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totality (and thereby herself), and by doing this she places herself as the one
asking in sharp relief against al the rest.”!%?

Sensibility, however, which attains its end precisely by identifying itself with
the objects of human knowledge, can hardly liberate human beings from subject-
object unity. “Sensibility,” asserts Rahner, “can...receptively accept the other,
because it is the other, but it...cannot differentiate itself ontologically from the
other.”!% Rahner, after unearthing a priori conditions for human intuition of
material others, thus continues to probe for the conditions that enable human
beings to pose the question of being. In ordpr to grasp this question’s possibility,
Rahner explains, one must also account for:
the capacity of the one human knowledge to place the other, which is given in sensibility, away

i i i j i jectify i ke the knower a subject for
from itself and in question, to judge it, o objectify it and thereby to mal ! ;
the first time, that is, one who is present to herself and not to the other, one who knowingly exists

in herself.1%

Rahner, accordingly, first identifies and describes the elements of the human
being’s return to herself, which he designates “ahstraction”; second, identifies and
characterizes the “agent intellect” that accomplishes this abstraction; and, third,
infers the existence of an athematic horizon of human intelligence that enables the
agent intellect to effect a conscious ajstinction between the human knower and the

objects of her intuition.

v. Abstraction. Rahner investigates abstraction under the rubrics of what he
considers its three crucial moments: the universal concept, judgment, and truth.
The term, “universal concept,” in Rahner's parlance, signifies “the *what’ of a
possible something,...a known intelligibility able to be synthesized with a

possible subject.”'6® Such a concept, he maintains, will inevitably metamorphose

157 1bid. 117; ebd. 98.

158 [hid. 226; ebd. 173. CE. Maréchal, Le point de départ, 128.
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into a “this,” sc. a mere subject that instantiates some universal concept, if it does
not always already contain within itself a reference to potential subjects, “Just
when the known content of the universal concept is supposed to be thought of by
itself (for example, ‘color’ as such, independent of a possible colored thing),” he
writes, “the universal concept is made into an individual thing which is jtself
again a synthesis of a universal and a subject.”16!

This is the case, Rahner maintains, because all knowledge Whatsqever
presupposes a conversion to the phantasm: i.e. an at least mediate reference to the
singular existent apprehended in sensibility. Though such a conversion might
appear superfluous to reasoning about universal concepts, Rahner insists that “all
of these universalities too must always be thought of in a conversion,”62 As he

explains:

We apprehend the universal itself as object of our thought precisely when it i§ conceived as
universal...in a concretizing conversion of the second order,...[i.¢.} as an object which again is
itself intrinsically structured as 2 known real object. Qur known intelligibilities are similarly
formed in all cases, and they are unjversal or concrete only by the fact that they are either related
immediately and as such to the concrete thing given in sensibifity, or only mediately. The singular
concept always already contains in itself a universal (“this thing of this kind™), and the universal as
such is still related to a “this” (“the kind of this thing”), or is itself conceived as a “this of this
kind."163

This necessary reference of the universal concept to a possible subject lends to
the universal concept itself the character of a possible synthesis, which Rahner
refers to as a “concretizing” synthesis. It is “the possible synthesis of a universal
with any ‘this" at all,"164.

As Rahner conceives of it, then, the concretizing synthesis is in and of itself
merely potential and bereft of any determinate reference. It receives both
actuality and particularity of reference, however, in the judgment, or “affirmative

synthesis,” in which, Rahner asserts, the human being refers the quiddity of the

161 1pid. 121; ebd. 100,
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concretizing synthesis to a particular subject distinct from the knower. “The
concretizing synthesis,” writes Rahner, “as possible is converted into one actually
fealizcd, insofar as it is no longer any ‘this’ at all that is held before the
concretizing synthesis..., but that supposite already determined by the subject of
the [judgmental] proposition.”165  Only in the judgment, then, does the
concretizing synthesis become real and not merely potential; “a concretizing
synthesis accurs in real thought only as an affirmative synthesis.”1%

Only in the judgment, likewise, does the intellect ateain truth. For, in Rahner’s
view, “truth is primarily a state of having reality before one in judgment, the
process of applying the concretizing synthesis. . .to the reality as it is in itself™167
and this is precisely what judgment accomplishes. Judgment, accordingly, seems
to constitute the decisive moment in the human knower's liberating seH-
differentiation from the objects of her knowledge: the human being’s return to

self.

vi. The agent intellect. Having described the process whereby the human
being returns into herself, Rahner proceeds to scrutinize its a priori condition of
possibility: “the capacity to differentiate what is known universally from another
existent, and by doing this to make possible for the first time an objectifying
reference, by the knower, of the knowing to what is meant.”!68  This capacity
Rahner terms “agent intellect.”

In order to apprehend a universal concept and thus achieve the first indication
of abstractive presence-to-self, Rahner reasons, the agent intellect must enable the
human being to derive from the material things of the world some universal
intelligibility. Such intelligibility, in Rahner’s view, lics latent in all material

individuals insofar as & universal quiddity, i.e. a nature that can be instantiated in

165 Jpid, 125; ebd.
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167 “Thomas Aquinas on Truth,” TJ xid, 30, “Iyie Wahrheit bei Thomas von Aquin,” SWii, 316.
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many individuals, appears as concretized by matter in every object of sensible
perception. The role of the agent intellect, therefore, is to liberate the universai
quiddity from its confinement in the matter of a particular thing.

Rahner cautions, however, that this “liberation” does not consist in a real, or
even an intentional, detachment of the quiddity from materiality. “For if we
wanted {o,..assume that there is question of an actual liberation...of the form
from matter,” he writes, “then abstraction would become intrinsically
contradictory. For the form of a material thing as being and as known is
intrinsically and essentially related to a ‘this.””1%® The agen.t inteliect thus
liberates the universal quiddity from matter not by abrogating its intrinsic
reference to matter, but by manifesting the limitation of the universal form in the
perceived material individual. “‘The form,” writes Rahner, “must be known as
limited by the ‘this’ whose form it is; only then can it be known that it is “broader’
in itself and so able to be related to other ‘this’s,””170 which is what R-ahner means
by universality.

The mere knowledge of the confinement of a quiddity in a material individual
suffices to convey to the knower that the quiddity can be concretized in multiple
instances, Rahner holds, because the agent intellect transcends the material object
of sensibility so as to become athematically aware of a wider horizon of

possibilities. “We must...ask,” he writes:

how the agent intellect 1s to be understood se that it can understand the form as limited, confined,
and thus as of itself embracing further possibilities in itself, as bordering upon a broader field of
possibilities. Obviously this is possible only if, antecedent to and in addition to apprehending the
individual form, it comprehends of itself the whole field of these possibilities and thus, in the
sensibly concretized form, experiences the concreteness as limitation of these possibilities,
whereby it knows the form itself as able to be multiplied in this field. 17!

The fundamental act of the agent intellect, which Rahner designates the

Vorgriff, accomplishes the human being’s abstractive return to herself, in other

169 hid. 139; ebd. 113.
110 Ihid. 140; ebd. 114,
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words, by stretching forth towards an unobjectivated horizon whose expanse

exceeds the range of any sensible act of perception.

vii, The Woraufhin of the Vorgriff. This horizon, or Woraufhin, of the Vorgriff,
inasmuch as it constitutes a condition of all objective, human knowing, must
embrace all possible objects of human knowledge. Nevertheless, Rahner
maintains, it cannot itself consist in an object or set of objects. For, Rahner
asserts, “every represented object of human knowledge...is able to be
apprehended itself only in a Vorgriff. If the Vorgriff itself attained to an object...,
then this Vorgriff itself would again be conditioned by another Vorgriff."'72 If the
Vorgriff's Woraufhin were an object, in other words, an infinite regress would
ensue.

Rahner insists, however, that this Worauftin cannot consist in mere
nothingness. For, although a Vorgriff to nothingness might reveal the finitude of
the sensible object perceived, it could never disclose the wider possibilities of the
object’s quiddity. A Vorgriff to nothingness, therefore, could not supply the
human knower with a universal quiddity: the predicate of that affirmative
synthesis whereby she distinguishes herself from the world.

If it is to ground the human knowet’s return to herself from ber immersion in
sensibility, Rahner holds, the Vorgriff must attain to quiddities. “What is ‘form,”
he writes, “in other words, predicate in the affirmative and not merely
concretizing synthesis, is what is first and fundamentally liberated
[abstracted].”!73 Forms themselves, however are, in Rahner’s view, mere limiting
potencies for being or esse. Since, then: a) the form is objectified only in an
affirmative synthesis in which one ascribes existence (esse) to some object at least
logically distinguished from oneself; and b) the form itself, as potency for esse,

cannot be conceived of without reference to esse; Rahner concludes that human

172 1pid. 143; ebd, 116.
173 1pid. 155; ebd. 124-5.
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knowledge of forms presupposes a (logically) antecedent knowledge of esse.
“The abstraction of esse,” he writes, “is the condition of the possibility of the
abstraction of form,”174

The Woraufhin of the Vorgriff, then, is esse. This esse, it is important to note,
does not consist in mere “entity” bereft of all determinations, the featureless being
that Hegel identifies with nothingness!’S and Rahner designates ens commune.

Unlike esse, writes Rahner, ens commune:

is already a something that comes to be through a concretizing synthesis of esse with a quiddity
emptied of all more precise determipation, with an entity (as a material form). The word “entity,”
denoting the emptiest quiddity, could be translated as “any-quiddity.” By this concretion esse is
already limited in the sharpest way conceivable, so that determinations can be added to ens
comntyne...in such a way that ens commune becomes thereby richer and fuller. Thus it is
understood why among all concrete things, the merely existing (aliquid, ens commune) is the most
imperfect, the emptiest, 176

Rahner conceives of esse, by contrast, as the richest, fullest concept. “Esse

itself,” he observes:

must be the absclute ground of all determinations: it is in itself “of all things the most perfect,”
fuller than anything else that can be thought of with a particular determination. It is in itself “the
actuality of every form,” “the acwality of every thing,” the unified, generative ground of every
conceivable quidditative determination. 177

When one ascribes esse to an object in an affirmative synthesis, Rahner
emphasizes, one ascribes this universal esse and not merely esse as contracted by
the potency of a single quiddity. The knower who judges that the sky is blue, for
example, ascribes to the sky an esse that contains within itself multiple
quidditative determinations: skyness and blueness. She ascribes to the subject of

an affirmative synthesis, that is to say, an esse that sustains multiple formal

174 Ihig, 170; ebd. 135.

175 Wissenschaft der Logik 1: Die Lehre vom Sein {ed. Friedrich Hogemann und Walter Jaeschke;
Gesamimelie Werke 21; Hamburg: Meiner, 1984), §132-4.
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determinations and thereby exhibits a universality that transcends the universality
of form.

A knower may ascribe esse to two objects that share no quidditative notes in
cormmon, therefore, and, nonetheless, affirm precisely the same thing of each
insofar as she predicates of each universal esse. “Insofar as all possible

quidditative determinations are real through esse,” writes Rahner, “in every

judgment the same esse is vorgreift, in every judgment the same esse 15

simultancously known."'?® The Woraufhin of the Vorgriff, consequently, must
consist not merely in esse as limited by particular forms, but in esse as the

original, united fullness of all forms cognizable by human beings.

d. Transcendental deduction. Through a process of transcendental reduction,
Rahner thus locates the a priori conditions of human knowledge, or presence-to-
self, in two aspects of the human being: sensibility and the agent intellect.
Sensibility forms the human being’s principle of otherness, that whereby she can
unite herself with other material beings, as she must if she is to gain presence-to-
self through knowledge of another. Agent intellect, by contrast, constitutes the
principle whereby the human person distinguishes herself from the other to which
she is united in sensibility by ascribing a universal quiddity to it in a judgment.
The means by which the human being acquires this universal quiddity Rahner
identifies as a Vorgriff by the agent intellect of an athematic horizon of esse from
which it derives the formalities that it refers to a sensible object, thus

accomplishing the human being’s return to herself.

i. The expanse of the Woraufhin. 1t remains, therefore, to determine, via a
transcendental deduction, the range of objects knowable to a human subject. One
can determine this range precisely, it seems, only to the extent that one can

discern the limits, if any, of the esse pre-grasped in the Vorgriff. The knowledge

178 1pid.; ebd.
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that this esse transcends all, or virtually all, humanly knowable forms does not
suffice to satisfy this inquiry, because the question is precisely which those forms
are that are knowable, or perhaps unknowable, to a2 human bemg

It might seem logical, Rahner realizes, to identify the esse vorgreift by human
beings as that of material, and therefore divisible, being. This kind of being, ens
principium numeri, is precisely co-extensive with the range of what Rahner
regards as the primary object of the human intellect: the quiddities of material
things. Rahner insists, nonetheless, that the esse vorgreift by human beings must
be infinite, and defends his position by the following two arguments.

