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Of argumenT, ne concludes InaT the HOly SpirtIS ONe Of Ihe INOTre CUrloUus features Of Augusfine’s COMDINES Ine gOoodness, N well 45 iIne OlNeSss Of
writings NIS MAGgNUM ORUS MNe Of S0d ihe ther Persons, tihe gOoodness Of (SOC
should CconTaln few referenCes TO ihe Trinity, when N Innitarian CONCEPT. (Siven INnart MIs goodness IS
In ‚everQgl iner Dlaces, including etters nvate reflected In CreaTtion, must CONCIUCEe Inat ine
individuals, ne expounded Ihe subject @|| SOTTIe created order reflects Trinity CS wel| 45 TIhe unityIeNgTh. IS Gall ihe INOTEe SUrprising when Of SOd
remember INaT WOS Stil| working the De When exXxpounNdINg ine Iınk Dbeiween (SOC AaNnd
Innitate when he egan TO wrie De CIvifatfe Del 1NOaN, ugusfine Oes not OCUS Ine MINd, N did
HOWeVEeT, altnhough referenCces TO the rinity In De ihe Neoplatonists, DUuT el Man IS inferlior
Milate Del (re few, the evVidenCce UggesfTs IneYy S0OC In IS eing IS ONIy elaTıve, wnereas Od’s
wWeTrTe writen me when ugusfine had broken IS absolute, DUuT mMan differs from ther created

WOTK the De nitate. aNnd Mne Tnoughft DEeINgS In Inat he IS Of NIS Deing and OVes
ineYy contaln IMOY COM QUrTr under- O0-onNne, SCS ugusfine, WOUl voluntarily surrender

standing Of the Iast re OOKS Of That mMOre NIs el Or NIS intellect, DeCAUSsSe IS IOVe for ihese IS
specialised WOTK.

ugustine refers nel n De Civitafe Del
TOO gredgi eing intellect and Iove CreaTe Iriniy n

XI ANd 21429 IS Ine IGST Of inNese
INaN, IC IS Dossible understand and CcOonNTrol

IS wnen Inan GCTSs UNCONSCIOUSIY TINaT ne IS led
DASSCgESN IS Ine MOST Importanft, PEeCAUsSe In T INTO SIN, AaNd Mne Irnitarian Image IS abused
Augustine exXxpounNds NS understanding of tine Image Because Of Mne WOUY n WAIC || ine ITrinity TO
Of n Inan eN iIne Image Of he Trinity, ineme Creaftion, Augusfine Closer In Ihe De CIviTagtTe
WRAIC| Nnad already OCCupled ım In De Inntfatfe and Dei WN Iater generafions WOUI all ral
WAIC| WOUIl fO!  3 much Of the SsuDbsTaAnCe Of MNe ICIST
seCcTION Of eatlıse. ISO discusses, In SOTTI6-

MEeOIlOgY he does In Iine De Innitfatfe At imes NIS
argumentation IS Iso INOTeu Inan In ine

Wn  Q broader Terms, ihe reiationship Of ne Mn MoOore eTtTallie! WO| and IS nOoT surprisingMne created Order In general inese Of ihe De CIViTagTe Del exercised
ejecting CIASSICA| Neoplatonism, Augusfiine( disproporfionate influence Ihe developIngMeless UuSses latonic categories wnen he defines ral INeOIOgY Of GTer generafTtions.S0C 45 Mne Simple ANd Ihe SO0 BY TOrTUOUS IIne

RESUME UE les references IC YnNTSe solent VDEU 11OYT)-
est une des caracfteristigues les Dlus Curleuses Dreuses, des ndices suggerent u elles furent
des Scryrits de Augustin qUE SOT) MAGgNUM ORUS ScCcrtes MOMENT OU ugustin VAGIT inter-
SUT IC ite de DIieu COonNTIeNNe S| DEU de M SOr} ravail SUr IQ Irinite, ET UE IC DenNnseereferenCces IC rinte cglors qu’alilleurs, mEeME u’elles CcContfiennent DEeUuT |1O0US alder @! MIIeUX
ANSs des e ddressees de simples DaMCU- CcComprendre Ies TOIS derniers Ivres CeTl COQUV-
llers, SCXDOSE le Uu) ANs Toute SOT) ampleur. On Iage Dlus speclalise
se Stonne d’autant Dölus qu on SOUuvIeEN qui’il Augustin fait reference IC Irinite ANs IQ
Travaillai eNCOre IQ NNITS lOorsquiil COTYN- Cite Dieu X.23—-24G XI 10 e7 XI,.24-29 est le
eNCı Scrire IQ /Te de DIEeU. Neanmoins, bien dernier de Ces quli est le DIUSs |  OITONT,
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l’Elre | inferlorite de Ihomme DGr rapport ( DieuCOaT Augusfin SCXDOSSC comprehension de
est absolue: MAGIS Ihomme dıffere des Quilres’ image de Dieu Ihomme iImage de

