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reason (if it does it is wrong); morality is grounded on reason (noton God);
and the Bible should be read like any other book. These presuppositions
tesult in a ‘clockmaker God’ who differs rather dramatically from the
trinitarian God of Christianity.

However, it was soon realised that merely relying on sense data cannot
provide us with secure knowledge of the world and how it operates. For
instance, the Scottish philosopher David Hume (1711-76) argued thar we
cannot observe causality — it is a mere habit of the mind. In the area of
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that Kant had convincingly shown that a metaphysical approach to the
God-question only led to antinomies. Schleiermacher therefore turned to
the subjective experience of absolute dependence. Schleiermacher’s key
notion — Abhdngigkeitsgefiihl — is often translated as ‘the feeling of absolute
dependence’, but this does not quite capture Schleiermacher’s meaning, He
is not interested in feelings bur rather in the receptivity that characrerises
our self-consciousness, a consciousness of self as essentially dependent on
infinite being. This ‘absolute dependence which characterizes not only man
butall temporal existence’ (CF 4.4) does not need proofs for the existence of
God. Such proofs are entirely redundant (CF 33.3).

Contrary to what some scholars (such as Karl Barth and Jiirgen
Moltmann) have claimed, the anthropological turn that Schleiermacher
effected in theology does not necessarily exclude a theocentric focus,
Some of Schleiermacher’s expressions may at first appear problemaric,
such as his famous statement thar ‘doctrines are only expressions of inward
experiences’ (C7100.3)." Nevertheless, the whole system of Schleicrmacher

hinges on the affirmation that God was present in Christ in a unique,
because perfect, manner:

[T]o ascribe to Christ an absolutely powerful God-consciousness, and to attribute
to him an existence of God in him, are exactly the same thing ... He is the only
‘other” in which there is an existence of God in the proper sense, so far, that is, as we
posit the God-consciousness in his self-consciousness as continually and exclusively
determining every moment, and consequently also this perfect indwelling of the
Supreme Being as his peculiar being and his inmost self (CF 94.2)

This theocentric stance does not, however, imply a trinitarian stance, and
claims that Schleiermacher has to be seen as one of the major innovators in
the theology of the Trinity, or responsible for its revival, arc difficult to
sustain. Given his methodological and hermeneutical presuppositions,
Schleiermacher rejects the traditional doctrine of the Trinity, especially
the doctrine of the immanent Trinity: ‘the assumption of an eternal
distinction in the Supreme Being is not an utterance concerning the
religious consciousness, for there it could never emerge’ (CF 170.2). And
because it is not an utterance concerning religious consciousness, it ulti-
mately has no doctrinal value for Schleiermacher, He is happy to concede
that God was present in Christ and in the Church, but he rejects any

" This appears hermeneutically naive, for it can be argued that doctrines shape experience rather than

the other way around. Sce George Lindbeck’s study The Nature of Doctrine: Religion and Theology in a
Postliberal Age (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1084).
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suggestion that there is therefore, from all eternicy, a distinction berween
Father, Son, and Spirit.

Another critique he levels at the traditional doctrine of the Trinicy is that
it never managed to successfully harmonise the belief in the aneness of God
and the belief in the threeness of Persons. According to official doctrine, the
three are co-equal and, in turn, cqual with the divine essence. This, so
Schlciermacher reasons, implies that each of the divine Persons is less than
the divine essence.®

Again, he raises the charge of subordinationism against traditional doc-
trine: the fact that the Son is ‘begotten’ from the Father must imply, ‘if the
term means anything ac all’, a relationship of dependence; hence the power
of the Father is greater than that of the Son. Pursuing the same line of
critiquer if we accept that the relationship between the three Persons and the
divine narure should be conceived in terms of members of a species and the
species itself, then one will end up with either subordinationism if one

adopts a realistic stance (what is really real is the essence), or trithcism if one
adopts a nominalist stance (only the three Persons — as instances of the
divine — exist) (CF 171.3). If we refuse to conceive the relationship between
the three and the oneness in terms of species and members, then ‘we really
are not in a position to form any definite ideas on the subject, and hence can
have no interest in it (CF 1713). This last remark, and the criticisms
Schleiermacher put forward, appear to reveal an impoverished theological
imagination when dealing with the traditional doctrine of the " 'riniry.”
Most of the cricique we have discussed so far was raised by
Schleiermacher in the ‘Conclusion’ (not an ‘Appendix’, as is so often
alleged) to his major worls The Christian Fairh Given his presuppositions,

¥ Appealing ro the Prologue of St John's Gospel is furile, he inferms us, for this text can be read with
equal plausibilicy in an Arian manner; besides, the Spirit is not mentioned in the Prologue. All John
hoped to niake clear, Schleiermacher claims, is the presence of God i Chiist (CF170.2, 3).

® Schlcicrmacher’s rationalistic spirit transpires in the application of this ‘imipeccable’ calculation: ifa +
b+ ¢ = D, then a and b and ¢ are cach less than 1,

7 "I'here is no need to refute Schlelermacher’s critique in derail: theologians have waditionally refrained
from applying numerical terns to God (sce STL30.3); besides, when dealing with infinity it may very
well be argued that the Three car be Gne without heing any less than the perichereric Oneness. They
alse warned against understanding it in terms of specics and members of species. Schlcicrnmacher’s
criticism scerns to Presuppose qUAICIRity, a stance 10 be rejected on the basis of perichoresis.

¥ Another criticism, not often noted by scholars, is mised much carier (CF 96.1). Crircising the
language of Chaleedon, and wondering how it could possibly be squared with the language of
trinitarian theology, Schleiermacher alleges thar traditional dectrine effectively implies eritheisn: in
the Trinity we supposedly have ‘three Persons in one Essence’s in Christ we supposedly have ‘one
Person cut of two narures”. If the word Person’ reains the same meaning as in Christology - that is, as
an individuation of a nature — we end up with three divine individuals. We will come back 1o this
¢ritique when dealing with the trinitarian theology of Tlans Urs von Balchasar.

;
;
i
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?t is clear th}at Schleiermacher cannot accommodate traditional understand
ings of the Triniry: “We have only to do with the God-consc:iousnes':S 1‘? k
in our self-consciausness along with our consciousness of the ¥V01'ld“ hgenen
we have no formula for the being of God in himself as distinct fr(’)m t}:e
being of God in the world’ (CF172.0). Schleicrmacher sees his own work X
first, preliminary step towards a revision of the docrrine, a revision hzfs}i
the P.rorcstant churches had failed to pursue (CF 172.3).,Hc conside‘:; I}i

'n'afimonal doctrine of the Trinity as nothing bur an expression of the
insight that God is present in both Christ and the Holy Spirit (CF 1 t )e
Pre-existence of both the Son and the Spirit is excluded.? !

How then does Schleiermacher conceive of the Trinity? The followi
quotation captures his intentions well: . T
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edemption through Christ. Now these exactly are the essential elemencs in

the doctrine of the Trinity. (CF 170.1)

Let us first deal with the presence of God in Christ. This is ‘the inners
Fun.damental power within him, from which every activiry roccedr nosci
\ivhldll halds every element together’ (CF 96.3), As this quotafion su ; :s?s
SFhielcrmz1cher attempts o move beyond static language of humaig "md’
dn.nne natires and instead prefers to speak of divine activiry in Christ Gi(verl
this more dynamic understanding of the union between the divi.m; e;nd h
humzull, Schleiermacher can also dispense with the communicatio idio -
fum: since divine atuributes are simply activities, there ic no need to spe I;:m;
a sharing of these with human activities (CF97.5). Nothing but his e 'ZJ
S.llllt‘SSI]eSS distinguishes Christ from other people. Schlei%rmachelfisen'n
tion of the communicatio idiomatum also implies that he refuses 1o ‘l;t-trrifl;JeC-
s.uffering to the divine nature - a view that is, in his opinion, both ° Lclit'e
nonal- and based on misconceived idess of rcdempti(;n (F;nntra )l-
Schleiermacher understands our redemption in terms of receivin : .ble)szsdl
ess fr?m Christ ‘in the consciousness thar Chrisc in us is the cen%re of o
life’ (CF 101.2). Here Schleiermacher’s pictist background makes icself fo IIJr
and he is quite happy to call this element of hi thought ‘mystical’ (CF o1 33)5
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This brings us to Schleiermacher’s pneumarology. It is the work of the
Holy Spirit to bring Christ into memory, and glorify him in us (CF124.2).
The Spirir is the unifying force derived from Christ, residing in the
believers, which builds up the Christian community to constitute ‘a
moral personality’ (CF 121.2). The Spirit is an effective spiritual power
which animates the life of believers from within (CF 123.3).

To artribute the work of redemption to the Son and sanctification to the
Spirit is fairly traditional doctrine. Commentators have noted, however,
that Schleiermacher does not discuss the role of the person of the Father in

The Christian Faith." The most surprising element from a traditional point
of view is his outright denial of the pre-existence of Son and Spirit. In this
sense we can state that Schleiermacher undoubtedly develops an interesting
soteriology and pneumarology; but he is not intercsted in trinitarian theol-
ogy as such. However, his views (including his rejection of the pre-existence
of Christ and Spirit) have an important implication: they introduce an
element of historicity in God’s being. God appears to become trinitarian in
the course of history."” This train of thought is merely suggested in 7e
Christian Faith and is not developed given Schleiermacher’s methodological
presuppositions. It was Hegel who would develop this line of thinking.
For Schleiermacher, the definitions of scholasticism had long since become
a dead letter (CF 96.2) and he therefore attempted to reinvent the Christian
faith for the modern period. We may not share his presuppositions, method-
ology or conclusions, but his status as a ‘classic’ author is beyond dispute, One
author who did not share Schleiermacher’s approach (and explicitly criticises
it) is Hegel, the greatest idealist philosopher of the nineteenth century.

G.W.F. HEGEL (I770-1831): A PHILOSOPHICAL
REINTERPRETATION OF THE TRINITY

Hegel offers one of the most sweeping and profound philosophical systems
in the history of the West. He took issue with the Romantic reduction of
religion to mere feelings of devotion, such as in pietism or even in
Schleiermacher’s emphasis upon ‘feelings of dependence’, stating rather
sarcastically that if this were the correct approach ‘a dog would be the best
Christian’” But he also disagrees with the Kantian Enlightenment

" See Samuel Powell, 74 7 rinity in German Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 101,

" Ibid., 100,
" Hegel’s Bevliner Schriften, ed. . Hoffmeister, 1944, P- 346, quoted by Bernard M. G. Reardon, Hegel’s

Philosophy of Religion (London: Macmillan Press, 1977), 8s.
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The whole of reality is the self-unfolding of Spirit in its movement
towards greater actualization. Nature is self-alienated Spirit, God in his
otherness. Hegel also distinguishes between subjective Spirit (the emer-
gence of subjectivity in the human being), objective Spirit (the social
objectification of Gesst in cultural and ethical institutions of society, includ-
ing the State), and absolute Spirit (in which Spirit knows and actualises
iself in art, religion, and philosophy). This s certainly a vision full of
majesty — but whether it is compatible with the Christian worldview is
debatable,

Religion is of particular interest to Hegel as it is ‘the self-consciousness of
God’ (PRI, 327). Hegel discusses a number of different religions in which
the absolute Spirit (‘God’) finds expression. Greek religion, for instance,
expresses the divine in human form (e.g., statue of Apollo): the divine is not
seen as something utterly other. However, Greek religion remains paro-
chial, intrinsically linked with the city-state. Jewish religion, on the other
hand, is more universalistic, but here God remains too distant, too tran-
scendent, and this separation of divine and human leads to unhappy
consciousness. It is in Christianity that we encounter true universality
without having to espouse an utterly transcendent God, Here the universal,
infinite Spirit and the particular, finite Spiri are inseparably connected (PR
11, 330).

Thus, more than in other religions it is in Christianiry that God reveals
himself supremely. Indeed, it is in Christianity that the absolute Being
(Hegel's ‘God’) attains self-consciousness, Hegel understands God very
much in terms of consciousness ot mind, and it is characteristic of mind
or Spirit (Geist) to differentiate itself, to manifest itself:

God posits or lays down the Other, and takes i up again into his eternal move..
ment. Spirit just is what appeats to itself or manifests itself: this constitutes its act,
or form of action, and its life; this is it only act, and it is jtself only its acr. What
does God reveal, in fact, but just that he is this revelation of himself? What he
reveals is the infinite form, Absolure subjectiviry is determination, and this s the
positing or bringing into actyal existence of distinctions or difference ... It is hig
Being to make these distinctions eternally, to take them back and at the same time
to remain within himself, not to go out of himself, Whar is revealed, is, that he is for

an Other. (PRI, 335)

As this quotation SUBEESts, an analysis of Geist (mind, spirit) makes clear
that it necessarily implies self-differentiation, Self-consciousness implies
that I can relate to myself as other. This self-differentiation at the heare of
Greist explains why Hegel is drawn towards the doctrine of the Trinity, as we
find this kind of self-differentiation in the trinitarian God. And it is a
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important is the death of Christ, in which ‘the conversion of consciousness’
begins (PR 11}, 84). The death of Christ is ‘the central point round which ail
else turns’ (PR IT1, 86). The significance of the Passion of Christ lies in the
fact that it does away with the human side of Christ’s nature (PRI, 87) and
reveals that Christ was the God-Man, the God who had at the same time a
human nature, even unto deach (PR 111, 89): the reconciliation of the
infinite and the finite. j

The natural will, the finite, the Other-Being or otherness is yielded up
and transfigured in the death of Christ (PR I, 89), and we are called to
accomiplish this same wansformation within ourselves, yielding up our
natural will (PR 111, 95). But Hege! does not see atonement of the spiritual
and the world merely in terms of a moral example we should follow. Rather,
he sees the cross as a trinitarian event: ‘God has died, God is dead — this is
the most frighcful of all choughts, thatall that is crernal, all that is true is not,
thar negation itself is found in God . .." Predictably, this death itself is only
another moment in the divine unfolding, and the death of God is only ‘the
death of death. God comes to life again, and thus things are reversed’
(PRTII, o1).

In short, Hegel sces the life and death of the incarnate Son as a moment
within a divine unfolding: from universality to pasticularity, which is done
away with and absorbed in his deach (PR II1, 92). The death of Christ is
‘the negarion of the negation’, meaning: the negation of the otherness that
the finite, created world is, This finite world is, in turn, a negation of the
universal nature of God the Father: “This death is thus at once finitude in its
most extreme form, and at the same time the abolition and absorption of
natural finitude, of immediate existence and estrangement, the cancelling
of limits’ (PRTIL, 93). Hegel leaves us in no doubt chat the death of Christ
is ‘a moment in the nature of God; it has taken place in God himself’
(PR 111, 95) — and this will prove an extremely influential idea throughout
trinitarian theology in the twentieth century. It is revealing chat Hegel
quotes a Lutheran hymn in this conrext, which states that ‘God himself
is dead” He comments: ‘the consciousness of this fact expresses the
truth that the human, the finice, trailty, weakness, the negative, is itself a
divine moment, is in God himself” (PR 111, 98). Finitude as divine sclf-
differentiation is ‘a moment in God himself, though, to be sure, it is a
vanishing moment’ (PR, 99). As suggested carlier, it is debatable whether
this view can be reconciled with the Scriptures in which we encounter a

God who is not dependent on the warld and its histoty,
The negation that is the death of Christ is overcome in the resurrection,
which makes space for the ourpouring of the Spirit and the establishment of
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Although Hegel values the Church and its doctrines (‘dogma’) he claims
that it is only the philosopher who grasps religious truths in their full clarity
and meaning (PRI, 345). For Hegel, art and religion contain truths which
can only be properly conceptualised by the (Hegelian) philosopher. Art
presents us with truth in a sensuous form, embodying it, so to speak
(Darstellung). Religion is the domain of Vorstellung or pictorial representa-
tion, which relies on images and metaphors (c.g., the story of Adam and Eve
in the Garden of Eden). This also applies to the doctrine of the Trinity:
speech about Father, Son, and Spirit is a somewhat ‘childlike’ presentation
of a truth which the religious imagination fails to fully grasp (PRI, 25). It is
only philosophy, which relies on thought (Denken), that succeeds in dis-
closing and capturing the truth. The philosopher is thus the new priest
whose task it is to protect the possession of truth (PR 111, 151).