First, Rahner maintains, if one asserts that the Vorgriff attains to anything less
than infinite esse, she implicitly asserts thereby that its Woraufhin is nothingness.
“If the Vorgriff itself were to reveal the intrinsic ﬁnitenéss of being,” he writes,
“this would be possible only by the fact that it “pre-grasps’ nothing.”1?? For, in
Rahner’s view, one can speak of the Woraufhin of the Vorgriff only t‘o the extent

that she treats it as if it were an ordinary, cognitive object. Again, in Rahner's
words:

when a condition of the possibility of objective knowledge is thematically made the object of a
reflexive knowledge, this can only be done by this reflective knowledge itself subjecting itself to
all the conditions of human knowledge. But among them [the conditions] belongs the concretion
of the known “what” [the quiddity] with a something of which this “what” is affirmed in a
conversion to the phantasm. In other words, the Woraufhin of the Vorgriff, if it is to be spoken of
explicitly, must be conceived (designated) as an object, although not meant (affirmed) as such. 180
A knower can distingnish herself from a cognitive object, either of the first or
the second order, however, only insofar as she ascribes a quiddity to it in an
affirmative synthesis; and she can ascribe a quiddity to an object only to the
extent that she apprehends it in the context of a Vorgriff to some wider

Woraufhin. In order to judge the Woraufhin finite, that is to say, one must

-apprehend it in the context of a larger Woraufhin.

179 1hid. 184-5; ebd. 145.
180 rig. 143-4; ebd. 116-17.
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The Woraufhin that one would judge finite constitutes, ex hypothesi, the
totality of the possible objects of human cognition in their original unity. The
only Woraufhin that could contain this all-encompassing Woraufhin within itself,
it seems, would be an absolute void: nothingness. A human being can distinguish
herself from a cognitive object, however, only to the extent that she can
apprehend it as one among many possible instantiations of a quiddity; and she can
so apprehend the object only within a Woraufhin whose esse exceeds that of the
object itself.

One can judge the Woraufhin of the Vorgriff finite, then, only by conceiving of
it as nothingness; yet a Vorgriff to nothingness would not suffice to-enable one to
judge it finite. The act of asserting the Woraufhin to be finite, and consequently
nothing, in other words, involves the one who so asserts in a contradiction of a
presupposition of the act whereby she asserts: viz. that the being of the Woraufhin
exceeds the being of the subject of her assertion. “The...assumption...that esse
[i.e. the esse vorgreift by the agent intellect] is intrinsically finite,” Rahner writes,
“gpoes against the implicit supposition of the assumption itself, which expresses a
Vorgriff of esse and not of nothing.”18!

In this argument, Rahner emphasizes, he does not contend thai the very
concept of a finite esse is incoherent and that, therefore, the esse vorgreift by the
agent intellect must be infinite. Such a contention, he writes, “would fall into the
paralogism of the Anselmian argument for the existence of God.”182 Rahner
argues, rather, by retorsion; sc. he argues that one cannot deny his conclusion
without implicitly affirming it in the very act of dental. To this retorsive

argument, then, Rahner appends a second rationale in modus tollens. He reasons:

1. If the esse vorgreift by the agent intellect were finite, this finitude would

manifest itself in human consciousness.

181 yid, 185; ebd. 145.
182 1hid ; ebd.
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2. No such finitude manifests itself; therefore
3. The esse vorgreift by the agent intellect must, therefore, be infinite.

Insofar as Rahner’s previous argument suifices to remove a Vorgriff to
nothingness from serious consideration, the soundness of this argument seems to
hinge on the truth of its first premise. In defense of this premisé, accordingly,
Rahner proffers a disjunctive argument. If the Woraufhin were finite, he asserts,
it would consist in either: a) being in its totality as finite; or b) a segment of being
in its totality. In the first case, Rahner asserts, a Vorgriff would necessarily
transcend the postulated finite totality of being into nothingnesé. In this case, he

writes:

.It is not int'-zlligible how there could be a Vorgriff of being in its totality without it manifesting
itself as finite, since the supposition is that it is finite even in its totality, and without it being
comprehended in its totality by the fact that the Vorgriff goes beyond the totality to nothing.!33

In the second case, he asserts, the Vorgriff's Woranyfhin would constitute the
particular subject of a universal quiddity. As such, it would lack the capacity to
ground humarn knowledge of such guiddities. Since he originally posited the
existence of the Vorgriff in order to account for human knowledge of universal
forms, Rahner rea.';ons, the second assumptioﬁ renders the very idea of a Vorgriff
otiose. “The Vorgriff as such,” he writes, “cannot attain to an object which is of
the same kind as that whose knowledge it is supposed to make ﬁossible."‘a“ He
concludes, accordingly, that the finitude of the esse vorgreift by the agent intellect
could not be unconscious if this esse were, indeed, finite; b) that no such finitude

is conscious; and ¢} that the esse pre-grasped in the Vorgriff must, therefore, be

infinite.

183 14id.; ebd. 146.
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ii, The lmowability of God. The infinite esse that one “pre-grasps” in the
Vorgriff, Rahner holds, cannot be simply and undialectically identical with the
absolute being, God. For, in order to enable the human knower to recognize the
repeatability of particular concretions of material forms, the esse vorgreift by the
agent intellect must contain at least virtually the essences of finite entities. It
must, accordingly, be susceptible of limitation so that human beings can co-know
finite, albeit universal, quiddities through it.

In Rahner’s words:

The esse apprehended in the Vorgriff...[is] known implicitly and simullane.ous‘ly. as able to be
limited by gquidditative determinations and as already limited, since the Vorgriff, _1f itis not to bea
“grasp” (Griff), can only be realized in a simultaneous conversion to a lde_ﬁrulc form h-ml.ung
esse....Hence insofar as this esse simultaneously apprehended in the Vorgriff is able to_bf.s‘hrmted,
it shows itself to be non-absolute, since an absolute necessarily excludes the possibility of a
limitation, !8%

Rahner refers to the esse to which the Vorgriff attains, then, not as esse
absolwium, but as esse commune: that esse which contains all limited
instantiations of esse virtually within itself. Now, Rahner reasons, when one
predicates esse commune of a particular object in an affirmative synthesis, one co-
affirms the existence of esse commune itself and thereby implicitly co-affirms the
possible existence of anything that might appear within the horizon of esse
commune. In the affirmative synthesis, writes Rahner, “any possible object which
can corne to exist in the breadth of the Vorgriff is simultancously affirmed.”186

Since the Woraufhin of the Vorgriff, viz. esse commune, is negatively infinite,
then; it seems to Rahner that human beings, by implicitly affirming the full range
of possible actualizations of this esse, co-affirm not merely the possibility of an
infinity of limited concretizations of esse commune, Human beings also, in
Rahner’s view, co-affirm the possibility of a being in whom the fullness of being,

indicated by esse commune, is actualized in a single instance. In co-affirming the

185 Thid, 180-1; ebd. 142,
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_existence of esse commune, that is to say, human beings also co-affirm at least the

possibility of esse absolutum.

Absolute being, however, if it existed at all, would exist necessarily. Rahner
concludes, accordingly, that when the human knower co-affirms the possibility of
all instantiations of esse commune, she simultaneous co-affirms the actuality, and
not merely the possibility, of esse absolutum. “An absolute being,” writes
Rahner, “would completely fill up the breadth of this Vorgriff. Hence it is
simultaneously affirmed as real (since it cannot be grasped as merely

possible),” 187

Rahner insists, however, that his gnoseological proof of the existence of God

does not imply that human beings can intuit the divine being directly. “Insofar as

in human knowledge, which alone is accessible to philosophy, the Vorgriff is
always broader than the grasp of an object itself..., nothing,” he asserts, “can be
decided philosophically about the possibility of an immediate appi:ehension of
absolute esse as an object of the first order.”%8 Rahner does not comprontise the
supernaturality of the beatific vision, therefore, by constructing a putative proof of
its objective possibility. Rather, he portrays the human person as a being
naturally aware of God and, therefore, perhaps open to a supernatural fulfillment:
one whose nature in no way anticipates the revelatory self-communication of God

and, precisely for that reason, may receive it as a marvel of divine grace.

3. Criticisms. Rahner’s metaphysics of knowlcﬂge, then, constitutes an
imposing edifice that appears largely free from obvious defects. Before
concluding this chapter, however, we should like to level two brief criticisms.
First, Rahner’s argument from the knowledge of all beings, which he ascribes to
human beings, to the knowability of all beings seems premature at best. For it is

by no means obvious that a human being’s knowledge of being in general

187 Thid.; ebd.
188 [id.; ebd.
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involves a knowledge of every individual being in particular; and if one does not
know that the human being knows every being, one can hardly infer the
knowability of all beings from the human being’s putative knowledge. First,
Rahner seems to err when he characterizes the Vorgriff as an essential moment in
human beings’ acquisition of conscious distinctness from the objects of their
experience. For the suffering of sensibility, when coupled with the intellect’s
inference that this suffering originates in something other than itself, appears
abundantly sufficient to bring the subject-object distinction to thematic awareness.
Second, Rahner’s inference of the identity of being and knowing from the
knowability of all beings consiittes a patent nor sequitur. A claim of such
architectonic importance for Rahner’s philosophy and theology as his
identification of being and knowing merits more extensive argumentation. This
identification, third, appears positively problematic insofar as it implies that a
finite being is at least proportionally identical with one of its acts. For, as
Aquinas explains:
the action of an angel is not its being, neither is the action of any creature its being. For the genus
of action is twofold.... One kind of action is that which passes into something exterior, inflicting
passion on it: e.g. burning and cutting. Another kind of action...is that which does not pass into
an exterior thing, but remains in the agent itself: e.g. sensing, understanding, and willing... It is
manifest that the first kind of action cannot be the very being of the agent. For the being of the
agent is...within the agent itself. Such action, however, is an ¢ffluxus from the agent into the act.
The second kind of action, moreover, has infipity of its own nature, either simply or secundum
quid, Such actions have as understanding, whose object is the true, and willing, whose object is
the pood, either of which [object] is convertible [or co-extensive] with being, have infinity
simply...Knowing and understanding...are related to all things, and each also receives its species
from its object. Sensing, moreover, is infinite secundum quid, because it is related to all things

sensible, as sight is related to all things visible, The being of any creature, however, is limited to
one genus and one species [STh I, 54, 2 corp.].

In other words, if a being consisted in one of its acts, such as its act of
knowing, the constitution of the being itself would expand beyond the limits of its
particular species. Admittedly, Rahner sometimes makes comments, which
suggest that this {mplication does not trouble him. He writes, for instance, that

“the very definition of the human person is her indefinability, i.e. precisely her
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transcendence as absolute openness to being in the absolute.” 139 A metaphysical
thesis that entails the infinite plasticity of all human and angelic subjects,

however, surely strains credulity.

4. Conclusion. Rahner’s philosophy, then, consists largely in a
transcendentally grounded ontology of knowing, which, by virtue of Rahner's

identification of being and knowledge, branches into metaphysics as well. It

"suffers from substantial limitations, hewever, in that two of its most central

theses, viz. that objective human knowledge presupposes a Vorgriff to common
being and that being and knowing are identical, appear, respectively, unfounded

and implausible.
. OUTLOOK

In the coming chapters, we hope to demonstrate the relevance of thesé
conclusions to the evaluation of Rahner's theology of the Trinity. In particular,
we should like, in Chapter 2, to outline Rahner’s conception of revelation in
general and then to discuss, in some detail, Rahner’s Grundaxiom, “The economic
Trinity is the immanent Trinity and vice versa,” along with Rahner’s
understanding of the salvation history that the Grundaxiom is meant to interpret,
After lodging a few fundamental criticisms, then, we intend, in Chapter 3, to
examine three counterarguments to the objections raised in Chapter 2. In Chapter
4, then, we propose, for the sake of argument, to abandon o.ur previous criticisms,
presuppose that Rahner’s overall position is correct, and then show that his

suppositions lead to at least two conclusions that conflict with his nonnegotiable

assumptions,

189 “Immanent and Transcendent,” T x, 279; “Immanente und transzendente,” SW xv, 548,
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CHAPTER 2

In the present chapter, we should like, first, to set the stage for our discussion
of the revelation of the Trinity by exploring Rahner’s understanding of revelation
as such. We intend, next, to explain and in some measure evaluate the_
Grundaxiom of Karl Rahner’s doctrine of the Trinity, “The economic Trinity is
the immanent Trinity and vice versa.” Third and finally, then, we hope to
describe and, to a limited extent, assess Rahner's understanding of the process

whereby God reveals the mystery of the Trinity to human betngs.
I. REVELATION AS SUCH -

1. Transcendental experience. Tt is impossible adequately to convey the later
Rahner’s conception of divine revelation without taking account of what he calls
“transcendental experience™ sc. “the subjective, unthematic, necessary, and
unfailing consciousness of the subject that is co-present in every spiritoal act of
knowledge.”1%0  Rahner’s understanding of revelation, that is to say, is
inextricably intertwined with the idea that the objects, which explicitly engage a
human being’s knowledge and will, are knowable and conable only within an
unobjectivated horizon of experience, and that this horizon of experience is
worthy of attention in and of itself.