IC Trinte Qul AVa dejä OCCUPE GNS Ia Ccreatures DOT Iq CONSCIENCE quiil de SOT) Stre
Innitfe e7 qul CdevaIıt dominer IC erlere section eT |amour quiil DOUT lul ersonne, dIf Augustin
de (e11(5) debat QUSSI, Slargissan quel- renoncerait volontairement SOT)} Aältre
UE DEU, IC elatıon de Ic Irinte 'ordre de IC SOT) intelligence, QUE l'amOUur qu on leur
creation general Dorte est Trop gra L’Gtre IIntellilgence eT7

‘ amOUr creent UuNe TrintTe ”’homme Qqui'il estejetan le neoplatonisme classique, UQUS-
ıla |IS:! DOoUrMmanT les categories DlatonicleNNeEes Dossible de comprendre eT de CO  er est
quan ı] definıit Dieu le Simple et le Bon quan OMME agıit IinconsciemMMeENT qui'll est
Par un  D SUCCE@essION SINUeEeUSEe d’argumenrfts, CONdUuIt ANns le DEC eT UE |Image Irinfalre
conclut QUE e Saint-Eesprit reunNniTt IC N CUSS| est aieree.
blen QUuUE Ic salntete, des EUX utres Personnes, Fn ralson de IC acon dONT 1 reille IC Irnte IC
de elle sorfe UE IC on de Dieu est creation, Augustin est Dlus Droche ANS Iq Te

de DIeu QUE AaNns Ia TIrnnite de UE IC DOstErTECONCEPT Irinitaire. an ONN! QUE elle ONTEe
refletfe GANS IC Creation, 1MOUS devons CONCIUre appellera IC ologie naTureile SON argumenTaG-

UU ’ordre Cree eflete IC itnTe CUSSI blien QqUuE tlon, Darfoils, MoOoNTreE Dolus Drofonde UE ANs
“unfte de Dieu | ouvrage Dlus aile n’est ONC DOJOS SUTrPDTS-

OrsquI'll SXDOSE le en enTtTre Dieu Y I’homme, nanrt Qque Ces de Ig Cite Dieu dIeN
ugusfin CONCeNTre DOS SUTr IC DeNseEe, EexXerCce UuUNese influence disproportionnee SUT le

le falsalenTt Ies neoplatoniciens, MG IS SUT developpement Heneur de IC Meologie natureile.

ZUSA|!  SUN Augustinus VOorT) Dlatonischen Kategorien (—>O-
INner der weniger verstän  Iichen Punkte n Drauchn, wWeTIN}M &ST (SON als das Einfältige UNG das
Augusfinus’ CNrnNen bestehrt . daß ST In ute elinle Mit ilfe einer verschlungenen
SEeINET) aupiwer über die StTaGT OTTes SsICh Argumentation MT ST der SChlußfolgerung,
wenlIg MIT der Dreieinigkeit befaßt. während ST daß IM eiligen e sowohl die Süte Gals uch

verschliedenen anderen Tellen wie uch In die Heiligkeit der Dbeiden anderen ersonen
seINer Privatkorrespondenz dieses EMd senr vereinigt SIN Mr wÄdre die Süte OTIes ean
Ausführlic behandelt DIies überraschrt UrNSO Irinitarisches KONZEPT. Aus der Annahme, daß sich
menNr, WeT17) 1117) berücksichfigft, daß ST Beginn
seINeSs Schreibens VOT)] De IVITGTE De|l NOCNH

lIese Süte In der Chöpfung widerspiegell, muß
IN folgern daß die SChöpfungsordnung

WGTV, De Inntatie arbenTen Obwohl sowohn! die Dreieinigkeit GIis uchn die Inheilt
Augustinus SICH In De IviTaGTe Dei selten Guf OTTes widerspiegelt.
die Dreileinigkeilt DezienT, spricht dOoCcNn einiges Im egensa den Neoplatonisten seT1z77
A# daß lese tellen eInern eitpun Augusftinus DEe| seIiner Darlegung der Beziehung
entstanden, e(8 Augustinus seINe De zwischen (Sott Uund Mensch den SChwerpunkf

NIC Quf den ersta sondern Cuf das Seinrintate abgebrochen naTTe Deshalb KaNN der
NN eniwickelife (Sedanke e!| nelfen, Dadurch daß das Sein des enscnen MUT
Verständnis der drei letzten Bücher Von Jjenem reIGTIV serın kannn UNGd OTIeSs Seln absolut IST, Ist
spezlialisierten Werk vertlefen der Mensch (SONH untergeoranerTt. Jedochn unTtTer-

Augustinus Dezlieht SICH Cuf die Dreileinigkeit In eIce sich der Mensch VOT) den anderen
De (Civitate Del X.23-240 XU, | UNG 214—-29 DIie Geschöpfen dadurch er SICH seInNes eINS
zule genannte Stelile IST wichftigsten, well bewußt Ist UNG sen SeIn ıle Ken Mensch wurde
Augusftinus Grın sen Vers  IS des Bildes semnln Sein der seIinen erstan freiwillig Dreis-
OTTIeSs IM enschen als en der Dreielnig- geben behauptet Augusftinus, da diese
KeIT LDieses naTie INN SCNON In De sehr Ie LDas SeIN, der erstan! UNG die le
Inntfate Deschäffigt und sollfe später en wesent- Cchaffen Ine Dreleinigkeit In eINnenN enschen,
Icher Te!ll des en Abschnites dieser Abhand- die IO verstehen und beherrschen Kann
lung werden Hr SETZT SICH des welleren In eiInen erY) en Mensch UNDEWU handelt Ira ST ZUT
breiteren Zusammenhang MIT der Beziehung der un geführt UunNnd das MniTtariısche en

mißbraucht.
meInen auseliInander
Dreleinigkeit ZUT SChöpfungsoranung IM allge-

UrC| die Art UNG eilse, wIe ST die Dreieinigkelt
Obwohl STr dem klassischen eoplatonismus MMIT der Chöpfung In Verbindung DriNngt, OMITY