Hegel has exerted a very considerable influence on what we called
rivalling or competing trinitarian discourses which came to full fruition in
the twentieth century, as we shall sce. In particular, his view that God is
subject to history and process has proved extremely influential, from process
thinkers to Jiirgen Moltmann. Given this influence it may be useful to voice
a number of concerns.™

First, there is a strong monist tendency in Hegel. Hegel does not allow for
the real otherness of either God or the world. He does not develop a theory
of analogy which would allow him to remain sensitive to the distinction
between God and creation. Divine consciousness and human consciousness
converge: God’s self-knowledge is his self-consciousness in us: ‘God is God
only so far as he knows himself: this self-knowledge is, further, a self-
consciousness in man and man’s knowledge of God, which proceeds to
man’s self-knowledge in God’."” Similarly, what we could call, in traditional
language, the distinction between the generation of the Son from the Facher
on the one hand and the creative act on the other is not always clearly
maintained. This illustrates a wider problem: Hegel failed to maintain a
proper distinction between the immanent and the economic Trinity — an
issue which will recur throughout twentieth-century trinitarian debates too.

As suggested earlier, Hegel’s view of creation and evil is problematic.
He seems to identify finite creation (as the external manifestation or
even alienation of the divine) and evil. Again, creation is scen as nothing
but a necessary stage in the evolving life of the Spirit. The view that sin

" For a challenging critique of Hegel's Philosaphy of Religion, sce Desmond, Hegel’s God,
"7 See Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences (1830), no. 564, trans, William Wallace as Hegels
Philosophy of Mind (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), 298.
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subject’ rather than to be receptive to God’s Word. In his eatly commentary

on The Epistle to the Romans, Barth rejected historical-critical ways of
reading the Scriptures as reductionist. These so-called scientific methods

treat the Scriptures as mere text — without being sensitive to revelation as an

act or event in which God makes himself known and addresses and chal-

lenges us (CD 11, 305).* Similarly, when lecturing on Schleiermacher,

Barth expressed reservations about the subjectivism that characterises

Schleiermacher’s theology. Rather than allowing God in his objectivity
and sovereignty to address us, Schleiermacher appears more interested in
the human subject and his or her receptivity towards this divine address. In
short, Schleiermacher’s approach is anthropological, and in this regard he is
a typical exponent of modern approaches, effectively negating the Word of
God (CD 1/1, 193).

Barth’s theology stands squarely in the Reformed tradition. It attempts to
be a faithful interpretation of the act of God’s self-revelation in the
Scriptures. While it also draws on a number of traditional theologians
(mainly Luther, Calvin, other Protestant theologians of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, buc also Augustine and Aquinas), it refrains from
appealing to extra-theological sources, such as historical-critical or philo-
sophical ones. It is no coincidence that Barth’s major work (extending to
over 8,000 pages) is called Church Dogmatics. For theology is the self-
examination of the Church in light of the self-disclosure of God. Insofar
as dogmartics conforms to Jesus Christ, it has true content. This implies that
“it does not have to begin by finding or inventing the standard by which
it measures. It sees and recognizes that this is given with the Church’ (CD1/
1, 12). Any attempt to occupy a non-theological starting point when begin-
ning to engag
modernist (i.e., non-Christian) bias (CD 1/, 38). Anyone who wants to

engage in dogmatics needs to have faith, and without obedience to Christ
dogmatics is ‘quite impossible’ (CD /1, 17, 189). Barth thus pleads for a
prayerful way of doing theology, displaying a distinct impatience with non-
theological approaches which bracket out the key presuppositions of the
Christian faith in order to kick-start a dialogue with a secular world. Instead
of denying their own presuppositions for the sake of ‘dialogue’ or ‘openness’
towards the secular world, Christian theologians should simply put forward
‘the witness of faith against unbelief (CD 1/1, 30).

"This is not to say that Barth reduces theology to proclamation of the faith
(in preaching and sacraments), although it is true to say that theology and

2 ] refers to Karl Barth, Church Dagmarics (Edinburgh: T&T Clatk, 1956—75)-

e in theology is therefore misguided and effectively masks a
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such but only insofar as it is expressed in Scriptures and proclan}llatiloné )
too we do not encounter God the Father directly but only through the fn
and the Holy Spirit (CD I/1, 121). The reason that Barth can drgw sufc ha
close parallel between the doctrine of revelation and thfa doctrm.e of t §
,I"rinit[;r is that God, the Revealer, is identical with his acE in rcxielanodr:: aln
with its effect (CD 1/1, 296). More simply, t}f %isuodn: \?Eho _{-Efseg(zil; uas )s;)
impli i : is he doing?” and “What does he e ?
implies the questions “What is Bk i
: his in terms of the Revealer d
CD 1/1, 297). Barth usually purs ¢ ( -
Eevelation (9What is he doing), and revealedness (effect). Just as-thflre is a
i ich is disti his revelation, so too is there an
rce of revelation, which is distinct from a
fzzer differentiation within God, as Father and as Son. The I;IlolyfFSpm;
then is the self-impartation of God, just as revealedness chc;s éo tl c; lt:;ttl ci)s
: i is is the manner in which Barth links h
the act of revelation upon us. This is t . ;
i i i iti iblical names of Father, Son, an
lysis of revelation with the traditional bi :
;Il—?sg Spirit. The Father is, as it were, the Speaker, the Son is the Word of
the Speaker, and the Holy Spirit is the meaning (CD I/, 363—4{)). . 3
That Barth construes his doctrine of the Trinity on thc? afis 1(1) hl
analysis of the concept of revelation should not be taken'to imp )é t alt e
is reducing the Trinity to revelation (as if God were t}lze triune G.o 01?E yt ;11;
i i it i inly the case that we ‘arrive a
his revelation). Although it is certainly ‘
d:ctrreinc of the Trinity by no other way than by an analyslls of the C(.)ncc[l)t
of revelation’ (CD I/1, 312), this does not mean t]?at_ t]?c triune ng is OE};
found in his act of revelation (the ‘economic Trlmty): Bar}th ngErFs t z)l
God is also triune in his inner nature (the ‘immz}nent Trinity’) ( D11, ;3}3:
Nor is he implying that in unveiling himself God loses anything of his
mysteriousness or freedom (CD 1/1, 324).

¢. The divine Persons

Before he discusses Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, Bar{th deals ﬁzt}gh:i: ;1;131
of God. He is at pains to emphasise that t%le F}(;calledbiiisci)?st ﬁ:{ dc;e e
ods (CD 1/1, 349, 205). The pro '

f}’c::rss?;ssea;hlf::d%n th(e Church doctrine of the Trinity hag nothing tc;l iio
with our modern-day understandings of person as self-conscious personft 12;
(CD1/1, 351, 357). If we speak of a divine Person .(m the modern sEn(sg B o
word) we should reserve this concept for the triune God as such ( tmn,
351). Although Barth appears to be sympathetic towards Aquinas 65) hg
relational understanding of the trinitarian Persons (Cl? I/1, 3157i]3 ze,s .
prefers to drop the notion of ‘Person’ altogether and instead choo

speak of divine ‘modes of being’ (Seinsweisen) (CD 1/1, 359). This has led,
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almost predictably, to accusations of modalism, despite Barth’s explicit
refutation of these claims (CD I/1, 382). That Barth adopts the notion of
perichoresis or mutyal indwelling of the three Persons (‘modes of being’ in
Barthian parlance) in one another without dissolution of their distinctive-
ness should take the sting out of these charges (CD /1, 396).

We saw earlier that Barch developed a trinitarian doctrine on the basis of
an analysis of revelation, that is, in terms of a revealer (the Father),
revelation (his Son, the Word), and revealedness (the Holy Spirit). This
effectively means thar Barth distinguishes the three ‘Persons’ in terms of
their distinctive relations of origin — a theme which we encountered already
in Richard of St Victor (CD1/1, 363): there is 3 source, the revelation from
this source (i.e., the Son), and the Holy Spirit who proceeds as meaning
from the revealer and his revelation. [n this light it will come as no surprise
that Barth defends the traditional Western doctrine of the Siliogue, the
notion that the Holy Spiric proceeds from the Father and the Son. Barth
backs up this argument by pointing to the ‘economy’ of revelation: through-
out the Scriptures we find the Spirit characterised as ‘the Spirit of Christ’
(CD1/1, 479ff).

Other traditional doctrines Barth adopts are the Augustinian view thar
the external operations of the triune God are one (apera trinitatis ad extra
sunt indivisa) or the theory of appropriations as we find it in Aquinas (CD I/
L 373).

Barth then discusses the three “Persons’. He first discusses God the
Father, the Lord of our existence, or our Creartor. It is perhaps somewhat
odd that Barth expounds the nature of the first Person first as ‘Creator’
which is, by his own admission (CD 111, 373, 394), an appropriation. In a
second section Barth does refer to the relation of Fatherhood to describe the
first Person: because he manifests himself as a Father in his relation to the
One through whom he is manifested (i.e., his Son), we may deduce that he
is Father in himself (CD I/1, 391-2).

God the Son is discussed as the Reconciler, the Word that has been
spoken to us, the revelation of the Father (CDI/1, 412). In this section Barth
makes the case for the divinity of the Son. He acknowledges that the
affirmation of the divinity of the Son is dogma, that is, an interpretation,
and is not to be found as such in the biblical texts — bur it is ‘a good and
relevant interpretation of these texts (CD 11, 415).

The Holy Spirit is discussed under the heading of the Redeemer. How
can we acknowledge Jesus as Lord? Tn order for the revelation of the Father
in the Son to become manifest, 2 ‘subjective side in the event of revelation’ is
hecessary, and this presence of God in the human subject is the Holy Spirit
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(CD1/1, 448—50). When revelation becomes an event in us, the Holy Spll?t
is at work in us. Through the Holy Spirit we become receptive to the
revelation of God in Christ. It is the Holy Spirit who creates the Christian
community, and in it the faith, hope, and love of Ch ristlansi (CDIV/2, 12§).
Thus far we have mainly focussed on the first part of the Church Dogmatics,
entitled The Doctrine of the Word of God. But it can be argt-ied that the rest oflf
the Church Dagmatics is structured in a trinitariar.l way, with t‘hle clioctlrme 0
creation being dealt with in Part I11, and the doctrine o'f reconciliation ii nliarr
IV (dealing with the saving activity of the Son), while Part V woul . av;:
consisted of the work of the Holy Spirit (as the Redeemer). lHowcver, art
did not live to finish the fourth part, and never Stal’t(.?d workl.ng on the. ﬁ.%h,
and the Church Dogmaties is therefore unﬁiishle;.ngcn the inexhaustibilicy
ivine mystery this is perhaps as it should be.
o Eiexjkﬁt Eolloyws ge will tslijke a Il;rief look at the conna.:tion betwee.n the
soteriology as developed in Part IV of the Church Dogwfztzcs (th.e d'octrmeh(?f
reconciliation) and the theology of the Trinity. Wu.hm thc. limits of thfs
chapter, however, we cannot provide a comprehensive outline of Barth’s

views on the saving activity of Christ.

d. The cross and the Trinity

In a valuable monograph Anne Hunt celebrates the connection she d'iscengs dlln
recent Catholic theology between the paschal mystery and the dc?ctrlne 0h ¢
Trinity. We have argued in the previous chapter (whe?e we exa}m[.ncd L;lt ;rl s
interpretation of the communicatio idiomatum, and %ts implications lor e
theology of the Trinity) that this theme finds its roots in Luther@ theology.
There is, however, another element to the COHH.EC-UOI:I betwee,n
Christology (and soteriology) and the theology ofythe Tnmgz in Luthers}
thought. The implicit connection between Luther’s emp?hiasw upog’l ]esuhs
radical solidarity with sinners and his theology of thje Tnmty_was rought
into the open in twentieth-cencury theology. Luther’s emph.asw upon JCSIiS}
as the universal sinner differs radically from pre-Reformation theology.

** Barth remarks in CD I/2, 878 that the doctrine of the Trinity is not the primary nmC[urh"}"ngnEClpllg
of his Church Daogmatics but rather revelation to which the doctrine of the Tél.mrylartcstls. is smor;lng
ial of ay rine of the Trinity functions indirectly as the struc
ot be taken as a denial of the way the doctrine o : A : 7 as :
:nurif in his Church Dogmarics. For a different view, see Grenz, Rediscovering the Iriune God, 54.

" See Chaprer 4, n. 73. - ' ‘ .

* F(:r re]e\lfam texts from Luther and others, see Rik Van Nieuwenhove, St. Amdmhané .St "I;I;(;}T;s
Aquinas on “Satisfaction” — or How Catholic and Protestant UntiersEandlngs of the (J(()issb ]|3 [[;
A;ige!r‘r;:m 80 (2003): 159—76. A key text is Luther's Commentary on Gal. 3:13, duly quoted by Bar
in CD IV/1, 238; see also CD IV/1, 215-16.
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Whereas Anselm of Canterbury’s theory of satisfaction, adopted by Aquinas
and other scholastic theologians, emphasizes the sinlessness of the man Jesus
Christ, the representative of humanity, who restores the broken relationship
with God, Luther saw Jesus in radical solidarity with sinful humaniry,
thereby shifting Protestant soteriology in a direction which understands
salvation through Christ in more penal terms. Thus, whereas medieval
Catholic theology interpreted Christ’s cross as an act of penance, Calvin,
following Luther’s view that Christ is the universal sinner, was to under-
stand it in terms of punishment.

Barth too understands Christ’s cross in terms of punishment rather than
in terms of penance (CD TV/1, 253). In order to avoid the offensive view that
awrathful God punishes an innocent man, it then becomes necessary to say
that, in a sense, God himself suffers and atones for us. Now that is a
traditional enough position — bur it i expressed with an emphasis that is
rather more radical than patristic or medieval theologians would have
allowed. The penal understanding of soteriology leads to a position which
attributes genuine suffering to the Trinity (and not just simply through the
human nature of the incarnate Son). As Barth puts it, Jesus’ ‘human action
and suffering has to be represented and understood as the action and,
therefore, the passion of God himself (CD IV, 245, 250, 254).

Barth has certainly not given the most radical expression to these views,
but he is undoubtedly one of the earliest exponents of this position in
German theology in the twentieth century. Talking about the self-
humiliation of God in his Son, Barth, referring to Jesus’ cry of dereliction
(Mark 15:34), writes that God’s solidarity with us means that he has not
abandoned the world but that he willed ‘to bear this need as his own, that he
took it upon himself, that he cries with man in this need’ (CD IV/1, 215). Or
again, God humiliates himself in his Son, and this humiliation is not
contrary to his divinity but reveals the true divinity of the Christian God
as distinct from all other gods. In Christ God becomes a servant of us all,
thereby challenging any preconceived notions we might have had abour
divine sovereignty and power (CD IV/1, 134).

The traditional cheory of communicariy idiomatum would have allowed
patristic and medieval theologians to make simjlar statements, But they
would not have said that the Trinity itsclf suffers for us as this would have
been ac odds with the divine bliss God s said to enjoy. Now Barth attempts
to do justice to this traditional view while at the same time allowing for a
certain theopaschite theology.

A passage which illustrates this tension in his views is CD IV/1, 185ff. It
shows Barth’s dialectical way of thinking, attempting to harmonise the
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notion that God enjoys blissful perfection with t.hc view tlhat Goc! gfitls

radically involved (through the life and deach of his Son) w1tb our Sln‘bl,

suffering world. How can we say, on the one han.d, ti.mt G‘od is anFaSS} ‘f

and genuinely transcendent, and yet in radical solidarity with sinful, strug
; o

gh%irhtﬁ’r:il::l{éran debt comes to the fore when he states thgt the incar-

nation is more than God becoming human: it also means

his giving himself up to the contradiction of man _aga?st hlm,-I:ilis~g(l]a§1nugnﬁlc?i§l‘f
under the judgment under which man has fallen in chis con'tm‘ ction, i
curse of death which rests upon him. The mc(amng‘of the mca:inatlion : ;t> rhm)i
revealed in the question of Jesus on the cross: My God, my }(l}o~ , why szcomes
forsaken me?’ (Mark 15:34). The more senf)usly we take thzs2 the 5tr01:jger e
the temptation to approximate to the view of a contradiction and co

himself. (CD IV/1, 185)

The reasoning is clear: the emphasis upon G.od’s radical S(_Jhdarg.y w1tlc'i
sinful humanity seems to lead to the Hegelian view that there is con }ict aﬁ
contradiction within God himself. But then, having .Worlldered whet ehr t j
is indeed the view that we must adopt in order to do justice to the depth an
mercy of God, Barth recoils: ‘But at this point whar is meant to be‘ sllf_prcr?;
praise of God can in fact become supreme blasphemy. God gives 1?516_1 s
but he does not give himself away ... He does not cease to be G}? & S
does not come into conflict with himself.” He then'go.es on to argue tlfat (1; 12
reconciling the wotld God set himself in contlradlctzon with hlﬁmsehf olf
could not possibly reconcile the world with himself. Instead, '(Jodl 1rl:r)tse
would be in need of salvation. He asks: ‘Of what value would his (.161ryhce tg
us if - instead of crossing in that deiry the very real gul.f t')etween himse al(li
us — he left that deity behind him in his coming to us, if itcame t.o be ‘olutm e
of him as he became ours?” So he concludes with a warning [haF is asl ;e eva;lr.lt
today as it was when written in 1953: ‘A God who found himself in -[1 15
contradiction can obviously only be the image of our own uﬁrecglc(i1 S
humanity projected into deity’ (CD IV/1, 186). The view t 1ac doB Ii
somehow in conflict with himself therefore needs to b-e flatly rejecte . d};
how then does Barth avoid the accusation of portraying God as an indif-
?
Ferg;trtﬁ%(ilst states that God’s immutability does not stand’ in tl:ie way of 3
radical solidarity with his creation. On the contrary, God’s SOhdath an t
compassion is grounded in his divine nature of gratuitous lov§. _Go is crlm
his own prisoner (CD IV/1, 187). Only an abstract,. non-C‘hnst;an untei;
standing of power sees omnipotence and compassionate involvemen
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opposition to one another (CD IV/r, 187). Ultimately, however, Barth refers
to a trinitarian solution to harmonise divine transcendence and radical
solidarity. He argues thar there is not just humility in God’s nature (CD
IV/1, 193), but there is obedience within God himself, namely in the
relationship between the Son and his Father. The prayer of Christ in
Gethsemane is merely a reflection of this inner-trinitarian obedience (CD
IV/1, 1935, 201).

This solution raises, of course, the issue of subordination, as Barth
acknowledges (CD 1VHh, 200—-1), One way in which Barth tackles this
accusation is by arguing in CD IV/2 thar the Father himself is subject to a
kind of kenosis. Here Barth maintains that the Father assumes suffering in
the humiliation of his Son, by giving and sending his Son for our salvation,
and this ‘fatherly fc]low—suffering of God is the mystery, the basis, of the
humiliation of his Son’ (CD1V/2, 357).

In summary, Barth tries to avoid the view that there is conflict or
contradiction in God, not by arguing that God ceases to be divine or
immutable (see CD IV, 187), but rather by claiming that God has, in
fact, abased himself. This we must say if we want to remain faithful to the
New Testament witness, which reveals that God is ‘more grear and rich and
sovereign than we had ever imagined’ (CD IV/y, 186). We should not be
guided by our own notions of omnipotence and immutability but rather by
those of God. As the cross reveals, in God the deepest mercy and the loftiest
majesty coincide (CD 1V/2, 358). It is in light of the cross that we can say
that there has to be an obedience at the hearr of the Trinity, in the
relationship between the Father and the Son. It is in the work of

Moltmann and von Balthasar that we find this theme developed in greater
detail.

e. Critique of Barth

Barth’s theology of the Trinity is based on an analysis of revelation itself.
The organic and intrinsic connection between the doctrine of the Trinity
and the Scriptures which is thereby established in his theology allows him to
circumvent one of the key difficulties of modern theologies of the Trinity:
how to legitimate the doctrine of the Trinity in light of historical-critical
approaches to the Bible. For Barth, the doctrine of the T rinity is in fact
exegesis of the biblical text:

Ttisnot [...]an arbitrarily contrived speculation whose object lies elsewhere than
in the Bible [...]. On the contrary, its statements may be regarded as indirectly,
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though not directly, idencical with those of the biblical witness to revelation. It is
Church exegesis ... (CD1/1, 333)

As Church exegesis it can only be approached by those Wl.lo hawzz1 faIth_.
Historical-critical methods are Promethean ways of .attemprm% to or?}c;?s
ticate and subject the primacy of God’s addre_ss to us in tl'le reve anon.oG 1d
Word. For Barth, on the other hand, revelation is a trinitarian ivent[.l. 0
speaks his creative Word, which is heard and retuns to him in t{:e }?C Il_fI:vT-
ment among humans of faith and obedienc-e in t'h{? power of the O}Ifc
Spirit.” Some have argued that this sweeping trinitarian movement -([)
revelation from the Father, in the Son, to th‘e .Hol-y Slpmt. in us uncannily
echoes the Hegelian dynamic of Absolute bl:.)mt. in 1tsld1fferentzgtul3rl15) as
universal (Father), particular (Son), and mdw@uahry (the - pmth. t
However, these resemblances are I?ejly sup;rﬁc;lal: the monism tha
izes Hegel’s thought is uttetly alien to Barth. ’ ‘
Ch?f izﬁf;earsg scholars E&VC debated the status of Bafth s \:vork. Shoulii hlt
be considered a pre-modern project? After all, B:arth rejects thj ;lurg.to dfs:
subject’; he adopts a radical theocentric theologmal. stance; and he 1sc!:;urt
historical-cricical readings of the Scriptures as an inadequate approach to
revelation because they put too much weight onlrr{et'hod, thereby 1g.n0r1ntg
the normative subject-matter of theology. And }f it is _pre—modt?rg in c;)u,—
look, could Barth’s work be fruitfully brought into dxalogl'le wit tof ay’s
postmodern concerns? Or does Barth remain a nflodern t}hm%«:r 1r}1150 ?l‘. fﬁ
he, as a reformed theologian, effectively agrees Wi?; Kant’s view that fai
ilosophy and theology are separate:
anéfflzasdoi?c,ui?iloi ispor)igoing and i%lythis context some brief remarks m}t:st
suffice. It is true that Barth agrees with Kant that phllﬁosophlca.l ;pglrjoTches
to God are illegitimate. On the other hand, C-hristoph Sc V;flo e i Cz;
persuasively argued that Barth relocates issues of ep1stemology2—8 i: e %{pﬁh
primary concern of modern philosophy —to a seconde-lry place. . or aaj ci
how we know God is effectively determined by che bet.ng of Go ; as }rleve Li
in his Word. In other words, whereas Kant exemplifies and furt ](;rs h,c
modern preoccupation with the subject (and how we know), Barth’s

** Trevor Hart, ‘Revelation’, in John Webster, ed., The Cumbridge Companion to Karl Barth
B idge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 49. - . y
26 (S(Cjn[]]indﬁiic article lfv Rowan Williams, ‘Barth on the lrlLIl:lE God’, ;n Sttp:;n Sykes, ed., Kar
; 1 y ] & ress , 147-93.
th: jes of his Theolagical Methods (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979), 14 .
[" lfd;zi. ﬂﬁfg:{igth ;isg{:ssion, see Graham Ward, ‘Barth, Modernity and Postmodernity’, in
& ¥

7 7 ¥ 7 | Barth, 274-95.
Webster, ed., The Cambridge Companion to Kar ' . ) ‘ -
= Cherisroph Schwabel, “Theology’, in Webster, ed., The Cambridge Companion to Karl Barth, 29
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theology is ‘a theological turn from the subject’.® Barth deals with ques-
tions of epistemology in the light of his doctrine of God, rather than the
other way around. And he does so by arguing chat it is effectively the triune
God as revealed in the Word who js the condition of possibility of us
knowing God.*® Revelation is God’s doing; it breaks into our world and
challenges it. We can only relate to it through faith, which is not a human
capacity or an anthropological given (as in Schleiermacher and his modern
followers) but rather a gift from God, a ‘loan’ (CD1/1, 238), and part of the
dynamic of revelation (the acting of the Holy Spirit in us as ‘revealedness’).
Undoubtedly, in this regard Barth recaptures something of that aesthetic
receptivity within theology which we encountered in patristic and medieval
theologians.

We now turn to a Catholic theologian who has been credited, like Barth,
for assisting in the re-engagement of theologians with the doctrine of the

Trini ry.

KARL RAHNER (1904-84): THE SELF-COMMUNICATION
OF THE TRINITARIAN GOD IN US

Scholars have rightly gued that Karl Rahner, although he never wrote an
extensive treatise on the subject, has exercised 4 major influence on the field
of trinitarian theology.31 his Jesuit theologian did, however, write a small
treatise, translated in English as 7%e Trinity, as well as a number of shorter
articles.” Particularly influential is his so-called axiom or rule, while his own
specific contribution to the theology of the Trinity from a transcendental
perspective remains largely undiscussed in the literature.

Rahner begins his classic treatise The Trinity (Trin)) with a strong
criticism of the textbooks of his day, which, he argues, treat the theology
of the Trinity as unrelated to the rest of theoiogy, and severed from all
existential knowledge about ourselves (Z¥in., 15). Indeed, as he famously
wrote, ‘should the doctrine of the Trinity have to be dropped as false, the
major part of religious literature could well remain virtually unchanged’
(Z7in., 11). Rahner, like Barth before him, expresses his reservations about

¥ Harr, ‘Revelacion’, 38, Schwobel, ‘Theology’, 3.

* David Coffey, “Trinity’, in Declan Marmion and Mary Hines, eds.,
Karl Rabner (Cambridgc: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 98.

* Other articles available in English include his entry “Trinity, Divine', in Karl Rahner, ed,,
Encyclopedia of Theology: A Concise Sacramentum Mund; (London: Burns & Oates, 2004); and

‘Remarks on the Dogmatic Treatise “De Trinitate™, in 7 heological Tnvestigations, vol. v (London:
Darton, Longman and Todd, 1968), 77-102.

The Cambridge Companion to
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the concept ‘Person’, arguing that it evokes incorrC.Ct. asso;:iationsi in I;F)iz;yvf
parlance, suggesting ‘several spiritual centres ofj activity o l-sf‘ C}I;l SE) J<three
ities and liberties’. Instead, he proposes )(agam not unlike Bart
isti anners of subsisting’ (7¥in., 109).
dlsﬁ:ﬁ;g asinglcs out Thomas Aquinas as the author v&iho irst toi]; tk;f;
momentous step to treat first of the divine essence, an_d only su .seq{;; ty(in
the three divine Persons. This led, so he argu.es, in the Latin Wes ;
contrast to the Greek approach) to a phlilc.)sophzcal and albstr.acr :}??proaca;
which separates the theology of the Trinity from the sa vation hlstol;ywE
witnessed in the Scriptures (77in., 16-18). From our previous ilapte s
know that this often-repeated critique does not.stand up to critic: ;lcrun'n)lz.
medieval Western theologians, including Aqumas,-were profoundly t‘rmll—
tarian thinkers; some of the authors that _Rahne.r singles out as genumeiy
trinitarian thinkers (including Richard of St \_/K:‘tor fmd Boqavemu;;l r;
Myst. Trin.) began their theology of the Trinity like }‘lx(qumai-1 WI b2
discussion of the divine oneness. If recent scholarly work on [t e L -
tradition has allowed us to better appreciate ‘the continuing vi 7rar1c3rmc1)5
the theology of the Trinity in the West, despm? ComPeE?{ga Eonstr;cl:curs)
(such as the Hegelian one), the facile contrast (with Wblc ) Ener C -y
between the Latin West and the supposedly more trinitarian East rlnuls !
be discarded.” Rahner also expresses reservations %bout Fh}f phSY(irm- oiglcis
analogy, arguing that it led to a theology of God.m v};flhlc t;s h::muti; y
‘absolutely locked within itself, severed from sstlv.atlon 1:;t-0ryl.‘1 e[:r)ience
elsewhere: “The psychological theory of thelTrmJty neglects t e e)lgp ene
of the Trinity in the economy of salvatign in favour .Of a ;een;né%; -
Gnostic speculation about what goes on in the inner life tho ; e
questioned the validity of this criticism in the previous chapter. el
The distinction between ‘the inner life f)f God’ and ‘the ?xpziencle omost
Trinity in the economy of salvation” brings us to one 3 R nerls "
celebrated contributions to trinitarian scholar'sh'lp. In order o rﬁ:a ke (
the connection between the doctrine of the Trinity and sa}llxlfat;on 1stoqifozls
expressed in the biblical witness), Rzil:mer puts Eorw;'irc'i is ;m}?ui.an)ima_
that ‘the “economic” Trinity is the “immanent” Trinity and ¢ e i h
ity i & ic” Trinity’ (77 As was mentioned in
nent” Trinity is the “economic Trlm.ty' (Trin., 22). o
the first chapter, the “immanent” Trinity refers to the way God i

# See for instance T#in., 83—4. Rahner appears indebted to Theodore de Rc'gm?nns ]Iz;ll‘t(‘)arzll\:a}rj;;};l;s
;01110 in for recent severe criticism by Lewis Ayres and Mich e.l Barnes (sc; our ‘c((ih rcmjm_my e
#* Karl Rahner, Foundations of Christian Faith: An J'ﬁm".ydm‘mm to the ldea of C
Crossroad, 1997), 135 (henceforward abbreviated as FCF).
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inner nature, from all eternity; the “cconomic” Trinity refers to the way this
God reveals himself in the world and in salvation history (from the Greek
word oikonomia). There are different ways of interpreting Rahner's rule or
axiom. We can take it to mean (in a minimalist but correct sense) that
everything we know or say about the inner nature of God (‘immanent’
Trinity) must be based on the way God reveals himself in salvation history
as witnessed in the Scriptures, and on our experience of this. This is a
traditional enough approach, and one Augustine also used: the missions
reveal something of the intradivine processions. In this case the axiom is
interpreted primarily as a hermeneutical principle which assists us in con-
structing a theology of the Trinity that remains faithful to revelation. Thuys,
Rahner is simply stating that there is an intrinsic connection between the
missions of the divine Persons in salvation history (incarnation, Pentecost)
and the intradivine life (7., 30). However, a broader interpretation is also
possible, and in this case the axiom can be interpreted as saying something
about the nature of God, namely that the way God is in himself — the
‘immanent’ Trinity — is nothing else but the way God is present in world
and history. In this interpretation the axiom becomes disturbingly
Hegelian, reducing the ever-transcendent mystery of God to how it can
be known by us in our world. In our view the very emphasis Rahner puts
upon the mysteriousness of God precludes this broader interpretation (see

Trin., so—1and 88, note 10). Nor can we see how any theologian could make

this kind of claim, as it would presuppose a point of view external to God
and world (i.e., a kind of bird’s-eye point of view from which one could scan
the relation between God and world).

But how do we know how God reveals himself? After all, theologians had
traditionally argued thar the operations of the Trinity a4 extra (outside the
Trinity) are indivisible, so as to keep the charge of tritheism at bay. If any
one of the three Persons does ‘his own thing’ so to speak, we end up with
three gods, not the Christian Trinity. Rahner accepts that the triune God
acts as one (opera ad extra sunt indivisa), but he argues that the one God acts
in a threefold way. The incarnation illustrates this. Here we have an instance
of a mission that is proper to the Son and which cannor be merely
appropriated to him. Each of the three Persons contributes to this one
relation to the world (T¥in., 28, 76). When discussing the incarnation
Rahner makes the point that the humanity of Christ is not something
extraneous but it is ‘the constitutive, real symbol of the Logos himself
(7¥in., 33). This implies that human nature is already predisposed towards
the incarnation, and is not alien to it We will come back to the significance
of Rahner’s theological anthropology for his theology of the Trinity. For
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now we observe that this anthropological stance — so different from Katl
Barth’s approach — will also allow Rahner to take seriously the patristic
claim that even before Christ there were anticipations of beliefin the T rinity
(T¥in., 20, 40-1).

How docs the triune God relate to us in a threefold manner? Rahner, like
Barth, argues that God’s self-communication is truly a se/f- communication,
genuinely bestowing himself (774n., 36). But whereas Barth mainly exam-
ined the self-communication of God in revelation, Rahner considers the
self-communication of God in us (the indwelling of the winitarian God
through grace). While Barth’s approach is more historical-salvific, Rahner
examines more the way the triune God is ‘the transcendental ground’ of our
salvation. This is how Rahner describes in general terms the threefold self.

communication of God to us:

This self-communication of God has a three-fold aspect. It is the self-
communication in which that which is given remains sovercign, incomprehensible,
continuing, ever as received, to dwell in its uncontrollable, incomprehensible
originalicy. [This is the self-communication of God as Father.] It is a self
communication in which the God who manifests himself ‘is there’ as self-uttered
truth and as freely, historically disposing sovereignty. [This is the self-
communication of God as Son.] It is a self-communication, in which the God
who communicates himself causes in the one who receives him the act of loving

welcome ... [This is the self-communication of God as Holy Spirit]. (77in., 37)

The revelation of God in this threefold manner occurs historically (both in
Jesus Christ, and in the bestowal of the Holy Spirit) but it also occurs at a
transcendental level. According to Rahner, our everyday engagements with
the world (our knowing and willing) arc always accompanied by an unthe-
matic horizon, which is God. Just as we can only see objects of this world in
lighe but not light as such, so too we have a transcendental experience of
God in the midst of the world. ‘Transcendental’ is a Kantian term which
refers to ‘the conditions of possibility’ of our knowledge and will (or love).
The divine mystery can never be grasped but it grounds our existence, and it

is its necessary condition:

This transcendental experience of human transcendence is not the experience of
some definite, particular objective thing which is experienced alongside of other
objects. It is rather a basic mode of being which is prior to and permeates every
objective experience ... Itis ... thea priori openness of the subject to being as
such, which is present precisely when a person experiences himself as involved in
the multiplicity of cares and concerns and fears and hopes of his everyday world.

(FCF, 34-s)
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Ngw Rahner argues that God’s self-communication ar the heart of
being can be understood in two different modaliries: as an offer or call « our
frt':edll)m on the one hand, and as response to this offer (be it accept oo
re)ecmon)- on the other (FCF, u8). Our acceptance of Gfdincsil?
commu ion i i i \
comn h;ffg?g ul: ;?ii; I};;);Slble because of this very self-communication
In light of this briefaccount of Rahner’s rich theological anthropolo
can now flesh out in some more detail how God communicates Eimsgfvre
us in t}:IC Son and the Holy Spirit, both historically and transcendencall .
According to Rahner this self-communication contains four basic aspe i
namely (a) Origin-fucure, (b) History‘transcendence (c) Invitft'crs’
acceptance, and (d) Knowledge-love. The firse aspect of ;:S,Ch of thes ;OH_
pairs refers to God’s self-communication in the Son, the second to the eHOLIH
Sp‘lrlit. As addressee of God’s self-communication, the human personeh -
origln and a future; we are embedded in history but our history is situ tail i
4 -VVIdEI‘ horizon which always transcends ys. Constituted as [?;,in s WZC e
I’{IStOI'y In transcendence, and a duality of origin and future Wegare e,
tl.aﬂy free beings, free to accept the invitation of God’s self—cojmmuni s
Finally, we are knowing and loving beings. A self-communication of (C}ﬂtz) o
Us must present itself a5 3 self-communication of absolute ¢ hO tz
absolute love (7 Fin., 93—4). s
Rah{aer then attempts to show the unity of the first element of each of th
four pais. The unity of origin-history-offer becomes clear in light of the off; :
of God§ self in our history through the incarnation of his Son, To see t}f :
connection with futh we need 1o remember that in its most ro;cound e
truth refers not primarily to a correspondence between ideaznd reali Seélse
must rather be understood in terms of revelation (or unveiling) of 4 . L’It
true nature. Truth is ‘the deed in which we firmly posit our%eif fof'D ersonl;
and for othfl:rs, the deed which waits to see how it will be received’ ?;" ;zs;:
96). Or again, truth in the full sense is the lived truch in which some .
frf:cly deploys his being for himself and others, manifesting hj IF I
faichful and reliable, s Understood in such existential terms \ge can;SE i
to see how the offer of divine self-communication in the 8011 can be tffgll

The unity of the other four moments (future-transcendence-acce ta
love) can best be understood by starting with the last one, love Gog’s ?Ce_
Credtes its own acceptance. In it we encounter the transcende[.lce of GO‘(’;’
who gives himself 4 the future ( T¥in., 96-8). Rahner then summarises: ‘She,

45 < -
Rahner, ‘Trinity, Divine’, 1761,
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divine self-communication ~possesses  TWo basic modalities: self-
communication as truth and as love’ (T7in., 98). The first modality refers
0 God’s self-communication in his Son, the truth in history, a divine
invitation; the second refers to God’s self-communication in the Holy
Spirit, which assumes the form ‘of love in transcendence towards the frecly
accepted absolute future’ (T#in., 98).
We have indicated that Rahner’s account must be understood at both the
historical and transcendental—anthropological levels. Thus, the Word of
God, as Truth embodied, has entered history, inviting us to share in his
life. The Holy Spirit cransforms the Christian community (at Pentecost and
through the ensuing life of grace in the Church) and, bestowing charity
upon us, assists us in accepting the invitation of the Son, making us
receptive to the future of the transcendent God. But at the core of our
being (at the transcendental level) we are also receptive to the truth and love
of God, even if only in an implicit manner. A critical reader may well ask:
What is the connection between history and anthropology? In reply it must
be remembered that the creation of human nature took place for the sake of
the divine self-communication. Human nature is already atruned towards
receiving the divine self-communication (Trin., 89—90). All human experi-
ence therefore offers the possibility of an encounter with God — but it is in
its encounter with the Word who became incarnate in the midst of our
history that the riddle at the heart of our existence finds its ultimate answer.
This original but somewhat elusive parallel berween historical missions of
Son and Spirit, on the one hand, and theological anthropology, on the other
hand, is one of the most fascinating (and least noticed) aspects of Rahner’s
theology.* It allows him to show how ‘the doctrine of the Trinity is nota
subtle theological and speculative game’ but rather:

Tt is only through this doctrine that we can take with radical seriousness and
maintain without qualifications the simple statement which is at once so vety
incomprehensible and so very self-evident, namely, that God himself as the abiding
and holy mystery, as the incomprehensible ground of man’s transcendent existence
is not only the God of infinite distance, but also wants to be the God of absolute
closeness in a true self-communication, and he is present in this way in the spiritual
depths of our existence as well as in the concreteness of our corporeal history. Here
lies the real meaning of the doctrine of the Trinity. (FCF, 137)

Although Rahner encourages theologians to focus on salvation history when
constructing a theology of the Trinity, his primary concern is with the

3 Tt is this parallel which explains why Rahner, after having dealc wich his transcendental anthropology
in FCF then goes on to deal with the doctrine of the Trinity (see FCF, 133-7).
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\t,\r,llizt?}rllj; ;Snclisa[lo;zsyiltr:r:;rnanon, and grace of the Holy Spirit) rather than
'The trinitarian theology of both Karl Rahner and Karl Barth has been
criticised by Jiirgen Moltmann. In his view, Barth and Rahner operate with
a H.egelian understanding of the subject, which sees the triune éod as one
subject and three modes of being. There is one, identical divine subject th
relates to itself: the Father is assigned to the ‘T’, the Son to the ‘self Jamd l'? :
Spirit to the identity of the divine ‘I-self.*” In Moltmann’s view t’hc unti )
of the ab.solute subject is stressed to such a degree that the ’trinitari:l}lf
Personsgdwintcgrare and become mere aspects of the one subject or sub-
stance.” Rahner and Barth, by effectively adopting the secular meaning of
the word ‘person’ (only to discard it as inadequate) are effectively fi htil% a
straw man. For this secular meaning of the word “person’ implies %xtrergn
11?d1vic.1ualism, in which each individual is seen as ‘a sclf—pofscssin self?
dlspcismg centre of action which sets itself apart from other persm%;’ B
refusing to apply this (distorted) understanding of person to Father éony
and Spirit, and by adopting instead the concept of ‘three distinct mo’des o}f
subsistence’, reserving the concept of personhood for God as such, Rahner
andﬁf}arth have, in Moltmann’s view, transformed the classical do,ctrin zf
the Trinity into a reflection of the absolute subject.’” It is to Moltm .
trinitarian theology that we now turn. o

JURGEN MOLTMANN (1926-): A TRINITARIAN
THEOLOGY OF A SUFFERING GOD

Rahner and Barth put a strong emphasis upon the mono-personal nature of
é}od: or;lyHGod as ‘51.1ch is ‘person’ in the modern sense of the word; Father,
t ;t;,l :g . &Erll);rsi)\l[r;; a;z 250; ;hfl:re a{:e;':Olns’ iri1 Fhe mode.rn meaning of the

ying that there is no mutual love
between Father and Son (T7in., 106). As we noted above, his views (and
Fhose of Barth) have been criticised by Jiirgen Moltmann, \:vho has become
in recent years an influential spokesperson for the so-called ‘social doctrine
of the Trinity’, conceiving of God as three divine subjects in a fellowship of
lgve, a corr.lmunion open to the world and humanity.* This aspect wilfljbe
discussed in the following chapter. Here we will examine his influential

theology of the suffering God.

7 See TKG, 139-48. ™ Ibid., 18. Ibid., 144-8.

0 Augustine (and medieval 2Y i

al theology after h it was i ' 14
G P e e €. lm), it was the inverse: only the three are PCESOHS, but
t TKG, 19.
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Moltmann’s theology is very much written in thc shadow of Auschwitz,
and boldly addresses the issue of theodicy. (Thc}(l)dlc{}:ff e>.(plorles }tl}(])\V ::srlcgr)l
i f so much suffering in the .
speak of a good God in the face o : Ting
j“?cecording tc% Moltmann, it is only by developing a trinitatian theolo)gy of
the cross that we can begin to construct a credible theodicy (C(}J:,. 227 k "
Moltmann’s first major work was 7heology of Hope _(1 964). In this WO]{/I r
emphasised the importance of eschatology for Shnlsnan thcel.(jl(.)gy' ' ?H:
. | is he radical contradiction o
cifically, the resurrection of Christ, as t
z[;)(iss gen};rates the Christian hope that a transformed world, no -loigz
sub'e)ct to suffering and sin, is possible, and challenges us to pur;ue it .
andjnow Asecond work, The Crucified God (1972), f(');flssfqd oln the cr(;stshis
l i i i il here. The final part o
hrist, and will be discussed in some det'zu i
tcr:ﬂ:gsy ;793 Church in the Power of the Spirit (1975) developed Molt{mann s
pneun;atological and ecclesiological thoughlt(. In t}.]e 19315 ;21; ?;?3;);
blished a number of other works, starting wit i
i\fa;l;;izr;gizm of God (1981), a work thar reiterates much of the @atenagl (;f
The Crucified God. God in Creation (1985}, The Way of Jesus Christ (1989),
i ' i ick succession.
d The Spirit of Life (1991) followed in quic ' ' '
anA@ sjgé)ested,fMoltmann’s theology of a suffering God is dehbe}r]at‘ely
developed as a theodicy (TKG, 47—s0: CGf 207—27). Hc argues, EEH(,)I[:}E
Dostoyevsky, that ‘the suffering of a single innocent c?hxld is an ;re é ¢
rebuctal of the notion of the almighty and kindly God in heavr::n. ora rt(})l
who lets the innocent suffer and who permits senseless death is not worthy
| lled God at all’ {(7KG, 47; also CG, 2.2.0)' . '
° E‘;}:t Ie\/loltmann suggests s that the traditional C.iod. of nlcla'ssxcal t}'llf'lls'm
{(omnipotent and all-good) who enjoys heavenly bliss Jn'l'ns 1mpassl% ity
and in}:mutability — ‘the Unmoved Mover’ of Aristotlef— ;}s itterly alien to
P i ross of Christ (CG, 222). One of the key passages in
he God revealed in the cross of Christ (C6, : : : .
tCé isoa quotation from Elie Wiesel's book Night, in which \X/lelsel, a
Holocaust survivor, describes how the prisoners were forced to witness
the hanging of some fellow-prisoners:

The SS hanged two Jewish men and a youth in front of the V\;l;ole }c]amf. (%}l;};rrl;eir;
diéd quickly, but the death throes of the youth lasted for 11113 :Zln oLilC.e e
God? Where 1s he?’ somecne asked behind me ... And 1 ;,ar 1?0\\1; I
answer: “Where is he? He is there. He is hanging there on the gallows . ..

As Richard Bauckham has made clear in an excellent contriburion, t'hls StOl’{
: i ; i nterpre
can be interpreted in at [east two very different ways. One way is to interp

E d in €6, 273—4.
" Flie Wiesel, Might (New York: Avon Books, 1969}, 75 as quorted in
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it in terms of loss of faich: confronted with bortomless evi] Wiesel loses his
faith in God.* But that is nor how Moltmann interprets the story. He tries
to understand ir in light of the cross, in which God has revealed himselfin
his self—cmptying in the crucified Chrige (CG, 275). The only convincing
answer Christians have agaiust the athejse critique is to point to the radical
solidarity of the Christian God who suffers with us: “The only way past
protest atheism is through a theology of the cross which understands God
as the suffering God in the sutfering of Christ and which crie out with
the godforsaken God, “My God, why have vou forsaken me?” (CG, 227).
Contemplaring the cross, we come to realise that ‘God and suffering are no
longer contradictions as in theism and atheism, byt God’s being is in
suffering and the suffering is in God’s being itself, because God s love
(CG, 227).

Love, for Moitmann, implies vuincrabﬂity and involvement: ‘one who
cannot suffer cannot love cither’ (CG, 222, 230). If the Cross is a genuine
revelation of God, it follows that we must speak of a suﬁ%ring God (TKG,
21). Christian theology that refuses to atrribure suffering to God has failed to
develop an authentically Christian anderstanding of God, and remains
indebted to Greek ways of rhinking, in which divine perfection and blessed-
ness imply impassibility {immunity 1o suffering) (TKG, 22; CG, 227). For
this reason Moltmann rejects the Chalcedonian teaching of the two natures
in the one person of Christ, as it allowed traditional Christology to state thar
only the man Jesus suffered (in his human nature) and not the divinity {(CG,
227-35). We will return to the question whether Moltmann gives a fair
interpreration of the traditional doctrine. For now, we examine how
Moltmann portrays this incradivine suffering as a trinftarian event.

Taking his lead from the cry of dereliction (Mark I5:34; see CG, 2257,
TKG, 77-83), Moltmann writes:

To understand what happened between Jesus and his God and Father in the cross,
it is necessaty to talk in trinitarian terms. The $Son suffers dying, the Father suffers
the death of the Son. The grief of the Facher here i justas importanr as the dearh of
the Son. The Fatherlessness of the Son is macched by the Sonlessness of the Father,
and if God has constityted himself as the Farher of Jesus Christ, then he also suffers
the death of his Fatherhood in the death of his Son, (CG, 243)

Bar the cross is not just the moment in which Father and Son are most
deeply separated from one another in their forsakenness. Ar that very
monient they are also ‘most inwardly one in their surrendes and shared

"* Richard Bauckham, The Theology of Firgen Molmans (Fdinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996}, 7780,
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love for the world (CG, 244). This union of ‘boundlc)ss love WhiC'h phroi_ele(ils
from the grief of the Father and the dying of the Son (CG, 245) st de: o Z
Spitit, as the bond of love of Father and Son.'In‘short, accor H:;lg}tl
Molimann, God so radically identifies himself Wltt:l thc' godless and the
godforsaken’ (CG, 276) that his own Son shares in this :fband;)'nmgfnt,
having been given up by his own Father and freely accepting t 1(;0‘ e;
The Holy Spirit represents the bond of love of Father and Son {a 1s;t1nto
Augustinian echo) in cheir utmost separation (TKG, 82-3). T.r;cor'ltra::t \
apathetic conceptions of God, the cross reveals. that self—sa'crl ceF 1; at the
heart of God’s being, The suffering of Ehrist is the suffering of the pas-
i suffering of passionate love. .
Slogiifogfndg! i}fther, Mo%tmaljm wants to show “th:qt the bistogical pczilsmi:m
of Christ reveals the eternal passion of God™ (1K, 3.2) since ‘a Ciodw 13
cannot suffer cannot love either’ (7KG, 38). Questions ab<l3ut (Jccf. an L
suffering go hand in hand, so theology must go further t{mn its traditiona
association of suffering with sin. Meltmann speaks of a panlflclompﬁzﬂo'm
ism’. % The Father is ‘the one who suffers with', thc onewho is m'so ;_F arlrg
with the victims of injustice and violence. Des‘crlbmg. l’leW God is ?Gec;c.
by human actions and history consticutes a Patl}erzc thco%ggy: Fo his
interested in the world to the point of suffering’ (CG, 270—1).. : Tthb azl e;
is drawn into the destiny of his Son; they are distinct yetone in the ! gn ho
love’, to use Augustine’s phrase. The Spirit com}?lctes the W()I;l( (f aSt et
and Son by taking believers into the trinitarian hlstory of the Father, Son,
' iric, a history of relacionships in community. '
dncl;)szf;flliing suffzmg at the heart of God, l\/.Ioltm‘ann haf, én éurr}? bieear;
accused by Rahner and others of ending up wntb a ‘pauper’ Go \E o is s
helpless as we are in the face of sullering and evil. (Jod. in a sends’e chdm
ted to the world and incapable of providing consolation. God's rcele hom
and transcendence are compromised.** Critics have flur'ther now:ek. ow
Moltmann ‘weakens che ontological unity of the Trinity by secking a

i i i “Christian 1heoly
* Tiirgen Moltmann, *Cross, Thealogy of the’, in Alan Richardson, ed., Dicrionary of Christia 2y
London: SCM Press, 1983), 136. o T
1 JE\{Ultmz_nn nates how some medieval depictions of ‘mercy seats E(Jnaic m.fuhz’) lll_llustra}ztc ;2(;|Emmm’s
Son’ i : i 's face. At times though,
ai th is reflected on the lather’s fac
that the pain of the Son’s deal on o fac o et be
Initari ross is more binitarian chan triniarian, an E that
prinjrarian theclogy of the cross is v : ini ‘ vas o bt he
developed an ﬁxplgicit prcumatology. See his History and the {rizrne God: Contributions to Trin
OV 3 )
:SC 53 174 . o
Thealagy [London: SCM Press, 1991), o o i i
4 This if}nm 100 dissimilar to Barth’s ‘anthropomorphic’ critique: ‘A (JQd \vgl\n fuur.ld h sef in O
rradiction can obviously only be the image of our awn unreconciled humanity proj
con sly ¥

deity’ (CD IVF5, p. 1863,

L

]
i
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solution in terms of history’.#” Though his emphasis is on the hiscory of
Jesus and on how the New T'estament narrates this history in a uinitarian
way, the question remains — in positing the world as the arena of God’s sclt-
realisation — whether he has compromised God’s independence and onto-
logical distinction from the world. In other words, Molrmann'’s theology is
in danger of dissolving the Trinity in history and presenting a Hegelian
God dependent on the world for self-actualisation. Moltmann accepts the
Hegelian claim (and explicitly acknowledges his indebredness to him) char
the trinitarian God is affected by history, and incorporates this history
within his own life, including its alien and sinful aspects: ‘If one describes
the life of God within the Trinity as the “history of God” (Hegel), this
history of God contains within itself the whole abyss of godforsakenness,
absolute death and the non-God’ (CG, 246}, Moreover, this intra-
uinitarian life is irself shaped by the Hegelian dialectic of opposition
{between Father and Son), and reconciliation (through the Spirit) in the
bridging of this separation. Moltmann’s debt to Hegel is cvident,#®
Moltmann’s assertion that traditional theology did not allow for the
notion that ‘one of the Trinity suffered in the flesh’, is incorrect (CG,
228). As Bauckham states, this was endorsed by the Council of
Constantinople of AD 553, although it is true ro say thar traditionally
theology was relucaant to actribute suffering to the divine narure.
According to the Chalcedonian view, the Son suffered in his human nacure
by undergoing the human expericnce of Jesus as his own.* Therefore,
traditional theology allows one to say that in the incarnation God suffers as
man. But it emphasised the need to distinguish between whar can be said of
Christ as a human and as divine, because failing to do so would jeopardise
the genuineness of the human nature of Christ. As Bauckham puts it,
‘Precisely in order to preserve the reality of the incarnation, we must nor
abolish the difference between what is possible for God in incarnation and
what is otherwise possible for God.”® Also, as Weinandy makes clear,
'strange as it may seem, but not paradoxically, one must maintain the
unchangeable impassibility of the Son of God as God in order to guarantee
thac it is actually the divine Son of Ged, one in being with the Father, who

* John O’Dannell, ‘The Trinity 2s Divine Community. A Critical Reflection upon Recent Theological
Developments’, Gregsrianum 69/1 (1988): 21. Vor a similar, more recent, critical asscssment, see Veil
Matd Kiirkkiinen, 7he Triny: Clokal Perspectives (1 ouisville, KY: Westminster/Tohn Knox P
2007), 115-22.

** Bauckham, fhe 77 heology of Jitrgen Moltmann, 154,

* Bauckham, The Theology of Jiirgers Molimann, 60-1. Scc abso the classic study by "Lhomas Weinandy,
Daes God Suffer? (Edinburgh: T&'1 Clark, 2000} for a robust reburral ofa theology of a suffering God.

> Bauckham, 7 he Theology of fiirgen Mulimann, 64.

TESS,
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truly suffers as man’.>* Readers will recall that this echoes Calvin’s critique of
Luther. ; o L

Moltmann applies human categories to God (such as ‘suffering’) VEchout
developing a proper theory of analogy which sets out the boundaries and
limitations of human concepts when applied to God. In short, bccau§e
Moltmann does not adopt a proper theory of analogy™ his talk of ‘a
suffering God’ is in danger of anthropomorphism.” .

Moltmann also eschews the distinction between the immanent an-d the
economic Trinity because he wants to place the cross and the realiry ?f
suffering at the heart of the Trinity and to show thar the economic
Trinity not only reveals the immanent Trinity but also }_1as a retroactive
cftect on it (7KG, 160). Commentators sympathetic to his project would
argue that Moltmann does not intend God’s radical dependff:nce on the
world but points to a real interaction between the two. We ml.ghtisa_.y tbat
there is a dialectical or dipolar dimension to his #heologia crucis. Thinking
of God in abstraction from the experience of revelation, prayer, and
liturgy gives rise to the classical divine attributes of 1mmutab1ht¥, impass-
ibility, and so on, whereas thinking of God temporally and h1st01'1call,y
leads to the atributes of faithfulness, compassion, and love. Moltmann’s
trinitarian theology of the cross wants to show how the second group of
attributes belong just as much to divine personhood as the more classical

ones.™

HANS URS VON BALTHASAR (1905—88): A TRINITARIAN
THEOLOGY OF THE PASCHAL MYSTERY

In this section we discuss another significant contemporary theol?glian
who puts the paschal mystery at the heart of his theology of the Trinity,

* Weinandy, Does God Suffer?, 205, He continues (p. 206): “This is what‘huma.nkind is crying out to
hear, not thar God experiences, in a divine manner, our anguish and suffering in the midst of a sinful
and depraved world, but that he actually experienced and knew first hand, as one of us —as a man —
human anguish and suffering within a sinful and depraved world. This is what a proper understanding
of the Incarnation requires and affirms ... The eternal, almighry, all—pcr.ff:ct, unchangeable, and
impassible divine Son, he who is equal ro the Father in all ways, actually experienced, as a weak human
being, the full reality of human suffering and death.’ . y -

5 Anal%)gy is a theory about speech about God, which holds a middle position berween L.ll]]\"OC.:ll .and
equivocal use of language, Univocal use leads to anthropomorphism; equivocal to utter agnosticism.
See Aquinas’ ST'1.13, and Brian Davies, The Thought of Thomas Aquinas (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1992), 5879 for a brief discussion.

* Bauckham, 1he 1heology of Jiirgen Moltmann, 65-9. . .

* ‘God is free in himself and at the same time interested in his covenant [‘Clatlonsh.lp am’i a_ﬂlfecteﬂd by
human history,” TKG, 272. Sce also Bruno R. Brinkmann, “The Cross in Question. T, The Clergy
Review 60 (1975): 286.
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namely, Hans Urs von Balthasar. This Swiss theologian ranks as one of
the most important Catholic theologians of the twentieth century. His
theological outpuc is only rivalled by that of Karl Barth, whose works left
a deep imprint on Balthasar. Like Barth, Balthasar is not particularly
interested in the latest findings of historical-critical research. Whar is
more important, in his view, is the receptivity and openness of the
believing person towards the mystery of the triune God as revealed in
Christ. This receptivity has an aesthetic quality: just as we can be
captivated by a profound piece of art, and cannot appreciate it if we
approach it with a merely objective, scientific mindset, so too the believer
needs to be captivated by the Christian story. This implies that Balthasar
is profoundly unhappy with the manner in which theology and spiritu-
ality have become separated since the late-medicval period.

Given the emphasis on the need to be captured by the beauty of the
triune God, it will come as no surprise thar Balthasar’s first major work, 7he
Glory of the Lord — A Theological Aesthetics (comprising seven volumes) deals
with the transcendental of beauty. In this project, he attempts to make the
reader aware of the beauty of Christian revelation. A second major project
focusses on the transcendental of goodness, and in this work, called 7}eo-
Drama — Theological Dramaric Theory (comprising five volumes) Balthasar
tries to do justice to the dramatic aspects of God’s redemptive activity in the
light of human sinfulness. F inally, he looks at the transcendental of truth in
Theo-Logic (three volumes).” The three projects are deeply intertwined:
beauty is the way in which God’s goodness gives itself to us, and is understood
by us as zruth (GL 1, ).

Balthasar develops his theology of the Trinity throughout his works.
Apart from different volumes in his major trilogy, we will also refer to his
Mysterium Paschale (MP), a profound treatise in which he explores in a
highly original manner the theological meaning of the descent of Christ into
hell. We will first deal with the problem of human sin. In a second section
we will discuss how sin was overcome by the obedience of Christ in the
paschal mystery. Then we will show that the obedience and self-surrender of

Christ is grounded in the kenotic or self-emptying love at the heart of the
Trinity.

¥ Hans Urs von Balthasar, 7he Glory of the Lard: A Theolagical Aesthotics, 7 vols, (San Francisco: Tgnatius
Press, 1982-9); Theo-Drama: T heological Dramatic Theory, 5 vols. (San Francisco: Ignatius DPress,
1988—98); Theo-Lagic, 3 vols. (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2000-5). These works wil] be abbreviated
as GL, TD, and TL, followed by the number of the volume, and page number in the English
translation.
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a. Sin and pride

For Balthasar, at the heart of sin is the inordinate desire to be like Gho.d .an
the refusal to accept our creaturely limitations. Balthasar deveéo[-)s t hls rln :-I:;L
by examining the nature of human Frcedom. He argues that' nire, inL;l nan
freedom only comes to fulfilment when 1t'becomes receptive 10 e
freedom, the freedom of God. He distingmshes‘ ﬁ'eedon,l as al-lt();lon"fl()
motion’, the freedom of choice, and freedom as cons§nt : tha.t 1.3, ;Sg ?\r/n
towards God (7D I, 207—42). In a powcrﬁ_d analysis of evzll. in 1. O,f
137—201, he shows that the primal sin is to inflate the ﬁrst1 1m§nsmn 4
freedom (freedom as autonomy) while refusing to acknowle gcft cdscco :
(indebtedness to God). We genuinely do have autonomous free oTldo
choice, but it is a freedom which has been given to us. We should ac‘know edge
this gift-character in order to be true to our nacure: finite ﬁ'e.ed(.)m c.afltm;‘:] is;:e
itself as purely autonomous but must also realise that . .. [1? isagi ,l - E
its existence to some other source’ (7D IV, 150). When we refuse Fto ac<11)1 :
edge that we ourselves are a gift from r_he‘Creator at the core of our ;iﬁlg,
when we regard the autonomous dil‘l‘lEﬂSlOI‘l of our freedom a(s) so?e ! H%
absolute, then our orientation towards God is being dissolved. _ur ree (; -
turns in on itself, and the dynamism towards God (Fhe.secon(% dimension) is
attributed to the first dimension of freedom. That is: in seeking to ﬁrrogatc
freedom to itself, we attempt to set ourselves 1.1p as absolute goF)d, asft( c;l norﬁ
of the good. But this is a contradictim‘l: it is thc_ contradlctélon (-)[ titi ;:; :
to power’, which attempts to determine what is good an evi (x}v o )
however, wanting to acknowledge the Source of all Goodness (i.e., God):

Autonomous freedom, once it has been set folrth as absolute,.ca‘n only uflde}rlsiinicsl
itself as the norm of the good. In othel' v»;ordsgz {lh?je[hfhg:c; (1)12[ 1t; pl(zivevzt ,1 ;J;fl o

i E iction, since, in the a 3 s .
;wagrte.r.n.dl'l’i)i?tcrsgltradic;ion ... not only deprives ﬁn'm? free@o_rﬁl of 1lr‘st%1a;srj11;)—
nious relationship with absolute freedom: it also deprives it of sfuch a reﬁ a i1tc(; . thi;;
with itsell. Its undeniable finitude has usurped an element of the infinire;
renders its finitude unintelligible ... (7D 1V, 163)

The more we try to liberate ourselves without Wanti_ng w0 acl%mcfwlzdgc Z;i
relationship with God, the more we get entangled in the b ind an idrcrillz %4
ingless pursuit of power and self—assertlo-n, th?reby.becomlrflgna r "
ourselves, and eliciting antagonistic relationships with our fe C(fw Clln:}lms
beings. In short, setting ourselves up as the stand‘ard ({?f the gOfJS t,hi:n o
trying to subordinate goodness: to our own exercise 0 Sowzr,e ‘1/ e fp N
temptation, the attempt to be ‘like God, knowing good an :
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3:5). It is original sin (7D IV, 151). We try to determine what is good and
evil, without acknowledging Goodness itself, that is, God, as our origin and
goal. This leads to a profound self-alienation: when we exclusively opt for
our own autonomy, and cut it loose from freedom as consent (which
implies an acknowledgement that we arc not our own origin), the freedom
of autonomy acquires a purposeless dynamic of its own. We become our
own origin and goal, and we become unintelligible to ourselves. The history
of modernity (and its atempt to master the whole earch aided by instru-
mental rationality) is the most disturbing illustration of ¢his dynamic.*®

The Christian response is different. We can only attain fulfilment when
we acknowledgc our created status, the fact thar we area gift (7D, 284ft.).
This acknowledgement leads to gratitude for the gift of ourselves, trans-
forming our whole existence in a word of thanksgiving.

[tis not only a theology of creation (and its implication that we are a gift
from God) which grounds this spirituality of surrender. Even more impor-
tant for Balthasar is God’s revelation in the self-emptying, obedient love of
Christ. Finite freedom must be summoned by divine freedom, calling to open
itself to the divine sclf-disclosure. This brings us to Balthasar’s soteriology.

b. Christology and soteriology

Itis in the paschal mystery that Christ’s obedience and selfsurrender finds
its utmost expression. By assuming what is so radically contrary to the
divine (i.e., sinfulness), the Son reveals the true nature of the divinity in
what is urterly opposed to him (sub contrario) (MP, 52). This is the great
paradox of Balthasar’s theology, Lutheran in inspiration: God’s love shows
itself in the desolation of Christ: his power reveals itself in weakness; the
silence on the cross is God’s most cloquent revelation. Because of his
solidarity with sinful humani s Jesus experiences the godforsakenness
and guilt of sinners, and their separation from God.

This notion of radical solidarity of Christ with sinful humanity is a
recurring theme in twentieth-century theology. We also encounter it in
the thought of Moltmann. However, drawing on insights from his friend,
Adrienne von Speyr, Balthasar develops a highly original theology of Holy
Saturday — the time that the dead Christ lies in the tomb in passive silence.

* Balthasar, following Heidegger, sees Descartes as the source of the modern project (because of his
emphasis upon self-reliance) which culminates in the thought of Nietzsche, who ‘does n ot know the
happiness of those who receive’. This ‘inability to receive’ is the hall
which believes it can produce everything, Against this Balthasar
receptivity for the wealth and poverty of being’ (7D 1V, 150)

mark of the modern age — an age
argues that we must cultivate ‘a
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Taking centre stage, between tirle Crosis anj ‘Zihec Crisilcrcr{cicntignge 11; I;(;lz
ime Christ lay in the tomb, and ‘des A
i?t?(l:lrj ?));’tngect;cnc}d of Nicea}ha.s it. It is hteée t.hat Balthasar makes his most
iginal — most controversial — contribution. .
OH'{I{IE: lbib?ir::j[ sources for the descent of Christ into hell are §llml(l I Pit'. 3 h 195
1 Pet. 4:6; Mt 16:18; Rom. 14:9; Rev. 1518). Whereas tradlglc;ni YBt. llt;a;dr
been portrayed as a triumphant opemrTg.of the gates 1o - el . d”rcta_
portrays it in much starker colours. Resisting all m}.ft}‘io Ogl;a ]Ptshios -
tions (MP, I52), he argues that he_ll is not a place. ‘It is now crcf_,life It, :
state of sin and total separation from God, wh(? is .thc souﬁc.c of lif t I
absence of faith, hope, and love, and all communication. He 15dal1‘11f><1?l e
of total alienation from God, ‘the condiltion‘of the self—enclo?e T : ethe
unliberated by God” (MP, 76-7). Experle.ncmg hell mear]ls expeléeril?ig[his
full weight of abandonment and rejection by the Fat 163431‘11( o
abandonment thar Christ experienced. bo{t{h on the CrOss (IMar 15.313 and
in the tomb: ‘Since the sin of the world is “laid upon him, ]Czusi no ir(: tﬁat
distinguishes himself and his fate from those O.f smnersb. s s}.ln tl ;?ﬁld o
way he experiences the anxiety and horror which they- ¥ I‘I% LS-S ol dhave
known for themselves’ (MP, 104). The death -ofl Christ an \15 SFOJO~ i
hell reveals the utter obedience of the Son. It is ‘the obed‘lence of a corprlt
(St Francis of Assisi) {MP, 174), in total abandonment, .VV[thOth enjgfme
of the beatific vision, or anticipation of future resurrection (MP, 106).

¢. Trinitavian kenosis

Although Balthasar’s theclogy EE“HOIY- gaturday I]S‘ L;?i?ﬁfjﬁ?ni;giz
igi can only grasp its significance in lig :

Sil_cf\g;i‘llalf)::xiitlg on tl}iegwofk of Sergei Bulgakov,l Ba[thanar c[fllngstith:lttlltf;c;
kenosis or sclf-emptying (cf. Phil. 2:7) of the lecarnation an (e:;;1 o
Christ is, in turn, based upon a kenotic love within thc-Tnmlty. ? o
‘existence rests on a kenotic act of obedience tlr}itt moved him to let jgo o Iz -
“form of God” and embrace the “form of slave ’ (TDIV, 498).le€ %s?m.
this kenotic love in terms of ‘infinite dista‘ncc aF the heart of the Trinity.
The following major quoration captures his key ideas:

. i g’
[TThe Father’s self-utrerance in the generation of che \Soln is an }I]m;.:mlhkrc?tori S
within the Godhead that underpins all subsequent kl](erlcci)ms, For the Izllt gon }1::e
ts 3 : it over to the ;

i Wi i his Godhead and hands it over to
himself, wichout remainder, of his C lhead oV
‘imparts’ to the Son all char fs his ... This divine act that brings forch the SF)n ;

. ‘ infinire “di ’ : ontain an

i it bsolute, infinite ‘distance’ that can c
involves the positing of an a , . e 7 .

mbrace all tgc other distances that are possible wichin the world of finicude,
e ‘

Y 5

—ﬁ*
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including the distance of sin, Tnherent in the Pacher's Jove is an absolute renunci-
ation; he will not be God for himseif alone ... The Son’s answer to the gift of the
Godhead ... can only be erernal thanksgiving (eucharistia) to the Father, the
Source — a thanksgiving as selfiess and unreserved as the Father's original sclf-
surrender. Proceeding from both, as their subsequent “We', there breathes the
‘Spirit’ who is commeon to hoth: as the essence of love, he maintains the infinite

difference between them, seals it and, since he is the one Spirit of them both,
bridges it. (7D Tv, 323—4)

Undoubtedly, as wich M olemann, this quotation resonates with Hegelian
echoes, especially in its portrayal of the Holy Spirit as the One who ‘bridges’
the infinite distance between Facher and Son. We will examinc shortly how
Balthasar transforms chis Hegelian influence.

The three Persons have to make space for one another, allowing the
Others to be, Letting-be, surrender, is at the heart of the Trinity, and this is

the ultimare reason why finite freedom is not threatened by infinite freedom
but racher finds its fulfilment in it

If letting-be belongs to the nature of infinite freedom — the Father lets the Son he
consubstantial God, and so forth — there is no danger of finite freedom . . bccoming
alienated from itself in the realm of the [nfinite. It can only be what it is, that is, an
image of infinite freedom, imbued with a freedom of its own, by harmonising with
the (trintarian) ‘law’ of absolute freedom (of selfsurrender) | .. (T, 250)

Of coutse, the possibility of finice freedom, which is grounded in the
trinitarian letting-be, also allows for the possibility of evil, which is why
Balthasar states that ‘the distance of sin’ is also made possible by the infinice
distances within the Trinity.

Thus, this letting-be ac the heart of the Trinity finds expression in
creation: the trinitarian God has to make toom for the created world ‘o
be”” But this self-surrender ar the heart of the Trinity finds its supreme
expression in the obedience of the incarnare Son. As Mark Mclntosh has
convincingly shown, this obedience and self-emptying ar the heart of the
Trinity allows Balthasar to combine g high Christology (which strongly
emphasises the divine identity of Jesus Christ) with a Jow Christology
(which safeguards the genuineness of the humanity of Jesus). If self-
emptying (kenosis) is at the heart of the Trinity, then the humanity of
Jesus, in all its frailty, reveals che divine precisely by being so human,

 In this context (YD, 27107) Balthasar adoprs the Jewish idea of tiimitsuenre: Ciod withdraws ta a cerrain

extent from crearion, respecting the freedom of his creatures, and becomes somewhar hidden,
without, howcever, :1bandoning cicatinn.
* Mark Melntosh, Christology fram within: Sparituality and the Mcarnation in Hans Urs von Bulthasar
(Netie Dame, IN; University of Notre 1ame Press, 2000), 41,
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Everything that Jesus does reflects his divine mission anc‘l ﬁliﬁl obed?er;ce
within the Trinity. These insights have important implications for
Christian spirituality, and we shall now unpack some of these. PR
The reader may recall the objections that Schlm’ennac%lcr ha, -msﬁ
against using the same terminology of ‘P}egrsonhoodjand natt;lre”m Stuz
theology of the Trinity and in Christology.’ Balthasar’s approac 1 ovzfi :
to counter this critique. Because Balthasar understands personhood in
terms of mission, he can establish a close link between Qhrl:;l':ology aEd
theology of the Trinity. Mission (a trinitarian concept rcférrfng tg the
Persons ‘being sent’) constitutes the Son as a Person. Th1:s, in i SCESC};
applies to all of us: we only come to k_no'w ourselves — Whodwe areglt 120 \)%6
the acceptance and fulfilment of commPLtmc11ts,l goals, and acts F ol‘lf . 5
speak of ‘finding one’s mission in life’, suggesting thaF it lSd o£n yhvx-/ en e
identify ourselves with certain ideals, when we are captivated by { i{n; th-
we find our true sense of self. It is like an artist ‘who is so possessed by his
vocation that he only feels frec, only feels totally himself, V\:'h-Cﬂ he is able to
pursue this task that is so much his own’ (7D III, 21'5). 'l%us analogy mﬁy
assist us in understanding how Christ’s mission .(hl1s being sent by t 5
Father) constitutes who Christ is. Christ’s ear.th.ly mission reflects %ns t‘,tt:}l’ll.l
receptivity and obedience to his Father, and it is this which constitutes him

as a Person:

It is when God addresses a conscious subject, tells him who he 'is anf:l what he Eca.lns
to the eternal God of truth and shows himl the purpose of his existence — t atfls;
imparts a distinctive and divinely a?thor}sc?d mission — rhzt wehcan .522110 K
conscious subject that he is a ‘person’. This is what ha‘ppene.  arc e‘t\}rpl rgr,m

the case of Jesus Christ, when he was given his eternal ‘definition’ — ‘You are my

beloved Son.” (TD 111, 207)
As Mark McIntosh puts it:

What makes Jesus unique is that in him mission and person $oincid? peiife‘ctly,
indeed are one; for his mission is #o be the Son. He is definitively person’, lr:i.n SHLCE
all humanity is oriented towards fu[ﬁlmer‘n in l.urn, each hurgan Eeu:lg ac l(e:\rlfrsist,s
or her own personhood and stability of identity, expressly by sharing in

LR 61
mission,

Indeed, it is only when we respond in obedience to God’s calhnga, ]i)y
: -
surrendering ourselves, that we find ourselves and attain true selfhood. In

in Chri ‘pers "is unde d as that which
iri i 3 is understood as
* The gist of Schleiermacher’s critique is thar in Christolagy, pcraonh(.)od { irup—
particularises the human and divine natures of Christ. If persenhooed is understood in
the theology of the Trinity, then we end up with tritheism.
: P, 3 b 1 8 .
% Melntosh, Christolagy from within, s1. Ibid., s2.
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Christ there is an identity of personhood and mission, and both can only be
properly understood in terms of receptivity and obedience. By reinterpret-
ing personhood in dynamic terms (as a filia] mission), rather than in a static,
reified manner, Balthasar can link theology of the Trinity and Christology
(including the notion of personhood) in a way that is quite innovative and
fruitful for Christian spirituality: we can only attain true selfhood when we
surrender ourselves as the Son surrendered himself, within the bosom of the
Trinity, and in his life and death on earth,

We have seen that the ultimate presupposition of kenosis is the self-
lessness of the Persons in the inner-trinitarian life (MP, 35). Because the
kenotic existence of the Son on earth reflects the kenotic obedience within
the Trinity, neither creation nor incarnation necessitates a change in God
(IDV, 513). This is an important difference between Moltmann’s thought
and that of Balthasar: whereas Moltmann’s God is in danger of succumbing
to the Hegelian influence of bringing change into God, and making God
open to suffering, Balthasar’s views, based on a kenoric trinitarian love, do
not have to imply this: the life and death of Christ does not import
passibility and change into God; it is the inverse: because the Trinity is a
community of kenotic love, we can begin to understand why creation, the
incarnation, and the death of Christ take place: the kenotic selflessness is
the basis of the kenosis that occurs in the creative act, as well as in the
incarnation and death of the Son (GL VTI, 214).

The Spirit is the ‘excess’ or ecstatic dimension of the kenotic love
between Father and Son (77 11T, 159). In developing his pneumatology,
Balthasar explicicly draws on Richard of St Victor’s idea that ‘shared love is
not perfected without an inner fruit’ (7L 1L 164). The Holy Spirit is both
the bond of love between Father and Son, and the fruit and witness of this
love (TL 111, 160, 243, 296). One way of clarifying the role of the Holy Spirit
within the Trinity is by adopting the analogy of love between man and
woman, and the fruit of this love, the child, as a genuine imago Trinitatis
(7L 1, 140-1, 160). As we saw in an earlier quotation, Balthasar describes
the Holy Spirit as the “We’ of Father and Son, which partly explains the

somewhat elusive character of the Holy Spirit.®* The Holy Spirit’s freedom
to blow whither he wills, to distribute gifts as he wills, reflects the kenotic
nature of the love of Father and Son which the Holy Spirit is (7L I, 241).
The Holy Spirit is poured out after the resurrection (MP, 203, 210) and is
the interpreter of God’s self-proclamation in Jesus Christ, leading believers

®* See Hans Urs von Balthasar, ‘The Holy Spirit as Love’ from Liplorations in Theology, vol. 1. Craasor
Spirit (San Francisco: Ignarius Press, 1993), 128.
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into the divine revelation (77 111, 107, 141). He is the gift of Father and Son,
the liberator who bestows freedom (77 IIL, 236), the one who eternally
arouses the divine love and witnesses to it (7L III, 242—9). .

It is through the operation of the Holy Spirit that the resurrecﬁd Christ
becomes a eucharistically fruitful body for the world (TD. V, 477). The I—{oly
Spirit ‘universalises’ the existence of Christ, so that it can become ‘the
immediate norm of every individual existence’ in a number of ways: first,
through the ascension (closely associated with Pentecost?; then thro.ugh the
sacraments, especially the Eucharist in which the Lord, in another instance
of kenasis and surrender, is distributed in bread a{ld wine -thfoughoutlthe
world (GL VI, 151, 226); and, finally, in the life of the C(Ensnan who lives
by Christ’s commandments and the example of his love.

d. Evaluation

Balthasar’s approach may at first seem similar to that O.f Moltnllann.
Moltmann, following Hegel, is, however, in danger of making the intra-
trinitarian life dependent on, and conditioned by, the ,hlstmy of the world,
thereby attributing suffering to God himself. Balchasar s emphasis upon the
eternal self-emptying love within the Trinity allows h1m. to argue thfn: the
cross is the revelation of the self-emptying love of God, wttht‘)ut meaning to
imply that the cross changes God, or effects p’ath?s within the Trmll(ty,
turning God into ‘a tragic, mythological God’ (7D lV., 322). The ey
difference between Molunann and Balthasar is that while Moltmann is
inclined to abolish the distinction between the immanent and the economic
Trinity, thereby attributing historicity and temporality into Gf)d, Ba-Jsha,saii
by maintaining this distinction, can see the cross as-the mamsffstanon an
result of the intra-trinitarian kenosis, rather than its cause. Moreow?r,
Balthasar is very much aware that all God-talk is analogous, while
Moltmann does not develop a proper theory of analogy: N
Undoubtedly, Balthasar’s theology of Holy Saturday is the most (?rlglnal
aspect of his theology. But it is controversial, and Alyssaj L. Pitstick has
raised a number of probing questions in relation to this key aspect of

Balthasar’s theology.6S

Y 17 ; rancisco: [gnatius Press, 1994), 81-111.
® See Hans Urs von Balthasar, A Theology of History (San Francisco: Ig : ‘
4 See Thomas G. Dalzell, The Dramatic Encounter of Divine and Human Freedom in the Theo?igy of
Hans Urs von Balthasar, Studies in the Intercultural History of Christianity 105 (Bern: Peter Lang,

4 ]6'_ < ~ . . sty
és 1153;,233;1 9 P?ltastick_, Light in Darkness: Hans Urs von Balthasar and the Catholic Doctrine of Christ’s

Descent into Helf (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2007).
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Lt will have become clear that Balthasar’s emphasis upon the kenotic
love within the Trinity allows him to establish an intimate link between
the theology of the T rinity, Christology, and spirituality. But the ques-
tion can be raised: Why exactly is self-surrender on behalf of another to
be identified with love? Piestick points out that this is a deficient under.
standing of love, For instance, if love is nothing but self-surrender, can we
still be said to love ourselves? And if not (for how can we surrender
ourselves to ourselves?), how then do we love our neighbour as
ourselves?®®

Moreover, and more Fundamenta]ly, Balthasar’s theology of the descent
is profoundly untraditional. Balthasar sces the descent as an extension of the
cross in which Christ suffers the consequences of his radical solidarity with
the sinfulness of humanity, while in the tradition it was seen as the
victorious entry of Christ into the underworld, opening the gates of hell,*”

Although Balthasar has acquired the status of a modern Church Father in
some (conservative) Catholic circles, we note that Balthasar’s soteriology
actually has a close affinity with some Protestant perspectives, While
Balthasar distances himself from the excesses of some Reformed views
(GL VII, 205, 232; TD III, 241), and although he states thar the divine
wrath must be understood in the light of divine love (GL VI, 205, 2323 MP,
139), his notion that Jesus identifics himself radically with sinful humanity
(Christ’s ‘real assumption of universal guilt’ MP, 101) seems more reminis-
cent of Luther’s thought, and shares similar ambiguities. It leads to 2
soteriology in which the Father actively withdraws from his Son and loads
the punishment for sin upon him (G VII, 209; MP, 108—12, 136). Balthasar

makes it clear, however, that the aggression comes from us, and that the
cross does not turn an angry God into a loving one, Admittedly, Balthasar
argues that his view is different from the Protestant view in that the Son
freely accepts this abandonment (TD I, 242). Still, this is a very different
approach to soteriology from that of Anselm or Aquinas, who, rather than
seeing Christ’s salvific work in terms of punishment, see it in terms of a freely
undertaken penance for the sake of humanity. Again, Balthasar’s more
radical ideas on the descent and eschatology are indebted not to the
Scriptures or the Church Fathers, but o the mythological ideas of his friend

Adrienncé_ von Speyr whose work is, by his own admission, inseparable from
his own,

% Thid,, 214, 9 Ihid,, 100.
GH
Hans Urs von Balthasar, My Work in Retrospect (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1993), 89.
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JOHN ZIZ10ULAS (1931—): TRINITY, PERSONIIOOD,
AND CHURCH

We have scen that Rahner and Barch cridicised the usc of the word ‘person
in theology of the Trinity, arguing that it effectwcly leads to m}odf.:rn
misunderstandings of God as tritheist. The Greck Orthodo;il theo oglan
and Metropolitan of Pergamon John Zizioulas puts forward &dlffﬁl’ﬁn.ﬁ view
in two influential works, both a collection of essays, namely Bemg‘czs
Communion: Studies in Personbood and the Church (BC) and Communion
and Otherness: Further Studies in Personbood and fhf’ lC/mm’fv (con. ;
According 1o Zizioulas, the concepr of ‘person’ is t.he. 1110ST dea}r JaBnC
precious good ... which the world owcs to Greek patristic Fllco{og}’ (w g’
6s; CO, 166). Mote specifically, he claims that the Cappadocian Fathers (St
Basil the Grear, St Gregory of Nazianzus, and St Gregor}‘f of N.yssa)
redefined personhood in relational terms, giving Tt onrological pr}orllvry
over universal being, This shift had a fundamc:ﬂta.l impact on Chrlst_}lﬁn
thought and culture, according to Zizioulas. His key u-iea is that- relationship
ts introduced uito substance itself, and this results in a .rclzlltlonal uxlwc%er?
standing of being (BC, 84-9). This is suprcmebf the case within the gfzmry,
but it is only through participation in Christ that the hume?n n;e to
persorhood can be fulfilled {CO, 108-9). In what follows we will explicate
Zizioulas” thinking,
Lli;mv{:s;: in r(]Jghaptcr 3, the Cappadocian Fathers argued for the onto-
logical priority of personhood over substaﬁcc?. In order ro fully ;Epprec:lactie
the Cappadocian revolution (as Zizioulas sees it), we I]C?d to say afew v]vor s
about Greek philosophy. For Greek philosophy the um-versal. nature always
had priority over the particular manifestamons. of this umvers‘al nature,
Human nature, for instance, is ontologically prior to and more important
than any of its particular manifestations (such as Rose or Henry) (CO, IO.Z).
The particular person exists only for the salfe of the whol.c (l.mman species,
society, ...) (CO, 164). Similarly, classic Greek trlagcdy invites hum.ans o
succumb to the order and justice that held the universe together. It is hf.:re
that the trinitarian theology of the Cappadocian.s mtrgduced a major
change, as we saw in Chaprer 3: for them the particular s not secondlary
to being or nature, This implies that the concepr of personhood acquires

ontological priority (CO, 166).

Of course, divine and human personhood are different from one another..

Each human person is an individual, that is, an entity ontologically inde-
pendent from other human beings. Also, in human existence nature pre-
cedes the person: when Rose and Henry are born, the one human narure

el et R
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precedes them — they embody only part of the human nacure (CO, 158—9).
In God, however, the three persons of the Trinity do notshare a pre-existing
divine nature, but they coincide with ic. The three persons of the Trinity are
united in an unbreakable communion of love, and therefore none of the
threc can be conceived apart from the other two (CO, 159).

The important reversal that Zizioulas has documented — in God persons
have pricrity over divine nature or being — had, in his view, significant
implications for the Christian heritage and our culture in general, First,
nothing is ‘more sacred than the person since it constitutes the “way of
being” of God himself, The person cannot be sacrificed or subjected 1o any
ideal” (CO, 166). Second, personhood must be understood in terms of
communion and relationship: Tt is che other and our relationship with
him that gives us our identity, our otherness, miaking us “who we are”, that
is, persons’ (CO, 166). The meaning of our existence is to be found in being
@ person, not in our nature: ‘As a person you exist as long as you love and arc
loved. When you are treated as nature, as a thing, you die as a particular
endty ... Nature always points to the general; it is the person that
safeguards uniqueness and absolure particularity’ (CO, 167). Thirdly,
while nature and species are perpetuated and replaceable, the person is
something unique and unrepearable. Tt is our personhood, constituced by
our relation with others (including and especially God), which gives us our
identity and value.

The uniqueness of each person also has implications for a theology of love
and death, Death strikes us as tragic only when we regard human beings as
persons, in their unique identity. After all, through procreation and child.
bearing the survival of the species is guaranceed. Bur the survival of the
uniqueness of 2 person cannot he guaranteed through the substance, that is,
human nature, Christians can only begin to conceive of the immortality of
each person through love, which endows something ‘with uniqueness, with

absolute idencity and name’ (BC, 49, note 44). This love is always trinftarian
at hearv:

The life of God is eternal because it is personal, chat is to say, it is realised as an
expression of free cormmunion, as love, Life and love are identified in the person:
the person does not die only because it is loved and loves; ourside the communion
of love the person loses its uniqueness and becomes 3 bcing like other human
beings, a ‘thing’ withour absoluce ‘identity’ and ‘name’, wichout 2 face, (BC, 49)

Being loved by God and loving him in return opens the door to eternal life,
It s this which the Fathers call 'divinisation’ (BC, 49). Ttisa mirroring of the
personal life in God by realising personhood in ourselves.
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This can only occur through a new mode of existence, whichl Zizioulas
calls the ‘hypostasis of ecclesial existence’. This new mode of existence, or
regencration, is inaugurated by baptism (BC, 53). Here our personhoodffor
hypostasis becomes rooted in an ontological reality which does not suffer
from createdness (the way our biological reality does) (BC, 54-6). This
happens through Christ:

i i : ist’, can affirm his existence as

hanks to Christ man can henceforth himself Sl.leL?[ ,can a '
gerign;ciot on the basis of the immutable laws of his naure Ibur on the basis of a
relationship with God which is identified with what Christ in freedom and love

possesses as Son of God with the Father. This adoption of man by God, th.c
identification of his hypostasis with the hypostasis of the Son of God, is the essence
of baptism. (BC, 56) )
In baptism we are born as an ecclesial person, able to ‘transcc:n(li lthe
biological laws, allowing us to love unconstrained by ic I}aturlz aws
(BC, 57). Baptism, a new birth, is ‘nothing but the acquisition of an identity
not dependent on the qualities of nature .but freely raising nhatulgct }tizra
hypostatic existence identical with that which emerges from 1]: ¢ Fa "
Son relationship” (CO, 109). Now we can love without exclusivism,
ChSrS:ngliaders may want to object that this ecclcsia'l way of being d_0¢.33 nlot
do away with our biological way of being, and Wlt}} it, death. leul)u-zsl
grants this point and qualifies his argument by arguing that ou{:l]eﬁc.es;l !
identity refers not to that which we are but to that which we will (i:: t
ecclesial identity is linked with eschatology, the ﬁn.al outcome c[; our
existence (BC, 59). Our present identity has its roots in the ﬁ.m.xre_ ut its
branches in the present (BC, 59). It is a sacramental or Eucharistic identity
i ”ﬁfﬁfaﬁ; emphasis upon communion, which i.s at the hea.rt of "[EEG
Trinity, also finds expression in the Eucharistic c?mn‘lumtfl/: ) e
Eucharist is first and foremost an assembly, a community, in which we
‘subsist’ in a manner different from a biological way .of existing, Inlthe
Eucharist we transcend every exclusiveness of a biologlca.l. or social kind.
The Eucharist manifests the principle that the loypostl;zszs cxpresses the
whole: the whole Christ is present, and every communicant is the whole
Christ and the whole Church. But the Eucharist is not solely an assembly. It
is also a movement towards our eschatological existence '(BC, 59—61?. Itf
makes us realise that our authentic, true personhood is not in the pursuit o
goods and values of this world (BC, 62). il
Zizioulas’ insights into the Eucharist have a strong pneumato ogu}:l
dimension. It is the Holy Spirit who brings history to fulfilment, who
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‘eschatologises” it. In the Eucharistic event the presence of the eschaton in
history is manifested, and this is nothing less than communion with the
triune God.*® If the Son’s role is to become history, then the role of the
Holy Spirit is the exact opposite: it is the fulfilment of history, bringing
the triune presence into history.”® The Holy Spirit transforms everything
he touches into a relational being: “The Spirit de-individualises and person-
alises beings wherever he operates’ (CO), 6). Itis the Spirit who supports us
in loving the other as person, as a unique and irreplaceable other with whom
we enter into relationship, rather than somebody who can be pigeonholed
in general categories (i.e., in social, racial, and moral terms) (CO, II1-12),
While developing his pneumatology Zizioulas returns to the contribu-
tion made by the Cappadocian Fachers. His interpretation of their contri-
bution to the Second Ecumenical Council of Constantinople (AD 381) is
especially significant in relation to the issue of the filioque, the belief that che
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Som. It is fair to say that until
recently the filiogue was a defining issue in the identity of Western
Catholicism and Eastern Orthodox theology. Given its historical and
theological importance, we will conclude this section wich a brief discussion
of this issue.
The historical background to this topic is well known, The original
Creed of Constantinople (325) does not contain the Jiliogue. Tn response
to the Arian threat, and influenced by the theology of Augustine, it made its
way into the confession of the Creed in Spain during the sixth century. The
addition of this phrase was a gradual process. From Spain it spread to Gaul
and Germany. At the beginning of the ninth century Charlemagne
requested Pope Leo I1I to officially include it into the Creed, but he refused.
In the East, Patriarch Photius rejected the filioque in an encyclical of 866,
mainly on the grounds that it undermines the monarchy of the Father. The
cultural and political separation of East and West deepened in subsequent
centuries, leading to a de facto religious division in the middle of the
eleventh century (with mutual excommunications in 1054). [t was, however,
only in 1014 that Pope Benedict VIIT admitted the Jiliogue into the Latin
version of the Creed. Attempts at reconciliation were made during the
Councils of Lyons (1274) and again, for political reasons (the need for
support from the West against the threat of the Turks, which resulted in
the fall of Byzantium), at the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438—9).

% Aristotle Papanikolaou, Being with Gad: Trinity, Apophaticism, and Divine—Human Communion
(Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2006), 32.
Papanikolaou, Being with God, 36.
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In the twentieth century, in a climate of renewed ecumenism, there
appeared to be, if not a convergence of views and greater tolerance, ar
least a better understanding of the historical origins of the diverse views
on this matter. A more profound engagement with the historical and
theological background has also dispelled some of the deep linguistic mis-
understandings that had bedevilled the discussions in earlier centuries.

Orthodox theologians have traditionally claimed that (a). the unilateral

insertion by the Latin Church of the filioque into the Creed of an
Ecumenical Council is unacceptable. (b) They have argued that attributing
spirative power to the Son as such obfuscates the distinction between Father
and Son, which inevitably results in a kind of modalism. For Orthodox
theologians, only the Father is the cause of the procession of the Holy Spirit.
There are not two causes within the Trinity. (c) It tends to give primacy to
the divine substance or essence over the personal nature of the Trinity.
Orthodox theologians claim that the West (by regarding not the Father but
the Father and the Son as the source of the Holy Spirit) is in danger of
considering the impersonal essence the principle of unity in the Trinity. In
their view the Person of the Father is the origin of the Trinity; it is the
Person of the Father who guarantees the unity of the three Persons, and not
an impersonal divine substance or essence. Also, (d) Orthodox theologians
point out that that the Western position leads to a subordination of the
Holy Spirit, which results in extreme Christocentrism in the West at the
expense of pneumatological thinking — a charge not entirely without
justification.,

A text from the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity,
entitled “The Greek and Latin traditions about the procession of the Holy
Spirit’”" tackles a number of these issues. Tt explicitly states (a) that the
Catholic Church acknowledges the ‘normative and irrevocable value’ of the
Creed of Constantinople, and goes on to say: ‘No profession of faith
peculiar to a particular liturgical tradition can contradict this expression of
faith.” In response, Zizioulas has welcomed this statement ‘with deep
satisfaction” and considers it ‘a very good basis for discussion’.”” It means
that the Catholic Church does not consider the filiogue a creedal innovation
but rather a clarification, or interpretation. This is in line with the view

7 The text was published by Osservatore Romano (13 September 1995) and in Catholic International 71

(January 1996), 36—43. It is also widely available online, such as in: www.catholicculturc.org/culture/
library/view.cfm?recnum=1176 or www.ewtn.com/library/ CURIA/PCCUFILQ.HTM
7 The text ‘One Single Source’ is available online at www.agrino.org/cyberdesert/%2ozizioulas.
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;TE::;ZZ% jm The Decree for the Greeks from 1439 during the Council of
Against (b) and (c) Western theologians could, of course, argue, in tu
that a denial of the Jiliogue makes it very difficult to disti;l L?ish’ the S:)n’
frc.)m the Holy Spirit. Even so, it is important to dispelga number 01}
n.usunderstandings. First, we need, once more, to reiterate that the popul
view, s}‘lared by Zizioulas (see CO, 198), that the Latin West utps [P‘[)l ar
emphasis upon the impersonal divine essence, ar the cxpense of [6)[ ersoo;j
understanding of the Trinity, is incorrect. Zizioulas presentatiog of 31
Western tradition is in danger of becoming a caricarure. He describes it g
shapled by ‘the Boethian individualistic tradition’ (CO 208-12). Fr -
previous chapters the reader will know that the Western traditi‘on t0 "
understood personhood in terms of relation. Similarly, Zizioulas foﬂoOO
R.ahnclr uncritically (who, in turn, bases his views on those of De Régnon) -
hls.dalm that the Western tradition gave priority to the divine suiqta .
while the existence of God as triune was treated as secondary (BC, fa 1? Cf !
34, anfi .CO, 106: ‘Substance is something common to all three l;c:so)nsoo?
the Trinity, but it is not ontologically primary until Augustine makes it s0°)
11'1 fact, the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) explicitly stated that it is not th :
divine substance thar is the cause of the Son’s generation and the Spirj ¥
procession, but it is the Father, who generates.”* R
Moreover, while the Father, and not the divine substance, is the origin of
the other divine Persons, Western theology does not clain; thar therge a?e
two causes of the Spirit. Indeed, the Second Council of Lyons (1274)
confessed thar ‘the Holy Spirit proceeds eternally from Father and Sgi

]

not proceed from the Father and the Son as if from two separate causes. I

that sense it is clearly misleading to speak of a ‘double procession” (as s e
Orlthocliox theologians have done when discussing the Latin view) %El'e
point is reiterated in the document from the Pontifical Counc.il foli

7% See The Decree for Y i
y;,bomﬁ;i);; ::; ﬁ; L/M Gl:;ee/e.r (1;{2{9){, DS 691, which states thar ‘the explanatory words’ (explicationem
. 7) have been added to the or iti pig i f :
i ¢ creed legitimarely and with good reason “for the sake of
The Tomin st . :
jnnzséﬁll?nw?v is not um{nrm either. As we saw in the previous chapter, for St Bonaventure
: ¥» for Instance, has positive connotations, as it li : fen ;
p > for instance, ha : : » @ it implies the fontal plenitude of tf
tod d‘l‘e:" é?;li?djizfcnli‘hf p(tl:‘m.r ofwiw (.5;1133.4 ad 1). The Franciscan approach gmore qmenab;z
» which distinguishes the Haoly Spirit from the Word by dif "
procession rather than by their relationships Se ot b e oF
s. See Yves Congs ieve i
” (New York: Crossroad, 1997), vol, 1, 180—? R & ot ol
7 DS 460. -

~
&
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Promoting Christian Unity, which explicitly acknowledges the monarchy
of the Father, stating that the Father is the sole trinitarian Cause (Aitia) or
Principle (Principium) of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Thus, the filiogue
does not undermine the notion of the sole monarchy of the Father, the one
origin of the Son and of the Spirit.” In short, the fiiogue does not imply
that the Holy Spirit finds his origin in two distinct causes (Father and Son);
rather, it refers to the communication of the consubstantial communion of
Father and Son, to the Spirit.

Orthodox theologians themselves, including Zizioulas (CO, 193), admit
that the Son has a mediating role in the procession of the Holy Spirit:
the Spirit proceeds from the Father through the Son. Because the Son
has the faculty of being the co-principle of the Spirit entirely from the
Father, the filiogue does not necessarily imply the rejection of the chesis
that the Father is the sole cause of divine existence (CO, 197).7” Cleadly,
a rapprochement between the East and the West is possible on this issue.

Nevertheless, an imporeant issue remains outstanding, It seems to us that
the crucial element in the debate over the filiogue is how our understanding
of the economic Trinity shapes our theology of the immanent Trinity. A
crucial text, which illustzates the different approaches of the East and the
West, ts John 15:26, in which Christ says: “When the Paraclete comes,
whom I will send to you from the Father, the Spirit of truth, who proceeds
from the Father, he shall give testimony of me.” Latin theologians will argue
that the revelation of the sending of the Spiritinto the world by the Son (the
economy) mirrors the immanent Trinity. In other words, the economy
reveals something of the immanent processions within the Trinity (in this
case: the fact that the Son is involved in the procession of the Holy Spirit).
Orthodox theologians, on the other hand, will argue that the scriptural text
says nothing about an immanent procession of the Holy Spirit from the
Son, They accept that the Son sends the Holy Spirit in the economy but
they refuse to deduce from this that there is a similar sending (or ‘proces-
sion’) within the Trinity. At fist sight the view of Western theologians
seems to have an important advantage: if the economy does not reveal the
immanent Trinity, and if our statements about the immanent Trinity are
not founded on the economy (as witnessed by the Scriptures), then these
theological statements about the immanent life of the Trinity risk becoming

" Nevercheless, it must be admitted that there is a cenain ambiguity in the Western position. The
Decree for the Greeks (1439), for instance, does state chat the Son is a ‘cause’ of the subsistence of the
Spiric {cf. DS 6o1).

77 Zizioulas is indchted for this view to Yves Congar, whose work  Befieve i the Holy Spirit (vol. 11, 86)
he quetes in L0, 197.
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mythology. However, in the history of salvation {the economy) as witnessed
by the Scriptures, we notice thac the Holy Spirit has an import\ant role to
play in the annunciation, the conception, the baptism, and the ministry of
our Lord. Hence Zizioulas is correct in arguing that ‘if one looks atr{he
Economy in order to arrive ar Theologia, one begins with the Holy Spirit
then passefi througl}lj the Son, and finally reaches the Father (CO, 188) - the’
reverse order to that which Lati i i
Triniry.78 In other words, the ecitlllr;nif (%?1%1}1 e © 'the 1m'man€'m
: = ty seems to sit uneasily with

the immanent Trinity (as construed in Latin theology), at least if one insists
as Western theologians do, that our portrayal of the immanent Trinity mus;
be based on our understanding of the economic Trinity. J

Ttis clear that this debate needs ro be continued, and no consensus has as
yet F)ecn reached. Western theologians will argue that the fliogue can be
retained as a valid theological opinion {or theslogoumenon), although most
\EVesterners will now concede that its unilateral inclusion in the Creed of
Constantinople was canenically and ecumenically dubious.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Whell we examine the trajectory covered in the last rwo chapters, a number
of issues strike us. First, there is a rich diversity in the understanding of the
theology of the Trinity. Although a number of authors may share agcertain
approach (such as those who espouse the intrapersonal model of the
Trinity), almost every author we discussed has made a distincr contribution
to the doctiine of the Trinity.
Second, we dispeiled a number of untenable scholarly views, The notion
tl?a.t the West puts more emphasis upon the divine substance than the
’dnim.e Persons proved difficult 1o sustain in light of the rich theologies of the
T. rinity we encountered from the medieval period ro the present day. Nor
dl(.:l we find any traces of a ‘decline’ and ‘reinventing’ of the theology of the
Trinity. What we did norice, however, was the gradual appearance of
theologies of the Trinity which ‘rival’ traditional patristic and medieval
theolo_gics. of the Trinity. These “rival’ theologies of the Trinity are usually
Hegelian in inspiration. The indebtedness to Hegel becomes evident in a
number of ways: process and change are artributed to the inner life of God
which can also be affected by, and become dependent upon, evenfts or;

7 It should be noted thar ity ushroec’s theology,

with ies circular view of the crinicarian life, « i
. . . X : initarian life :
resources ta solve this rheological problem, > comtams

_——W
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earth. Indeed, the reduction of the immanent Tril.ﬂty.t?_l the economic
Trinity is one of the distinctive features of the Hcgchal? in uenic. .
The ‘rival’ theology which Hegel developed must, in wrn, edseehiCh
light of intellectual developments that char.actcnse rnOcFlcrm’tyl, an[hx;vu o
find their origins in the late—medieva.l period and Rfi orfr‘n‘,j&tion tho fnd
(especially Lutheran theclogy). We will recal.l the major foca 1;0 o
indicate how we believe recent developments in thc.:oiogy may redress so
of the imbalances that have grown over the centurles. .
First, there was the collapse of the schola-snc synthesis of ﬁm‘ anTLea;l as.
Although authors such as Richard of S.t Victor, Bonavinniée, ?r tg)one
Aquinas held different views on how faith and reason s §;1 ‘ ;c a(tic © o
another, they all shared the view that some engagement o allt_) an‘ rtrC thé
and theology and philosophy, was deSJr'ablc. Bly tl?e time csc.a} s, e
father of modernity, wrote his Meditations, this k}nd of rappu;: 1§mb]
berween faith and reason is no longer considered viable or even dCSlLa'lOe:
The resulting chasm, separating faith and reason, and tgleologyh?nh g)ec;n.fe
ophy, led to an impoverished view of humalll un.dersta}lll mgi,. w IZ_.aesthetiC
increasingly ‘rationalistic’ rather than sapiential. The re 1155.10}:1 Jesthetic
mindset, which most pre-modern authors stlarcd {and WZ{IC ou.n o
most eloquent expression in St Bonavcnture-s work), fadedaa\e}fac}{fi: (e
modern paradigm. Its decline was accompanied by the gradu ( sp -
ment of a sacramencal by a mechanisri.c worldview. Crea-tlon eﬁénistdc
human being hersclf) was now increaSJ.ngl).r .un(.jerstood 11; n;lec ar:)v e
terms, and no longer as a reflection of the trinitarian glory. In R 015, ha
we called the aesthetic receptivity (whic.h we encounrcreddlm'l ic .?;rd,
Aquinas, and Bonaventure) appears to dlSSlPatC in Fhe late-me 1evaf -pfll nci
As we indicated, the Reformation was to widen this gap berween faith a
1 further. . o
reafﬁzz:; ro approach the mystery of the Trinity, a Tanonahsuc appro;cr}j
will be insufficient, or even a hindrance. A bro_ader view of hl..lmzr.l un Eor
standing, which pre-modern authors shared., is a ?ecessdalry con -lfi;mthat
traditional approaches to the Trinity vo flourish. It is hardly surprising
unitarianism and deism are modern phenomena. o
Schlefermacher attempred to reconstruce Fheology. afterdthe anﬁg
challenge, which further cemented the separation of f.alt.h ;lm falszg.d s
emphasis upon human subjectivity certainly proved vely;n uentia andhas
deeply shaped modern theology. Tt could rl}o.r, howe\lfcr, o Ju.SUIC.lCO o trad
tional approaches to the mystery of the Tr}nlty, and it con;les as }zdc_
that Schleiermacher duly rejects them, with arguments that pz{ovc padin
ulatly rationalistic. Hegel promisingly argued for a broader understanding
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of human rationality, but in his preference for philosophy over religious
‘imagination” he succumbs to a key prejudice of modernity. Karl Rahner’s
original transcendental analysis attempts o reveal how the mystery of the
trinitarian God grounds our being and everyday existence. Tn this Rahner
proves a sophisticated heir ro Schleiermacher’s fundamental stance: the turn
to the subject.

As we nored, it is difficult o place Karl Barch in the modern land-
scape. On the one hand, he accepts the separation of faith and reason,
theology and philosophy. Bur he also vehemently reacts against
the Schleiermacherian turn to the subject. His unapologetic theocentric
stance leads to an original theology of the Trinity, based upon the
revelacory act itself. The relevance of this approach for Christian spiritu-
ality is that our faith and obedience is part of the trinitarian evenrt thar is
the revelatory act. Only those who have already been transformed in
faith by the Holy Spirit will heed the Word of God. His theocentrism,
which is alien to most modern theology, goes a long way in qualifying
his Kantian epistemological position (and the separation of faith and
reason it implies). Thus, in different ways the authors we discussed have
grappled with the challenges of modernity.

In the postmodern era, however, we have become much more aware of
the fiduciary nature of human rationality. The Cartesian ‘autonomous
reason’ has been discredited. Michael Polanyi has shown thar even scien-
tific knowledge and practices presuppose procedures and beliefs which
are simply assumed and never questioned. Hans-Georg Gadamer, work.
ing in the field of hermeneurics, has shown the significance of pre-
understandings in the interpretative process. Alasdair Maclntyre has
emphasised the importance of specific traditions for human rationaliry
and morality.” All these authors aliow ys to challenge the notion of
‘autonomous reason’, In doing so, they open up opportunities for theo-

logians to recapture a broader understanding of human rationality, closer
to the sapiential underscanding that proved so central in the pre-modern
development of trinicarian theology. In our view the work of Balthasar
artempts Lo reintroduce something of this religious-aesthetic disposition,
which is fully aware of the fiduciary nature of human rationality, and

which can be called a sapiencial theology that offers important resources
for our present cra.

™ For a readable and very useful introduction ro these issues, see Trevor 1art, fizih 1 hinking: The
Dynamics of Christian Thealsgy (London: SPCK, 1995).
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A second key issuc we identified is the rise of different .rfczdz'ngs.({f the
Seriptures. We argued that Luther and Calvin adopted fairly traditional
trinitarian views. Luther’s Sodz Seriprura principle, however, led to a grow-
ing divide between traditional theologies of the Trinir'y and []‘.IC mu.arp‘refa—
tion of the Scriptures. Indeed, some of Luther’s more innovative principles
led to a ‘detraditionalisation” of the theology of the lemlry.. It is 1o
coincidence that both the historical-critical method and radlcal anti-
trinitarianism find their origin in Protestant theology. Catbohcs .would
argue that without the prism of tradition it becomes increasingly d{fﬁcujj
to interpret the Scriprures in such a way that they supporr thf: Fradmon
doctrine of the Trinity. In fact, St Irenaeus had already made this important
hermeneutical point against the Gnostics: without .the Rule of Falt.h {l.e.,
the Creed) it becomes difficult, if not impossible, to interpret the Scriputes
faichfully, In order that this argument docs not become circular, 1[61’11—1‘6115
also introduced the notion of apostolic succession, supposedly safeguarding
the validity of the Rule of Faith.* Thus, Irenaeus‘ emphasises the herm-
encutical significance of a perspective shaped by faith, but he also under-
scores a more historical dimension: the Rule of Faith has been hanc.icd c‘loWn
from the time of the apostles onwards, and this is (allegedly) historically

ifiable. .
Vﬂ]linaeus’ contribution offers us resources to rackle a comple‘x theological
issue: how, ifacall, should historical-critical readings of the Scriptures .sh.apf;
our understanding of Christian faith, including a theology of the Tnmty.
While the historical-critical method inidally flourished in Protc.stant circles
only (given their general anti-traditionalist stance), Calthohc thed}?i};
became more open to the contribution it could make during .the first .
of the twentieth century (cf. Divino Affiante Spiritu by Pope Pius XII). It is
fair to say that modern biblical scholarship both illustrates. and perhaps, at
times, has furthered the decline of non-literal, allegorical .r?admgs of
Scripture. Modern biblical scholarship has often expos?ed traditional ways
of reading the Scriptures as untenable. These allegorical ways, ho\.avever,f
proved rather important in nurturing the religious-aesthetic d1m¢:=:ns1on 0
pre-modern theology; they were also a major resource for developing tradi-

tional theologies of the Trinity.

Ve circularity is as follows: a “faichful’ imerpret‘at‘io-n of the Scripture§ i? 1one ‘\’VJ]‘ICh 1f5d111;
accordance with the Rule of Faith; and: the Rule of Faith, acccpt.cd asa falFll u SHTT{W-U
history of salvation narrated in the Seriptures, dcmmnnc_s w‘h[ch mterprct?mon.saj)il‘c he bc’rlp[;.:f;
are faithful or praper. The notion of the apostolic succession introduces ahhnjmmcl ‘ JIHC}I:SIGI;CSCM
this, that is, the Rule of Taith has been accurately handed down from 1he apostles o the p

bishops.
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In the twendeth century a number of authors, inspired by Henri de
Lubac’s magisterial Medicval Lxegesis, have argued that we need to retrieve
the riches of pre-modern readings of the Seriptures. Now, in pre-modern
readings of the Scriptures the literal {or historical) sense is only onc of four
possible readings. There are also the allegorical, moral, and anagogical
senses {cf. 7 1.r.10). In shorr, pre-modern readings are quite inclusivist,
and allow for literal or historical-critical interpretations as acceprable read-
ings. Similarly, we are pleading for an inclusivist position, which is willing
to include the findings of balanced historical-crigical scholarship, but which
is also open to alternative, more traditional readings that are not ar odds
with historical-critical findings. The retrieval of inclusivist, pre-modern
interprezative strategies may assist us in bridging the gap between modern
biblical exegesis and systematic theology (including the theology of
the Trinity), Few theologians have awempted such a synchesis, Authors
such as Balthasar, Barth, or Zizioulas have not fully engaged with modern
biblical scholarship, while scholars who haye done so, such as Edward
Schillebeecks, show litde interest in a theology of the Triniry.

Another important element we identified i the connection between
soteriology (especially the paschal mystery) and the development of uinitar-
lan theology. Again, Luther’s empbhasis upon the radical identification of
Christ with sinful humanity, and his tendency towards radically emphasis-
ing the unity of the divine and human narures in Christ, opened the door
for a theopaschite theology, of which Hegel is the philosophical heir,
Through Luther and Hegel it became a key theme in Mol unann’s theology
of the suffering God, Balthasar, and others. Especially in Moltmann’s
theology the Hegelian influence is in danger of undermining the divine
transcendence.

In conclusion, a future theology of the Trinity should, in our view,
recapture the sapiential, religious-aesthetic stance of pre-modern authors
in a postmodern context. Aware of the fiduciary nawre of all human
rationality, it will be critically aware that human understanding is broader
than mere reason (raison, ratio). Tt will also engage with the ﬁndings of
biblical scholarship without excluding other, more spiritual or allegorical
ways of reading the Scriptures. And it will continye to focus on the paschal
mystety as a key revelatory event, without succumbing to the temptations of
a Hegelian God who is in need of salvation himself. Thus, we need to
construe a theology of God who is in radical solidarity with humaniry,
without, however, becoming guilty of anthropomorphism.

Another issue we identified is the tension between interpersonal and
inwapersonal models of the Trinity. Balthasar has identificd the weaknesses of
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each model: “The interpersonal model cannot attain the substantial unity of
God, whereas the intrapersonal model cannot give an adequate picture of
the real and abiding face-to-face encounter of the hypostases” (77 11, 38). He
states that these models can, ar best, converge but they cannot be fully
integrated with one another ‘within the horizon of this world’, Still, it secems
to us that a number of authors have attempted this kind of convergence,
especially St Bonaventure. A future theology of the Trinity should, in our
view, attempt to harmonise both models as much as possible. While the
interpersonal model appears to be the one that finds most favour with
scholars at present, the intrapersonal model has the distinct advantage of
allowing us to establish a closer link between theology of the Trinity and
spirituality, although the social model is not without its practical and
spiritual implications, as we will make clear in the next chapter. This brings
us to our final observations in this chapter: the importance of the fink
between theology and spirituality.

Richard’s analysis of the Trinity in terms of a communiry of shared love
continues to inspire theologians to this day, especially those who favour
social trinitarianism (such as Moltmann). Also, Richard’s view that the
Father generates the Son out of grawitous love can be beautifully linked
with the paschal mystery in which the Father surrenders his Son for our
salvation. Similarly, the economy of grace must be interpreted in terms of
the gift of the Holy Spirit, love freely received (amor debitus) from the
Father and the Son. It is this love which s breathed into the hearts of the
Christian faithful by the Father and the Son.

Bonaventure’s sapiential theology allows us to contemplate the whole of
creation in light of the Trinity, and where the human soy] in particular bears
this trinitarian imprint in a supreme manner. When memory (or mind),
intellect, and will turn to God we become fully deiform and actualise our
trinitarian calling, Bonaventure'’s theology of the Holy Spirit as Gift offers
major resources for theology today, as John Milbank’s contribution (see
Chapter 6) will suggest,

Aquinas’ so-called psychological model, although often maligned in
recent scholarship, proves particularly fruitful for Christian spirituality.
Following Augustine, Aquinas develops a rich analogy between the gener-
ation of the Word and che procession of the Spirit as Love, on the one hand,
and the movements of the inner word and love within the mind, on the
other hand, that allow for a dynamic understanding of the soul as the image
of the Trinity. When we know and love God, we share in the intra-
trinitarian processions of Word and Spirit.
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.While Aquinas’ rehabilitation 4 an important spiritual writer of
trinitarian doctrine g overdue, Ruusbroec’s status in thig regard has
never been disputed by anyone familjar with his writings. Ruusbroec’s
original theology of the Trinity finds a rich application in his spiri [
ideal of the common life. This ideal combines charitable acivj ’ sk
and devodon for God, and fruition of God in a harmonioys synthesis
The common life reflects, and participates in, the intra—trinitarz’an‘
du".ncnswns (outgoing, ingoing, and fruition or rest in the shared
unity).

In the twentieth century both Balthasar and Rahner have called for 4 re-
engagement between theology and spirituality. Especially Balthasar’s inno-
vative theology of Holy Saturday offers interesting trinicarian perspectives
(as does Moltmann’s theology of the suffering God). Accordin to
Bz.ilthasar, the paschal mystery can only be understood jn terms of a kefosis
within the Trinity. We also discussed the importance of his under;tandin
of mission for finding one’s own identity — again a theme of direct re .
tor Christian spirituality,

Finally, John Zizioulag analysis of personhood angd communion provide
the foundation for ap attractive theology which asserts the uniquefvalue ofc

tology, and escharology. In Zizioulas’ work we encounter 4 theologian who
Atempts to remain faithful to the legacy of the Church Fathers but who s
also willing to engage with contemporary understandings of humap exis-
tence, personhood, and Church, As such his work witnesses to the con-
tinuing vibrancy of more traditional, non-Hegelian approaches ¢ the

In our final chapter we discuss 4 number of other contemporary issues
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