We saw in the previous chapter that the young Rahmer considers a Vorgriff
towards the infinite horizon of esse commune indispensable to the human being’s
achievement of presence-to-self. The later Rahner retains this conviction. “The

human person,” ke writes, “is a transcendent being insofar as all of her knowledge

190 Foundations, 204 Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 26.
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and all of her conscious activity is grounded in a Vorgriff of ‘being’ as such.”191
In his later career, Rahner supplements this conviction with the theological claim
that human beings also apprehend the finite objects of their knowledge and will
within a horizon that is objectively identical with God. “God,” writes the later
Rahner, “is the unexpressed, but real Woraufhin of...all spiritual and moral
life,”192

Although the human being cannot distinguish between the two horizons of her
transcendence, the one natural and the other supernatural, Rahner maintains that
the human person transcends herself in the direction of both in every thought and

act. “For a metaphysics of knowledge,” the later Rahner writes:

there is no great difficulty in recognizing that franscendence towards being in general...cannot be
clearly distinguished in subsequent reflexion from the supernatural transcendence...towards the
God of eternal life....And this is true although both modes of transcendence, the formal cbject of
the natural spirit and the formal object of the supernaturally elevated spirit, are both given in
consciousness.193

The divine gift of a supernatural formal object, or a priori horizon, o the
human subject, therefore, does not annul the subject’s natural orientation towards
common being; gratia supponit, non destruit naturam. Regrettably, however, the
later Rahner fails to clarify the relation between the human being’s two
transcendental orientations. *“The philosopher might,” affirms Rahner in his
closest approach to such a clarification, “give further reflection...to the gquestion
of how a transcendental relationship to...being, and a transcendental relationship
to...God are related and how they are to be distinguished.”1% It appears,
however, that transcendence towards God alone interests Rahner the theologian.

The datum that human beings experience Ged only as the transcendental
horizon of their knowing and willing, Rahner maintains, implies that human

beings can never adequately objectify the divine self-disclosure. For, first, one

191 1bid. 33; ebd. 37.

192 “Nawure and Grace,” 7/ iv, 181; “Natur und Gnade,” ST iv, 228.
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can objectify an individual of a certain quiddity only by conceiving of it as one
among many possible instantiations of that quiddity. Yet God is the only possible
instance of God’s quiddity, and, unlike all other subjects, is identical with it.
Second, quiddities themselves manifest their distinctness from other quiddities
only insofar as the knower transcends them in the direction of some horizon, As
Rahner observes, however, “the horizon cannot be comprised within the
horizon....The uvitimate measure cannot be measured; the boundary which
delimits all things cannot itself be bounded by a still more distant limit.”1%% Every
conception of the horizon as an entity distinct from others, therefore, must
inevitably fall short of the horizon’s reality and even convey a false impression of
it to the extent that the knower fails to apply ‘Eo the conception the appropriate
analogical modifications.

According to Rahner, however, difficulties such as these, which inevitably
beset human attempts to objectify God, by no means imply that one -ought not to
conceive of God as distinct from the finite existents that human beings peréeivé
within the horizon of the divire being.  Precisely that- which renders
conceptualization of God difficult, rather, demands, in Rahner’s view, that one

posit such a distinction. “The horizon of the transcendent,” he writes:

since it is of immeasurable extent and thus provides the situation for the individual objects of
%(nowledge and love, does indeed always differentiate itself essentially from all that comes within
it as conceptual objept. And so the distinction between God and all finite beings is not only
clearly called for: it is even the condition of possibility for any distinction at all, both between
objects in general and the horizon of ranscendence, and between object and object.!96

Rahner insists, nonetheless, that one ought not to conceive of the God-world
distinction along the lines of a distinction between finite existents. For, in his
view, (God’s self-manifestation to human beings as the all-embracing horizon
constitutes an wvnveiling of God’s being as it is in itself. To a hypothetical

questioner who asks whether, in transcendental experience, one encounters only

195 “The Concept of Mystery in Catholic Theology,” T/ iv, 3673 at 51; “Uber den Begriff des
Geheimnisses in der katholischen Theologie,” SW xii, 101-135 at 115-16. '
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God pro nobis, as opposed to God in se, Rahner replies that on account of ‘jthe
absolutely unlimited transcendentality of the human spirit,...such a radical
distinction between...God in Godself and °‘God for us’ is not even
legitimate.”'%? Rahner asserts, accordingly, that God differs from the world 1n
the way in which this difference is experienced in our original, transcendcn@
experience,” 158

Rahner recognizes, naturaily, that God relates to created entities not only as
their horizon, but also as their cause. He maintains, however, that this
relationship of causality does not imply that one must distinguish between God
and the world to the same extent and in the same manner that one distinguishes
between a finite, efficient cause and its effect. For creation, in Rahmer's view,
constitutes a unique act, which cannot reasonably be considered a particular
instance of the efficient causality observed in everyday life.

In everyday, efficient causality, explains Rahner, the causation itself
presupposes some difference between agent and patient. In the divine act of
creation, however:
the absolute being of God freely establishes us for ourselves as beings distinct from God and

maintains this distinction in Godself because establishe.d by-_God alon.e. This means that for tl;z
absolute being of God the same distinction does not exist which God imposes on us as our mo

of existence. 9%

In other words, Rahner conceives of confinement to undialectical difference
from other entities as a creaturely imperfection to which God is not subject.
Precisely because creation presupposes no already established distinction between
God and creatures, then, God is free to render creatures distinct from each other
and from Godself without imposing similar restrictions on the divine being.

When rightly understood, therefore, the causal dependency of the world on God

197 g, oundations, 54-5; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 58.
198 [hid. 62; ebd. 65.

199 «An Tavestigation of the Incomprehensibility of God in St. Thomas Aquinas,” T19 xvi,alz;m_s:;
at 250, “Fragen zur Unbegreiflichkeit Gottes nach Thomas von Aguin,” ST xii, 306-19 at 313.
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does not exclude, but rather Tequires precisely the kind of radical unity-in-
difference between God and world that obtains between the supernatural horizon
of the human intellect, the human knower herself, and the objects of her
knowledge (and will). God differs from the world “in the way in which this
differer_:ce is experienced in our original, transcendental experience.”200

In a lexicon article on “Panentheismus,” therefore, Rahner proffers the

following, extraordinarily sympathetic evaluation of panenthejsm.

This form of pantheism does not want simply to identify the world and God monistically {God the
“All"). It does, however, still wish to understand the “All" of the world “in” God as God’s inner
modification and appearance, even though God does not merge with it. The docirine of such an
“in-existence” of the world in God is then (and only then) false and heretical, when it denies the
‘creation and the distinctness of the world from God (not only of God from the world). ...
Otherwise, it is a summons to ontology to think of the relation between absolute and finite being
more deeply (i.e. understanding the two-sided condition of unity and differentiation growing in
equal measure) and more precisely, 201

Rahner's understanding of how human beings encounter the divine in

transcendental experience thus engenders quite a robust understanding of divine
immanence.

2. The universal history of revelation, Rahner’s view of divine revelation is
similarly alI-cmbracing. The original, supernatural revelation, according to
Rahner, which all other, secondary forms of revelation merely mediate and
objectify, consists in the 'supematural formal object of the human will and
intellect. Since every categorical existent in some way mediates and objectifies
this formal object or horizon, then, Rahner concludes that absolutely everything
human beings experience constitutes, in some measure, a secondary form of
supernatural, divinge revelation, “Supernaturally elevated transcéndentality," he

writes, “is...mediated to itself by any and every categorical reality in which and

200 Foundations, 62; Gruandiars, SW xxvi, 65,
201 k7nw, SW xviifi, 744,
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through which the subject becomes present (o herself™202  Therefore, “the
history...of revelation is co-existent and co-extensive with the history of the
world and the human spirit.”2%3

It is difficolt to conceive of a more comprehensive understanding of strictly
supernatural revelation. By thus conceptualizing supernatural revelation,
however, Rahner does not mean to exclude the possibility of particular histories
of revelation such as those portrayed in the Old and New Testaments or the
Quran. For, Rahner asserts, “the categorical history of the human being as a
spiritnal subject is always and everywhere the necessary but historical self-
interpretation of...transcendental experience.”2* In other words, the human
subject not only: aj mediates to herself categorically her transcendental
experience of God’s self-revelation in every act; but also b) constructs an
objectifying interpretation or expression of her transcendental experience through
the conduct of her life.

By this claim, Rahner does not mean o suggest that every human being
develops, or need develop, an explicitly religious or philosophical account of her
consciousness’s a priori horizon, “The categorical, historical self-interpretation
of what the human person is,” he writes, “takes place not only, and not even in the
first instance, by means of an explicit anthropology formulated in
propositions.”20* Rahner maintains, nevertheless, that the dynamism of God’s
ontological self-communication to every human being drives categorical

interpretations to become ever more explicit and religious.

Explaining why Rahner believes this to be the case requires some delving into

his theological presuppositions, World history, as Rahner conceives of it, consists
ultimately in an exitus and redditus from and to the deity. In the exitus, God

establishes the world as distinet from Godself through a divine self-
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communication. “Creatibn,” writes Rahner, “can' and should be conceived of as
an element in, and prior setting for, the self-bestowal of God: that act in which
God does not create something different from Godself and set it over against
Godself, but rather communicates God’s own reality to the other.”206 In the
redditus, then, this creative self-communication realizes itself by empowering the
world gradually to transcend the limitations of creaturchood until it achieves
beatifying union with its origin. *In the outward movement of God's love,”
Rahner asserts, “God has inserted Godself into the world as its innermost
entelecheia, and God impels the whole of this world and its history towards that
point at which God...will be the innermost and immediately present fulfillment of
our existence in the face-to-face presence of eternal beatitude.”207 Everything that
occurs in the created realm, therefore, constitutes a moment in the world’s
“recapitulation into itself and into its ground.”208 :
Rahner holds, accordingly, that the world as a whole evolves in the‘direction of
more intimate union with God. This upward trajectory of cosmic evolution itself
implies, in Rahner’s view, that the human person’s categorical interpretation of
her transcendental experience of divine self-communication will also come to
manifest this experience’s nature and origins more successfuily over time. “It
will be ever more intensely,” Rahner writes, “an explicitly religious self-

interpretation of this supematural, transcendental and revelatory experience of
God.”20

3. Farticular histories of revelation. An interpretation of divine self-

communication becomes ontologicaily and, at least with respect to a limited

206 “Christology in the Setting of Modern Persons’ Understanding of Themselves and of Their
World,” 77 xi, 215-29 at 225; “Christologie im Rahmen des modernen Selbst- und
Weltverstiindnisses,” SW xv, 601-11 at 608.
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population, functionally equivalent to the kind of interpretation objectified in the
Christian Bible, Rahner maintains, when it satisfies two conditions. First, the
interpretation must be such that “ knows itself to be willed positively and
directed by God.”21¢  Second, asserts Rahner, such an interpretation must be
wassured of the legitimacy of this knowledge in ways which are offered by this
history.”2!! Where these criteria are satisfied, he writes, one finds “the history of
revelation in the sense which is usually associated with this word,” or, as he more
expressively describes it “he full realization of the essence of
both...transcendental and categorical revelation in the unity and purity of their
essence.” 212

The criteria Rahner proffers lend themselves to misinterpretation by readers
unaware of the later Rahner’s antipathy to the idea of divine intervention within

the categorical order. It is important to note, therefore, that the notion of God’s

disrupting the ordinary course of human events, for instance, by multiplying bread 7

or literally resurrecting a cotpse, strikes the later Rahner as implausible. For,
first, the mature Rahmer views divine intervention, at least in the sense of a
violation of the laws of nature, as inconsistent with creation’s character as a
divine self-communication. As he explains:
the creation of the other has to be understood to begin with as a rr}omfant within...divine self-
communication to the other, a moment which God’s self—corpmumcauon presupposes as the
condition of its own possibility...Locked at from this perspective, the laws of nature...must be
understood to begin with as the structures of this precondition... There is no reason ?Vh)’.lhls
presupposition would...have to be abolished and suspended if God‘_s'self-co‘mmun.:canon is to
come to appearance in its own presupposition, the very presupposition which this very self-
communication creates for itself.213

In other words, it is self-contradictory to suppose that anything must negate its
own presupposition sine gua non in order to actualize itself. If the laws of nature,

therefore, constitute necessary conditions of divine self-communication, then, the

210 g, 155; ebd.
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supposition that divine self-communication must, or even can, violate them
appears absurd,

Second, Rahmer maintains, attempts to explain extraordinary events by
invoking the idea of a divine violation of the laws of nature seem implausible in

the light of conterrporary humanify’s experience of the world. Again, in his
words:

A person of today can no longer experience God so easily or so directly as a person of former ages
believed to be possible....When within the context of our various experiences we fail to find an
explanation for a particular phenomenon,...then we put a question-mark against it. We hope that
in time some possible way of explaining it by the exact sciences may yet emerge. But what we do
not say is this: ‘Here God is at work in a special way.” We do not say: ‘Here we find a special
intervention of God in the world’s course.’ Nowadays we no longer want in any sense to have a
God who has to be invoked as a stopper of the gaps 50 as to illumine to oursglves some point
which still remains obscure, and to show its connection with the particular phenomena of our
experience.214

Rahner operates on the presupposition, therefore, that miracles, in the sense of
divine violations of nature’s laws, simply do not occur. When Rahner asseris that
a history of categorical revelation, such as that objectified in the Bible, must be
directed by Ged and anthenticated by factors intrinsic to itself, therefore, he does
not mean to include divine intervention among the integral elements of such
histories. “‘Direction,” he explains, “is understood here not as adventitious and
coming from without, but rather as the immanent power of...divine self-
communication™;?1% and as for the requirement of self-authentication, Rahner
appears to refer to nothing more than the inner certainty that accrues to the means
whereby human beings genuinely come to experience God.

