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SUMMARY D'  S infinite object Vel] when there Adare
ichard of St Vıctor picks UD the personalist strands creatures L Oove of three levels OVINS from
Augustine and that Hasıs he proceeds (9) consid- self IOove Father) charity, IC second IS loved
eratıon of the Trinıty the hasis of love He ocused (Son) complete charity, IC Ir 15 mutually

the personal relations hbetween human beings and loved DY the DaIT Spirit) Not only does the perfection
{rı EyxIıstence Where there IS only ONE DETSON, of love emands love for another (dilectus) hut the
there IS 10ve Whereas love plurality of cConsummMmM  10 of mutua| lOove emands shared love for
VETSOTIS ITS condition perfecte love emands Ir (condilectus) rational analysis of the natiure
Irinıty of DETSONS What the fullness of Charity of 1Ove, naided DY revelation leads the conclusion
IS nothing less than divine VETSON of equa| dignity that the fulfillment of IOve Trınıty of DETSONS
Since God IS supremely loving, an only God N deserv- Contrary Augustine, ichard’s irı language 15

NS of SUDTEME love, the infinite love IC 15 God lOover Father) eloved on and eloved Spirıt

1e die ott IST eın unendliches Objekt auch dann
ZUSAMMENFASSUNG VOTAUS, WElrn 5 keine Geschöpfe gibt 1e esteht

auf dre!l Fbenen Vo  P der Selbst 1e (Vater) über die
ichard von St Vıctor Imm die personalen Flemente | jebe /welten ohn) His 7Zur vollkommenen

Augustinus’ Werk auf un stellt alıf dieser Basıs Liebe, der eln [rıttes gleicher eIse Vo  —_- dem
UÜberlegungen Z Irınıtat auf der Grundlage der Paar eliebt ird Gelst) Vollkommene 1e verlangt
1e Er konzentriert sich auf die persönlichen nicht Mur 1e für anderen (dilectus) sondern
Beziehungen zwischen Menschen un trinitarische die Vollendung gegensellger 1e rfordert geteilte
FExXistenz Wo MNUur eINe Person IST, IST keine 1e| 1e| für ern | Jrıttes (condilectus) Fine rationale nıcht
Während 1e eINe Pluralität Vo ersonen als auf Offenbarung Analyse des Wesens der
Bedingung erfordert raucht vollkommene 1e CINMNE 1e'| dem Schlufß dass die üllung der 1e
Irımuitat VOT ersonen Vollkommene ute aber verlangt CIM Irınıtat Vo  _ Personen erfordert Im Gegensatz
nichts WENISET als eiIne göttliche Person VvVon gleicher Augustinus benutzt ıchardads trinitarische Sprache die
Dignitat | Ja ott unüberbietbar 1e un 11UT ott Begriffe Liebender ater) Geliebter un (O-

Geliebter (Gelst)unüberbietbarer 1e würdig Ist die unendliche
an  e

RESUME Deut d’amour L’amour requıert
Un pluralite de HETSONNES les NNes des

ichard de S' Viıctor adopte Ia tendance Dersonnaliste autres I’amour parfait requıiert donc un rınıte de
chez S Augustin el considere Ia doctrine de 1a DETSONNES |Je plus, VOUT YUu aılt plenitude d’amour
Irinite SOUS Ia perspectıve de est concentre faut un  M divine aln
SUur les relations personnelles res humains et u Uune autre divine egale dignite Fn
Semn de ExXIistenCe Irınıtarıre A YUu un seule DUISYUC Jeu aime de Adailere SUPDTEINE el UUC JIeuU
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Ia consommatıon de ’amour mutuel Comporteseu| est igne d’un supreme, |l’amour infinı
qu’est | )ieu SUPPOSE l’existence d’un obje infini, memMme d Dartage DOUT troisieme (condilectus UJne

l’absence des creatures. | ’amour presente TOIS analyse rationnelle de Ia nature de |/’amour, Sarns alide
NIVeEAUX de I’amour de SOI (le Pere) la charite, de 5 revelation, conduit Ia conclusion YJUC I’arpogr
qUI estAd’un deuxieme (le ils), DOUT aboutir 1a accompli requıiert une Trinite de VETSONNECS, Ia
charite complete, Dar laquelle troisieme (l’Esprit) est difference de S Augustin, Richard de S Vıctor emploie
alme Dar les deux premiers ensemble. Non seulement le langage trinıtalre ulvant : celui qUI aıme VOUT le

Pere, I’aime DOUT le Fils, el le CO-alime VOUT ’Esprit.parfait est amOou d’un (dilectus), maIıs
y.q  k f

Introduction Rıchard eg1Ins wıth the human TFSONS, wıth

Augustine’s doctrine of the Spirıt AS OVC continues the personal love of: ftor another, and LNOVCES

domıiınate grcCalt thınkers ofthe Middle Aallı unselfiish love of frıendship, whereın C

A1VES himselt wholly another. In thıs he catchesAges and beyond He ODCHNS L[WO AVECN of
development, each wıth individual differences.‘ A glımpse of dıvine love of friendship. OWeVver

human love 15 lackıng, for It excludes thırd fromIThe YSt picks UPpD hıs analysıs of the actıvıtles of the
spiırıt, understandıng and 1öve:! and 1$ tollowed by sharıng thıs love. In God there NUSTt be charıty

iın Its perfect ftorm Pertect charıty 1S all thatıselm (1033-1109) and Aquımnas (1255-1274).
Ihe second adopts hıs theme of God-charıty and God 15 and DOSSCSSCS. T hıs that there abıides
the paırıt A4S the mutual love between the Father ıIn God C SUPTICINC love, and three perfect lovers,

in such tashıon that HE (1€,. the Father) 15 theand the Son, and 15 tollowed primarıly Dy Rıch-
ard of Victor (d 172) Rıchard makes full and SOUTCEC of condıgn beloved (16:, the Son), aAM

these lovers (Father and the Son), unıted bysystematıc elaboration of Augustine s IiTCAaIMmMeNT
of the lover, the beloved and love, and develops c  the flame of LOve:, constitute the single “AUSC of

an equal co-beloved, namelvy the Holy pırıt. hewhat Ewert Cousıns calls appropriately, ‘A eol-
OS Y of Interpersonal Relations’.® Ihe Trmity 15 the Irınıty, thus, 15 understood ontological love,
iıdeal of perfect interpersonal relatıons because in WN1C 15 self-diffusive and self-differentlating.
Dıivıne exIistence there 15 Al infinıte self-giving and
receIVINS of love, wıthout entauing loss of one’s Rıchard’s Theological Methodidentity Cr rejection by the ther.* Human inter- aıth and Reasonpersonal relatiıons, though always Ar aC  , ATC

Augustine addresses the question ofhuman C4SOIlonly images of divine ıfe
Well-known the theoretical teacher Aat SOMIC length In hıs De Trınıtate. Hıs basıc F

of MYyst1cısm 1in the Miıddle Ages, chard has MenTt 15 that 1F God 15 be discerned wıthin the
also been priced 4S theologıian of the spırıtual ereanon, should be able God Ar the
life?.> ıth Hu scholastıc knife, he Cal ut height of nat creation. There ATC SOMNC lınk-ups

between the Creator God and hıs creatl1o0ns.highly artiıculated An complete SYSTCEM of
templatıon, representing andmark the growth he height of God’s creation, for Augustine, 15

human TL On the Dasıs of neo-Platonic mefTta-of Western MYySt1iCısm. Hıs L[WO famous treatises 0)8!

mystical theology Aa The T welvre Patrıarchs and physıcs which he inherits from hıs cultural milıeu,
he ArSUCS naf the height of human natfure 15 theThe Mystical Ark, often referred 4S Benjamın

ajor and Benjamın Minor.®° Although he O€Ss Capacıty 1C4SOMN Therefore, he concludes that
NOT COMPOSC doctrinal SUMMIMMA, hıs treatise OIl HIC could ind LIraces of God, Or 1MOTIC approprIi-
hıs IC  V speculatıve and affective De Irınıtate 15 atelv, the “vestiges of the Irmıity’ 1ın the PT'  S of
A maJor development of insıghts from Augustine human reasonıng.
and Dionysius./ Hıs theology of Supreme charıty, Like Augustine and Anselm, Rıchard belıeves
and CONCECPL of Spirıt 4S co-beloved, condilectus, that IT 15 possible ind the "NeCeESSarYy reasons’ for

the I'rımity 1ın reflection made ın faıth. 1 cClarıfy,will form the Maın substances of thıs
rational analysıs of love cOonstıitutes NOT only hıs the phrase “NECESSALY easOonNs’ Oes NOT EY. the
famous proof of the Irmity, ut also the basıs of modern , hard-lıne rationalıstic attempt
the Spırıt AS the “co-beloved’ of the Father and the the existence of mysterIles, totally inde-
On pendently of faıth. Instead the “NECESSAFY reasons’
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ATrC the resultant fruut of human understanding ca  V ftrom the human the divine. Because,
transtormed Dy contemplation, Or precisely “ ’hat whıiıch 1S invısıble of God, from the
by love. Reason iıtself cannot comprehend the inte- creation of the WOT. 15 revealed by the spırıt
MOr depths of divine mysterI1es, the truth otf which through that which has been made  D (Rom
15 confirmed ın eXpemMenNCe: “But if ExperlenNcCe 2)13
teaches YOU nat somethıng 1n human 15 he creaturely world, which bears the imagebeyond understandıng, hould It NOT by that vVC and lıkeness of God, reveals God he human
tact have taught VOU that there 15 something 1n the spırıt contaıns wıthın iıtself the postulates of divine
diviıne nat 15 above VOUL understanding.”® MVSLTETrYV. Therefore human experlience of self and
Speaking of the Irmıty, he admuıts: “Whıc of these creation ATC adders through which NC ascends
proposıiti1ons be better grasped, which better know God ın unıty and I rınıty Yet thıs OW1INgcomprehended: that ; $ F on substance 15 these three God PICSUDDOSCS the spiırıtual experience of the
realıtıes OLr nat three ATIC 11C substance? contemplatıve who has ascended the OUNT of
ach 15 beyond comprehension, but neıther 15 Transfiguration, and who NO wıth the help of
beyond belief.”” So there 15 realm of knowledge the Spirıt, ascends the thırd heaven 1ın intiımate
into which CNter only by faıth In hıs prologue

