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UMMARY
cluded that while Rahner has made SENUINEC contribu-

In the recent FESUTrSCNCE of Irmnitarıan theology, ManYy ıon Irınıtarıan discussion his formulation (especially
theologians have employe Rahner famous dictum | reciprocal clause) jeopardizes the reedom of God
Varyıns WdY> This seeks place his AdAXIOTT1 the loving and should only hbe accepted ith

modificationCONTEeXT of his doctrine of the Irinity da$s whole It I5 CONMN-

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
Ko| kommt dem Schluss, dass trotz der Tatsache dass

Im SEeIt kurzem wieder auflebenden Interesse {rı- Rahner OMSINAaTEN Beitrag ZUT Diskussion der W
nitarischer Theologie en viele Theologen Rahners nitätslehre geleistet hat Formulierung (besonders
berühmtes Diktum auf verschiedene eIse verwendet ihrer wechselseitigen Klausel) die Freiheit es die
[Dieser Artikel versucht SEeIMN Axıom den /Z/usammen- Schöpfung leben aufs Spie! setzt un MNUurTr mIT Odi-
hang SEINETr Trinitätslehre stellen |J)er Arti- fikationen akzeptiert werden sollte

RKESUME de Ia Irınıte dans SN ensembile auteur Dparvıent la
conclusion qUuE hien JUE Rahner aılt apporte UNeE contrIi-

ans le cadre de nteret recent DOUT Ia theologie de I5 Hution valable de Ia Irınite, formulation Sur-
Irınıte de nombreux theologiens Ont rEDTIS Ia ameuse tout dans Ia clause recIproque) porte atteınte Ia iberte
ormule de Rahner de diverses Cet divine dans DOUT Ia On DEULT donc

| UUC moyennant modificationde replacer SOM AXIOTTIE dans e de theologie

method, aAM Startıng PO1NT chall then CXAILNLLIIC
Introduction the partıcular emphasıs he places the Irınıty A

In the TEGENT renewal of Irınıtarıan theolo ACE of God self- COMMUNICALION before
scholars aVe broad ASSCNLT Catholıic theo- hıs and iıdentification and
logıan arl Rahner famous dıctum “ T he CCO- hıs dıscussıon of PrODCI roles wıthın the Irmity.

Trimity the immanent‘ Irını aM the the en! whıle Rahner has made real contrıbution
iımmanent‘ Trmity 15 the CECCONOMIC Trinity. ”“ (O)ne the cCurrent dıscussıon chall arguc that hıs
theologıan character1ızes the dıfferences thesıs eeds be ualıhed 15 IGEGEGTIVE aCCCDL-
the Irınıtarıan thınkers today by the alrl- A411CC orthodox theologıcal understandıng
OUS WaVS they interpret and ımplement ahner’
thes1ıs 1NTO theır theology.* In 1CW of such PTOITLL- Rahner \ ethod, and StartıngM  ' thıs brief chall attempt understand

Pointthe AX10O11 the lıght of Rahner broader Irını-
tarıan theology. After consıdering Rahner al For Rahner the doctrine of the Irınıty abso-
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lutely essent1al key Christian lıfe He aments be doubted,* it SCS cırcular reasonıng: at POS-
the eclıpse of the doctrine the church: “despite tulates from the doctrine of the Irınıty model of
theır orthodox confession of the Trınity, Chrıistians uman knowledge and love, hıch eıther remaıns
AIC, 1n theır practical lıfe, almost MeTC “monothe- questionable, about which ıt 15 NOT clear that 1ıt
1sts *. should the doctrine of the Irınıty aVe be Cal be MIOTIEC than model ofhuman knowledge PIC-
dropped 4A5 false. the maJor part of rel1@g10Us lıtera- cisely as finite.”“ Further, the “psychological theory
ture could well remaın viırtually unchanged.  4 He of the Trınıty neglects the experience of the Trinıty
LTraCces the of thıs, the dıistinction the CCONOMY of salvatıon 1n favor of seemıngly
that has een made between the treatıses On almost Gnostic speculatıon about what ZOCS 1n
the One God” (De DIeo0 Uno) CCOn the Irıune the ınner lıfe of God.”}$ Thus, Rahner 1stances
God” (De IIe0 Irıno) Whıle he reCOSNIZES the hımself from SOI1I1C of the classıcal Augustim1an A
eed both tOp1Ccs, theır separatıon, hıch proach understandıng the Trınity.
he attrıbutes Ihomas Aquıinas, has led the Second, thıs hıghlıghts Rahner’s startıng pomnt

d ONC “Srom below.  D, Whiıle thıs ould NOT CS-neglect of the latter and undue emphasıs the
unıty of In the end, DYy the time OLIC g€tS sarıly How from focus salvatıon hıstorYy, for
the treatıise the Trıune God, (‘It looks 45 CVC ahner the emphasıs uman experience 15 PTIO-

hıch Maftters for us God has already GEn grammatıc. Gary Badcock has wrıtten, “Rahn-
saı1d in the treatise the One bl Thus, ahner ers  2 entire theological enterprIise, anı hıs trinıtarıan
WANTtSs restore promınence STrESS the Irın- posıtıon wıthın ıt; MUST be conce1ved instänce
Ity in both doctrinal aAM practical lıte of cheologiıcal approach “rom below?....theo-

in order achıeve such ICCOVETI Y, Rahner fO- logıcal anthropology lıes at the eart of Rahner’s
CUSCS salvatıon hIStOrY. lo derıve OUTr doctrine, theology.”“* Io Q1Vve explicatıon of ahner’s

neo-Kantıan transcendentalısm that hıes ar theshould “confidently o0k tfor ACCCSS5 iInto the
doectrine of the Irımity Jesus AN! hıs Spirıt, eart of hıs anthropology 15 beyond the of
AS experience them through taıth salvatıon thıs papet ” but hıs persistent anthropological COI1ll-

history. ”” NOLT neglecting the Magiısterimum’s sıderations infiuence hıs conception of the Trinıity,
tradıtiıonal teachıng the Trinity,® the doctrine especlally wıth regard hıs Christology.“® In thıs

lıght, Rahner’s treatıse be SCCH 45 effortshould ftollow the order of salvatıon StOTY. Thus,
whıle there 15 authentic SECTEL prehistory of the CONNECT the doctrine of the Trinıty humanıty:
revelatıon of the Trınity in the Old Testament, ” “There MMU.  < be connection between Irınıty anı
the real revelatıon of the Irnıity O€es NOLT COMIC I1  3 Ihe TIrınıity 15 mystery of salvatıon, other-

WISe It ould aVeC een revealed.”*/ 18
t1l Chrıst anı the Spirıt ATC explicıtly the
'Ihıs focus history INCalls that the “miss1ions” of
the members of the Irınıity ATC brought the fore- rını Self-Communication
ground Wırth thıs rudımentary understandıng of ahner’s

But ıf 1T 15 LIrUulk that Can really the COI- a1M, method, aM startıng poınt, turn
Tent of the doectrine of the Irmity only Dy ZOo1INZ hıs doctrine PrODCTL. 'Ihe Trinity 15 the “mysteryback the hıstory of salyatıon AN! of e  9 of salvatıon.” Rahner place emphasıs
OUTr experience of Jesus and of the Spairıt of each of these 'Ihe Trinity 15 the MYStCrYy of
who in us, because them really salvyatıon : CEIf there ATIC allLYy absolute myster1es in the
cady POSSCSS the Irınıty ıtself d such, then Chrıiıstian faıth, that of the Irnıity 15 undoubtedlythere should be treatıse the Trınıty 1n the MOST fundamental.”?” IT 15 the rnystery of
hıch the doctrine of the “missions” 15 AT est salvatıon, hıch CONsIsSts fundamentally Od’s
only appended AS relatıvely unımportant aM
addıtional scholion.*®

self-communiıcatıon. Thus, 1n the doctrine of the
Trinity COMIC SsCC that “God hiıimself 45 the

And, 4S ch: SCC below, thıs 15 OC of the abıdıng an holy MYSTECTY, d the incomprehensiıble
fundamental drıves behind hıs ıdentificatıon of the ground of man’s transcendent eXyistence 15 NOT only
eCONOMIC AN the iımmanent Irmnıities. the God of ınfınıte dıstance, but also be

the God of absolute closeness Iru self-com-hıs methodological STrESS salyatıon history
”20has ımportant correlates. Fırst, Rahner rejects munıcatıon.

the propriety of the psychological analogy. Rahner follows the Greek Fathers 1n affırmıng
it 1S tradıtional and Its “basıc Justificatiıon” the Father d the unor1iginated God wh: 15 the
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SOUTCEC of the \Erimitye Ihe Father self- COM SIStINS ınstead “person 734 He distiınguishes thıs
nıcates” himself through the Son an the Spirıt from Barth’s “manner of being, 1n31stmg also that
Indeed the Q  IIC of the pırı 15 NOT should NOT be supposed that thıs CC “mManner WEEIC

possible wıthout the iNCarnatıon of the Son He somethıng subsequent modalı wıthout hıch
emphatıc that thıs work of self- COMMUNICATION the substantıally real might also EXISE. 5235 In the end,

15 NOT merely iınformatıon about the Father but then, the tradıtional “person” Janguage should be
rather that whıch 15 commMUNIıCAted the CSSCIICE understood AS CXPICSSINS, economıically, “chree

andCC d_ivinity” of God hımself. he Sa YVS, “Here 15 WaYS of being E  ‘> of g1VeENNESS,’
the absolute VSTtCIY revealed us only by Christ: ımmanently “three relatıve WaYS of EX1ST-
0d’s self-COMMUNIC: 15 truly self--COTMNMUNN-

24
of OLIC God hus 11CC Rahner has 11-

CALION cıled hıs STrESS self- COMMUNICATION wıth the
In the dıvyıne self- COMMUNICALION there 15 S111- L10N of PCISONS he Cal that each OIlIC of the

le ACT of omMmm:  catıon wıth “two basıc modalı- three dıyvıne PCISONS CAUı hımself Nan
LIES 25 Rahner develops thıs COI'ICCPt Dy of hıs < personal partıcular-
four of “aspeets (a) Orıgin Future (bD) Hıs- an dıversıty these three self- OMMUNICATLIONS

ATC the self- omm  CcCatıon of the ONEC thetory-Lranscendence (C) Invıtatıon Acceptance aN!
(d) Knowledge-Love 26 Ihe Son 15 assocli1ated wıth three relatıve WdYS hıch God subsısts 53 /

the TSt term of each alr (and thus VT wıth
“hısto AN! “4r11 D“  © whıle the Spirıt 15 45S5S50OC1- 'CIhe Economıic rını the Immanentated wıth the latter TErn (and wıth A Spint and
“love Ihus the O: self- COMMUNICALION takes Trinıty

Thıs 110 leads us consıder Rahner fundamen-place fundamentally CC  as truth AaN! 4S love 927

Thıs 15 NOT sımply publıc cshow. however wıth tal AaX101I1 the Trnıty 15 the
Od’s being ıtself Rather Rahner 111- TrinıtyA- Ihıs STatement IMaYy be taken

> “the dıfferentiatıon of the sef--COMMUNICA- Varyıns WdYS and Rahner hımself 15 NOT entirely
L10N ofod ı hıstory (of truth) anH: (of love) clear hıs wrıUNgS 28 'Ihe fundamental thrust of
MUST belong God “ hımself£,’ otherwiıse thıs IF however 15 clear Rahner vehemently protests
dıfference, hıch undoubtedly e  > ould do aga1nst SO of “God behind the God-who 15 -

AWaAY wıth self--COMMUNICALION28 Therefore, revealed hat 15 he that salvatıon
there 15 CONNECLION between be- history reveals God A he 15 hımself. d opposed
INS and for hımself. aN! the WaY he AaDPCAIS tendencıes that SOIMIIC SO of AD between
salvatıon hıstory when God freely outsıde the AN! the 1iMMAaNeENT (e Sabelljan-
of hımself self-communıicatıon IF 15 AN! MUST 15 Arıanısm) 20 Rahner O€es NOT WAant deny
be the Son who AaPPCAIS hıstorıcally the Hesh d that the Trınıty actually Sa y
I1Nlall 1T 15 and MUST be the pırı who brings that the Irımity 15 constituted Dy salvatıon hıstorYy.
about the 2\CCCPtS.I]CC Dy the world of thıs self- (3 “rhe revelatıon of the 1iMMAaNeEN Irımity
OoMMUNICALION 29 Here Cal SE the beginnings Can only be thought of 4S the ACLION of
of hıs iıdentificatıon of the wıth the 1111- dıyıne UUa a  ö that 1S, DYy the iMMAanNeNT

7344()MaAanentTtT Irınıty. Irımıty becomıng, the CCOMOMUIC Trnity.
Furthermore Rahner understandıng of the Ihe qUuest1ON, then, INAaYy be posed: what 15 the

Trmity AS self- COMMUNICATLION leads hım MCANINS of the copula” ner dictum *4! 1f4f
the INSsufficC1eNCY of the tradıtıiıonal language Öf! 15 be understood 4S CXPICSSINS hıteral ıdentifi-
persons” wıthın the Trinıty. Whıle such ermiınol- CAaLiıON between the ontologiıcal construal)

15 ANCIENT and established modern of “rhen clearly LCUYUNLLCS qualification S1ILICE dS IT

person” leads OLLIC thınk of solıtary ındıyıduals stands 1T faıls shed lıght adequate WaAY
wıth theır OW GEeNTtTErs of OLSCIOUSI1C55 31 hus CC both the ontological dıfference between

wısh understand the Us«c of * hree PCISONS God AN! and the ontological relatedness
correctly (thıs that forget the sua| of God 42 If. however 15 being used
IMCANINS of the words), MUST always somewhat metaphorically ıdentity of
the orıgınal CXPCI1CNCC of salyatıon hıstory. ” In relatıon then the SEAFEMENT INay be paraphrase:
stead of of “several spirıtual cCenters of somethıing 1ke thıs “The relatiıonalıty of God
aCLIVILY, of everal subjectivities anı hıberties 533 salvatıon StOrY 15 God 4A5 iınternally AN!
Rahner the term “dıstinct of sub- tecedently related self and VDICE 742
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thıs 5} then, the aX10M MaYy be SCCI] 4S “meth- part ® Ihıs 15 why che 15 zealous defend Rahner
odological rather than ontologiıcal iınsıght.”* agalnst alıYy ontological construal of the copula

hıs aX10M. er 15 Rahner’s aX10M, however,Rahner hımself 1S NOTLT entirely clear whiıch of
these options cshould be preferred. At times element that that i 15 be iıntended be
hıs Janguage SUPPOITS the “methodological” under- IMOTC than methodological that 1S, Its CC  VICE versa”
standıng of the copula Dy stressing the reedom 1N- clause. Colın Gunton Barth and Rahner
herent .0d’s decısıon communıcate hımself: thıs point WaY that c<heds lıght Rahner’s

Ihe iıdentity OC€es NOT of COUTSC INMCcCAN that OIIlC aAX10M :
denıes that the “economıc’ Trınity, ONC wıth the Barth’s 1eEW 15 that the order of knowıng
immanent Trinity, only eXIStS Dy vırtue ofthe free IMay LMMOVC from what God (economiıcally shows
decree of communıcate hımself (super- hımself be correspondıng conception of
naturally). But Dy vırtue of thıs free decree, the what God 15 in hımself. God 15 what dIC

gift in hıch God ımparts hımself the world g1ven 1n the CCONOMY, then IMaYy conclude
15 precıisely God A the trıune God, and NOLT that the CCONOMVY 15 rehable gulde what God
somethıng produced DYy through efhicıent 1S, eternally and hımself. IThere 1S; however,
causalıty, somethıng that rCcpr| CSCNHNLS hım %° asymmetrical relatıonshıp between knowıng
In these sentenNCES OILlC MaYy SCC entirely ortho- an being, and AL NOT oblıged accept the

dox CA{9MIECLN STrESS coincıdence of 0d’s TCV- apparcnt VICW ofahner that the thes1ıs *the EcO-
elatıon of hımself wıth .0d’s being hımself. At OMI1C Trımity 15 the Immanent Irmity 15 also
ther tımes, however, Rahner AaDPDCATS blur the LIru: "recıprocally' (umgekehrt).*
Nes LL1OTIC than thıs: other words, Rahner 15 NOT sımply sayıng that

It 15 NOLT question ere ofsetting the immanent the eCONOMIC Trımity X1VES us AaCCUrafte pıcture of
aM EeCONOMIC Irımnity in LAaITOWCT aM clearer who God 15 hımself£, but also that the iımMmmaANent
relatiıonshı1p, hıch nevertheless always 4SSUN1CS Trınıty 15 somehow fully dıisclosed in the eCONOMIC
the prıor ex1istence of SCPAr; atc realıties. Ihe Trinity. Ihıs lends support INOIC ontological
goal of OUuTr efforts 15 rather bring OUTt priıor construal of the copula, 4S Oes Rahner’s dıscus-
and orıgınal ıdentity aM umty of the realı- S10N of “proper mıiıss1ons” wıthın the Irmıty,
tıes, relatıon hıch the iımmanent anı CCO- hıch 110 turn
NOMI1C Irmıty ffer developments, clarıfications
and QSPCCtS of thıs underlyıng 111'11ty
Rahner’s STrESS the “prior and orıgınal ıden- Proper Missıions the rını

attempting provıde support for hıs aX10M,AN! of the iımmaAaNnent and the eCONOMIC
SC C114 rather pomnt ontologiıcal understand- Rahner has face possıble objection raısed Dy the
ıng of the copula tradıtion. Siınce the time of Augustine, it has een

WAant SUSSCST that Rahner’s ack of clarıty Suppose that an y OLIC of the dıyıne PCISONJS could
15 due hıs conception of the Trimity AS dıyvıne ave become INan 1in the incarnatıon. ° thıs WCIC

the CaASC, the eCONOMIC Irınity ould NOT reveal theself-communıcatıon. Because God hımself 15 really
communıcated, there Call be, Drı dıstinc- S fIructure of the immanent, but ould be LLOTC

tıon between the conceptions of the Irınıty. of hoc CeNCOUNfTETr ofthe iımmaANent Irmity wıth
hıs 15 MOST clearly SC Rahner’s ıdentificatıon StOTY. Rahner, however, thıs wıth the
of the process10Nns wıth the M1SS10NS. Ihe M1SSIONS ıdea that “there 15 AT least ONE "M1ssS10N, ONE

ATC NOT enacted salyatıon history much 4S they the world, ONE realıty of salvatıon hıstory hıch
rather extens10ns of the process10ns: “rhe 15 NOT merely appropriate: SOIIIC divine PCISON,

immaAaNent process10Nns God correspond (ın ıden- but hıch 15 PropcCr hım... There has Occurred
1n salvatıon hıstory somethıng which Can be predi-tıty) wıth the M1sSSIONS.  4/ We wıll VE LMNOTC

Sa V thıs in XT sect10on. cated only of OC dıyıne 51  person. He 15 spe  D,
LaCugna po1nts OUT that the classıc dıstiınction of COUTSC, of the incarnatıon of the OgOS.

between the iımMmmaAanent aM the eCONOMIC Irınıty Here Rahner has also introduced the ıdea of
15 made in order ‘((a) uphold dıyıne freedom, “pI'OPCI‘” attrıbutes that beyond “mere appropr1-
(b) avOo1d equatıng God wıth the world, an (C) atıon.” In domg S! he Sa y that each INECMN-

aVvOo1d the OSt1C CT nomınalıst perspectives ber of the Irınıty has Its PrOpCI relatıonshıp the
which despair of anı y real knowledge ofGod OUr creation, AaN! the incarnatıon 15 only the MOST Obvı-
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OUusSs example. Whıle the Father’s ESSCIICC 15 COMINMU- the atonemen Ihe pomnt that Rahner labors
nıcated through the Son, It 15 the Spirıt, 45 AaVe establısh 15 that the incarnatıon MUST be PrODCI
SCCI1 above, that effects the reception of thıs (re the OgZOS (: else there 15 Irul revelatıon of the
call the second SeTt of future, transcendence, Logos.” Thıs that Chrıstology an anthro-
acceptance‚ OVC Thus, the Spirıt, d “Uncreated pology closely lIınked hıs thought: “Chrıistol-
Grace,” has PrODCI relatıons Just 1ıke the OgOS. In 15 the enNn!| and beginning of anthropology.
thıs, Rahner write, “Christology and the thıs anthropology, when MOST thoroughly realızed
doctrine of gI' aCC aIC, striıctly speakıng, doctrine of 1n Christology, 15 eternally theology. ”“ Indeed, thıs
the Trinity. Here SCC the Strıict correspond- 15 NOT merely through hıstorıical accıdent, but
CE11CC between .0d’s self-communıcatıon hımself 15 due PrOpCrI correspondence between OgOS
and that toward the world “rche real dıstınction and humanıty. Rahner wriıtes, CCIf God wılls be-
between the pPrOocess10Ns 15 constituted Dy COMNIC non-God, Man DE, that and oth-
twofold immanent self-communiıcatıion, ınasmuch ıng else., miıght SaYy God hımself 15 Ianl
4A5 the unorıginated God (the Father) 15 he who 15 and remaıns for CVCTLI, all theology 15 therefore
expressed 1n the truth for hımself (the Son) and he eternally anthro ology 15 for BVel the a..
who 15 received and accepted in love for hımself ticulate MYyStery of God.”®el
(the Spirıt), and hence 15 he whı Call freely COIMN- Ihıs ıdentity 15 bound for Rahner in the the-
munıcate hımself EXIrTa thıs twofold Way.  53 ology of the symbol. describes Rahner’s

Ihere 15 therefore ıdentity between the PIO symbolıc theology, he wriıtes, “Everything, the
CesSsS1ONSs an the M1ISS1IONS: “the iımMmanent CX that ıt 1S, seeks COMNNC realızatıon
pProcess1ONs God correspond (ın ıdentity) wıth of ıtself DYy bringing Its OW|!] being eXpressionthe Miss1iONs.”>4 Thıs eads Rahner make “another” that It posıts VCT AN! agalnst ıtself. It 15
interesting connection between the PCISONS of the NOT IMNETC sıgn cognıtıve pomter, but NTO-
Son an Spirıt anı the created realıty they each d5- logıcal realıty. Ihıs logıc 15 clearly SCCIN in
SUTNIC the CCONOINY. “rhe relatiıonshıps created er's descrıption of how the of the OgOSrealıtıes constituted ftormal (not efficıent) causal- SOMINC entaiıls human existence:
Ity Dy the M1ISSIONS 4S Processi1ONs AiICc NOT appropri-
atıons... Ihe relatıonshıps AIC PFrODCI the PCISON

Human general 15 possı1ıble object
of the creatıve knowledge and of God,in each Case.  255 hıs TIMMOVC has ımportant C- because anı insofar the ogOS 15 Dy LL the

JUCDNCCS for both hıs Christology and hıs ad- OL1IC who 15 *utterable” (even 1INnto that hıch 15tology. A begıin wıth the latter, Rahner employs
the notion of “quası-formal causalıty” speak of NOT od)...[human Na  S 15 the constitutıve,

real symbol of the OgOS hımself... man 15 POS-the Spirıt’s role 4A5 Uncreated Grace. As LaCugna siıble because the exter10r1zation of the OgOS 15wriıtes, thıs notion “means somethıng ILLOIC than possı1ıble.°efficıent, less than formal causalıty. Ihe ındwellıng
of the dıyvıne PCISONS makes the graced For Rahner, then, such created realıty 15 SCCI1

d CONSCQUCNCC of the self-communıcatiıon” ofPCISON 45 close God d S possıble wıthout erasıng God.®* It 15 clear that ahner extends the COI’1CCPtthe ontologıcal dıfference between God CICA-
ture. ”> In ther words, the Spirıt O€s NOT merely of self-communicatıon NOT sımply Jesus’ dıvine
work through created realıty (efficıent Cause), but nNature, but hıs human 45 ell * HIS I1n1lall

somehow ınheres wıthın the PCISON effect the [1:6., CSUS 1S, A such, the self-utterance of God
Its self-emptyıng, because God CXPDICSSCS himselfreception of Christ. adcock’s words, “Rahner

consistently defines >  ’ which 15 the self-commu- when he empties hımself.”®>
nıcatıon ofGod yYOU aAM 1881 ın pneumatological We INaYy quest1on, however, for L1C45SO115S5

rather than Christological terms.  DDr It miıght be whether Rahner’s strıct ıdentificatıon of the eEXtTe-
rorızatıon of the OgOS wıth humanıty has COLLICLOO StTONS speak of repeated “hypostatıc un1ı1ocns”

wıth the Spirıt AN! ındıvıduals, but the parallel 15 AT LOO PFICE: FHırst, the Janguage he SCEs 15
3.Pt 58 emanatıonıst that 1t cCompromıise the

IThe CONSCYUCLICCS of thıs LINOVCE for Christology reedom ofGod creation. perceptively STAates

AUC LLOIC pronounced in Rahner’s work. It MUST that
be emphasızed that the incarnatıon 15 far LNOTC 1M- the WaY whiıich emphasıs falls upbON the Son
TE for Rahner’s Christology (and hence. for AS the auto-eXpression of God the Father, COU-
hıs doectrine of the Trımty than 15 doctrine of pled wıth the insıstence that only the Son could
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be .‚Od’s self-expression (real symbol) iInto the self-relatedness.” ”© Indeed, LaCugna has developed
o1d, O€es strongly SUgSSCSst that, prior the Rahner’s insıght by claımıng that the iımMmMANeNtT
Incarnatıon, the eternal Word 15 NOT much Irınıty cshould be left behınd 4S theologıcal f1c-
the nOoNınNCArNaAte Word the Word that 15 t10n: C(t o postulate ‚Od’s nonrelatıonshıp wıth the
become ıncarnate... Rahner’s AaDDCAIS world A the primordıal truth about 0d’s nature,

compromıse 1eW of that utterly free Her 45 15 fantasy about God who (07 NOT exist.”/1
logıcally subsequent the unorıg1inate c  structure” But DYy closely ıdentifyıng the VCLY being, of

God wıth historYy, both 0d’s reedom aM theof 0d’s VCLY being AS trıune, that 1S,
VCLY being 4A5 deıty ap from relatıon the world’s created reedom jeopardized. ”“ CICA-

nondıvıne © tiıon 15 SOIIIC “emanatıon” “exten-
sıon” of the being of God A Rahner closeIn ther words, Rahner make the VCLY

ıdentity of the second PCISON of the Irınıty de- sayıng especıally hıs Christological dıscussıon
It 15 NOT clear how thıs Can be attrıbuted ‚0d’spendent SOTMNC WaY upon created human beings. love. In HılPs words, “Rahner finds explanatıonSecond, such close iıdentificatıon of humanıty A

the symbol of the O0OS leads Rahner unıver- for creation and redemption 0d’s VCLY being 4S

salısm. Self-acceptance, then, becomes the Sa|'mnıec 45 Trınity; earher theology preferred find only Its
poss1ıbılıty there and leave Its actual CELALHN TGacceptance of Christ, and love of ne1ghbor 15 the the mYyster10uUsness of altrunstic love.”/>

SdIL1Cc AS love of God “"Anyone whe 8CCCPtS hıs OW ]

humanıty 1n and how ımmeasurably hard that What 15 IMNOTC, MaYy surmıse that under Hegel’s
ınfluence, “che emphasıs the eCONOMIC Irın-1S, how doubtful whether really do ıt! has ıty INAaYy be the WaY COM1LPDOSC the Irınıty wıthcepted the Son of Man, because God has accepted

INa hım ”/ the Jesus, the mMan AS5 such (gua homo) the
center ”4 We ave noted above the unıversalısm
which thıs IHNOVCEC leads Rahner.

Concluding Evaluations Therefore, lıght of these Ser10us shortcom -
Ings, INa Y only accept Rahner’s MaXım wıthIn conclusıon, MaYy SUT OUrTr dıscussıon of
SOINC reVIS1ION. If we intend it 4A5 methodologicalRahner’s understandıng of the TIrınıty, AN! CSDC- princıple about the order of knowiıng, then INaYycıally of hıs “axX1OM DYy WaAY of critique an

cClat1ıon. Fırst, the largest sıngle crit1que MUST certamly wıth the Tf half of hıs STaAateMENT
that the eCONOMIC Irmity truly reveals the 1MMa-fter 15 that Rahner’s AX10M eclıpses the ımMmmMaANeNnt CI Trinity. In thıs„ salvatıon hıstory 15 NOTTrmıty, especıally lıght of the “rec1procal” LMNOVC

afırm that the iımmanent Irmity 15 the eCONOMI1C modalıstıc play, but really reveals God 45 he 15
Ihe recıprocal 8.SPCCt of Rahner’s MaXım, however,Irımnity. DPaul Molnar9 the PUrDOSC of al Yy ımplıcates ONMNC in ontological construal of thedoctrine of the imMmmMaANeNnt trınıty, broadly speakıng,

15 e reCcogNIZE, uphold and FCSPCCT G0d’s tree- copula AN! endangers the dıstinction between
God and world hıs IMOVC has Ser10us and detr1-dom.  68 In other words, afırm that God W as mental theological CONSCQUCNCCS, an MUST becomplete in hımself before creation 15 afırm that rejected. Rahner has one real servıce Irınıtar-he created OUFT of freedom, and hence that hıs being 1an theology by returnıng STrESS salvatıon15 NOLT somehow constituted Dy hıs AÄCT of creation hıstory, but he MUST NOT be followed 1n of hıs

L1OT that creation 15 extens10n of hımself. conclusıons.
f 15 clear that Rahner hımself NOT WAanTt

draw these conclusions explicıtly. Ted Peters’
Noteswords, “Rahner persı1sts 1n the classıcal insıstence

that eternity 15 ındependent of hıstorıcal grate Professor Henrı Blocher for hıs
COMMEN! earlıer draft of thısself-constitution. ”® However, Dy ırtue of the 1C-

cıprocal ıdentification of the eCONOMIC and the Rahner, The Irınıty (trans Donceel; New
immanent Irımıity, Rahner the WdY “cOnNn- York Crossroad, 199 Or1g. and Dassım;

emphasıs removed.sıder how the hıstory of the incarnatıon N history Carl Braaten, Irıune God The Source andbecomes ınternal the dıyvıne perichoresı1s ıtself. of Chrıstian Unıty and Mıssıon,” Misstologyalong wıth the incarnate Son the world
that he W as destined SaVC, that the whole of

18 415-427  „ CSP 416
Rahner, VINY 1011 Happıly, thıs 15 less the CAasSı!

temporal creati1on CNters into the eternity of NO than Rahner’s day, ın part hıs OW!]
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contriıbution, that of several ther Ibıd. 109-110
25 Ibıd., 110; | 8 Apromınent eologıans OVCL the past VCALS.
30Ibıd., 15421 Ibıd., ürgen oltmann, (The VIN and the

Ibıd., Kın The Doctrine of God |trans Kohl; LOn
Ibıd., don SCM, 19811), Sa yS that Rahner 15 anger ofW NO T 08 Rahner WwWan: “t0 make SUTC that thıs theology 15 “Idealıstıic modalısm” (144) But 1IMO!  y E
the theology of the Churc (Ibid., 49), and spends Irını Recent eologıc Kiterature, ‘

thırd of hıs book elıneating the Magısterium’s Word World 1982|: 61-68 has pominted OUuC, It
doctrine show how hıs, whıle NOT ıdentical, 15 CCT- 15 NOT clear that Moltmann 1mse. has successfully

compatıble wıth it arrıved AT artıculatıon of the UNDY of God hıs
Ibıd., uralı
Ibıd Ibıd, 25 He elsewhere wrıtes that instead of O,  per-

14 Ibıd 1L16.116 SONS  A ONC COU. CC Peak of three dıstınct WdYyS of be-
Ibıd., LLL EN ıng there (ın the CCONOIMY of salvatıon) and three

13 Rahner, Foundatıons 1Un an An In- dıfferent WaVS of susbsıstence (iımmanently for the
troductıon the Idea Chriıstianity (trans Wıllıam ONC God” (Rahne nmty, Dıvıne,” 302)

Dych; New York caburYy, 135 ( ıdem.  > 28 See Randal Rauser’s dıscussıon of possıble CON-

Tnı 119 struals of the STatement hıs “Rahner’s Rule
(rary Badcock, Rahner, the Irınıity, and elı- Emperor wıthout Clothes?” HJSL (2005) 8 1-94
Q10US ur;  mM,  Da 143-154 Kevın Van- &l Catherine Mowry LaCu “Re-Conceijving the
hoozer, E The TIM In Pluralastıc ÄAgpge. heo- Irımity the ystery of Salvatıon,”528
logıcal ESSaNS Caulture and Iıgıon ranı Rapıds 1-23; here,
CT  ans. See Rahner, “ Irınıty, Dıvıne, 299

41On 1C SCC Wıllıam H: The T hree-Persone. aCugna asks thıs question CIt.,
The VM LYSTETY ofAlpatıon Washıng- Catherine Mowry LaCugna, “Introduction,”

CON, Catholı1c Unıiversity of Amerıca Press,
130-145 Rahner,  10 VIN XV. € LaCugna, “Re-Conceijving,”

quıick glance Aat the ta| of CONTENTS of Rahner’s 453 LaCugna, “Re-Conceiving,” 1L
Foundatıons Chrıstian M1 wıll SCITIVC ındıcate LaCugna, “Introduction,”
the anthropologiıcal focus of hıs theology. 45 Rahner, “ Irınıty, Dıvıne,” 298
Rahner,  ‘5 SIM ZU. emphasıs orıgınal Karl Rahner, ystery of the Irmty,”

18 255-259 vol of eologıca. Investigations
Rahner.  - “Trinity, 2  Dıvine, ages 295-303 (trans orland; New York Crossroad,

259Sacramentum UN: An Encyclopediua Theology
AT(vol O; New York erder Herder, Here. Rahner, TINItY, Dıvıne.  &Y 298

297 LaCugna, “Re-Conce1uving, ” 13
Rahner, Foundations, 137 Colın Gunton, Theology I hrough the eolograns.

Zl Rahner, vım 16, ( $ Gregory avrılak. “Karl elected ESSaNS, DE London and New York
Rahner and the ree'| Irnity” SE adımıar?s Theo- I&T Clark, WD

5()gıcal Quarterly 61=- 77 Rahner, VIM J.
Ibıd 84-85 51 Ibıd., ernar: üungel, (“The rela-

23 Ibıd. 102 tıonshıp between “economıc” and “mmanent Irın-
Ibıd. 56, emphasıs orıgınal. 1ty” Theology 19e: 11976 179-184), speaks of

25 Ibıd., “rhe hypostatıc unıcn5n the chief EVEN] of the unıty
Ibıd., 88-94 of “mmanent’ and “economıiıc’? Trinıty,” 183
Ibıd., He also Say5S, “rhe dıyıne self-commun1- 52 Rahner, VM 120, emphasıs orıgınal.
catıon has basıc modes, those of truth and of 53 Rahner, TINItY, Dıvıne,  2 201
love. tru!  ‘5 the self-communıcatıon takes place Ibıd., 298

hıstory 15 the offer of the free faıthfulness of 55 Ibıd
56

Man’s transcendence the absolute future of
God love, It brings about acccptance and LaCugna, “Introduction,” X111

C Rahner, the Irınty, and Religi0us
(Rahne TINItY, Dıvıne,” 300) ur;  HE  D 147/7, emphasıs Or21N; Badcock ZOCS

28 Ibıd., 100, emphasıs or1ıgınal crit1que Rahner tor de-centering Chrıst iın hıs
Ibid., 8O, emphasıs Oor1gın: theology, callıng hıs “"theology of the Holy Sparıt,”

3() Ibıd., but NOLT Chrıistocentric FE See 1458-
31 149
272

Ibıd., 104-105
Ibıd. 106 58 Apt, but iınexact. In fact, Rahner SsSse that the

33 Ibıd UunN1ı0Ns AIC dıfferent enough that CAaNNOT rıg
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call the pırıtCs “hypostatic unı0N7  2 wıth humanıty. KnoX,
See TINITY, Dıvıne,” 298 and Irınıty, 28-30 Ibıd., 103 bFor Peters, 15 welcome change.

71Rahner, VIM Catherine Mowry aCugna, God For Us The Irın-
Rahner, “On the Theology of the Incarnatıon,” LLy IUn Lafe (San Francısco: Harpe:  n 1991)%

105-120 vol of Theological Investigations 230 avıd Cunnıngham ESE Three Are
Kevın Smyth; New York Seabury, The Practiıce of Irınıtarıan Theology or ack-

Here; 1ir Throughout thıs aV Rahner’s STTrESS well. 38) points OUuLt, however, LaCugna 1N-
the “transcendence” of humanıty 15 evıdent. troduces sharp dıstınction between the immanent

61 Ibıd 116 the eCONOMIC that Rahner 1mMse WONLL VE
Hı  \ Three-Personed God, 137 resisted.
Rahner, VIM 233 See Colın Gunton, The Promase of Irınıtarian The-
Ibıd., 101 ol0gy (2nd ed:.; Edınburgh: I1&T Clark,

65 Rahner, “Incarnatıon,” 116 127 134-135 @* oltmann, VINY and the Kıng-
Three-Persone: God, 141 1483

67/ 732Rahner, “Incarnatıon,” 119 Jüngel (Op Cit:. 184) Three-Personed God, 141, emphasıs orıgınal
poımnts Out ON CONSCYHUCIICC of Rahner’s doctrine eWISE, Molnar, “lowarı Contemporary Doc-
15 that ımpossıbılıty of natural knowledge of trıne of the Immanent Irınty, 552 wrıtes, “Had
God be counter-balanced by the evealed truth | Rahner kept clear doctrine of the immanent
of faıth that the ole of human existence 8100 Trinıty C he belıeved ımportant) then he
logıcally determıned by the self-bestow: of the Fa- could AaVe saıd consıstently that loves free-
ther the Son through the Spairıt, that the truth, dom the ather, Son and Spirıt and thus COU.
“outsıde Christ, salvatıon, ıncludes title benefit- CI AT reedom. Instead he that

creatiıon 15 the continuatıon of ımmanent self-ıng Cn and correspondıng unıversal promise.”
Badcock (Oop GE 144) also SaYyS, chn short, Rahner’s tterance and PICSUMCS that there 15 voıd 1C
claım 15 that human being uch 15 graCce DYy the wıshes fill Dy I111Ca1ls of creati1ıon anı iIncarna-

of and that It 15 precıisely the closeness, tion.”
the IMMEd1ACY of God that 15 the SOUTITCC of Henrı Blocher, “"Ihe Irmnity, An-Archic Com-
that 15 dıstınctively human uman lıfe.” munıty?” Paper presented Irmity Semiıinar at

68 Molnar, “ T9oward Contemporary Doctrine Wheaton ege Graduate School,; Prıng 2005
of the Immanent Irını arl Ba:  A and the Present Although Aat ON pomt Rahner dısavows Hegelıan
Dıscussion” S 2311-357. Herte, 311 ınfdluence (“Incarnatiıon,” 114 n.S),; points
Ted Feters: God VINY Relationalıty and Tempo- rther Hegel's understandıng of the God-
valıty In Divıne Lafe Louisville: 'estmıinster/John WOTr'! relatıonshıp (see 142)
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