‘When historical self-interpretations of transcendental revelation ‘satisfy these
criteria, Rahner believes, one can reasonably speak of revelation in the same sense
that one finds it in the Old Testament. Such histories, Rahner stresses, need not

occur only within the bounds of the biblical narratives. “In the collective history

214 “The Church’s Commission to Bring Salvation and the Humanization of the World," T7 xiv,
300; “Heilsauftrag der Kirche und Humanisierung der Welt,” SW xv, 711-26 at 715.
213 Foundations, 156; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 154.
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of humankind and in the history of its religion outside the economy of salvation in
the Old and New Testaments,” he writes, ssthere can be...brief and partial
histories...of revelation in which a part of this setf-reflection and reflexive self-
presence of universal revelation and its histofy is found in its purity.”2!6 Rahner
stresses, however, that nowhere, not even in the pre-history of the Christian
church recorded in the Old Testament, does God utter an unconditional,
irrevocable, unsurpassable, and therefore final word before God’s definitive seli-

revelation in Christ.

4. The absolute savior. In this self-revelation, Rahner believes, God pledges
the divine self to the world in such a radical way that it becomes objectively
certain that the progress of divine self-communication will ultimately issue in the
divinization of the cosmos as a whole. “The historical person whom we call
Savior,” writes Rahner, “is that subjectivity in whom this process of God's
absolute self-communication to the spiritual world is irrevocably present as a
whole.”27 No merely human prophet or set of words, in Rahner’s view, could
have sufficed to bring about this publicly tangible irrevocability, this ultimate

seif-commitment of God. For, as Rahner explains:

As long as this finite mediation of the divine self-manifestation...is not in the sirictest sense 2
divine reality itself, it is basically transitory and surpassable. .. Hence if the reality in which God's
_absolute seif-communication is pledged and accepted for the whole of humanity...is to be really
~ the final and unsurpassable divine self-communication, then it must be said that it is not oaly
posited by Ged, but is God 218 .

In other words, Rahner maintains that Christ’s function as eschatological sign
of the irreversibility of God's self-communication to the world requires that he be
God and man in a single person. He himself, therefore, by being God and man in

a single person, constitutes the ultimate revelation of God’s will to communicate
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Godself to humankind. After Christ, there is no new revelation properly
speaking. Onme does, however, find the church, ie. the social embodiment of
Christ’s continuing presence in the world, which sums up its experience of Christ

in Scripture, which, in turn, forms the most specific and detailed of all kinds of

revelation.

" 5. Scripture. “Scripture,” Rahner writes, “{is] the in'spired word of God...and
not just debatable theology.”21% Yet specifying why and in what sense this thesis
holds true, according to Rahner, “is not as easy as it might seem at first sight.”220
For the statements of Scripture, as proclaimed and heard, always contain, in his

view, a moment of theology. In Rahmer’s words:

there is no pr_’aciaimed revelation except in the form of a believed revelation. A believed, ie.
heard, n?vglauon always already includes also—insofar as it is a revelation understood, accepted
and assimilated—a synthesis olf the Word of God and the word of a particular human
persoit... Every Word of God which is spoken by human beings is already, therefore, to a certain
extent a reflected word, and to that extent also already a beginning of theology. 2! 7

This theology, this reflecting on a more primitive revelation, Rahner avers,
occurs even in Scripture itself. “It would be absurd,” Rahner writes, “to try to
reduce the whole difference between for example the theology of the Synoptics or
of the Acts of the Apostles and that of St. Paul to the intervention of a new, direct
revelation of God.”?2 QOne must instead suppose, according to Rahner, that the
human avthors of Scripture “ponder and reflect on the data of their faith already
known to them” and respond to new questions, experiences, etc. *'to the best of

their ability in a theological reflection.”223
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Indeed, in Rahner’s view, the actual statements of Scripture constitute nothing
more than a “conceptﬁa] objectification...[which] is secondary in comparison”224
with a more “fundamental revelation {Grundoffenbarung].”*?> This revelation, in
turn, as we have seen, he considers ultimately identical with a “pre-thematic and
transcendental experience™26 universally bestowed on human beings. “The
express revelation of the word in Christ,” he writes, “is not something that comes
to us from without as entirely strange, but only the explicitation of what we
already are by grace and what we experience at least incoherently in the
limitlessness of our transcendence.”??? Rahner affirms, in fact, that “the iotality
of the message of the Christian faith is in a real semse already given
in...transcendental experience.”228 The specific difference between Scripture and
other forms of theclogical discourse, therefore, most definitely does not, in
Rahner’s view at least, “lie in the fact that in the former there is as it were the
pure Word of God alone and in the latter only human reflection.”22¢

The real distinction between the two, Rahner claims, derives from “the
peculiar and unique position of Holy Scripture,”?0 which Rahner attempts to
articulate in his “Catholic principle of sela-scriptura.”*! Such a principle need
not conflict with the defined doctrines of the Catholic Church, according to
Rahner:

provided that we understand...it to invalve also [1] an authoritative attestation and interpretation of
holy scripture by the living word of the Church and her magisterium, and [2] an attestation of
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f:cripture itself :and its authoritative interpretation which cannot be replaced by scripture
itself...presupposing, of course [3]...that one does not interpret this principle of the sola-scriptura
as meaning a prohibition of a living development of the faith of the Church,232

The self-understanding of the Catholic Church, in fact, requires such a
principle, Rahner contends, for at least three reasons. First, Rahner explains, “by
herself testifying absolutely...that the Scriptures are absolutely authoritative:”233
that they are just as authoritative, in fact, as the Church’s infallibie teaching
office, “the Church seemns to involve herself in a contradiction,”23 For, it seems,
one of the authorities cannot but render the other superfluous. If the Church
recognizes an infallible and intefligible Bible, “she evacuates the force of her own
authoritative ‘infallible’ magistery in favour of the Bible, as the infallible Word of
God."55 If the Church retains the plenitude of her authority, however, “she
subjects the Scripture to her own magisterial interpretation: it is she who decides
what the Scriptures can do and say.”236

One cannot dispose of the latter difficulty, morcover, by claiming “that the
Bible cannot interpret itself, that it needs an infallible interpreter.”23? The person
who reasons thus, Rahner avers, “is in effect saying that the Bible can claim no
priority over other [ecclesiastical] traditions when it comes to finding out just
what is of divine revelation; both are equally in need of a teaching authority if the
divine revelation in them is to be unerringly discerned.”®% In such an event, an
infallible book would be superfluous. The “Two-Source Theory, 2% therefore,
according to which Scripture and tradition constitute two, independent sources of

doctring, seems to involve the Catholic theologian in an insoluble dilemma: “why
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an infallible teaching authority if there is an infallible Scripture? Why an
infallible Scripture if there is an infallible teaching authority?"240

Rahner believes that he can resolve this dilemma by developing a new theory
of inspiration, which implies, in turn, a less problematic understanding of the
relation between Scripture and tradition. According to Rahner, “inspiration does
not of itself require an immediate divine intervention into the interior of the
human will; it is possible for the will to be moved mediately, by means of created
impulses arising within...the author’s concrete empirical experjence.”2# Rahner

contends, rather, that one can do justice to the traditional doctrine of inspiration

simply by asserting that “God wills and produces the Scripture as a constitutive

element in the foundation of the Apostolic Church, because and to the extent that
it is precisely in this way that God wills and effects the Apostolic Church’s
existence.”2¥2 God constitutes the divine author of Scripture, in other words,
insofar as God wills the existence of the church.

God’s willing of the church’s existence makes God the “anthor” of Scripture,
according to Rahner, because “the concrete, fully realized essence of the Church
includes the Scriptures: they are a constitutive element of her"24# “A
fundamental character of the Scriptures,” Rahner explains, “is the fulfillment of
the role...{of} the Apostolic Church as distinct from the later Church: to be not
only the earliest phase in time, but also the permanent source, the Canon and
norm for the Church of later eras.”?% Before the Church possessed the entire
canon of Scripture, therefore, it constitted “an église naissante, the Church in the
process of birth."24% By her “production of the Scriptures,” however, “she

constituted herself the normative law for the Church’s future course”?4¢ and thus
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brought about tl_w “self-constitution,”24? the “self-realization™?#8 and, indeed, “the
completion of the Apostolic Church, 24

This understanding of Scripture as the Church’s self-produced and self-
imposed doctrinal standard implies, according to Rahner, that “the inspiration of
Holy Scripture is nothing else than God’s founding of the Church.”® This thesis,
in turn, suggests a means of conceiving of the relation between Scripture and the
Church’s teaching authority in sach a way that neither renders the other
superfiuous: the “Catholic sola-scriptura principle.” Such a principle, according
to Rahner, if conceived in tetms of his understanding of inspiration, actually
confers on the magisterium and Scripture a status of mutual priority.

Insofar as Scripture constitutes “the enduring and unsurpassable norma
normans, non normata for all later dogmatic statements,”?# the magisteritm must
remain utterly subservient to it, Yet Scripture, according to Rahner, proceeds, to
a degree at least, from that very magisterium. “The New Testa:r;ent authors
were,” Rahner writes, “on this showing, organs of the Church’s self-
expression,”22  In yielding to the authority of Scripture, therefore, the
magisterium merely conforms to its own previous edicts. “The infallible teaching
authority of the Apostolic Church, in her function for the future, consists in the
capacity for creating the Scriptures, while the infallible teaching authority of the
later Church consists in the authentic interpretation of the Scriptures,”23

Rahner’s “Catholic principle of sola scriptura™ with its concomitant view of
inspiration, therefore, vindicates his church’s self-understanding, first, in the
sense that it maintains the anthority of both Scripture and tradition while giving

no impression of conflict between the two. It thus endows, in Rahner's view, the
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Catholic understanding of Scripture and tradition with “that measure of
intelligibility which...is needed for a solid and enduring faith on the part of the
majority of human heings,”?5
Rahner’s principle sustains his church’s self-understanding, second, fo the
extent that it engenders “a less embarrassed attitude toward the datum of
comparative religion, that non-Christian religions of a high cultural level also
have their holy books.”?5 Embarrassment at this datam, Rahner thinks, arises
from a mythological understanding of inspiration that he intends for his theory of
inspiration, including the “Catholic sola scriptura principle,” to replace.
According to Rahner’s theory, the Bible does not consist in miracolously dictated
_ messages from heaven: the kind of literature one would expect to find only in
Christ’s mystical body. Instead, Rahner holds, the Bible consists in a document
written by the church to define the church’s beliefs: the kind of writing one would

expect to find in any literate religious group. In Rahner’s words:

a community will almost necessarily establish itself as historically founded and enduring into the
future through the medium of books. It could even be suggested that the origin of books lies here,
rather than in the need for private communication. Possession of sacred books is [therefore}
something to be expected a prieri in any religion which possesses a cettain level of culture and
claims to be a bearer of historical revelation. 256

For one who accepts Rahner’s understanding of inspiration, therefore, “the
non-Christian analogies to the Christian Scriptures are mo longer a cause of
unease,”7 and, to that extent, Rahner’s theclogy of Scripture sustains the
credibility of Christianity.

Third, and, for Rahner, probably quite significantly, his understanding of
Scripture’s inspiration retains key elements of a traditional, Christian doctrine
without invoking divine intervention: a concept Rahner rejects as mythological.