De Irınıtate, he takes faıth 4S hıs pomt ofdepar- knowledge of the TIrmity. “r 15 toward thıs heaven
that ATC carrıed by the Spirıt who elevates uS,

LUrc,; but adds that he would strıve as much AdS$S 21Ss each me naf the of contemplatıon makes15 right Or possıble, comprehend Dy [CaAasSOIN what
WC a(8) Dy faiıth?. 190 Faıith and [CasOIl constıitutes

us reach the understanding of the eternal.’!*
Rıchard wrıtes also ın hıs The T’welve Patrıarchs,

An Organıc unıty wıthin faıth Ihey do NOLT OPDCI- “Ascend thıs mountaın (transfiguration), learn
Atfe in airtıght COMpPartIMECNLT, wıth 110 interact1ons
between Nen) Although faıth precedes FCasON, he know vourselt : From the human experlience

of self-knowledge, he contends, knowledge whichadds, CLGF INtOo faıth WC should NOTLT StOP transcends experience itself could be deducedthere but CeNtTer 1to faıth-seeking-understanding Book 8 of hıs De Trınıtate rCPrESCNLS Rıch-of those interlor thıings which WC hold by faıth ard’s ratiıonal attempt arrıve A theWhen INnquırnınNS such ublıme subject the C4SOI for the 1 rımıty IThe effulgence of theTMNItYy, Rıchard, lıkes Augustine, Cautlons that divine 15 reflected in the creaturely phenomenonMUSLT ap pv greater carefulness ın pursumng TNOIC

ardently the divine things from the testiımonYy of of loving Interpersonal love 15 all analog of the

d4dSO1)1. Irmıty Instead of lookıng f the inner soul ftor
hıs clues the 1ire of God, Rıchard looks AT

In connection wıth the proposal of MVYV human ın relation. O peNCLraLE INnto the
investigation, let hım who wiıshes, laugh; let inner life I rmıity, he 1MOVCS through ıuman
hım wh: wıshes MOC and rightly For, if love divine love, unıtiıng these poles, seCINSspea. truth NEre: It 15 NOT much knowledge 1ın thıs unıon interpenetration ıIn experience.that ıfts MC up, ut rather the ardor of For iın the perfection of human love, where 11C

burniıng soul nat 111C C thıs What PCISON transcends himself iın the love of another,d falter 1ın runnıng the course”? Well, wiıll Rıchard SECs reflection of the infinıte self-tran-
reJo1Cce that totally Lall, abored and sweated scending love of the I rınıtarıan exIstence. He

the NT of my DOWCTIS in seekıing the e  cGe expresslvy STates hıs VISION tollows:
of my Lord.!' 1n that and altogether perfecthe urest ACCCcSS the theology of the Arın- xo0d there 15 fullness and perfection of all

Ity 15 through the mMoOonaAastıc contemplatıon ON go0odness. However, where there 15 fullness of
the dynamıc of human love.** he ‘image-like- all goodness, and SUPITEMC charıty AannOL
ness’ thought NINMNON ın mMonaAastıcısm forms the be aC  g For nothıing 15 better than charıty;anthropological basıs of Rıchard’s contemplatıve nothing 15 L1NOIC perfect than charıty. However,discipline. In developiıng hıs approach TINıtar- 110 He 1S properly sa1d have charıty ON the
an speculatıon, Rıchard begins from whart 15 VIS- basıs of hıs priıvate love of hımself And
ble in the created order: It 1s NCCCSSALV for love be directed toward

T’hus; reasonNıIng from the visıble makes uS another for It be charıty. Therefore: where
conclude the ınvısıble, from the transıtory pluralıty of 1$ ackıng, charıty Car

the eternal, from the earthly the above- eXIST.
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Charıty Love for another PCISON CArıtas ESSE gueat. ” Ihus where perfect Z00d-
dilectus) EXIStS; perfect charıty Cal be absent.

rawıng ON EXpefente, Rıchard deduces Raf ‘However, 110 11C 1$ properly saıd have
charıty ON the basıs of hıs private love ofnothing 15 better than charıty. * God 1S NOL only

grecater ut also better, then God NUSL be love. himself. And It 15 NCCESSALV for love be
God NUSLT DOSSCSS charıty 1ın the hıghest degree. directed toward another for It be CHarıty.
he sovereıgn charıty Car be self-love, ut 15 he thır proposıiıtion 15 revelatory of charıty
self-transcending love for the other, veL of the in ItSs TUEeSt and highest form Rıchard draws

SUucCCINCt istinction between charıty and self-equal dignıty, which NO GCTrGALHTE shares OTr
attaıns. Charıty, who 15 all that God DOSSCSSCS, 15 love, the tormer being superl10r the latter.
personal. Iherefore, dıyıne being, there Rıchard’s thought corresponds Gregory the
NUSL be self-transcending love of IC divine Great, who 4ASSCETIS there NNOT be charıty
PCISONMN for another dıivine DCISON. He Justifies hıs AIMNOMNS less than For 11O 1716 15 sald, striıctly
£2 by I11Call$s of three proposıtions: speakıng, have charıty toward hımself, ut

love 15 diırected another In order for It be°For nothing 15 better than charıty; nothing 15
LNOTC perfeGt than Charley. ” He SCC5S5 110 need of Chatty f God 18 DVy love, hıs “private

love) of aimself would be lesser torm of loveprovıdıng proof of this proposıtion, but merely
asks that WC aCCCDL It AS ALl ontological oIven, ıan other-love. arıty 15 NOT self-love; IT 15
rooted ın human experlence. “r each PCISON}N self-transcending love for another. Charıty

1S superl10r self-love precisely because It 1$examıne hıs CONSCIOUSNESS; wıthout doubt and
wıthout contradıction he wiıll 1SscCover that Just rec1procal. Perfect love wiıshes, ın the ACT of CX -

centricıty (out of self), OW beyond oneself4S nothing 15 better than charıty, nothing
15 IMOTC pleasıng than charıty. ature h1erselt 4S embrace the yele who 15 personally ver

teaches us thıs; INa V experlences do the vC and agamst It love naft 15 curved in UDON}N
same .18 nat chard SC 15 reflection of iıtself 15 110 love. Charıty, the
the absolute Z00d In the human experience of EXCEUENEE. transcends ıtself 1n ODCIMCSS
charıty; MIOTC than Chat. he SLASPS the hıghest 11ECW realıty. he perfection of self-transcending

love becomes, tor Rıchard the [C4aSONreflection, AS hıs YrSt proposıtion conhfirms thıs,
that “nothıing 15 better than charıty; nothing 15 why pluralıty of MUSL NOT be lacking

Dıvinıty.TMNOTC perfect nan charıty”. he reflection of the
absolute g0o0d in human EXPEMENEEL 15 NOLT After establishing self-transcending love AS the
be grasped by deductive proofs, but Dy internal perfection of God, Rıchard antıcıpates aln

analysıs of self-consciousness, whıich 15 lumınary objection: Could self-transcending love be
of the eternal dımensıon of experlence. aAccounted Dy of God’s relatıon hıs d“

“But fullness of goodness could a(0)! EXISEt wıth- t10N, wıthout the need of another divine person?
Could self-transcending love be explaineut fullness of charıty”*” arıty 1$ perfection,

which only God DPOSSCSSCS the tullest, and ın merely In VIEW of God-world relatıon, wıthout
the highest degree. He ArguCcS, nAat SUDTICMCEC CVEer introducing dıivine self-relatedness? “But VOU

might SaV, “FEven ıf there only C PCISONand altogether perfect gxood there 15 fullness
and perfection of all goodness’.“* In speakıng that Dıvinıty, nevertheless He could Sal have

charıty toward Hıs creation iındeed He wouldof the fullness of all gZoodness, he borrows ftrom
Dionysius’s postulate bonum dıffusivum SuU;, have 162220 He A1N1SWCETIS thıs objection Dy invokıng
goodness 15 self-diffusive. He aflırms that the of “ordered love” (carıtas ordınata),

that the SUPDICIHNC charıty INOT be addressedexIstence 15 constituted 4S SUMLIMMUM bonum, the
hıghest Zo0Odness xhıch he identifies AS love *! ımıted and ack divine -
In LaCugna’s words, “God 4S the Z00d EMU1LE dıvanam alıquam DErSONE condıigne,
15 supremely self-communicating and 1$ the LDSE dıvine, CONSOVTLO NON LAÜUVETE. S  W he fullness
finalıty of beings.  922 Pertect goodness 15 NOLT of charıty demands nothing less than PCISON of

equal dignity and therefore dıyıne person’. HeSTAatfiıc ut dynamıc; It 15 NOT self-contained ut
self-communicative. It necessarıly ZOCS ur further explains:
another and D' and therefore It 15 charıty. ut certainly He could NOT have charıty
‘Oportet ıLAgueE UT MLOVY In alterum tendat, UT toward created PCISON. For charıty vould be

EuroJTh 124



Richard of St. Vıctor' Condilectus: The Spirit ASs Co-beloved

disordered f He loved supremely SOMN1COINIC be of such kınd AA nothing better eXISt.
who cshould NOT be supremely loved ut ıIn However, AS long 4S ANVONC loves 110 IC else
that supremely WISEe goodness It 1$ impossible 4S much 4AS he loves himself, nat priıvate love
tor charıty be disordered. Therefore A divine whiıch he has tor hımself cshows clearly that he
PCISON could NOLT AVC charıty toward A has NOT reached the level of charıty
PCISON who Was NOT worthy of SUPICIMNEC love. ut divine PCISONM certamly would NOLTL have
Od’s infinıte love demands that the other be aNVONC love AS worthily AS Hımselft ıf He dıd

NOL have PCISON of equal worth OWEeVerinfinite. he creaturely OtHer, the object of od’s
infinıte love, 15 incapable of receIVINS respond- PCISONJN who 15 NOT God would NOT be equal in

worth divine PCISON. Therefore, thatINg such love iın AMN infiınıte mode. us God
fullness of charıty might ave place in thatMAITO love 1S ETGAEHTE obzectıvely AS much he

loves himself — naft 1S, whereas he wiılls himself Irue Dıvinıty, 1T 15 NCCCSSALY nat dıvıne PCISON
NOL ack relationship wıth Aallı equally worthyal infinıte 700d, he wiılls the CreATUFre only ItSs
PCISON, who 1S, for thıs rCason, divine.®!particular Ainıte goodness and accordıingly such

”»OVEC falls short of uncondıtioned perfection.
Pertect love demands eiurn of the love offered. Human Experiences: appıness andThe SUDICIMCEC lover NUST be loved 4S MUC AS he
loves, ut 1O CTEALUFE GCAHM God al infinıte Generosity
love. Since God alone MUST be loved supremely, he aforementioned ANSWCTL reinforces hıs UD
divine p  ON could NOLT CXDICSS love S1t10N, that charıty 15 IMOTC perfect than self love.

PCISON who lacks 1VINItY. For love wıth the Richard continues explore human experlience
highest love that hıch O€es NOLT deserve such of happıness and generosıtYy, both of which, ıIn hıs

VIEW, confirm hıs teachıng ON charıty wıth suchlove, in Richard’s rendering, 15 “disordered love’,
which God INOTL exhibıit he object of hıs love transparchnt reasonıng’ nat AaNVOLNC who faıls U

CAF be human beings. God’s love, ike Eros, 1t clearly suffers from the disease of folly, and 15
therefore weak in mind.®* If one 15 be supremely15 gulded Dy the worth of the ODbject. Only God,

the Supreme Good, 15 worthy of absolute love, appY;, he MUST have charıty, which PrESUPPOSCS Aln

and therefore the infinıte love which 15 God otherness for Al appropriate SIVINS and receIving
of love. 7 nere: iın appıness 1t 15 e GES-always have 1ad all infinıte object GCVENn when CLGA-

[uUres AIC absent. second PCISOL 15 needed wıthın Sd. naf charıty NOLT be lackıng. However, that
the Dıviınıty AW Al object OI which the Dıvıne love charıty IMaYy be ın the x00d, It 15 1MpOSSI-
bestows wıthout mıt Thus the HC whom ble that there be aC  g either TI wh Can cshow

733
SUPICHMNEC charıty 15 expressed tully, and wıthout charıty 11C whom charıty be cshown.
disorderly5 has be divine AdS ell appıness requıres recC1procıty of relatiıonshıp

Furthermore he approaches the objection from ın whıich there 15 mutual SIVINS and receIVINg, VeL
another perspective, nat of Anselm’s pomt of wıthout destroyıng oneself 1} the other. Happı-
departure ıd TUO NL MNALUS cogıtarı ST, c  that demands of love. He elaborates:
nan which Lt 15 NOT possible cCONcelIve anythıing OoOwever 1t 15 characterıstic of love, and HIC

greater”. ut Rıchard’s 15 d GUO nılhnl MALUS, wıthout xyhıch 1t CANNOT possibly CXISE: wısh
TUOÖ N1 melıus’, being, grcater OTr better be loved much by the ONC whom VYOU love
ıan whom there 15 nothing’.“ In God charıty 15 IMAC T ’herefoöre. love INOT be pleasıng ıf
the perfection, and NenCcCE It be IT 15 NOLT mutual. Therefore, 1n that FITHEe an

that Maı which 110 grcater could GVr be SUDICINC happıness, Just pleasıng love INOLT
conceıved. If God immerse totally ın hıs be lackıng, mutual love INOL be lackıng.
“private love’ of himself, he would HVE reach However, ın mutual love ıt 15 absolutely
the hıghest degree f charıty because hıs self-love NCCCSSALY that there be both 11C who AIVES
would always be grcater than hıs charıty Rıchard love and jal® who FreTUrNs love. Therefore IC

obviously ollows Anselm’s designatiıon of God ıIn wıl! be the offerer of love and the other the
hıs ontological argument flesh UL hıs FCHUIFNHNeETr of love. NOwW, where the 11C and the

However, in order that charıty be and other ATrC clearly shown exIist, pluralıty 15
supremelvy perfect, It 15 NCCCSSALY that IT be discovered. In that fullness of Iru happiness,

that nothing greater eXISt and that It pluralıty of persons CANNOTLT be lacking. OoOwever
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magnificent than have nothing that BÜ O€sIT 15 agreed Nat SUDICINC happıness 15 nothing
10L NVAant chare? And It 15 evident that ın thatother than Dıvinıty ıtself. NCreEIOrG. the

showıing of love freely given and the rCeDayYyMCNL unfailing go0od and supremely WISE counsel there
of love nat 15 ue wıthout anı Y doubt that Can be NO miserly oldıng back Just 4S there be
In IruE Dıvınıty pluralıty of Cal be 110O inordıinate squandering.’°/ omnıpotent
Jacking: love seeks g1ve freely and fully, and thıs CONStI-

tutes the tullness of glory Yet only divinehıs also CAStTS lıght OIl Rıchard’s doectrine of
God, naft God OCcs NOT eXISt in 4l immortal sol1- PCISON could love the fullness of hıs >
arıness. Hıs God 15 NOT A solıtary monad, who SItS wıthout disorderly WAaste self-transcending

love O€s OT ımply Al ıimpaırment of being, anlalone ON hıs throne of majesty. Diıvıne exIistence 15
imperfect being who necessarıly seeks hıs Derfec-NOT A pathetic ONC, In which IT INOLT enN]OoV pleas-

Ur«c wWwWeefter and pleasıng Nal the delights t10N and trıes OVETITCOMNIC hıs deficiency through
actions. ®® Lewiı1s’s distinction between giftof charıty in eternity. For the divine PCISON be
love’ Agape) and “need love) (ero0s) helps elucı-eternally deprived of 31Ss satısfyıng delıghts 15

be eternally deprived of JOoV Such God would afe Richard’s thought.“” God Ocs NOT AGT uLt

NOT only be unhappy ut also would NOT cshare hıs of need love love domiıinated DV self-seeking
desires. Rather, God ACTS uft of ift love CCinfinıte abundance N1S fullness.

Certainly, ıf we Sa V that Dıvinıty there self-giving love, sharıng, hıs boundless gzoodness,
wıthout A miserly holding back God 4S love tes

eXISTtS only HG PCISON}N, Just there 15 only 1OTL wıish EeXISt wıthout A loved K he self-
11C substance, then wıthout doubt accordıng transcending love, thus, 15 the joyful sharıng, of

thıs He wıll NOT have ANVONC wıth whom
He could chare that infinite abundance of Hıs that supra-abundance of hıs tullness, VeL wıithout

iımplyıng A dimınution of eing OLr deficıencyfullness. But, how thıs DE ask? Would of being So nothing 15 MOTC pleasıng OLr V lier
ı: be because though He wıished C He
could NOT have 11C who would chare wıth than thıs, nat the charıty, which God 1S,

desıres cCOomMMUNICAteE another wıth perfectHım” Or 1S It because He would NOT wısh C satısfyving JOV and pleasure. hıs truth 15 contfirmed
if He could>? But He who 15 undoubtedly ın the lıfe of reason. *°

omnıpotent Car be excused OIl the grounds
of impossibility. 11€ could NOLT that which 15
NOTLT 116e defect of be ue€e defect Supreme Charıity: Shared Love for C
of benevolence alone”? But 8 He would NOT be Thiır: (condilectus)
absolutely unwillıng have 11C share wıth The divine eINng must be three incommunıcable
Hım when He really could ıf He wanted, then exIistents OL PCISONS, Rıchard AIgUCS, if God 15
observe, ask VOU, what defect otf benevolence love (1 Jn +  5 16) That 15 because perteCt love 15
N1Ss would be ın divine PCISON and how always other-directed, toward what 15 dıstinct trom
It would be.° and ın SOMNIC outsiıde the self Self-love 15

solıtary God 15 NOLT worthy be recognized, defect, which CannO be attrıbuted God
much less worshipped. What deficıency of love MUST be perfect, and NOT be contingent
benevolence that would be ıf God SNOU WAanTt uDOIN the creation. Od’s love MUST be other-
LEF ftor himself ın miserly fashıon the abun- directed wıthın God aimself. 'Thıs explains why
dance of hıs €SS, which ıf he wiıshes, he could there MUST be AT least [WO wıthın God the
cOommMuUNICATtE another and consequently eN]OoYy lover and the beloved ut whYv It be IMOTC
such Drca satısfyıng pleasure! And f such than FWO? Why NOT binıty rather than Irmıity? He
ack of benevolence ın God, he would be ArgUuCS that love between [WO 1$ less DeIfEeCt hnan
better off hiding from the DAZC of including the three. For selfishness complacency MaYy
angels In hıs heavenly exIistence. “(Q)uite ng  V surface iın the mutual love of only 9and
He hould blush wıth cshame be Or g_ only when thırd 1$ introduced Into circle f love
nized  .’36 ut thıs 15 iımproper for being lıke God, 15 love perfected: ın mutual love that 1S VC fer-
who 1S far ftrom being 1ImMpassıve and selfish. It 15 there 15 nothıing r  ö nothing excellent

than that VOU wısh another be equally OVE.: Dyprecisely God-lıke A1VE joyously God 15
Zl0or10uUs 1ın CcCommunıcatıng aimseltf completelv. hım whom VOUu love supremely and by whom VOU
“(W )hat 15 (MC Z10r10US, what 15 truly IMNOTC AIC supremely loved)’.*! Since WC ATC dealıng wıth
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charıty, It be perfect iın CVCIYV the sharıng of thıs mutual love wıth 2ır
WaV It DOSSCSS excellence: in nat It thır stage). Itf there WCCEIC only ualıty, love W1
IMUST be SOo nat nothing greater Cal  . EXISE . be self-enclosed. It the paır who loves O€s NOT
and “such that nothing better Cr eX1IStE”.  D 42 Not the thırd > he ArgucS, their love

share the love wıth which he 15 loved 15 might $al] back the YrSt He asks, ‘For ıf
S1gN of immaturıty and weakness. Accordingly, he O€es NOT ll whart perfect gzoodness demands,

chard lays down three STAgCS of attıtudes of where ll the fullness of gxoodness be? If he wılls
and perfect charıty O be able share whart CAF be done, where will fullness of DOWCI

love 15 SIgN of perfection; be wiılling chare be)’46 he perfection of charıty demands love for
wıth JOVY 15 better:; and search for It wıth OonNg- another PCISON, and the tfuliıllment of their mutual
ıng 15 the best of all ne first 15 Z00d; love demands chared love tor the thırd ‘“And ın
the second, better ONC} ut the thiırd, the best. those who AIC mutually loved’, he explains, °“the
Therefore, let us ffer the SUPTFEMC whart 15 perfection of CAaC. in order be completed,
excellent: the best, what 15 best.?4° Hence the requıres wıth equal rTCason charer of the love Naf
proof Sr perfecte love lıes sharıng of have been cshown them.’*/ he love of the 15
the love that has been gıven VOU IThe IM OST fer- 876)5 Sımply mutual love, but COMMON love for the

of love PICSUDDOSCS another PCISONM who thırd that establishes theır unıo0n. What 15 required
could be OVE equaliy by the 11C whom VOU love for perfect love 15 °“unıo$cn wıth the thırd?
supremely and DYy whom yYOUu A1C loved supremely. Can there be tourth person? No Here Rıch
‘For the 11C OoVINg supremely and longing be ard [Urns the LOog1C ofdivine proCcessions. ıthın
OVE supremely, surely the excellent JOoVY hes God, there eXIStS only 11C PCISON who 15 princıple

the tulfillment of hıs WIN longing, namely in the only, the Hc who 15 Lerm only, and the HE who
attaınment of longed-for love.?** Hence perfect 15 both Term and princıple. Only 11C PCISON has
love such AS God 1s MUST NOT be short of IM- the SOUTCC trom hımself, the NC 15 from the other,
Ity of he FfFerm condıilectus refers the and 1N1C who 15 from Ooth Others: 11C who only
thırd PCISON, wh. 15 the completion of the mutual
love of the chard elaborates 0)8! the all-

A1VES, 11C wh: only FEGEIVES, 18ia who D1VES and
recelves.i8 In order 4vo1d Al infinıte PIOCCS-

ıng of thıs s1ıonal ser1es, logıc demands that the thIr PCISON
be the completion of the Irinitv.When 11C PCISON O1VES love another and

Luike whart he O€s 1n hıs atment of the lovehe alone loves only the other, there certamly
15 love, but It 15 NOT chared love. When of the paır, Rıchard seeks confirm hıs posıtion
love IC other mutually and AIVE each by turnıng agaın human appıness and SCHNCIOS-
ther the affection of longing; when Ity In happıness, he shows that f the [WO refuses
the affection of the YsSt ZOCS UL the second chare theır love wıth thırd, they would have
and the affection of the second ZOCS ur the LrCASON ArIeVe. Supposing that there eXIStS in
rst and tends AS IT WEeEIC iın diverse WaVS In God only lovers. Why would they NOT have
71Ss there certamly 15 love ON both sıdes, SOMNMNCONC chare theır SUPDICIMC JOy? erhaps both
but IT 15 NOT chared love. Shared love 15 properly dIC unwiıllıng share, 11C 15 willing whıile
sa1d EX1ISTt when thırd PDCISO}N 15 OVEC by the other NOL, 1n which there 15 CAUSC for

harmoni0usly and In COoMMuUnNıItY, ZrnEeVINS. Consequently the ONECNCSS of mınd and
and the affection of the 15 fused intiımate harmony which ind in perfect friends
3180 Into 11C affection DV the ame of love for would be lackıing
the thırd From these things It 15 evident that ut ıf should SaV that neıther 15 able
shared love would have 110 place ın 1VINItYy find ICDOSC ıIn the sharıng of love nat 71As been
ıtself ıf thırd PCISON WEeEIC lackıng Here cshown them, how, ask, wiıll NAF PCISON

ATC NOT speakıng of Just AaLLYy hared love but be able SC them of the defect of love
of SUPDICHIC shared love shared love of a SO mentioned above”? Now know that nothıingsuch hat A CFEF would NEVCT meri1t from the be a1idden from those who ATC supremelvyCreator and tor which It would HCVEL be ound WISE And ıf they love each other truly and
worthy.“° supremely, how wıll 11C of them be able SC

Rıchard from elf-love (fırst stage) detect ın the ther and NOLT grieve? For ıf 11C

other-love (second stage), from which he NMOVES of the [WO SC detect 1ın the other and O€s
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hıNOT where wiıll tullness of love be? I+ He “Reflect attentively and well that the
SCCS and where wiıll fullness of happıness word substance signıfles less SOMCONC than SOTNE-

be>"'a() thıng; the CONTLrAarV, the word D  Nn designates
less somethıing than SONMNCOINC 257 Io elaboratehe AINc OßI1C apphıes the EXPCI1ICILC of
he ASSECITS hnat the PCISON 15 NOT auıd what)gCNCFrOSILY. If WE refuses chare hıs JOV, Rıchard

1CS, NOTLT onlv would the other AI1EVC, ut at the but A TUES WhO) thus the emphasıs ON

relatiıonalıty Onıd refers substance whereasSanı Lime the Hirst would be ashamed. °For JuSt
AS Irue and ı friend NNOT SCC the detect auUuEs retfers PCISON “rhe word PCISON always
of HI who OVE intimately and 1OT AI1ICVC designates SOMN1COINC who 15 T and UMIYUC

distinguished from EVEIVONC else by siıngularsurely 1 the PFESCNCC f friend he AT faıl
be ashamed hıs defect 2151 ut cshame 15 propertV 58 hıs WaV of thınkıng ACCENTUATE the
inapplicable d perfect being ıke God “But dynamıc of personal and indıividual ACLION T5

ACCOUNT tor Al ontological distinction of4S 111 happıness there CAaNnnOT be LAUSC

of> the fullness of SUPICHIC glory 1 the unı of the divine substance Rıchard Sa V S
there CaNNOT be Martftfer for embarrassment 5’2 “Know oth what the PCISON 15 and from
There should be 110 defect 1n that SUDTEIMCEC charıtv where thıs PCISON SCS hıs or1gin’ Here he uUurns

the 110011 CX SISECHHA 111 VIFLUG of whıich HECEFullness of gxoOdness and fullness ofhappıness and
15 SYNONYVINOUS wıth and CX =61S des-glory accord WILTNESS the fullness of perfec-

on In order for charıty be pluralıty of the WdV 111 which SISTENCE manıfests itself
PCISOI1LS Car be lackıng; 111 order ftor charıty wıth and peculıar PrOoperLYV Ihe
be perfected A 1 rınıtv of required EXISLENTLA 15 predicate of the PDCISON CXPDICSSUS

And sharıng of love INOT AIMNOMNS both the (SISLETVE) and the OMIn (EX) of the
PCISON al 11C erb EXISISLEVE (1 the 11C NOUNless than three PCISONS Now 4S has eCcen
PXSISTENT1LA indıcates both that which refers thesa1d nothing 15 OIC glor10uUs nothıing 15

magnıficent than chare iın CO whatever of the being and that which refers 1CSs

PCISON 76 Rıchard introduces A conceptualıty of
VOUu have AaF 15 useful and pleasant But thıs
NNOT be a8l  en from SUDICINC wısdom NOT personhood which 15 both ontological and rela-

1T faıl be pleasıng SUDICINC benevolence t10nal TIhıs relatiıonalıty, 111 Torrance words 15

ndeed Aall inherent and ontological determınatıonAS the happıness of the supremely powerful
One and the of supremely happy One of personal existence’ 61 Fach PDCISON}N wıithın the

COMMUNILV of HIC indıvisıble substance has hısNOT be lackıng 1 what pleases Hım
OWI1 mode of subsistence In God ıfe there1VINI 1T 15 iımpossible tor [WO NOT

be unıted thır ATC three who chare the 1I1CC but
each DOSSCSSC UNIGUC ProperLYvy Dy whıich he INAaY
be distinguished he of the Godhead AA

Trinity Persons and Processions IC according theır mode of eing, ut three
accordıng theır mode of CXISUNG MoltmannIn hıs DEe Irınıtate, chard unliıke Augustine and

Anselm has 4S hıs STarKıNgS DO1NT NOT the UNICYy of explication of chard’s iIntra UEL: dynamıc
by WdY of the idea ofperichoresıs Kbut the DCISONNS of the Irmıiıtv He dem-
priately adequate(HISTIT AL how the UNICV of H 15 requıred by

perfect love between Boethius defines being PCISON O€s NOT merely I1Call

PCISON 4S Al indıyıdual substance of reasonable subsisting; O€Ss 1L INCAN subsistiıng 111

relatıon It NCalls By the wordemphasızıng rationalıty 4S the charac-
L1CS of PCISONM z However Rıchard modiıfies CXISTENCGE --eksistentia he ICa B
Boethius definition and introduces hıs WI1 dis- lıght of another It 15 that 111 the YSt place
NC LIVE CONCCDL of PCISON al incommunıcable he elated thıs ther the dıvıne 1Aarte ut RE
63 of an intelligent nature’ un  U TIThe divine Cal be related the other LOO IThen

,  CI INCalls deepening of the CO  pL ofATC three incommunicable e5  ENTS each
hıs UMNIQUC and incommuniıicable self EXISTS relatıon CVELY dıivine PErSON PXYISTS 11 the lıght

4imselt alone accordıng A tTaın mode of of the ther and 111 the other By ViIrtue of the
reasonable existence) FEach PCISON 15 distinguıish- love thev have for HA another thev ( 1ST totally
able by d ProperLV that belongs incommuniıcably 111 the other the Father CX ISTS by VIrTUE of hıs
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love, 4S himselt entirely in the Son; the Son, DYy love of both the Father and the Son Now,
virtue of hıs self-surrender, eX-1StS AS himself processions Aave only NC ırection. he Spirıt,
totally ın the Father: and ON FEach Person for instance, proceeds ftrom the Father and the
aıds hıs existence and hıs JOV ın the other. Each Son, ut they ın turn do NOT proceed from the
PCISON recCelIves the fullness of eternal ıfe ftrom Darıt. On ACCOUNT of Rıchard’s Wn princıple
the other.®* that in God lovıng, 4S an y qualıty, 15 the

AS being 1N1C cshould conclude Naf returnıngHow O€s Rıchard explaiın the procession of
PCISONS, nat which makes each PCISON chare love would necessarıly ımply returnıng being:
uniquely in the divine essencCce” He agaln FESOTFTS procession 1ın the other direction.°”
ıuman experlence AS indıcatıon of divine IN YS- TIhere 15 diıvıne order Or things, which enables
Cer Y *u the ıuman wvorld, WC observe PCISON Rıchard ACCOUNT for the difference between the
proceeding from another PCISOIN, and thıs PIOÖOCCS- procession of the second and that of the thır:
S1I0N 2 evidently be realized from another PCISON Here detect Rıchard’s L[WO dıistinct WAdVS of
sOometiımes iın A INann only iımmediate, C - producing (modus procedendt): the rst OLC, SCH-
times In A IICr only mediate, and sometimes eratıng, 15 willing beloved (dilectus) responding
iın A INAannc Oth mediate and immediate.’° T'O love, whıle the second OBC, proceeding, 15 willing
ıllustrate thıs, Rıchard three Old lestament cCompanıon 1ın love ( condılectus).
saınts, Abraham, Issac and aCO the latter Through the pırıt, God AS love 15 cshowered
proceeds from the former, but iın different WdYS UDON the believer. Hence the Spiırıt 15 appropriately
Issac proceeds iımmediately from Abraham; aCco called ‘G].ft’ thıs Sift 15 us N1S MI1IsSs1ON
proceeds only mediately from Abraham through 15 gıven USs Al the SAaMıc time and ın the SAa C WaV
per) Issac, the intermediary.““ Although human DYy the Father anı by the Son It 1S, after all, trom
generatiıon 15 NOT iıdentical wıth divine generation, the 11C Father) and from the other on) than
there 15 St1 certaın lıkeness In ıem because the pırıt 1as everything that he DOSSCSSECS, And
humans bear the liıkeness of God M 15 IC because the Dırıt has hıs being, PDPOWCI and wiıll
z  SarYy“ Rıchard STaLCS, ‘beginning wiıth thıs uman) from the Father and the Son, Lt 15 thev wh send
NatUurce, mırror for contemplatiıon an and A1VE hım. he Spirıt, eIng SCHL, recCeIVveEs from
following the consıderation indıicated, search ut them the DOWCI and the ll iındwell USs TIhe
wıth VC effort that which 15 found God parıt, AS receptivity, Aills the human NneAarts
and nat hıch 15 NOLT found ın God, accordıng wıth the love that he recelves from the neAarts of

the relationship of lıkeness and unlikeness’ © both the Father an the Son Inflamed by the
he Father eXIStS of hımself alone, pOossessing al Sparıt, the “divine Hre‘. chard, “the human
iındependently incommunıcable exIistence €n 15 soul losses progressively darkness, coldness and
rightly hıs Because the Father’s mode of existence hardness: the soul passes entirely 31080 the lıkeness
15 Incommunıcable, the on and the pırıt MUST of hım who enflames’, and finally 15 configuredbe AS existıng trom another. he Son 15 the hım. It 15 the pProperty of the Darıt constitute
immediate procession ın Cod he Father requıres from multitude of hearts’ COoMMUNItY of "Oone
another of equal dignity nat there wiıll be full- heart and 11C soul? .°

of charıty. Since the Son POSSCSSCS the
AS the Father, the Spirıt O€Ss NOT proceed

from the Father alone, but trom oth the Father Love: Trinity of Persons
and the Son. “{ ’hıs 15 requıred DV the perfection of he CONCCDL of charıty 4S self-transcending love
love of the Fst who requıre thırd 15 MOST Oorgın and contrıbutive 1Ss reflection
PCISON be OVE by Ooth the YSt and second and development 1S I rınıtarıan eology. TIhe

he condilectus, the thırd PCISON, 15 the love of ıu mMan ONS, which chard A4AS

Unıty of the hared love of the LW Ihus, the thırd point of departure, enables hım analo-
PCISON proceeds ın procession that 15 both imme- Zzously the OVvVe of the of the MNItY. OVEe
dıate and mediate. 060 No other PCISON proceeds CONsISsSts of three levels, MOVINS from self-love
from the Holy parıt. Why? Nıco)s explanatıon charıty, ın which the second 15 loved, completeelucidates: charıty, ın which thırd 15 mutually OVE. DYy the

If divine love 15 mutual love, the on refrfurns paır In Rıchard’s WIN erms the three levels ATIC
the Father’s love and the Spiırıt reLIurns the prıvate love (amor prıvatus) whose object 15 nNne’s  2
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self, mutual love (amor CAVLEAS) whose form. There NMNUSLC be ın God 11C infinıte love and
object 15 A PCISON of Cqu dignity, and CONSUM- three infinıte lovers, ın such WaYV that the HC
mated love (carıtas consummata) whose object (the Father) 15 the causal princıple of condıign
15 A PCISON mutually loved (condilectus).”” OVEe beloved (the Son) and these [WO ftorm the SINgIE
overflows the lover, but also overflows the unıon causal principle ofan equa co-beloved (the Spirıt).
of the paır. Drawn together by 11C affection, they LOove eSINS by the Father gratultously pouriıng
do NOLT allow theır mutual love remaın In self- UnLO another, namely the SoOn.: who recelves. hıs
iısh and Saı Because the unıon 15 dynamıc, 15 reflective of the dyadıc relationshiıp between
IT overflows beyond iıtself into the thır he love purely gratultous (gratuitus) love (the Father)
of the paır CONVCISZCS 1n the single “{lame of love) and receıved OLr iındebted (debitus) love (the Son).
thevy have m  or the thırd Speaking of the inner rela- However, thıs dyadic love cshared by only L[WO 15
t10NS of the Trmity, Rıchard spe of °the flood of lackıng, and O€s 10L MGEPT the TAaLUus of SUPFEMEC
Vinıty”, in hıch there 15 °the fowing abundance love. Perfect love desıres LMOVC beyond the int1-
of SUPICHEC love? ./! hıs ndeed constitutes the INACV of the LW  - embracıng thırd loved by both;

of Rıchard’s interpersonal cOology of the IT Steers lovers AWAV ftrom each other A4S chare
Irmity: theır love wıth thır. Thıs thır 15 what Rıchard

calls, the condiılectus, co-beloved’ MAF whichFor when LWO who mutually love
embrace each other wıth SUPICIMNC longing and 1S loved ogether wıth theır rec1procal love. And
take SUDICHMC delıght 1ın each other’s love, MCn thıs thiırd 15 the Holy Spirıt the love that 15 purely

received, purely iındebted ( debitus). “LChat thethe JOoV of the S 15 iın intıimate love of
the second, and conversely the excellent JOoV of divine Persons AIC three derives from the ıdea Chat,
the second 15 1n love of the Hrst As long only ın the perfection of charıty, the adequate beloved 15

condılectus, 11C willing share the love received:the Airst 15 loved Dy the second, he alone
POSSCSS the deliıghts of hıs excellent SWEECTNECSS oportet arı DOLO condılectum vequırat.””® Not

Sımilarly, AS onNng 4S the second O€s NOT have only O€Ss the perfection of love demand love for
SUOINCOILNLC who cshares In love for thırd, he lacks another PCISON, ut the consummatıon of mutual
the sharıng of excellent JOoVY In order Nnaft both love demands shared love tfor thırd In Congar’s
INAaY be able chare delights of Aaf kınd, Lt 15 words: “CThe specılal WaY of existiıng which charac-
NECCESSALV for them have SOMICOINC who chares erzes the divine Persons CONSsISts iın INailer of
1n love for third.” lıving and realızıng OVE haft Love 15 either PULIC
Irmitarianly, the love of Father and Son VCGT->- 24 OLr It 15 received and Q1IVINS, Or 1t 1S purely

receıved and due.’/®© In chard’s words:OWS Aan! CADICSSCS ıtself the Holy Spirıt, who
15 charıty. hıs divine overflowing 15 est It 15 certaın that ITrHeEe love Can be eiıther
expressed Dy the fAılıoque. chf the (the Father exclusively ZraCl10uSs exclusıvely wed

unıtiıng both, nat 15 Sa V ZraC10us 0)8| OLCand the Son) PDOSSCSS the W  3 1t MUST
hand and wed ON the other Nanı OVE 15be concluded that It 1S from both hAat the Thırd

Person of the MNItYy received hıs eing and has hıs ZraC1OUS when 11C 1VES gratultously hım
exvIistence. 273 from whom 11C has receıved nothing. LOve 15he thırd PCISON proceeds both ftrom

wed when hım from whom 11C has receivedthe 11C who Cannn OT be born (ınnascıbilıs), namely
the Father, and the 11C wh. Was born ( nascıbılıs), gratultously 11C renders in exchange only love.

LOve 15 mıxed when, In double attıtude ofnamely the SOon. Ihere 15 al immediate procession
of the Son from the Father: there 15 immediate love, gratultously TI recelves and gratultously
procession from the Father and mediate PIOCCS- HC o1VeS./ *
S1I0ON ftrom the Son, namely the condılectus the Each PCISON DOSSCSSCS love, yhıch 15
Spirit: / Both the Father and the on form single MFE: ach, A4se ON the infinıte QIVINS and
princıiple 3€ Spirıt. 4 ACC for al ontologıi- reCEIVINS of love, eXIStS accordıng hıs distinct
Q  al distinction of PCISONS, chard O€s NOT make mode of ONgZIN: the Father 15 the fullness of SIVINS
USC of Anselm’s princıple of al Oopposıition of rela- Jove; the on 15 the fullness of both SIVINS an
OnNns nstead he dıistinguishes between the PCISONS receIVINS Jove; the Spiırıt 15 the fullness of reCEIV-
through Al analysıs of love in Ifs absolute perfec- INg love. The trinıtarıanly-shared love, where each
on and the distinctions that AIC found in nat PCISON 1s totally dıifferent from the other ut
perfect love. In God there 15 charıty in the highest totally equal wıth them, 15 the Derfect love whiıch
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befits God he distinction of divine processions something Book of Augustine’s De Irınıtate,
tems trom Rıchard’s unıque CONception of that from which he evelops hıs W distinctive

4S love, whıch by 1ts vVC constitution theology of consummated charıty (amor LOTLSIUHIVL

requıres dıiviıne relationalıty and Communıty ıIn mnatus). And the est form of which demands
God’s inner lıfe the overflowiıng of the and pertectly

cshared love ftound in the NNItYy. In commending
ur LCASON the revealed doctrine f the unıtyConcluding Reflections: of the divine substance an the trınıty of PCISONS,

Fairly speakıng, It 15 through Rıchard’s approprIi- Rıchard and elaborates the meanıng of
atıng of Augustine’s ıdeas Maf helps establish hıs charıty given In Augustine. Why MUSTt there be
DEe Trıinıtate AS the I0cus CIASSICUS of the interper- three 1n 11C Dıivinıty, certaın EXTENL,
sonal approach. thou the dominant ımage has been answered 1ın Rıchard’s heology of inter-
of Augustine’s De Trıinıtate 15 A trınıty of mınd, personal relation, although hıs 15 NOT scholastıc
knowledge and love, he Oo€es NOTLT reject completely proof £ 8 1n Anselm
inter-personal relatıons AS the image OTL rather the ut has Rıchard answered the questlion: why

only three? He 15 right SAaV that there 15 Al leastvestige of the rnIty. He knows the lIimıtatıon of
the interpersonal analogy ar WC recognıze the thırd UD the LW but whvy StOP AL three”?
image ofthe Irmıity NOLT 1ın NC ut 1ın three human he strength of Augustine’s ıdea of the Daırıt
beings, namelv father. mother and SON, It tollows the bond of love lıes ın the fact that It the
that Man WAas NOT made ın the image untiıl question, °why three?” For ın God, there A C: LW
he had wıfe and egot chıild because till then and the reC1procıty of the ut thıs thinkiıng
there Was 110 (nnuy: S OWEeVer ın Ireatıse XI of GE underplay the dıstinct identity of the
Iractatus IN Toannem, Augustine’s IMMENTS ON pırıt, which Rıchard seeks 2vol1d. Augustine’s
Acts 4:32, c  the multitude of believers had but 11C mutual love theory has been criticızed tor eper-
heart an TI soul’, lends SUppOFT inter-per- sonalızıng the Holv Dırıt. In aln 1-Thau relatiıon-
sonal love the appropriate image He Trmity. shıp, the love that the Father and the Son bestow

UDON each other 15 NOT distinct PCISON; AT least; 1TIt charıty made souls Into 11C soul, and
IMNa Y n1earts Into HC heart how 15 15 NOT aln aCtIVItLYy ebn defines PCISON distinct trom

the charıty between Father and Son” Certamly the LI7 and the “1I’hou: he Holy paırıt, for AUgUS-
tine. 15 the Gift ofmutual love between Father and

grecater than unıting those INCN whose heart Wäds Son. he paırıt has ttlie function, if AalıV CXCCDL AS
ONC. I therefore, through charıty the heart of

brethren 15 TE and through charıty the lınk between Father and Son. Rıchard evelops
thıs love analogy further, INSIStINS that the parıtsoul of IAaLLY brethren 15 ONC, God the ather 15 NOT the mutual love between Father and Son;and God the on AIC YVOU ZO1INS SaV nat rather 1T 15 the mutual love between Father andthev ATIC If they ATC Gods, there

15 NOT SUDICHNC charıty there ın heaven. For if Son turned the thırd Mutual love, be PCI-
[SCL. MUST be love cshared wıth the thırd ‘In Godhere OI earth charıty 15 AS make VOUr ind NOTL Just allı 1-Thou relationship of reC1IpP-friend’s soul 11C wıth 15 1t possiıble nat

there heaven God the Father and God the Son FOC: love’,s wriıtes, ‘but also the Holy
AIC NOT NC od>? Irue faıth 1NOL admıt the parıt AS the “Co-beloved’ (condilectus) * TIhere

15 MOvVvemMentT from eltf-love Father) mutual
notion! he excellence of their dıvıne) charıty love Father and Son) trinıtarıanly-share OVEC
INaYy be gauged from thıs the souls of

ATIC INa Y, ıf they love NC another, theyv A1LC
(Father, Son, and Holvy Spiırıt). he Spirıt, thus,
15 the specific and incommuUuNıIıcCAble mode Of exIst-

.  one soul’, yeLr they also be saıd be "mMany HIET of the divine substance constituted AS love.
souls  ? thıs 15 possible AINONS Il  5 because the In Gunton’s words: “Che Holy pırıt 1s then
unıon between them 1$ NOT great'’; ut there ındeed the dynamıc of the divine love, but 11C
iın heaven, although VOU  3 Can Sa V “one d“ VOU that seeks iınvolve the ther ın the MOVEMENT
INOT SaV °*three Ol% "t"WO Thıs of SIVINS and recelIVINgS that 15 the I rımıty that 1S,shows the superlatıve excellence of theır charıty LO perfect the Iove of Father and Son Dy mMO0VING LE

nat 1O grcater 1$ possible.”” beyond SE Richard’s VIEW of God AS the pCL-
In seeking allı image tor the Trınıty ın love of f  eCcC cCcCOoMMUNION of love allows the distinctiveness

ne1ghbor, MceGıinn wriıtes, Rıchard doubtless WCS of Holy Spirıt CCOMNC through far IMOTC clearly
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and stronglvy than Augustine’s mutual love-theory. Nyvssa, for ONC, in hıs Not TIhree 0ds 10 abıus,
In heu of Augustinian anguage of lover, beloved the analogy of Jesus’s three discıples, Peter:
and love, Rıchard’s trinıtarıan language 15 lover, James and ohn Sre he Argucs that Just they
beloved and co-belove. Person 15 understood AS ATC three VEL 11C accordıng theır human NaCLUure,
being in relatıon OLr communıl0n. In other words, the Godhead 15 three iıdentities yeLr HIC AS

eing 15 A relational unıty Oompson wrıtes theır divine Tr owever he that the
of the "T"WO maın effects (of Rıchard’s VIEW): 1T unıty of the divıne PCISONS transcends the unIıty of
DIVES GOMNGTGETE partiıcularıty the who an V three humans.®® he divine JET iın full
interrelate and constıitute the deity, and I the UunIity wıth themselves 1ın all things, whereas aV

three humans MaV ACT AT times contrarıly of eachA4aNıc time It CONCEIVES of God’s being ın these
distinctions 4S creative of OTLr in fact existing 4S other. Gregory wrIıites: nm the CASE of the Dıvıne
communion).®  S hıs socı1al 16 W otf the Irımnity has Nature WC do NOT (as ın the CdSC of men) learn that
profound implicatıon tor understandıng uman- the Father O€s anythıng by Hımselftf in which the
ItYy, ın VIEW of whıch human personhood 15 101 Son oe€es NOT work conJjointly, ÖOr agaln nat the
be understood ın purely individualistic terms, ut Son has anıyv specılal operatıon apart from the Holy
ın„ communıtarıan and relatıiıonal erms Spifit: 78 It 15 al analogy, however imperfect, of

tr1-unıty whose COomMmunıIty makes UD 11Chat which defines personhood 15 indeed 1fSs reC1-
procıty and relatiıonship. Dıvıne EeXIStENEGE, thus, 15 eternal OdNhNea:

chard’s VICW 15 NOT wıthout criti1c1sms. Rıch-the ıdeal of personal existence.
Beyond dispute, Rıchard’s thought differs wıth ard ADPCAIS Sa V that the Father YSt loves hım-

Augustine’s. Wırth seim, Rıchard atırms that self, then extends hıs love the Son, and finally
the Darı 15 NOT the mutual love of the Father and together wıth the Son CNFLETISs INtOo A hared love for
the Son For selm, the SOUTCEC of the Spırıt l1es the Spirıt. What 15 the Oorıgın of SUC plurality ıIn
in the love the Father and the Son AaVEC for the God? Hıs language of love private love, mutual
dıyıne, the dıvine goOdness, rather AAan love and consummated love ın which the ICSPCC-

nutual love between For Rıchard, the t1ve objects AIC the self, the equal ther and theır
love expressed by the Spirıt 15 NOT of [WO lovers co-beloved,; 4S Hıll ArgucC>S, INAaYy result
turned towards each ther AS 1n Augustine, ut A certaın INCONSIStENCY ın Rıchard’s thought,rather of turned thırd. Rıchard’s pOsIit1ON, ut 1t C4r  3 also be somewhat misleadıng. Hıs
ın that respeCL, diıstances iıtself from Augus- emphasıs SCCIH1S fall, NOT love AS
tine’s ıdea ıan Anselm’s, SINCE the Spirıt’s love dynamısm ZIVINS rse the Word and the
for Its divinıty includes love for the dyadıc lovers Pneuma, but upON the VC of love
Father and the Son).** Badcock explains: 4S presupposing an inner relationalıty that

In the trinıtarıan SCINNSC, furthermore, love 15 15 personal 1n kınd hıs 15 hıs primal and
what God 1S; love 15 NOT be appropriate domınatıng princıple which the doctrine of
technically the Holvyv pırı AS the thırd PCISONM the processions 15 subordinate. Ihe unıversal
of the TNILY, 4S 1n Augustine, but 15 rather tradıtıon ON the Invarıant order AMONS the
be understood ın ofthe dıivıne being tsclf; Persons demanded that he A1VE consıderatiıon

that 1T 15 from thıs that the distinctive logic the pProcessionNs. a3f there hıs SYStemM reaches Al

of God AN Trınıty of OWS Because 1Mpasse, because love INAaYel requıre A plurality
God 15 love, and specifcally the perfection of of A4S 1ts condıtıion, It O€Ss NOLT explaın
love, God 15 necessarıly cCommunıty of love, the or1gın of such pluralıty. i the processions
Tnnity. also constitute A STITrU  376 indıgenous love,
Rıchard’s De Trınıtate has revived the SOCI; then It 15 dAithcult explaın that the Father 15

analogy, which 15 already there in the appadocıan wıthout ONSIn, that the Son arNıses trom the
Father alone, and naf the Spirıt’s OrNgın 15 ftromfathers, who TAW ON human socı1al ıfe AS analo-

ox1€es for three-in-oneness. Although Rıchard Father and Son (thıs 1S the Western tradıtıon
which Rıchard represents). 'That 1S, 1T 15 difhcultstands wıthın the Latın tradıtion, hıs VIEW shows

affınıty wıth the TeC tradıtion, AAaft which retaıns maıntaın distinct personal identity for each
of the hree One 15 inclined thınk of HEthe identity of the Spiırıt 4S the T who ODCNS UD
PCISON who reproduces himselftf twIıCeEe over.®®the relatiıonship of the other„ though It 15

NOT clear why there be only three. Gregory of iıll’s eriticısm 15 Justified, however, only insofar
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AS the only real relatıons ATC the processions, ın love. It NUSL NOL, 4S Agape does, leave the
the Augustinian VIEW. all faıls SCC Richard’s scale of values UL of CCOUNLT, but ıke TOS
affınıty wıth the Eastern tradıtiıon in thıs aAaSPCCL: It NUST be gulded by the worth of the object.

Rıichard of St Vıctor has 1O LOO for the NewA1IC distinguished by OrNgın, OT by rela-
t10N; the relatiıons merely CXPDICSS personal dıstinc- lLestament ıdea that the hıghest love 15 precisely
t1on Furthermore the basıc presupposıtion Ar work that which loves those who AIC NOTLT worthy of
in Rıchard’s formulation 15 that trinıtarıan relatıons It om \ 74 In other words, Rıchard wiıll
need NOT necessarıly be relatıons of orıgin PFrO- NOT allow love be SPONTLANCOUS and
CESSIONS. Hence the on and pırıt be eternally unmotivated, be Zapc he result 15 nat in
related: wıthout avıng theıir eternal ONgn M the last FESOTIT 1t CAF only be conceived 4S Diıvıne
another. he possibilıty of genumnely interpersonal self-love, MO AL” 9°

relatıons of love 15 dependent NOT upON Or1g1n, ut hat being sald, praiseworthy 15 Rıchard’s
ONn theır indıvidual personalıties. Persons AS pecI- ception of the Uunıty of AS dynamıc NC
, iın Rıchard’s VIEW, ALC capable of being the grounded In the Communıty of intrinsically-relatedsubject of ACHFS that relate each the other; they PCISONS. Thıs A1VES rse ofwhat It 15
ATC capable of loving relatiıonships wıthın the 11C

substance of God who 15 love. As such Rıchard’s be, LE being 15 constituted Dy the relatiıon-
shıp of 1n communı0on of love. chard’s

VIEW 15 Al alternatıve in Western theology the 1eC W of God AS Communıty of 15 also 11 -

predominant Augustinian position.®” trıbutive the development of twentieth
Pannenberg observes wıth approval how the socılal doctrine of the Irmiity.”antınomy between the personal character of the

er ın God, ON the HC hand, and the UnIity
of the divıne CSSCNCC, ON the OtHeEr. 15 resolved Notes
in Rıchard’s intimation.?® Personal aUtfOoNOM See VeSs Congar, Belıeve In the Holy Spiırıt, Vol.
15 established precıisely in the relatıon of OrNgın EF The Rıver of Lafe Flows INn the East an ın the
through whıch the ATC OUun together West New York The Seabury Press, 9 5

Brıan Gaybba, The Spırıt of God London:Geof-ın the 11C indıvisıble However, he SCS
frey Chapman, /8-/9 For A comprehensıveIn chard the tendency of over-emphasızıng the

independence of Aat the CXD of the study at. Rıchard of St Vıctor’s T rıinıity, E Nıco
Den Bok, Communicating the Most Hıgh System-divine unıty Rıchard 15 successful ın deducing the atıc Study of Person an I rınıty In the T heology ofiımmanent- Irınıtarıan dynamıc from the 11CC Rıchard of St. Vıctor (Parıs Brepols, Ok’s

of God’s love, yveLr he faıls derive UNIty maın thesis 15 read Rıchard medieval FEIJEC:-
from the reC1Iprocıty of the PCISONS. Furthermore tion of social trinıtarıanısm 458-464.)
Rıichard O€s NOLT develop hıs theOry ftrom the PCI- John gn, “Rıchard of St Victor’s De Trınıtate:
spectıve of the CCONOIMMY of salvatıon, and thus the Augustinian Abelardıan?”, The eythro; Journal
iımmanental relatıons ATIC really devo1d of any defi- (Aprıil, 126-1531 Blıgh showed how

Rıchard 15 Achardnıte CONTLTENLT How God might be in and for hım-
Cous1ins, ‘A heOlogy of Interpersonal Relations’,self ıs Rıchard’s preoccupation; how God might be

for us 15 left unattended. Thought: Revıenm of Caulture an Idea, Vol
56-82Augustine holds that love AS “ordered love’ C aul Henry, SI Saınt Augustine PersonalıtyMUST take Into consıderation the worth of the New York Macmillian, 1 where he wrıtes

object. Thıs VIEW 15 hared by Medieval cOLOogy, of Augustine’s personal character, NOT purely CSSCH-
LO  O the greater the Z00d, the the love  Il tlal: of love, which Rıiıchard chares.
From thıs, Rıchard deduces that God AS the high- See Edmund Fortman, The Irıune God Hıs-
Gst Z00d NUST love hımself supremely. E3 God 15 torıcal Study Doctrine TI'rınıty ( Westmin-
love, the object ON which love bestows ster of Philadelphia, 191; Knowles, The

Evolutıon of Mediızeval T hought (Baltımore,be iınfinıte. 1Io love supremely that which 15 NOT
145worthy of such infinıite love would be exhıbıt

“disordered’ love, which 15 inappliıcable eing For priımary SOUICCS, SCC Patrologıa Graeca, ed
1gne, vol 196 (Parts: 1857/8-90) (Hereafter cıtedlıke God Nyvgren critic1zes: PE De Trıinıtate: T exte CriLtLguE UWVEL ıntroduc-

he unquestioned premise of thıs 15 t10N, OLES EL aOles, ed. Jean Rıbazillıer (Parıs: Yn
Nnat love NOT be An “unordered” 1958 (Hereafter cıted De rm Rıchard of St.
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Viıctor, Intro:; DV Grover Zinn (New 28 Zınn, Rıchard, 374-375
York Paulıst PTES (Hereafter cıted /Zinn, Hıll, ıbLd., Z ZZUE: ers Nygren, Ägape an
Rıchard For Rıchard of St Vıctor’s mystical Eros, Philıp atson (Philadelphia: West-
theology, SCC 1CNAaC Wılliam Blastıic, Condıilectzo: mıinster ’LESS. o 654
Personal Mysticısm and Speculatıve cology ın works Ongar, ıbLd., 10

Zinn, Rıchard, 375 C SCLM. Proslogion 1-5of Rıchard of Saınt Viıctor (Michigan: UMI PF9O1):
Steven Chases, AÄngelıc Wısdom an the Grace of cited in Zinn, ıbLd.,
Contemplation ın Rıchard of St. Vıctor (Notre Ibid.,
AMIE*®* Universıity of Notre Dame Press, 33 Ibıd.,
De Irın 10 (Cousıns’s translation); cf Emero Ihıd.
Stiegman, “Bernard of Claiırvaux, ıllıam of St Ihbid., 3/6-3/7/
Thierry, the Vıctorines’, 1ın The Ed1LEVDA. e0O0LO- 36 1E ST
LANS, ed Evans Oxford: Blackwell uDlısh- Ibhıd.
ers; 2001  4-146 See Denniıs Ngıen, “Ihe God Who Suffers’”, Chriıstı-
DEe Trıin. (Cousıns’s translation). anıty 0day (FED.. S
See 196, 889 ciıted in Fortman, ıbıd., 191: Lewısıs, The Four Loves (London: Collins,
Stanlev M Burgess, The Holy 271 Ed1LEVPA.
Roman ALHOLLC Man Reformatıon Tradıtions Pea- Zinn, Rıchard, 377 C ıchael Aksıonov Meer-
o  V Hendrickson Publıshers, InC.; SOMN, The I'rınıty of Love. Modern R ussıan Theology
Zinn, Rıchard, 373-374 (Quincy: Francıscan Press. 1998), 10  3-  104 Meer-

11 Zıinn, Rıchard, 3/4 SOI SCCS influences of Vıctor’s OVEe aradıgm OM

De 17rim. 1:8,.983 several Russıan theologlians. Berdiaev, for example,
De I'rın., rologue, 83-8 cıted iın Blastıc, ıbid., 1NsIısts that °God 15 the lover, and he CAaNNOT and

does NOTLT wish eX1ISt wıithout the OVEC One God
Ibhıd. (r Bernard McGIinn, “The Language of Love ONgs for the other, NOT because of an iımpaırment,
ın Christian and CWIS: Mysticısm’, In Mysticısm but rather the fullness and perfection of
an Language, ed Steven Katz (New York existence
Oxford Unıiversity Press), 202-235 Zıinn, Rıchard, (F ıllıam Placher, Nar-

15 The T’welve Patrıarvchs, IN ITE 1in /ınn, Rıchard, VYatıves of Vulnerable God. Christ, Theology an
Ralph Masıello, “Reason and Faıth 1n Scripture (Kentucky: Westminster John Knox Press,

Richard of St Vıctor nd St Thomas/’, New Scho- ), 67-6
lastıcısm 48 1974) 53-242, wh. faıls SCC the Ihıd.
contemplative CONTEXT ın which Rıchard’s CONCCD- Ihıd., 384-385
t10N of "NECESSAFY reasons’ 15 understood. Ihıd., @ Cyril Rıchardson, The Doctrine
Zinn, Rıchard, I’rınıty (New York ingdon Press, 1958);

ı B TIhıd 91-
18 Zinn, Rıchard, 375-376 45 Ihıd., Also quoted in Amos Yong, Spırıt-

Zinn, Rıchard, 3/4 ord-Community. Theologıical Hermeneuti1cs ın
Ibhıd. Trınıtarıan Perspectiuves (Hampshire: hgate Pub-

21 De Irın. 16-19 cıted ın Stiegman, ıbıd., 146  , ıshing Limited, 2002);
Wılliam Hill, The Three-Personed God. The Irınıty Ibıd., 85

Ihıd.LYSTEVY of Salvatıon Washington The Catholı1c
University of America PEess:; 776 48 De Irın Na 15, 25 ciıted ın Fortman, Ibıd., 194

p Catherine Mowry LaCugna, God for Us. The I'rınıty De Irın ciıted in Fortman, Ihıd., 19  3-
194AaAn Chrıstian Life (San Francısco: Harper,

5()161 Aquinas Iso aACCCDLIS the Dıionysian CONCCDL of Zinn, Rıchard,
boum dıffusivum u1 51 TIhid.
De Trıin. cıted 1ın Stiegman, ıbıd., 154 572 TIhid.
Zinn, Rıchard,

25
Ibid., 88 Also nclude ın The COChrıstian Theology

See Cousı1ins, ıbid., 68, hıs footnote 2 where he Reader, ed Alister McGrath, 7Ind ed:. Oxford:
QUOLCS favorably Gregory the Great - Homuilae ın Blackwell, 2001 % 20  a  204
Evangelıa 1 ( /B. See Boethius, Taber de DErsSONA et duabus NAaturıs,
Zinn, Rıchard, 64, ciıted 1n Congar, Ibid., 10%: cf
De rn eited ın Jaroslav Pelıkan. The Vv1Ss- ohn Thompson, Modern Trınıtarıan Perspectives
Han Tradıtion. 1StOVY of the Development of New York Oxtord University Press. 1994), 132
Doctrine. Vol I The Growth of Medieval Theology Colın Gunton, The YOMAILSE of Irınıtarıan Theol-
(Chicago: the Universıity of Chicago Press. 0G (Edinburgh: ar 1991} 94, where
26 he SCCS problems ın Boethius’s VIECW “Not only 15
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there STrESS ON indıvidualıty unrelatedness but See Cousı1ns, Ibıd., öl; Burgess, Ibıd., 65
4A3 De Trın. 52 cıted ın Bernard McGiınn, Thethe tendencvy that V  g play ımportant Dart

ın modern indıvidualısm, of defining OUur humanıty Growth of Mystıcısm. Gregory the Great through the
ın terms of reason (Descartes agaln), 15 given Strong 12th Century (New York Crossroad, 59
promınence”. Zinn, Rıchard, 88  3

55 See De Irın ciıted ın Gerald @ı 74 De vın 5.13 ciıted in Burgess, Ibıd.,
lıns, The I'rıpersona God (New York Paulist Press, Thid
1999 143 hristopher all and oger sONn, 75 De Trıin. —
The I'rınıty (Grand p1ds Wm. Eerdmans, Congar, Ibid., 105
2002); 99; Claude eIc In Thıs Name. The TIo0c- De Trın 16, JA In “ onstat AULEM auıa
FVINe of the I'rınıty CW York narles Scribner’s DETMAS aAmr DOTeESt AUF solum gratuıtus, AUF solum
SOons, 29 debitus, AUF XTVOQUE CONJUNCLUS, ıd CST, e deb-

56 De Trıin. Z  S US et B alıo gratuitus. Ämor gratuitus E‚ guando
57 De Irın., 169 A} cıted iın Blastıc, Condılectio, AU1S 1 TUO nıch! MUNEVIS Accıpit, MUNECVILS Accıpit,

148 Al VATante ınpendit. AMOV debitus E: guando AU1S e1
58 De I'rın., — 170 cıted 1n Blastıc, Ihıd., 149 gu0 grat2s Accıpıt nıch NS AMOVEM rvebendit. AÄAmor

(Blastic’s translatıon). P utroqm‘ Dermi1ıstus E: guOÖ alternatım amando BT
59 De Trıin. 4.11, 1/5 cıted ın Blastic, Ibıd., 150 gratıs Accıpıt ET gratıs ınpendit” (Blastic’s transla-

(Blastıc’s translatiıon). t10n).
DEe I'rın., 4:12, 1776 ciıted ın Blastıc, TOrd:, 150 78 Augustine, De Trıinıtate C 4, cıted ın Blıgh,
(Blastic’s translatıon). C Gerald Bray, The Doc- IO 120-121
FtrViINnNe of God (  1NOI1S: InterVarsıty PreSS, TIract. In Ioann., (FL 55 1508 ciıted 1n
182 1gn, Ibid., 129

61 Thomas J Oorrance; The Hermeneuti1cs of John McGinn, The Growth of Mysticısm, 414 CF Augus-
Calvın (Edinburgh: ar tine, De Trınıtate C where he speaks of the
John onnell, The YSTETY of the VIUNE God Dırı the bond of love between the lover nd the
on Sheed Ward, 101 “CThe CISON eloved
15 constituted NOT only by substantialıty but also DYy 8 1 Gerald Collins, “CThe Holy nnı The State of
the orıgın from yhıch he IER N1S eing Neverthe- the Questions’, The I'rınıty, eds Stephen Davıs,
less Onne ArguCS that Rıchard TECSCIVCS the Danıel Kendall Gerald ()’Collins New York
Boethian definition of person, because for hım S1S- Oxford Unıiversıity PFess, 1999 14
EGre refers the PCISON who has Itfs being ın tself, 87 Colın Gunton, T heology Ihrough the Theolograns
NOLT 1ın another, ıle C speaks of the relationship (Edinburgh: Clark, 1A7
of orıgın DYy 1C the CISON reCeIVveESs Lfs eIng Thompson, TOL@:. LL
Collins ArSUCS agalnst O’Donnell, but 1n favour of Gaybba, Ihıd., (T Paul Fıddes, Partıcıpating
Moltmann’s interpretation, that ex1istence 15 in the In God. Pastoral Doctrine I rınıty (London:
1g of another. Quoting Moltmann: ° Ec-sisting Darton. Longman &N Todd, 266-267

85[1CaMls “being OUuUT of oneself”, 1C 15 exper1- Gary Badcock, 20} of Truth Fıre of Love.
of oneself ın the CCSTASV of love, be totally Theology of Holy Spaırıt (Gran D1ds Eerdmans,

1n the other and understand oneself totally ftrom 248
See GregorVy, Ablabıum, NPNF; Ind SCI.,the other 1$ the CCSTASV of love .° See Paul Collins,

Trınıtarıan 1 heology West and Fast. Karl Barthl, the CM  CM cıted 1ın ara CY; *““Persons” ın the
Cappadocıan Fathers, and John Zirz10ulas Oxford: “SOC1alL” Doctrine of the TIrimıity: Critique of
Oxford Universıty Press, Current Analytıc Discussion’, The I'rınıty, F23°

62 cf oger son, The Mosaıc of Chrıstian BelıefJurgen Moltmann, The I'rınıty and the Kıngdom
The Doctrine 0  0 IFalıs on (San Francısco: (  1NO1S: InterVarsıty Press, 140
Harper, 1981 %. E W See Gregory, Ad Graecos, 24-75 ciıted iın Coak-
De vın V 201 cıted 1n Blasıtic, Ibid., 154 ley, Ibıd., D
Blastıc’s translatıon). SS Hıll, Ibıd., 230-231
De rınN 14-315 cıted ın Blastıc, Ibhıd., 154 SI Badcock, Ibıd., 250-252
(Blastıc’s translatıon) 9() Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus God an Man, trans

65 De I'rın., V 202 cıted 1n Blastıc, Ibıd., 155 Lewı1s iılkins uane Priebe (Philadelphia:
Westminster P’Fess, 181(Blastic’s translation).

Blastıc, Ibhıd., 155-156 O] Nygren, Ibhıd., 65
Bok, Ibıd., CM  9 CO  CO  CC Ihıd., 654

68 De Irın. V1:10, Leonard Hogdson, The Doctrine of the I'rınıty
De vrın E  „ 245-246 cıted 1ın Blastıc, Ibıd., (New York narles Scribner’s SOons, 1944 Hogd-
160 Hıs translatıon); ONngar, Ibıd., 105 SON, tor ONC, ArSUCS for “internally constitutive
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unity’ between the dıyıne UNnIty and Organıc UunIity dynamıic COMMUNITY of fellowship OPCH CCa
ın creati1on. Moltmann, in particular, has developed fures AB throw the cırculatory MOvemen of
hıs model 1n SOIINNC WdVS sımılar Hodgson’s. He the divine ight nd the divine relatiıonships, nd
insısts that the unıty of the three PCISONS 1€Ss NOT take 1MCN and WOMCH, wıth the whole of creation,
much in SOUOTL1I1C underlyiıng substance in COIMMIMMNU- 1INto the lIıfe-stream of the trıune God the meanıng
nıcatıve love AMONS the PCISONS. Hıs emphasıs ON of creation, reconciliation and glorification’ ( Mol-
perichoretic unıty, OT substantial unıty, ACCENTU- imann, Ibıd., 1/78.) For extensive of chard’s
TCSs the elements of mutualıty and interdependence influence OIl Russıan theology, SCC Meerson, The

ontologıically constıitutıve of inner lıte IThe I'rınıty of Love.
TIrıniıty 15 NO “self-enclosed circle iın heaven’ but
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