ZWCOGOGIT ablehnen gegenüberstand Augustinus In De IVITAGTe De| eIner n einer
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* Ihe OCIMNe ihe Trinity in Augustin:

sSp  e (Seneration genannten AGTUr- s IC daß lese eille VOor) De IVITGTe De|l
eologie er Gals In DIZ nTatTe ANCAMOA ST eInen uUuNAaNgEMESSENEN Influß duf die SICH
seIne Argumentation Nefergehender als IM en  ickelnde Naturtheologie späterer Sen-
detalillıierte Werk, un desnalb Uberraschrt er  lonen QusübtTe

NTRODUCTION that Books VILX had een wriıitten by then
well, though for SsOTINE reason they had

1sS ONe of the IMoTrTre CUr10US features of managed to CSCaPDe the plracy KFor want of
Augustine’s wrıtings that his Magnum clearer evidence, should not assume that

ODUS the City of (10d should contaın these books Ca  - be atfe after 415, the yYCarlıttle the Trinıity, when 1ın several other 1ın which Augustine completed ook of De
places, notably ın etters LO prıvate 1N- cıvıtate Dei, which 1s the first book of that
dividuals, he expounded the subject at SOINE work to tackle the question of the Irinitylength It 1S al] the INOTeEe surprisıng when 'The real chronological dıfficultyremember that he W as ST1 working De ater, when must decide when it W as that
triniutate when he egan LO wrıte De e1ıvLıtate Augustine resumed De trınıtate In ook
Dei, and that the most orıgınal parts of the A, of that treatise he quotes from De
former work WerfI’le almost certainly being cıvıtate De. XIL, 20, which leaves ıth
thought out an wrıtten whıiılst he WAas date of 417 later We ATe not ere
gaged the latter. hat the LWO works concerned ıth the date of the completion of
should betray hardly an y Oobvlous relatiıon- De trınıtate, which moOost scholars bellieve Was
ship 1s rıbute to Augustine’s ability to either 419 420,° but only wiıth the questionwork out different, highly complex problems of whether De cıvıtate Derv's maın sections
al the Same time. the Trinity (XI, 10; Ca be saıd to

When Augustine began De cıvuıLtate Dei, he ave een wrıtten between the composıtionhad already een al work De trınıtate for of 00 X II an XI 1n which Case theytwelve IMNOTeEe Unfortunately INaYy shed interesting 1g. the argumentave WaY of knowing how far he PFO- of the last three 00 of De trınıtlate Since
gressed the latter, NOTr eVenNn how ser10usly these books contaın the TUl of ugustine’she Was working A He refers LO ıt 1ın mature an hiıghly orıgınal reflection, ıt 15
correspondence al least four 0OCCcasıons not without interest LO NOW whether the
between 410 and 4195, each tıme statıng 1ın De Ce1ıvVLıtate De: X11 Ca be saıd to
that the work Was stil] incomplete.* In contrıibute to OU. understanding of the de-
letter which he wrote LO bishop Aurelius of velopmen of hıs thoughtCarthage an attached to the completed The three of De Ccıvıtate DeL
work kınd of preface, Augustine which touch the Trinity INaYy be listed
that he W as moved LO Complete hıs task al ollows. Fırst, ere 1S section 1n ook Ä,least partly because portion of De trıiınıtate 3—24a, In which the maın topıc of discussion
W as ciırculating 1n pirated edition, which 1S the Neoplatonic theory of spirıtual pur1-did not. adequately CXPDTEeSS his thought ficatıon. Augustine introduces the Christian
the subject.* Trinity by WaYy of contrast, but he 0eSs not

We do not. NOW when this pırated edition discuss the doctrine al an Yy engtmade ıts aPPCAFranNnCce, though the absence of The second passage 15 found 1ın ook AL,
an Yy reference LO ıt 1n hıs earlier COTFrTeSDON- 10, where Augustine expounds his under-
dence has led MOST scholars to conclude that standiıng of the nature and attrıbutes of
ıt must ave een sometime after 415 The 1n relation LO the doctrine of the Trinıity. He
portions which WerfI’e circulated comprıse 1S chiefly concerned LO affırm the completeBooks b and part ofook XIL, but ave equality of the Ihree, an to distinguish

WaYy of knowing whether this Was all that them from an y description of the One 1n
had appeared by 415 It 1s a least possible God The subject matter ere corresponds LO
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De trınıtate V, hıch ıt obviously draws out He SayYS that Porphyry beheved that
LO SOINE extent spirıtual purgatıon could not CoOmMme by WaYy of

The third Passase 1S5 the longest an an Yy relig10us rıte, but only through COIMN-
most controvers1lal. It takes S1X chapters templation of the principles archae), of
of ook XL, (24-29), an deals ıth the which there Were three Augustine NECW
relationshiıp between the Trmity an the that for Porphyry these three principles
reated order. ugustine examınes the TEee- WerTeEe equa LO ONe another In far they
fold pattern which Was commonplace 1ın stood the S\armnle plane 1n the celestjal
philosophical speculatıon (25): though ere hlerarchy. He identifies Lwo of the principles
it 1sS longer tied LO neoplatonism. He the Father an the Son respectively,
explaıns hıs understanding of the ımage of tatıng that Porphyry actually the
(30d ın INa  - ımage of the Trinity, and latter Intellect Mind The 1r prın-
draws out the implicatiıons for OU OW self- cıple stands between the other LWO an 15
knowledge. it 1S thıs eme whiıich had iıdentified by Augustine wıth the Holy Spirıt,
occupied hım 1ın De trınıtate VILN-—ÄLL, and though not without SsSOINeE hesitation.
which he took agaın, bıd XILI-XV Augustine realised that the Neoplatonic

'The orıginalıty of thıs theme 1sS that equivalent of the Holy Spirit Was the Soul-
ugustine seeks LO demonstrate that all substance, which Plotinus had relegated
human self-awareness 1S5 threefold, an LO 1r place, below the other LWO prın-
veals the fact that the (G0od 1n whose ıimage ciples. He W as somewhat surprised that
he 15 ecreated 1S Trinıty Philosophical Porphyry should ave ocated his third
speculatıion provlides wıtness LO thiıs ru principle between and not below the other
but ıt C  - be INOTe than partıal and LWO, but although he recogn1ıses that this
inadequate substitute for the theology brings Porphyry closer LO his OW. conception
vealed 1ın the Christian Scriptures. Yor of the Holy Spirıt, he 15 areful LO po1ın out
Augustine, anthropology, an INOTre that Porphyry himselfould not ave under-
peclally psychology, 1S discipline which, STLOO! ıt that WaVY, an indeed COU. not. ave
rightly understood, ll ead mankind to equated his 1r principle ıth the Soul-
seek triınıtarıan (God his creator, and substance al all
thus confirm hım In the truth of the Christian Augustine g0€eS LO ad 24) that the
al threeness inherent 1ın (z0d cannot be

pressed by usıng the word ‘princıple’. 'To
NE  NIC ugustine, use of thıs word would ave

NI mplıed rıtheism, an he insısts that ere
1S only ONe principle 1ın God, by which the

We IMaYy begın OUr study of the Irmty 1n De human soul mi1g. be purıfied. He acknow/l-
cıuvLtate De: by askıng how Augustine handled edges the full dıvınıty of the FYather, Son and
his philosophical inheritance. He has een Holy Spirıit individually, and exphicitly rejects
called Christian Platonist who sought LO Sabellianısm, but he Says nothing oOu
modify Neoplatonic doctrine that ıt. might them divine ypostases. He implies that
accord ıth the revelatıon 1n Scripture.* they ATre perceived In relatıon LO OMNe another,
hıs jJudgment mMaYy be somewhat extreme, the Father being Father of the Son an the
but ıt 15 well-known that he W as strongly Son Son of the Father, an the Holy Spirıt
influenced by the thought of Porphyry, and the Spirit of both At the Same tıme he
LO lesser extent, by that of Plotinus ell avolds usıng the term DeEFrsSoN, which perhaps
It 18 therefore not altogether surprisıng that might ave een equated by SOTINE wıth the
hıs 1rs reference LO the Irınıty 1ın De Neoplatonic use of principle.°
Cıuıtate De: should aDPCaAr 1ın connection 'The signıficance of this can be measured
ıth discrepancy between the LWO grea agaınst the fact that Augustine’s contem-
Neoplatonists, though LO hat effect remaıns DOFarYy, Cyril of Alexandrıa, did not hesitate
LO be consıdered. to deseribe the Neoplatonic principles

In X, 23 Augustine starts ıth Porphyry, hypostases,° the sSAaINe term which the Greeks
whom he treats hıs maın SOUTCe through- sed to desecribe the PEeTrSoNS of the Irmuity,
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somewhat LO Augustine’s bewilderment.‘ systematızatıon by the tiıme he Came LO
wriıte De cıvıtate De1 XIWhatever ıimportance ugustine DaVEC LO the

Persons of the Godhead, ıt 1s5 remarkable He begıns by ıdentifyıng (GG0od ıth the
that he nowhere allowed them to be under- Go0od, obvious equatıon for Christjan
stood ın the objective implied by Platonist an ONe already famılhar from De
principle, even by hypostasıs. On the COIMN- trınıtate VIIL, But where the earlier work
TarYy, ıt 1s5 clear that he has held hıs earlier discusses the pomint In general terms, De
statement 1ın De trınıtate V, Ö, that ıt. 1S5 by cıvıtate De: XL, makes explicıt the ınk
relatıon relatio, schesıs) that the Persons between the ess of and the Irmıity,
maiıntaın theır exıstence an ldentity. something which 1Ss found only ONCE ıIn

ugustine NECW that there Was link passıng 1ın De trinıtate,? but which would
between Neoplatonism an the Christian become an remaın basıc aX10mM 1n his
doctrine of the Trinity, but his argument thought.*° ugustine understands the 00d
that the former W Aas merely inadequate LO be descr1iption of the divine nature, of
perception of the latter 1S not. Just specılal which there 1s5 only ON  D At the SAaINe tiıme ıt
pleading. Yar from ryıng to Christianıse 1s the Good, an not the Persons of the
Porphyry, Justify hıs OW supposed bor- Irınıty, which 1S the agen of creatıon,
row1ıng from hım, Augustine not only ACCUSES generatıon, an (by implicatıon) process1o0n.
Porphyry of spırıtual blındness (which eed As far creatıon 15 concerned, the 00d
not. surprıse us) but attacked hım the has communicated hıs goodness to 16 but not.
fundamental poın of his whole philosophy. hıs simplicıty. Such statement 1s of COUTSE

Moreover, ıt 9 ave already most un-Platonic, partıly because ıt allows
suggested, that he avolded even the term for ecreatıon nihilo, an partly because ıt
DersSON, which mig mıstakenly ave een Concelves of the exıstence of goodness apart
equated ıth princıple. Augustine’s trın- from simplicity. It Ca be harmonized ıth
ıtarıanısm 1s consclously grounde 1n the the principle enunclated Dy the Cappadocıian
concrete realıty of the three Persons, not Fathers that the works of the Irmity utsıde
ın abstract concept of PDETSOTNL, po1ın iıtself Are undivided (opera T'rınıtatis ad
which 1S5 faıthfully reproduced 1n that most exXLIra Sunt ındıvısa), though thıs 185 not made
Augustinlan document, the Quicungue Vult,® clear ın the text What stands out 1s the
and which 1S t00O en forgotten by 0OSe moral lınk between (30d an hıs creatıon
who thıink his doctrine of the Irmity 1s LOO which DI'  CS ethical analogy be-
abstract ween them 1n spıte of their difference of

being
What 1s5 eVvVen INOTeEe astonıshing 15 that theTHE SIMPLE TRINITY productive actıvıty of the siımple .00d 0

erates 1ın two 1SUNC modes. In creatıon, ıt.
In ook XL, ugustine expounds his produces thıngs which AT both 1ıke an!
understanding of the Irınıty ONe (God Hıs unlike itself. But 1n generatıon ıt. reproduces
key ıdea 1s that the Irımıty must be thought tself, that the egotten 1s bit.
of simple, In that ıts being 1S identical simple and g00d, 1n the absolute n  9
ıth ıts attributes. It 1sS inconcelivable, SaVyYS the egetter. By this sımple device
Augustine, that aln y person of the Trinıty ugustıine has not only upheld the distinetion
should be capable of change al the level of between creatıon and generatıon which had
attrıbute, SsInce all ree are God, and 1ın eluded the Arians,}!! but Inore ımportan
(G0d being an attrıbutes Are ONn still, he has uniıted the Trinıty an the

In sayıng this ugustine 1sS repeatıng the creatıon COINMON foundation, which
teaching which he had developed al SOINE W as the moral nature of One IMNaYy
length 1n De trınıtate Yet although the detect Cappadocian influence 1ın the
maın line of his argument 1s amılıar enough, parent identificatiıon of the sımple .00d
ıts precıse details dıffer from the De trinıtate ıth the Father, who 1ın appadocıan the-
1n a WaY which suggests that thıs thought ology Was the hypostasıs of the 1v1ine nature),
had matured 1n the direction of greater but this 1S far from certaın. What cannot be
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denied 1S that Augustine had discovered thinking, Augustine has drawn the following
principle which Was LO gulde hım 1ın hıs conclusions:
urther exploration of the nature of Ina  - and
the created order. the Holy Spirit combines the holiness

of the other Lwo Persons.Augustine Says almost nothing about the the holiness of (0od INaVYy be equatedorıgın of the T'hırd Person of the Trinity,
eXcept LO make the poin that he 1sS the Holy ıth hıs goodness.
Spirit of both the Father an the Son, therefore the Holy Spirıit 185 Iso the

goodness of the er Lwo Persons.statement which he repeats almost therefore the goodness of must betiıme he mentiı]ons the Persons Dy name.1* In understood al the level of the ThreeDe trınıtate Augustine PaYysS consıderable ell al the level of the Oneattention to the of the Three, and
mentijons that the Spirit 15 called both Love the goodness of 1s reilecte In

creatıon (cf. XL, 10)an the 1ıft of (30d These designations do therefore the Trinity 1S reflected In thenot. In De Ccıvıtate Dei, but Lwo reated order.others do The first 15 the INOTre Obvlous. The
Spirit 15 called ‘Holy’ kind of pProper ugustine’s theory of causalıty
ame (NI, 10) not because he 18 holy In rooted 1n the divıne goodness, which
WaYy the Father an the Son Are not, but the above scheme makes plain,because he 1s the holiness of both the other that the Spirit created the unıverse an
Persons, 1n substantial an consubstantial 1ın ıt revealed the whole Irmity 1n Unityform (XlL, 24) Yet bold hypothesis temerarıa SPx7l-

Augustine brings this poın out In the tentia!) WOUuU. hardly ave een conceijvable
COUTSeEe of somewhat dıfferent discusslion, without the identification of goodness wiıith
concerning the goodness of (30d A# 1Irs he 1Ss holiness, identification which Augustine
not. certaın whether the Holy spırıt Ca  - be hımself hesitates to make. Had he thoughtcalled the goodness of the other LWO Persons, OUu it 1n connection ıth hıs statements ın
an regards such ıdea rather darıng XT 10, he m1g ave realised that he Was
supposıtıion (temerarıa sententıa) He 15 quıte confusing the personal attrıbute of member
clear that this Ca  - be sald of the divıine of the Trinity wıth natural attrıbute of the
holiness however, an ıt momentarıly Godhead This confuslon, hıch he perceivedıf he has hıt the importance of only dımly an took ser10usly, 1s
dıistingulishing (10d’s holiness from hıs g00d- undoubtedly on of the TE AaAsSoNSs why ıt. 1s
NCSS, especlally ıf the latter 1sS LO be applied sometimes alleged that Augustine’s trını-
to created things, In XL, tarıanısm, lıke that of the West which

Unfortunately he faıls to DUrSUu«Cc this line followed him, has marked Sabellian
an lapses iınto identification of the Lwo tendency.
concepts which leads hım to urther Agaıinst this ıt must be remembered that
conclusion, unwarranted by the argument ugustine NEeW that the Persons Were INOTe
but full of momentous CONSCHQHUECNCES. Hıs than modes of, wıthın the divıne eing
precise words AIe Not only he expressly reject Sabelhanısm

(XlL, 1 24), but he Iso established the
Sed S12 nıhıl est alıu boniıtas dıvına QUAM objectiviıty of the Persons 1ın terms of subsist-
sanctıtas, profecto et ıntelligentia ratıionıs EeNCE The use of the erb subsıstere has
esl, NO  s praesumptionıs audacıa, ul ın sOTINE precedent 1ın De trınıtate V, 4, but ın
operıbus De: secreto quodam loquendı De Ccıvıtate De: XlI, he takes thiıs ONe stepmodo, QUO nostra exerceatur ıntentio, farther an produces the OUunNn subsıstentia
eadem nobıs insınuata ıntellegatur trınıtas, LO desecribe the hypostasıs of the Persons.
HaMGQquUuamQue creaturam QuUlS fecerıt, Der 'Thıs word Was SOON LO oust the unsatiısfactoryquıid fecerit, propter quid fecerit.?> substantıa 1n this meanıng, an! ıt became

commonplace of medieval theology. It 18
The of the argumen ere 18 truly therefore important LO poın out that whilst
breathtaking. In few lines, almost wıthout Augustine 1s responsible both for the term
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relatıon an for the term subsıstence ın his the NECESSATY triadic pattern of Ultimate
descr1ıption of the Persons, he identifies 00d Physıcs represents hat 1S 1ın itself,
the Lwo 1n the INanner of the ‘<ssubsistent ogic the understanding of hat 1S, an

ethics the applıcatıon of hat 15 In allrelations’ of Thomas Aquinas and the
Scholastics three ineviıtably turn himself, sSiınce he 15

It 1S5 certainly true that such equatıon by nature self-sufficient. (G0od 185 therefore
15 ere for the makıng, and that Augustine’s perfectly self-aware and perfectly self-loving,
remarks relation ıIn De trınıtate V, D, lead sınce ugustıine ASSUumMmes that ethics l

to SUDDOSEC that it had 1n his miıind always manıfest ıtself love. What 1S true
objective quality different from that of sub- of would Iso be true of Man, WerTIeEe ıt not.
stantıa, but which might reasonably be for the fact that ma 15 self-sufficient by
expressed subsıstentiıa. Nevertheless, nature. Because OUr nature from God,
ugustine oes not himself do thıs, and the ıt. ollows for ugustine that OUr 1TEASON
fact that he 15 free to deseribe the Holy Spirıt must be instructed by hım an OUT love

A substantıa (XI, 24), Dy which he directed toward hım Only 1ın this WaYy Ca  >;

hypostasıs an not. OUSLA, shows that he had the true DUrDOSEC of mankınd be maintained.
not worked the distinction out 1ın hıs OW Havıng established thıs poınt, Augustine
mind.!> turns LO the image of (10d In IMNan, which he

sSEES the ıimage of the Irmiıty (XI, 26)
THE MA: TH  b TRINITY He had already developed this theme 1n

De trınıtate 111 {f., despite the fact that
T’he maın section of De cıvLtate De: devoted Christian tradıtiıon had generally regarded
LO the Trinity 1s XL, 24-—29, an ıt deals the image of (30d 1ın INna the image of
chiefly ıth the image of the Trinity In the Christ, In line ıth the New Testament.1©
created order. ugustine ollows tradıtional ugustine knows that the ıimage 1S 1N-

adequate because it 1S not of the SAaIneChristian teaching by claımiıng that the
Father W as the princıpal en of creatıon. substance (0d (ın sharp contrast LO the
The by which he created Was speech; Platonists, who regarded the soul
hence ugustine’s somewhat forced insıst- portion of the divine substance) In De
eNCE that the Word (1e the Son) Was his trinıtate he focussed hıs attention man’s
instrument. This he could ave demonstrated capacıty for loveb and hıs mınd
from the New Testament, but he 0€es not do (X—XIV) oth ese themes, and especlally

hen he SaysS that ‘God Sa that it, Was the latter ATre developed at considerable
00 statement which he claims 15 suf- length In De C1ıvuLtate De: they AIfe referred

LO, but ere hıs tartıng pDo1N: 1s different,ficıent LO explaın both the and eCc of
creation. (10d created 1n order LO CEXPTESS his indeed INOTE fundamental.
goodness; the goodness 1C resulted dem- ugustine 0€es not begın ıth the miınd
onstrated that there Was correspondence ıth love, but ıth being Man resembles
ıth the goodness which caused ıt LO be (G0d ıIn that he L5 In the ontext ofPlatonısm
created. hıs goodness, Aare NO told, 15 thıs Ca  — only INecanl that man’s nature shares
the Holy Spirit 1ın whom the Trinıity 1s something of the divıne, SINCE only (0d Ca  ;
revealed. properly be saıd LO be In the absolute

TOM there ugustine goOeSs LO explain Furthermore, ATre of OUr eing, and
(AlL, 25) why philosophy 1S obliged to 1ın love both ıt and the knowledge of ıt hıs
accordıng LO trıpartıte pattern He knowledge and love do not. COIMNE from outside
cCogn1ızes that this has een expressed 1ın ourselves but from withiın; they Are the
different WaYySs, an indeed philosophical expression of inner convıction strong

that proof 1s needed LO ver1ify ıt, ugustinetriads WEeTIe COIMININON ıIn antıquıty that ıt 1S5
remarkable that ugustine Was able to knows that thıs argument for the ımage of
isolate the underlying structural principle the Irmıuty 1n INa  - 1Ss profounder than an Yy
which iıllustrates his poın He takes the he has ertio employed. He CXDTrEeSSCS thıs

Warenes Dy allowıng for the poss1bilıty ofdivisions of physics (nature), logıc (reason)
and ethics (use), an claims that they reflect al the philosophical level Even
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mistake 1n reasonı1ıng, he argues, 311 not most momentous CONSCHUECNCES for Western
destroy the fundamental realıty of human theology. For Augustine, when al 1sS sa1id
being The mind an love, which he had an done, the Trinity 1S best understood ın
previously sed LO demonstrate trınıty 1ın the Person of the Holy Spirıt wh brings iınto
unıty, ave NO themselves become COIMN- CONSCIOUS WAarelnes unıty of the divine
ponents of deeper rinıty, rooted 1n ontology. being hıich otherwise might tend separate

The profoundıty of Augustine’s discovery out into distinct and even opposing principles.
15 explored by hım 1ın hıs consıderation of the At the SAaINnNe tıme, thıs uniıfying principle of
attıtude owards lıfe found 1n evVen the most goodness, holiness and love has objectivıty
wretched ME and 1n anımals (XIL, 27) equal to that of the other Persons, an! thiıs
Faced ıth the prospec of annıhilation poın must Iso be stressed. The accusatıon

creature, however miıserable, ll 1N- of Sabellianism, for al ıts superficial at-
stinctively prefer to 1ving EeVvVen if his tractıveness, sımply ll not stick
mı1sery were to endure 1n eternity. In the In De Ccıvıtate De: ugustine g1ves
SaIne WaYy O0-0N! would willingly sacrıfıce succıinct pıcture of his trinıtarıan thought In
hıs intellect, however urdene: troubled relatıon LO hıs wider philosophy. He rejects
it. might be, ıf the alternative WerTe merely LO Neoplaton1ism, which undoubtedly had 1N-
be blissful madness. 'The lower ecreatıon fluenced hım LO SOTINE degree, though not

much 15 often thought, hıs willingnesso0es not POSSCSS intellect, but ın practice it.
obeys the SaImne principle Dy virtue of nstinct. to strike dıfferent path al eruclal points

The really ınteresting question, an! the makes clear. He eg1ins ıth recognizably
ONne which OCcuples Augustine al greatest Cappadoclilan pıcture of the Trinıty, ın
length, 18 whether Ca  - distance ourselves which the Father 1S their personificatıon
from the love ave for OUTr being an Il hypostatısatıon) of the divıine Essence,
knowledge of 1t, 1ın order LO be able LO Tea only to IMOVE AWAaY from this ıIn favour of
thıs love objectively an thereby conscilously altogether Ne emphasıs the Holy Spirit.
love it ell ugustine AaNSWEeTrTs this It 1Ss thıs INOTe than anythıng else which
question In the affırmative by referring LO makes ıt impossible to regard hım Crypto-
the g0o0od go0od INa 1s5 not ONe who Cts 1n Sabellian, though ıt must be admitted that

arbitrary UNCONSCIOUS MaAanner, ıt 15 hıs understandıng of the Spirıt’s place wıthın
part of his make-up that he should CONMN- the Godhead 1s OpenNn LO question. His tendency
sclously love the od 1n an for itself. It 1S to make the personificatıon of serles of
poss1ible, SaYyYS Augustine, LO exercise love abstract vıiırtues 1Ss on which he resısts
unconsclously, an thereby LO turn aWaY elsewhere, notably 1ın De trınıtlate, where
from the 00d But the ma who loves only verYvy late an ıth grea caution o0es
rightly 11l be of the self-love 1n hım he venture LO equate the Holy Spiırıt wıth
an love that ell For ıt 1s the WaYy 1n Love (XV, E£) Yet ın spıte of this caution 1ın
which love hıch determines the direction hıs ma)Jor work the Irınıty, ıt 1Ss
u souls ı11 take 1n the COSMIC order. endency which appealed later generatıons
rong love 111 pull the soul OoOWN like an! which In the ıddle Ages became quite
graVviıty; rıg love 8! ıft it hıgh characteristic of Augustinlianısm.
owards reunıon ıth ıts Creator The other poın which W as Iso to ave

grea influence WAas the WaYy 1n which he Was
CONCLUSION prepared to Aase his speculations about the

Trinıty underlyıng concept of the
ugustine concludes his treatment wıth Good, which applied LO the creation ell
restatement of the trınıtarıan being of God LO the creator hıs connection Was to

eternıty which 1s true, Tu which 1s proviıde later generatıons ıth basıs for
ternal an love which 1S eternal an true developing ull-blown natural theology,
The first LWO Persons reflect each other, en along lines of which ugustine himself
whıiılst the third eflects both the 1rs would almost certainly ave disapproved.
LwoOo The pattern, which 1S standard for Yet hıs followers could appeal to De cıivıtate
Augustinlilan trınıtarıanısm, has had the De: for Justification, and then read thıs
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notion back into De trınıtate, where Augus- DOIN ODSCUre: In the Knowles-Benenson aNns!  0N5n,
IC| InTroduCes INe 'ord DETSOTN) nere.tıne himself had een much INnoOTre cautious

the whole Even S the relationship Cyril Of Alexandrıa, ‚ONTITO Jull.
De trin. V, 8,between the Lwo works, which discussed Ihe &UICUNUE Vulf SOYyS TnNere IS ON Person of ine

1ın the introduction to this aDer, 15 such Father, Aanother Of inhe 5SON, and another Of Me Holy host
ine suCCeeding lines ake lear, IS Me objectiveLO legıtımıse this kind of proceeding. WFor if

there 1S hıttle 1ın De ecıvıtate De: which cannot reality of the Ihree which IS exXpresse: In INne Term Person,
Iso be found 1ın De trınıtate (often al much NOT Ine COTegOTrYy Of 'erson WRNIC| nas Deen IMPOSE

nhe Ihree.
greater length), ıt 1S Iso true that ın De De ftrin. V, 11

C Me SUOrITIe clear equaftion n MIs Enchiridion,cıvıtate De: ugustıine develops the philo-
Whom he nad attacked In De INn V,sophical an theological foundations for his

other work 1ın WaY which 1S clearer and Ihe MNOquE IS CNaracTers1C Of Augusfinian trinitarianism,
Dut IT CANNOT De aNrıbutfed TO Ine Neoplatonism Of

IMoOoOre profound than anythıng 1n De trınıtate. 'OrphYıy, despite resemblances. Kather Orlgins lie deep
At the superficlal level there 1S hlıttle enough In Ine rOOTS Of Me 3, Church, mulders Esprit OIM

chez /es5 res Lanns, In Dictionnaire de Ol  alLO connect the two works, but at the level of
fundamental conception ıt Ca be SPEENMN that 29 Camelot, Ia IradmMon Iatfıne SUr IQ DrOCESSION Au

Saint-Esprif IO aD ulroque In 'USSIE ef Chrefente,ugustine reveals hıs deepest mot]ives 1n De 950 3—4, 7992
ceıvıtate Dei, an that these provide In ine Knowles-BeifensoO 'CaNns!|  ON IOW f Me
adequate an accurate gulde to the argu- divine goodness IS ICdeNTCA| WITN Mne divine nNoliness, IS
ments which he develops at greater length evident!y NOT ashn Dresumpflon DUuTt reasonable

nferenCce TO find allalı Of e rinity In ihe descripfion Of1n De trınıtate, both 1ın ıts earlier an 1n its (50d’s created WOTKS, eXpresse‘ ‚OoMmMewhat enigmatically,later sections. TO exerCcIse QUTrT speCulations. Ihıs NINT find
nen Csk ine quesfons, who? NO  z and
CT ‚OSSKY, In Ihe m and IKeNness of (>0C,

FD. 120 162 169 Ihese date from 410 412 414 LoNdon, 9274 7196
and 415 respectively. In Ine Knowles-  enson 'ans!  ON, substanla IS 'endereı
FD 174. 45 subDsistent eiNng SU|  'anCce, WRNIC| DBOMM COMTaAINS

and expilains tihe ambigufny. also where eachBut cf IC Bonnardiere, Kecherches de Chronologie
Person IS called SU|  'anCce (singulas IMOANN)QUgusTNIENNE, POaTIrIS, 1965,

Ihus Sheldon-Williams, In MSTrONGg ed Ihe 855 substantiam)
ambrdge STOTY of L ater reck and Medieval Philosophy, ‚AIMS, Ihe ImMAage of In Man LoNdOonN. 973
ambridge, 9267 425 40-—6l
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