If one presupposes his theology of inspiration, Rahner writes, “it is possible...to

254 1bid. 34; ebd. 26,
235 [id. 81-2; ebd. 55.
256 fiyid, 82; ebd. 55.
257 1bid.; ebd.
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understand all statements of the Christian faith about the’ Holy Scripture of the
Old and New Testaments, in such a way that the statements about God’s
authorship of Holy Scripture, about the inspiration, the normativity, [and] the
inerrancy of Scripture do not smack of the miraculous [einen miraculdsen
Beigeschmack haben], which today is no longer assimilable. it seems to me that
all that is being said {by the church] about the Sacred Scripture of the Old and
New Testaments — about God as the main author of Scripture, about inspiration,
about Scripture as norm, about the inerrancy of Scripture — can be understood
without recourse to the miraculous, which does not find credence tdday.”255
Rahner’s theology of Scripture and tradition also concedes to historic
Protestantism the material sufficiency of Scripture as a source of Christian
doctrine.25® He does not, however, in so doing adopt a Protestant understanding
of the relation between ecclesiastical authority and Seripture. For he maintains: a)
that only the church can identify precisely which books belong to the canon of
Scripture; b) that the church herself not only receives, but actually produces the
Scriptures; and ¢) that “the very fact that the Church proclaims a teaching

according to the norms of her office...guarantees that the Scriptures are being

rightly interpreted.”26¢ Rahner’s theory of inspiration, as we bave seen, confers -

on the magisterium and Scripture a status of mutual priority. “The infallible
teaching authority of the Apostolic Church, in her function for the future, consists
in the capacity for creating the Scriptures, while the infallible teaching authority

of the later Church consists in the authentic interpretation of the Scriptures,”261

258 “Buch Gottes—Buch der Menschen.“ ST xvi, 278-91 at 284, Joseph Donceel’s translation of
this passage in 77T xxii, 219 correctly conveys Rahner’s overall position, but strays unnecessarily
from the litera] sense of Rahner’s words.

259 That Rahner can concede this point to historic Protestantism without contravening the decrees
of the Council of Trent and Catholic tradition in general appears doubtful. For a thorough
discussion of the relevant historical data, cf. José Saraiva Martins, “Escritura e tradigdo segundo o
Concilio de Trento,” Divus Thomas (Piacenza) 67 (1964), 183-277.

260 “Ingpiration,” SMT, 77; “Schriftinspiration,” SW xii, 52,

261 1hid. 77; ebd.
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In Rahner’s view, then, the teachings, which the post-apostolic church
(excluding the question of the canon) deems infallible, derive, in some sense,
from Scripture. Scripture, in turn, derives from the experience of the biblical
authors, whose experience derives from certain historical events, which, while
they provide the material content of categorical revelation, do not, in and of
themselves, contain its ultimate and authoritative meaning. This deeper meaning,
in Rahner's view, subsists entirely in the divine self-revelation bestowed at all
places, in all times, and on all persons in humanity’s transcendental experience.

This brief etiology seems to sum up at least the essential elements of Rahner’s
view of divine revelation. On this understanding, particular truths, like the
doctrine of the Trinity, demand the assent of Christians only to the extent that
their meaning is contained impiicitly in the former levels of revelation,262 In
particular, their meaning must be implicitly contained in transcendental
experience: the sole origin of the indispensable and formal, as opposed to the
dispensable and material, content of revelation,

A “recourse to this originating reality of faith,” i.e. transcendental experience,
“is {therefore] wholly suitable,” in Rahner’s view, “to provide a critical criterion
for determining the exact meaning and the limitations of a theological
statement.”262 Whatever in a dogma reflects this “originating reality” must, in
Rahner’s view, remain absolutely normative. Al else he considers dispensable:
“time-conditioned amalgams™ with “no claim te permanent validity,”264

One might object, of course, that this kind of interpretation of dogma “might
lead eventually to the elimination of what is ‘really’ meant, a process of

elimination leading ultimately to the destruction of any real meaning of a religious

262 Cf, Rahner, “The Congregation of the Faith and the Commission of Theclogians,” 77 xiv, 98—
115 at 107; “Glaubenskongregation und Theologenkommission,” ST X, 338—57 at 348-9.
263 “Yesterday's History of Dogma and Theology for Tomorrow,” T7 xviii, 3-34 at 20-21;
“Pogmen- und Theologiegeschicte von gestem fiir morgen,” ST xiii, 11-47 at 31,

64 “Magisterivm and Theology,” TT xviii, 68; “Lehramt und Theologie,” ST xiii, 85.
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statement.”255 Rahner, however, seems to consider such fears unfounded. Of this

difficulty, he writes:

it need only be said that a veligious statement points not to what is drained of meaning, but to the
ineffable mystery that we call God....In other words, these processes of elimination are basically
continually recurring events pointing to that mystery and must occur over and over again in the
history of abiding religious truth, since this liberating and hopefisl approach to the mystery of God
must take place in the light of continually new historical situations of truth. 266

As long as the dogma continues effectively to mediate the transcendental
experience of God, Rahner holds, it ipso facto retains its true meaning., Rahner
identifies, then, the certain, irreducible content of Christian revelation with human

beings’ universal, athematic, and transcendental experience of divine grace.
II. THE REVELATION OF THE TRINITY

1. Introduction. Rahner’s view of the content of Christian revelation renders
the doctrine of the Trinity, as traditionally understood, quite problematic. For, in
the traditional view, the acts of the Trinitarian persons ad extra are absolutely
indistinguishable so that neither creation nor grace engenders elements in human
experience from which one can legitimately infer the existence of the immanent
Trinity. In order for human beings to possess any certain knowledge at all about
the tripersonality ‘qf God, the traditional view holds, God must reveal this
tripersonality to them through a conceptual, and even verbal, revelation. In
Rahner's non-miraculous understanding of Christianity, however, the kind of
divine intervention necessary for the conveyance of such a revelation simply does
not occur. “Every real intervention of God in God's world,” Rahner writes, “is
always only the becoming historical ard...concrete of that ‘intervention’ in which

God as the transcendental ground of the world has from the outset embedded

265 “History of Dogma,” T xviii, 16; “Theologiegeschicte,” ST xiii, 26.
266 1bid.; ebd.
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Godself in the world as its self-communicating ground.”?67 In contrast to those
who insist on the necessity of a verbal revelation for human knowledge of the
Trinity, therefore, Rahner insists that the revelation of the immanent Trinity must

be strictly identical with its ontological self-communication to the world. “The

revelation of the Trinity as immanent,” he writes, “can only be conceived of as -

occurring thus. The immanent Trinity is commnicated in the actf of divine grace
as such [in der gottlichen Gnadentar als solche]; sc. the immanent Trinity
becomes the Trinity of the economy of salvation.”268

The very idea of a revelation of something unrelated to humanity, which
utterly and completely transcends human beings and their world, moreover,
strikes Rahner, on philosophical grounds, as absurd. For his theory of the unity of
being énd knowing, as we have seen, entails the abandonment of any theory of
knowledge according to which the known remains simply external 1o the knower.
As Rahner explains: “Every knowledge of another by a human being is a mode of
her self-knowledge, of her ‘subjectivity’; the two are not merely extrinsically
synchronized, but intrinsic moments of the one human knowing....This holds also
for human knowledge of God.”2%?

Even if a verbal revelation could occur, therefore, it would suffice, in Rahner’s
view, only to convey an unintelligible and insignificant doctrine about the Trinity
to human beings. In order for human beings to know the Trinity itself, Rahner
holds, they‘ must experience God’s triune nature in some way in the depths of
their own being; indeed, the Trinity must become, in some sense, an aspect of
their being. If this “economic Trinity,” the Trinity that communicates itself to
human beings, does not relate in a very intimate way to the “immanent Trinity,”

ie. God as God exists in se from all eternity, then, in Rahner’s view, human

267 Foundations, 87; Grundbars, SW xxvi, 88.

268 wryinitit,” SM iv, SW xviifii, 133749 at 1342, In Rahner's view, writes Klaus Fischer, “the
Trinity is...the revelation itself” (Der Mensch als Geheimnis: Die Anthropologie Karl Rahners,
[(Skumenische Forschungen 2.5; Freiburg: Herder, 1974), 341).

269 Spirit, 183; Geist, SW ii, 144,
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beings cannot know of the immanent Trinity. Now, the dogmas which Rahner,

- the theologian, must uphold dictate, among other things, that certain human

beings at least do know explicitly of the immanent Trinity. Such a relationship’
must, therefore, in his view, exist. In order to assert, explain, and defend the -
existence of this relationship, then, Rahner develops: 1) a complex and originai
account of the process whereby God discloses the Trinitarian structure of the
intra-divine re]ations to human beings; and 2) an a priori rule?’0 that warrants
inferences from God's Trinitarian self-revelation to the doctrine of the immanent

Trinity,

2. Rahner’s Grundaxiom. The rle in question, of course, is Rahner’s famous
Grundaxian},: “the economic Trinity is the immanent Trinity and vice versa,”27!
Since, in Rahner’s view, this @ priori dictym constitutes the principle of
intelligibility of God’s Trinitarian seff-revelation, it seems reasonable t-o examine

its meaning and grounds before discussing the revelation of the Trinity itself.

a. Four misconstruals. In order the more precisely to determine what Rahner’s

Grundaxiom means, we shall first eliminate four, possible misconstruals.

i. Trivially obvious identity. First and above all else, Rahner does not posit his
Grundaxiom in order to affirm a trivially obvious identity of the Trinity with
itself. In the words of Philip Cary:

Rahner must be claiming more than just the identity of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit of
saivation-history with the three persons of the immanent Trinity; for that is an identity already
written into the Creed, which no Trinitarfan theology could possibly want to contest....The

270 We refer, of course, to Rahner's Grundaxiom. Commenting on its apriorism, 1. A. Colombo
writes, “It is precisely at this point that a danger arises, for it appears that the speaker has taken up
a position ab aeterno and abandoned the historicity of his own starting point” (“Rahner and His
Critics: Lindbeck and Metz,” Thomist 56 [1992]), 71-96 at 79, n. 19),

271 «Qpeness and Threefoldness,” T7 xviii, 114; “Einzigkeit und Dreifaltigkeit,” ST xiii, 139. In
the following sentence, Rahner writes: “I do not know exactly when and by whom this theological
axiom was formulated for the first time.” ‘




28

distinction between the -economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity has never 'implied t.hat there
were two separate Trinities, but only that there is a difference between describing God in se and

describing the work of God in the economy of salvation.??2

ii. Absolute identity. Second, however, Rahner also does not intend for his
Grundaxiom to affirm an identity so absolute that it renders the distinction
between the immanent and the economic Trinity superfluous. “The ‘immanent’
Trinity,” Rahner’s writes, “is the necessary condition of the possibility of God’s

free self-communication™:27? not that self-communication simpliciter.

iii. Copy theory. Nor does Rahner, third, regard the economic Trinity as a
mere manifestation of the immanent Trinity through the divine acts of salvation
history. God's “threefold, gratuitous, and free relation to us,” in Rahner's view,
“is not merely a copy or an analogy of the inner Trinity.”?™* Rahner characterizes
the economic Trinity much more as the self-gift of the immanent Trinity to
humanity. “God has given Godself so fully in...absolute self-communication to
the creature,” he writes, “that the ‘immanent’ Trinity becomes the Trinity of the
‘economy of salvation.””?”S  Again, “because God...and not some created
representation of God is involved in the free self-gift of God as mystery, the
three-fold form belongs directly to God in his relation to human beings. Thus the
economic Trinity of salvation is ipso facto the immanent Trinity."276

The economic Trinity, then, does not, in Rahner’s view, correspond to the

immanent Trinity as, for instance, a picture corresponds to the reality it portrays.

272 “Qp Behaif of Classical Trinitarianism: A Critique of Rahner on the Trinity,” Thomist 56
(1992), 365405 at 367. )
273 Trinigy, 102, n. 21; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS ii, 384, Anm. 21, As Joseph Wong explains,
“If the economic Trinity simply is the immanent Trinity, then Rahner’s repeated assertion that the
immanent self-expression of God [the Trinitarian processions] is the presupposed condition for the
free self-utterance ad extra [the economy of salvation] would lose its meaning” (Logos-Symbol in
the Christology of Karl Rahner [BSRel 61; Rome: LAS, 1984], 211). Cf. the similar remarks of
Ludger Geing-Hanhoff in his “Die Krise des Gottesbegriffs,” T@ 159 (1979), 285~303 at 301.

4 Trinity, 35; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS i, 337.
275 “Mystery,” T¥ iv, 69; “Geheimnis,” SW xii, 132.
276 «“The Hiddenness of God,” TF xvi, 22743 at 240; “Uber die Verborgenheit Gottes,” ST xii,
285-305 at 301.
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It corresponds to the immanent Trinity, rather, as a person who spends herself for

the good of another corresponds to herself as she would exist whether or not she

undertook this labor. The economic Trinity, as Rahner understands it, is the

immanent Trinity pouring itself out in grace.

iv. Merely de facto identity, Rahner, fourth and finally, does not consider this
correspondence between the eternal Trinity and the Trinity which communicates
itself to humanity as merely de facto and unnecessary in itself, Although Rahner
allows for and, indeed, insists upon some change in God's being when God
communicates the divine self to others, he nonetheless regards God’s triune,
internal relatedness as a principle of divine identity which necessarily perdures
even through the process of divine self-communication. Rahner demies the

possibility, therefore, of a self-communication of God whose internal distinctions

differ in any way from those of the immanent Trinity. In his words, “if...there is a _

real self-communication with a real distinction in that which is communicated as
such, hence with a real distinction ‘for us,” then God must ‘in se' carry this

distinction, 277

b. Rahner's actual meaning. By the statement, “the economic Trinity is the
immanent Trinity, and vice versa,” then, Rahner does mean that divine self-
communication “can, if occurring in freedom, occur only in the intra-divine
manner of the two communications of the one divine essence by the Father to the

Son and the Spirit.”278 In other words, the immanent constitution of the Trinity

277 Trinity, 36, n. 34; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” M5 i, 338, Anm. 34. , ‘
278 i, 36; ebd. 338, The words “if occwring in freedom” are worthy of note. As Luis Ladaria
justly remarks, “The ‘is” in the second part of the axiom is not equivalent to that in the first, In the
first, it concerns a necessary reference to the foundation and principle of the economy of salvation:
in the second, it indicaies a divine presence in sovereign liberty” (“La teologfa trinitaria de Karl
Rahner: Un balance de la discusidn,” Greg 86 [2005], 276-307 at 283).
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forms a kind of a priori law for the divine self-communication ad extra such that

the structure of the latter cannot but correspond to the structure of the former.2™®

¢. Rahner’s arguments for the Grundaxiom. That such a correspondence must
obtain, however, is by no means self-evident. Rahner, after all, famously admits
that “the one who is not subject to change in Godself can Gods_elf be subject to
change in something else.”?% If God could alter other facets of God’s being in
something else, it seems, prima facie, that God could also alter the relations
between God's modes of subsistence.?®! God’s simplicity, 282 as classically
understood, moreover, would seem to dictate that changes in other facets of God’s
being could not leave the Trinitarian relations untouched, For, if God is simple,
i.e. absolutely uncomposed, then every aspect of God's being is essentially,
though not necessarily relatively, identical with every other; hence the slightest
change in any aspect of a simple God would transform every aspect of that God.
It seems, then, that the relations between Father, Son, and Holy Spirit could
hardly escape the comprehensive metamorphosis entailed by divine becoming.
Such becoming, however, seems to form an indispensable prerequisite to divine

self-communication as Rahner conceives of it: : i.e. “the act whereby God goes

279 “The Trinity as present in the economy of salvation,” Rahner writes, “necessarily embodies
also the Trinity as immanent” (“Methedology,” T xi, 108; “Methede,” ST ix, 120).
80 Foundations, 220; Grundkirs, SW xxvi, 212,

281 Rahner explicitly affirms the objective identity of each divine person with the divine essence
(Trinity, 72-3; “Der dreifaitige Gott," MS ii, 364). When he speaks of the Trinitarian persons as
“nodes of subsistence,” accordingly, he means to refer to the persons qua distinct, i.e. according
1o their personal properties, and rot to reduce the persons to thase properties (cf, ibid, 74, n. 27,
109-10; ebd. 365, Anm. 26, 389). .

Rahner explicitly states, moreover, that the Trinitarian persons are really (i.e. in fact. and not
merely in conception), etemnally, and necessarily distinct (“Dreifaltigkeit,” KTAW*, SW xviifr, 535-
8 at 536-7). One cannot, therefore, reasonably consider him a Sabellian, or “modalist.” For a
more extensive defense of Rahner against this charge, cf. Marc Pugliese, “Is Karl Rahner a
Modalist?" ITh{ 68 (2003), 229-49.

282 Rahner endorses the doctrine of divine simplicity (cf. Trinity, 69, 102, n. 21; “Der dreifaltige
Gou,” MS ii, 362, 384, Anm. 21), but interprets it in an unconventional sense (cf. ibid. 103; ebd.
384).
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out of Godself into ‘the other’ in such a way that God bestows Godself upon the
other by becoming the other.”283

i. The argument from divine self-communication. Rahner contends,
nevertheless, in his only explicit argument for the Grundaxiom, that precisely
because God communicates the divine self, the relations intrinsic to that
communication necessarily correspond to the eternal relations within the
immanent Trinity. “The differentiation of the seif—éommunication of God...mnust,”
he writes, “beIong' to God ‘in Godself,” or otherwise this difference...would do
away with God’s self-communication.”?®¢ Rahner, indeed, seems to regard
asymmetry between God’s eternal relations and God’s communicated relations as
self-evidently incompatible with a genuine, divine self-communication and,
accordingly, never responds explicitly to the difficulty raised above about the
implications of change in a simple being. To his credit, however, Rahner does
display awareness of a related objection to his position: viz. that even if he could
identify an authentically Trinitarian superstructure of religious experience; and
even if he could plausibly argue that thxs superstructure characterizes the God
who communicates Godself to human beings; Rahner could not, it seems,
establish that the structure in question 1) characterized this God even before God
communicated the divine being, and 2) would have characterized this God even if

God had never communicated this being.

283 “Mystery,” T iv, 68; “Geheimnis,” SW xii, 131, In particular, Rahner asserts that God must
change in order to accomplish the most radical instance of divine self-communication, the
Incarnation. Although, he writes:

we must maintain methodologically the iinmutability of God,...it would be basically a dendal of
the incarnation if we used it [i.e. the divine immutability] to determine what this mystery could be.
If, to expedite the mystery, one transferred it into the region of the creature alone, one would really
abolish the mystery in the sirict sense....The mystery of the incarnation [therefore] must lie in
God...: in the fact that God, although unchangeable ‘in Godself’, can become something ‘in
another™ (“On the Theology of the Incarnation,” 77 iv, 105-20 at 114, n. 3; “Zur Theologie der
Menschwerdung,” SW xii, 309-22 at 317, Anm. 3).

284 Tyinity, 99-100; *“Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS ii, 382. Cf. Foundations, 137; Grundiurs, SW
xxvi, 135-6; and “The Mystery of the Trinity,” 77 xvi, 255-9 at 258; “Um das Geheimnis der
Dreifaltigkeit,” ST xii, 320-25 a1 323.




92

In the following passage, for instance, one can discern a preliminary response
to the criticism that, if God is not immutable, God’s inner structure after God
communicates Godself need not mirror God's structure before, or prescinding

from, this communication. “The Aoyoc evdiafeToc,” he writes:

is the condition of the possibility of the Adyoc mpogopikoc. This daes not make of the Logos a
mere principle of creation. For if the verbum prolativim. .is uttered freely, thus having its
condition in the Father's immanent Word, it must have an “immanent” sense and a meaning for
the Eather himself. Otherwise the Father's self-expression ad extra wE)uld either no !qnger be. a
free grace, or no “immanent” word could pre-exist in relation to it as the condition of its

possibility. 283

Rahner recognizes, in other words, that one could reasonably conceive of the
Logos as “a mere principle of creation” under one, or possibly both, of two
conditions. The Logos could constitute a mere principle of creation if: a) the self-
communication involved in creation were not a free grace; or b) the Logos did not
exist prior to creation. It is the second possibility that interests us here.

By raising the possibility that God first differentiates Godself into Father and
Logos when God wishes to communicate the divine self ad extra, Rahner displays
his awareness that a differentiation within a mutable God’s self-communication
need not imply a differentiation within this God prior to, or irrespective of, the
communication. He acknowledges, in fact, that “here lies the critical point of the
whole question. Why is the Son as the word of the free self-expression of the
Father to the world necessarily also the Adyoc evBiddetoc of the Father? Why
does the possibility of the Father's self-expression to the world, even as a mere
possibility, already imply an inner ‘differentiation’ in Godself?"'286

Rahl;:er seems, then, clearly to understand the problem: if God can change in
communicating Godself, why should one assume that the communicated God
corresponds to God as God existed before, or as God would have existed without,
the.self—conununication? He attempts, moreover, to supply a rudimentary answer,

which, due to the importance of the mater at hand, we quote at length:

285 Trinity, 64; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS ii, 358-9.
286 Ihid. 64-5; ebd. 359.
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First, we may simply point out that the experience of the absolute proximity of the God who
communijcates Godself in Chrst is already interpreted in this way by the theology of the New
Testament. This theology knows already of a descent Christology [Deszendenzchristologie] as an -
interpretation of an’ascent Christology [Aszendenzchristologie} in the Synoptics and in the
discourses of the Acts of the Apostles. But how and why did such an interpretation arise—a
“theology” developed within the very framework of the history of revelation? Taking a Jeaf from
this biblical interpretation itself we may say: Jesus knew of himself in a peculiar way as the “Son”
as well with respect to the Father as also with respect to human beings. But this would be

" impossible if he were simply the Father making himself present and giving himself in a human

reality. Let us suppose that...we should, in some kind of Sabellian way, atlow the human reality
to subsist hypostatically in the Father. In that case we could still in this humanity conceive of a
spiritual, free, created subjectivity which might also refer to the Father in adoration, obedience,
and so on....It might call this origin in which it subsists “Father,” But as the concrete presence of
the Father it could not with respect to humanity experience and express jiself as the Son of the
Father.287

These remarks, which Rahner himself characterizes as “brief and stammering
words, 288 do, of course, contain significant moments of truth. The central claim
of the first half of Rahner’s statement, nonetheless, seems partially gratoitous; and
the central claim of the second half seems largely, albeit not entirely, immaterial,

The gratuitous aspect of the first half, naturally, does not consist in Rahnef’s '
acknowledgment of a robust descent Christology in the New Testament,
especially in the Johannine literature and the epistles of Paul. The gratuitous
aspect of Rahner’s statement lies rather in the undefended assumption that this
descent Christology constitutes “an interpretation of an ascent Christology...in
the Synoptics and in the discourses of the Acts of the qust]es.” For, first, the
New Testament writers themselves do not claim that they reached their descent
Christology by drawing conclusions from earlier, more modest claims. On the
whole, they cither: a} ascribe their Christology to Jesus’ words delivered on earth
(Matt 28:19; John 3:13; 8:23, 42, 58; 10:30; 12:45; 14:9; 16:15; 17:5, etc.) and
from heaven (Gal 1:11-12; Rev 1:8, 11, 17; 22:13, etc.); or b) simply give no
account of their Christology’s origins.

If Rahner wishes to assert that the New Testament writers inferred the pre-

existence of Jesus as a distinct divine person from some source other than verbal

287 1hid. 65; ebd.
288 1bid.; ebd.
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testimony, moreover, he should explain how this could have occurred.2? In the
passage quoted above, however, which represents Rahner’s principal effort to
meet this challenge, Rahner explains, on the basis of Christ’s filial consciousness,
not how Jesus’ followers could have recognized him as the pre-existent Son of
God, but how they could have recognized him as the Son of God after the decisive
event of divine self-communication.

That, however, is not at all to the point. For the question at hand is not how
the disciples could have recognized Jesus as the intra-divine Logos, but rather
how the disciples could have known, without simply being told, that the God who,
according to Rahmer, can and even must metamorphose when communicating the
divine self, must have possessed a Logos prior to this self-communication.
Rahner seems, then, not to substantiate his claim that Christ’s disciples did, or
even could have, inferred the eternal pre-existence of the Logos from their
experience of Jesus and his resurrection without explicit, divinely authenticated,
verbal testimony; and Rahner does not explain how the early community could
have discovered the pre-existence and personality of the Holy Spirit.

It seems doubtful, moreover, that Rahner could explain how the disciples could
reasonably have inferred these doctrines from their experience. What experience,
short of the beatific vision, would suffice to justify, of itself, an inference to such
subtle conclusions? What reason, short of a verbal revelation, moreover, could
suffice to prove that a mutable God could not alter the structure of the intra-divine
relations when communicating Godself in such a way as to render it impossible
for human beings to infer the relational structure of God’s inner being before God
communicated the divine self from the ﬁtrucmre God exhibits in the
communication? Rahner seems to supply insufficient evidence for this last
proposition, which is equivalent to the Grundaxiom; and, if one disailows a verbal

revelation, it is difficult to imagine in what such evidence might consist.

289 Cf, Rahness remarks in ibid. 66, n. 18; ebd, 359, Anm. 18.
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Rahner’s argument for the Grundaxiom from divine seif-communication,

therefore, seems to face practically insuperable objections.

ii. The methodological rationale, Although Rahner explicitly proposes only
one full-fledged argument for the Grundaxiom, viz. that from self-
communication, a second concern seems to underlie both Rahrer's vigorous
advocacy of the Grundaxiom and the theological public’s enthusiastic embrace of
it. Rahner seeks, with the aid of the Grundaxiom, to place Trinitarian theology on
a new methodological footing, Unlike neoscholastic theologians who consider
the doctrine of the Trinity a datum revealed primarily through words and without
foundation in ordinary, human experience, Rahner contends that “the mystery of
the Trinity is the last mystery of our own reality, and...it is experienced precisely
in this reality.”?*® Though he cautions that “this does not imply...that we might,
from this experience, by mere individual reflexion, conceptually objectivate the
mystery,”?! Rahner insists that when “we experience that the divine self-
communication is given in two distinct ways, then the two . intra-divine
processions are already co-known as distinct in this experience of...faith."2%? In
Rahner’s view, accordingly, “we may...confidently look for an access into the
doctrine of the .Trinity in Jesus and in his Spirit, as we experience them through
faith in salvation history.”293

Instead of relying on putatively revealed propositions in the manner of the
neoscholastics, therefore, Rahner seeks to elucidate the doctrine of the immanent
Trinity by showing how it originates ultimately in the human experience of the
economic Trinity., The following remarks of Rahner about the concepts of

substance” and “essence” reflect his approach to Trinitarian theology as a whole.

290 Ibid. 47; ebd. 346.
291 1hig.; ebd.

292 Ihid. 119; ebd. 396.
293 1hid. 39; ebd. 340,
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These concepts...always refer back 1o the origin from which they come: the experience of faith
which assures us that the incomprehensible God is really, as he is in himself, given to us in the (for
us) twofold reality of Christ and the Spirit....Hence insofar as the dogmatically necessary content
of both concepts is concerned, nothing should be introduced into them except that which follows
ultimately from our basic axiem, that which comes from the fact that the “economic” Trinity is for
us first known and first revealed, that it is the “immanent” Trinity and that of it [i.e. the immanent
Trinity] we can know with dogmatic certitude only what has been revealed about the former.2?4

According to Rahner, then, the Grundaxiom, in light of which the economic
Trinity reveals the immanent Trinity,® is or at least can be the sole formal
foundation of the doctrine of the immanent Trinity; and the human experience of
the economic Trinity is or at least can be its sole material foundation, its genuine

“Ursprungsort-fiir-uns." 2%

d. Conclusion. In Rahner’s view, then, one can: a) discern from one's
experience of divine self-communication as objectified in Scripture that this
communication contains irveducibly distinct, inseparable, and definitely ordered
modes of subsistence; and b) by virtue of one’s knowledge of the necessary
correépondence between oixovopia and Geohoyia expressed by the Grundaxiom,
reasonably infer that these modes of subsistence correspond precisely and, indeed,
are identical to those of the immanent Trinity. In the foregoing, we have
expressed serious reservations about the g priori rule by which Rahner seeks to
establish the soundness of such an inference.

We have not yet discussed in any detail, however, Rahner's account of the
revelatory event which this @ priori rule allows one to interpret as a revelation of

the immanent Trinity: an account, which, as we shall see, proves quite complex

254 1pig. 55, ebd. 352.

295 In Rahner's view, writes Mdrio de Franga Miranda, “the basic principle of Trinitarian
theology, which acknowledges the economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity as identical, must
be maintained on penaity of our knowing nothing of God, as Ged is in Godself” (O mistério de
Deus em nossa vida: a doutrina trinitdria de Karl Rakner [Colegiio fé e realidade 1; Sdo Paulo:
Edigites Loyola, 1975], 109).

296 “Dogmen~ und Theologiegeschichte,” ST xiii, 32. In Rahner's view, writes Josep M. Rovira
Belloso, “only fran sélo] from the economy of salvation...is it possible to enter into the mystery of
the Trinity...Only from here can we ‘ascend’ towards the Trinity in itself.” (“Karl Rahner y la
renovacion de los estudios sobre la Trinidad,” in La teologia trinitaria de Karl Rahner [Nereo
Silanes, ed.; Koinonia 20; Salamanca: Ediciones Secretariado Trinitario, 1987], 95-109 at 103).
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and, in some respects at least, quite as problematic as Rahner's defense of the
Grundaxiom. Before proceeding to this topic, we would simply like to note that
this account, no less than the Grundaxiom itself, plays an essential role in
jostifying Rahner’s overall understanding of how God reveals the doctrine of the
Trinity. A consistent application of the Grundaxiom itself, that is to say, could
yield radically unorthodox conclusions if the economy of salvation did not display
the proper relational structure. The account of Ithe.rcvclatory event and its
Trinitarian structure summarized and critigued in the next segment, therefore,
constitutes an integral aspect of Rahner’s case for a revelation of orthodox

Trinitarianism mediated through divine self-communication.
3. The Trinitarian structure of the revelatory event.

a. Rahner’s objective. Rahner seeks to demonstrate that divine }evelation
displays a Trinitarian structure by analyzing the concept of divine self-
communication, In his words, he desires to show “how the Incarnation and the
descent of the Spirit can, in the properties we know about them through
revelation, be so ‘conceptualized’ [auf den ‘Begriff gebrachr’], or understood that
they look like moments of the one self-communication of God, hence as one
economic Trinity, and not merely as two ‘functions’ of two divine hypostases,
which might be exchanged at will. 297

b, Dual ' modalities of divine self-communication. Rahner seeks, more
specifically, to conceive of divine self-communication in such a way that the very
idea implicitly contains within itself dual modalities, corresponding to the
missions of the Spirit and the Son, that: a) characterize such a self-communication
necessatily; b) are irreducible to each other; and ¢) relate to each other i a certain

Tofic that corresponds to the T&EI of the Son and the Spirit within the

297 Triniry, 87; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS if, 373—4. Cf. ibid. 84--5: ebd. 372.
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immanent Trinity. In this way, Rahner hopes to render credible his claim that the
structure of God’s self-communication necessarily mirrors the structure of God’s
inner life.

By divine self-communication, Rahner means, here as elsewhere, “the act
whereby God goes out of Godself into ‘the other’ in such a way that God bestows
Godself upon the other by becoming the other.,”?® In Rahner’s view, moreover,
divine self-communication includes creation as a moment within itself and
renders God “the very core of the world’s reality”®® and “the innermost
constitutive element of the human person.”3°° In consequence, Rahner reasons,
one may characterize divine self-communication in terms of human beings’
experience of it without fear of projecting the merely creaturely into the divine.
Such a procedure, he writes, “does not necessarily imply that we add something to
this self-communication, which would be extrinsic to it in itself, insofar as it
comes from God.”3

Rahner believes, therefore, that he possesses some basis for speaking of divine

self-communication on the basis of human experience, prescinding from the

testimony of Scripture and, in fact, produces quite a detailed account of God’s -

self-communication from precisely this perspective. “Once we presuppose this
concept of the self-communication of God,” he writes, “it reveals to us a fourfold
group of aspects: (a) Origin—Future; (b) History—Transcendence;  (c)
Invitation—Acceptance; (d) Knowledge—~Love.”3"2 By opposing the first of each

pair of aspects to the second and understanding the resultant “correlative axes”03

298 spjystery,” T¥ iv, 68; “Geheimnis,” SW xii, 131.
299 wgnecific Character,” 77 xxi, 191; “Eigenart,” ST xv, 190,

00 Foundations, 116; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 116.
301 Trinity, 89; “Der dreifaltige Gow," MS i, 375,
302 1pig. 88; ebd. 374. Anthony Kelly, apparently following Rahner, employs virtally the same
set of dyads to clarify the structure of divine self~communication in his The Trinity of Lave:- A
Theology of the Christian God (New Theology Series 4, Wilmington, Del.: Michael Glazier,
1989), 105-6.
303 wWe borrow this term from Emmanuel Durand, “L’ autocommunication trinitaire: Concept clé
de 1a connexio mysteriorum rahnérienne,” RY 102 (2002), 569-613 at 587.
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as unities, Rahner holds, one can gain knowledge of the “specific character'0%¢ of

the “two basic manners [Grundweisen) of the self-communication of God”* and,

therefore, of the nature and relationships of the two divine processions of the Son

and Spirit.
¢. Rahner’s dyads.

i. Introduction. In order to evaluate Rahner’s schematization of the human
experience of divine self-communication adequately, it seems, one must, first,
gain some sense of why Rahner considers the dyads, origin—future,
history—transcendence, invitation—acceptance, and knowledge—love, correlative
opposites that correspond to the processions of the Som and the Spirit; and,

second, ask whether, given the presuppositions of Rahner’s larger theology, these

dyads constitute apt representations of the relations between the two divine

processions.

ii. Origin—futyre. “Origin” and “future” belong among the correlative
modalities of divine self-communication as experienced by viatores, according to
Rahner, insofar as: a) divine self-communication possesses “a beginning, in which
the addressee of a possible divine self-communication is constituted by the will
which decided this self-communication;”3% and b) “this beginning or origin aims
at a future (the total communication of God), which should not be considered as
that which develops naturally from the beginning, but as something which,
despite the latter’s finalization towards the future, stands opposed to the beginning
as the other moment of something radically new, something separated by a real
history of freedom.307

304 1riniry, 94; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS 1, 378,
305 pbig ; ebd.

306 1hid, 91; ebd. 376.
307 Ihid.; ebd.
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In other words, Rahner identifies: 1) the beginning of divine self-
communication with creation jtself, either of the individual or of the cosmos or
possibly both; and 2) the future of divine self-communication with “the total
communication of God,” by which Rahner presumably means either the
finalization of one's fundamental option for God achieved in death3® or the
“recapitulation” of the cosmos into God at the eschaton®® or, again, possibly
both.

If one prescinds from Rahner’s knowledge that, according to dogma, the Son’s
procession logically precedes that of the Spirit, it is difficult to see why Rahner
associates “origin™ with the procession of the Son rather than that of the Spirit.
An understanding of the atonement as a satisfaction of divine justice would,
admittedly, guarantee a priority of the Son’s work in the economy over the
Spirit’s insofar as the Son’s appeasement of divine wrath would, on such a theory,
constitute a prerequisite of God’s bestowal of grace on repentant sinners by the
Holy Spirit. Rahner, however, pointedly rejects all theories of the atonement that
portray Christ’s death as a satisfaction or substitution,?!? choosing, instead, to
conceive of Christ as savior only to the extent that he constitutes: a) salvation’s
perfect exemplar, and so its final cause;! and b) the sign of divine self-
comrnunication's eschatological irreversibility, and so salvation’s *“sacramental”
cause, which causes salvation by signifying it 312 In “origin™ and “future,” then,
Rahner finds aspects of the human experience of divine self-communication that
do seem both correlative and opposed. Their correspondence to the processions

of the Son and Spirit respectively, however, seems far from obvious.

308 ¢t e.g. "Dogmatic Questions on Easter,” T7 iv, 121-133 at 128; “Dogmatische Fragen zur
Osterfrmmigkeit,” SW xii, 323-34 at 329.

309 Cf, Foundations, 189; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 184,

310 ¢f ep. “Reconciliation and Vicarious Representation,” T! xxi, 255-60 at 265-6;
“Versthnung und Steflvertretung,” ST xv, 251-64 at 261.

311 Cf. e.g. “Tesus Christ in the Non-Christian Religions,” 77 xvii, 39-50 at 46; “Jesus Christus in
der nichtchristlichen Religionen,” 8T xii, 370-83 at 377.

312 Cf. e.p. “The Christian Understanding of Redemption,” T/ xxi, 239-54 at 250-1; “Das
christliche Verstindnis der Erlosung,” ST xv, 236~50 at 246-7.
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iii. History—transcendence. History and transcendence form the second pair
of modalities identified by Rahner as constitutive of the human experience of

divine self-communication. “There belongs to the human person,” writes Rahner:

" essentially the following open difference which we indicate with these two words: the difference

(in knowledge and in action) between the concrete object and the “horizon™ within which this
object comes to stand, between the apriori and the aposteriori of knowledge and freedom,
between the way in which knowledge and activity reach the well-determined concrete here and
now (so and not otherwise) and the open range which knowledge and action anticipate, from
whose vantage point, by limiting themselves, they ever again establish the “object,” while ever
again discovering its eontingency.313

In this, in itself rather cryptic, sentence, Rahner seems to appeal to his
metaphysics of knowledge to endow the terms “history” and “transcendence” with
unconventional meanings. If this is the case, one can reasonably identify the
“history” to which Rahner refers as the human experience of concrete_ particulars
within the infinite, athematic horizon opened up by the dynamism of the human
spirit towards the totality of possible objects of its knowledge and love.

This dynamism, likewise, which is presumably what Rahner means here by
“transcendence,” constitutes human beings as knowing subjects over against the
pafticular things of the world by enabling them to perceive themselves and the
objects of their sensation as distinct and limited concretizations of the esse
commune that (along with esse abso!uturﬁ according to the later Rahner)
constitutes: a) the horizon within which human subjects experience particular
things of the concrete world; and b) the term of their athematic, and yet both
conscious and free, primal striving,

“History” and “transcendence,” thus understood, correspond to the missions of
the Son and Spirit, as Rahner conceives of them, in that; a) Rahner considers the
Incarnation merely the most profound among many manifestations of the same,

transcendental, divine self-communication responsible for creation and all events

of human history; and b) he identifies the indwelling of the Holy Spirit with the

313 Trinity, 91-2; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” M5 ii, 377.
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divine endowment of all human intellects with a supernatural, formal object: i.e.
an @ priori horizon of consciousness that consists not merely in esse commune,
but in God.

In Rahner's view, then, just as, according to Christian proclamation, cne
accepts God’s offer of grace poured out in the Holy Spirit through faith in the
Son, so one correctly aligns oneself vis-3-vis one’s supernatural, formal object by
faithfully responding to the categorical particulars encountered in concrete
experience. Just as “no one can say ‘Jesus is Lord” except by the Holy Spirit” (1
Cor 12:3j, likewise, Rahner believes that categorical particulars can mediate the
experience of grace to persons only insofar as these particulars are experienced
within a supernaturally elevated, transcendental horizon. One who accepts
Rahner’s transcendental-anthropological formulation of the gospel, therefore,
cannot reasonably question the aptness of “history” and “transcendence” as

characterizations of the divine missions as experienced by human beings.

iv. Offer—acceptunce. Rahner supplies few details, at least in Mysterium
Salutis, about the third pair of aspects he identifies as constitutive of the human
experience of divine self-communication: offer and acceptance. “If,” he writes,
“the human person is the being with the one duality of origin and future, if she is
history in (into) transcendence, and thus the free being, then God’s self-
communication must also mean the difference between offer and acceptance (the
third couple of aspects) of this self-communication.”314

Rahner seems to think, then, that offer and acceptance evidently characterize
the human experience of divine self-communication and that they do so in a way
that corresponds to the missions of the Son and Spirit if one understands this
experience and those missions in the terms in which Rahner describes them. It

seems difficult, moreover, reasonably to dispute this verdict. If, as Rahner claims,

314 bid, 92; ebd.
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“God has really and in a strict sense offered Godself in Jesus, 315 after all, “offer”

"seems an eminently appropriate way to characterize the modality of Christ’s

presence to the world. Likewise, if the light of faith, through which one accepts’
God’s offer of salvation in Christ, is “brought about by the Spirit and uitimately
identical with the Spirit,”3!6 then one can fittingly describe the Holy Spirit as

present to hurnan beings in the modality of “acceptance.”

v. Knowledge—love,

er. The problematic. The fourth and final dyad of modalities identified by
Rahner as constitative of human beings’ experience of divine self-communication
consists in “kmowledge and love, [i.e.] actuation of truth and actuation of love 317
Although the words, knowledge/truth and willlove, constitute traditional
characterizations of the Son and Spirit, Rahner assigns unconventional senses o
his terms in order to render them suitable for employment in his transcendental-

anthropological account of divine self-communication.

B Truth. Specifically, Rahner insists that truth, properly understood:

is not first the correct grasping of a state of affairs. It consists first [rather] in letting our own
personal essence come to the fore, positing ourself without dissimulation, accepting oneself and
letting this authentic nature come to the fore in truth also in the presence of others....This true
“revealing"—letting our nature come to the fore in the presence of others— is (when it includes a
free commitment to the other) what we call “fidelity.” Hence truth is first the muth which we do,
the deed in which we firmly posit ourself for ourself and others.3!8

The clearest defense of this understanding of truth in Rahner’s corpus appears
not, as one might expect, in his early investigations into the metaphysics of

knowledge, but in one of Rahner’s spiri&:al writings: the essay, “Uber die

315 Foundations, 280; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 267.

316 “Considerations on the Development of Dogma,” TI iv, 25, Uberlegungen zor
Dogmenentwicklung,” SW ix, 461, :

347 Trinity, 93; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS ii, 377,
318 Ihid. 95-6; ebd. 379-80. ‘
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Wahrhaftigkeit.” In the first of three stages of a particular argument about the

nature of truth in this essay, Rahner asserts:

Reality is essentially not the objective status of things which cognitive being is ‘set over against’
as something independent, alien and separate....Reality is ultimately spirit and person, and in the
measure that a given reality is not this, is incapable of realizing itself, is not objectifted to itself, is
not apparent to iself, in the same measure the being of this reality is itself as such weak and
lacking in ultimate validity 319

In other words, Rahner postulates at the outset of his argument the
understanding of being as being’s-presence-to-itself that he achieves in his early
writings on the metaphysics of knowledge. On this basis, then, Rahner asserts in
the second stage of his argument: 1) that truth considered as a characteristic of
being rather than as a property of statements, consists fundamentally in self-
awareness; and 2) that truthfulness in its most primordial sense thus consists in

the accurate self-disclosure of one’s being to oneself. In Rahner’s words:

Truth, as the givenness of a thing to itself, is an intrinsic element in reatity itself, so that a given
being has being and exists to the extent that it...discloses to itself the truth that is its own nature.
From this point of view, therefore, truthfulness is not, in the first instance, a virtue, a moral
prescription which regulates human intercourse, but...the self-confrontation of a reality in so far as
this selif-confrontation is faithful and really reproduces this ‘being to itself’ clearly and
luminously, undistorted and really achieved, expressed and really accepted.32¢

Rahner presumably includes acceptance among the criteria of truthfulness,
because, in his view, knowledge and freedom are, at least in their most primordial
senses, identical.32! According to Rahner, then, one can truly know oneself only
to the extent that one accepts oneseif,

In the third and final stage of the present argument, then, Rahner introduces the
notion of truthfulness to others and states explicitly a conclusion implicit in the
previous citation: that truth and truthfulness are ixltimatc]y identical. Referring

back to the last sentence of the previous bloc quote in which he describes interior

319 «0n Truthfulness,” TI vii, 229-59 at 257; SW x, 44768 at 466-7.
320 1big, 257-8; b, 467.

321 Cf. Hearer, 83, 126 (Horer, SW iv, 152, 154, 224); “Incomprehensibility,” T7 xvi, 254
(“Unbegreiflichkeit,” ST xii, 319).
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truthfulness as “the self-confrontation of a reality in so far as this self-

confrontation is faithful,” Rahner writes:

It is here, then, that tathfulness towards others as well has its source. It imparts to the other
person only what the individual herself is. It makes her own unique personality emerge from its
hidden background and appear before that other pure and undistorted. This uthfulness is in the
first instance the free self-disclosure of one's personal being as rendered present to one’s self,
made available to others, the conveying of one's own personal truth to others. And for this reason
it is true that ruth and truthfulness are at basis the same: the act of uttering one’s own truth
faithfully to others. Truth is in origin not the emergence of any Xind of thing, but the self-
bestowal of being upon itself. As such it is essentially personal, and truthfulness is the disclosure
precisely of this personal being to others in freedom and love, 322

In other words, Rahner claims that just as truthfulness towards oneself consists
in accurate self-disclosure of one’s being to oﬁeself, so truthfulness towards
others consists in accurate disclosure of one’s being to others. Why Rahner, in
this passage, identifies the first kind of truthfulness with truth itself seems
relatively clear: one possesses self-awareness, i.e. what Rahner means in this
context by truth, to the extent that one faithfully discloses one’s being to oneself.
How truth, in the sense of self-awareness, can be identical with truthfulness
towards others, as Rabner also claims in this passage, seems, by contrast, obscure,

The obscurity dissolves, however, when one realizes that, in Rahner’s view,
truthfulness towards others is a necessary consequence of the self-awareness and
self-acceptance that constitute truthfulness towards oneself. It is nothing more
than truthfulness towards oneself, that is to say, as this truthfulness manifests
itself to other persons. That Rahner does, in fact, understand truthfiziness towards
others in this manner appears from the following remarks, also taken from the
essay “Uber die Wahrhaftigkeit,” about lying and liars. “What is a liar?” Rahner

asks, “‘or, more precisely: Who finds it necessary to lie?”

Evidently it is she who feels herself insecure,..,who has something to hide which in her opinion
would, if it were known, lower her in the esteem of others. The liar attaches value to this esteem
as if*it were something vitally necessary to her existence. In this sense the lie appears as a
weapon, presumed to be necessary, in the struggle for self-assertion,...Considered in this light, as
a weapon necessary for one’s self-assertion, the lie must seem, in the long run, unavoidable to

322 «On Truthfulness,” T vii, 258; “Uber dic Wahrhaftigkeit,” SW x, 467.
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anyone who has not been interiorly liberated from herself in interior truthfulness, and found the
absolute courage she needs in order to discover her true nature in the infinite mystery of
truth,...Only one who has hidden her own true and ultimate selfhood in God, and delivered it into
God’s protection, only one who has thereby become secure and unassailable in a troly ultimate
sense, finds it no longer necessary. 1o defend herself. And only one who no longer has to defend
herself can in all cases be truthful to her neighbour. 323

Precisely how this quotation resolves the obscurity in the previous citation
might, admittedly, scem obscure. Again, however, the obscurity dissolves when
one realizes that Rahner identifies self-acceptance, which on account of the
presumed identity of knowing and willing constitutes self-awareness and interior
truthfulness, with the athematic acceptance of the self-communication of God.
“Anyone who really accepts herself,” Rahner writes, “accepts a mystery in the
sense of the infinite emptiness which is humanity. She accepts herself in the
immensity of her unpredictable destiny and—silently, and without
premeditation—she accepts the One who has decided to fill this infinite emptiness
{which is the mystery of humanity) with God’s own infinite fullness (which is the
mystery of God).”*24

In Rahner’s view, accordingly, the person who is truthful to others is precisely
the person who accepts God; and the person who accepts God is the person who
accepts herself. If, then, the person who accepts herself is precisely the person
who is interiotly truthful, the person who is interiorly truthful is, likewise, truthful
to others: in which case truthfulness to others constitutes nothing other than
interior truthfulness as it manifests itself in interpersonal relations. Now, if
exterior truthfulness is interior truthfulness, ang interior truthfulness is truth itself,
then it seems that truth does consist in “letting our own personal essence come to
the fore, positing ovrself without dissimulation, accepting oneself and letting this
authentic nature come to the fore in truth also in the presence of athers.”3? Given

Rahner’s presuppositions, then, his definition of truth seems quite accurate.

323 phid, 240; ehd, 454-5.

324 “Thoughs on the Possibility of Belief Today,” TI v, 3-22 at 7-8; “Uber die Moglichkeit des
Glaubens heute,” SW x, 574-89 at 578.

325 Tyinity, 95-6; “Der dreifalfige Gowt,” MS ii, 379-80.
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y. Love. Rahner says relatively little, by comparison, in his two, principal
staterents about love as a modality of divine self-communication. In the first
statement, by which Rahner seeks to refute the view that the bhuman spirit
possesses three basic modalities rather than two, Rahner writes, “If we understand
will, frcedom; ‘good’ in their true and total essence, that is, above all, not only as
a mere drive but as love for a person, a love which does not simpiy strive towards
this person but rests in her full goodness and ‘splendor,” then we can see no
reason for adding a third and higher power to this duality.”326

In the second statement, by which Rahner seeks to vindicate the
appropriateness of placing fove alongside “transcendence—futurity——acceptance

of the future”??? on the axis representing characteristics of the Spirit’s mission,

Rahner writes, *The self-communication which wills itself absolutely and creates

the possibility of its acceptance and this acceptance itself, is precisely what is
meant by love. It is the specifically divine ‘case’ of love, because it creates its
own acceptance and because this love is the freely offered and accepted self-
‘communication of the ‘person.’”328

These brief remarks about the nature of love seem self-explanatory. In their
similarities and contrasts with Rahner’s statements about truth, however, they are
rife with implications. The concern Rahner evinces in the first remark for
demonstrating that truth and love require no complement, for instance, ray
explain why Rahner employs an expansive definition of truth, encompassing truth
as a characteristic of being, truthfulness towards oneself, truthfulness towards
others, and even, in a secondary sense, truth as correspondence between thought

and reality.3?® Rahner’s second statement about love, in which he seeks to

326 1hid. 93-4; ebd. 378.

327 bid. 97; ebd. 381.

328 Thid. 97-8; ebd.
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characterize the “specifically divine ‘case’ of love,” however, at least hints at the

limitations of Rahner’s definition of truth.

& