Trinity.

			Second, a Christology of Nature was proposed such that the world was made in Christ, for Christ, by Christ and through Christ. In this way, knowledge of God’s Self is communicated/emanated into the creation: through the incarnate Son and through onto-types embedded in the natural world. These are two unified, but not equal, revelations since God’s own essence is in Christ, being one with Christ, but is not in the creation since the created realm is ontologically not God. Nevertheless, knowledge and glory of God is emanated/communicated into the creation by Christ, in Christ, through Christ, and for Christ. All the messages of God’s divine nature are embedded as shadows of divine things and prefigure their ontological antitypes. This is part of the end for which God created the world: to communicate the divine Self ad extra. This aspect was proposed as a Christology of Nature since it represents the economic office of the Son/Christ, the second person of the Trinity. 

			Third, a Pneumatology of Nature was proposed as a work of the third Person of the Trinity. In this model, the Holy Spirit reveals the knowledge of God in the Book of Nature and the Book of Scripture, out of infinite divine love. The Spirit reveals both the truth of salvation in Christ, and truth of the knowledge of God’s glory in the creation. While natural onto-types are embedded in the creation, they would have remained unknown to the creature without the work of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit is revealing the knowledge and glory of God to individuals who have the free will to accept, or reject, this knowledge. If rejected, humankind is left with the scientific ontology alone, with physical descriptions of systems and mechanisms, without a complete understanding of the dynamic underlying reality of God’s divine continuous, compositional acting and self-disclosure. This aspect was proposed as a Pneumatology of Nature in that it represents the economic office of the Holy Spirit/Comforter, the third person of Trinity.

			This ontologically unified interworking of the three Persons of the triune God in the creation was envisioned by Edwards in a sermon in 1745 where he proposed that “The whole Trinity is concerned in every work of God,” and that “each person [of the Trinity] has a distinct part . . . in their acting in all affairs pertaining to the glory of the Godhead in the creation of the world.”312 Thus, the model of a Trinitarian Theology of Nature proposed here expands and extends Edwards’ idea to include the unified and intentional action of each of the three persons of the Godhead in constituting the reality of creation which creatures encounter each day. In this way, the whole of nature is act-result. While these works are distinct to each person of the Godhead, all the works of God are the indivisible works of the triune God as explicated by hermeneutical tool of the Doctrine of Appropriation. Simultaneously, this theology buttresses Emil Brunner’s debate with Karl Barth affirming that, as grounded in the biblical text, God can indeed be known from what has been made. In fact, we can claim that God is the ultimate reality and this world is made in anlaogy.

			Thus, we have argued for an ontology where scientific discovery can inform what nature is, regarding descriptions of structures, events, and processes, but more importantly, to describe how it is so through a Trinitarian Theology of Nature, grounding nature as divine action. A Trinitarian Theology of Nature not only includes all of what science describes, but can answer the questions of how nature is so through an ontology that shows what science discovers is God’s commitments to act and to communicate the divine Trinitarian Self to the creature. In this construct, the Father wills eternally real ideas into existence, the Son communicates/emanates knowledge and glory of God into the structures of the creation in the forms of natural onto-types, and the Spirit reveals those real-ized types and their antitypes to created minds. Nature as God’s divine acting is a dynamic revelation of love to the creature in and through an understanding of the natural world, by learning the language of nature. In this way, God’s Trinitarian powerful and magnificent glory is not merely displayed by what has been made, but is intimately shared. There is nothing more beautiful, more valuable, more worthy in all of existence. It is the efflux of that that mutual intra-Trinitarian love ad extra, when it is received, delighted in, and appropriated by faith that the end in creation is accomplished. In this way, a Doctrine of Creation viewed as a Trinitarian Theology of Nature, is a doctrine of God’s divine and continuous loving action. 
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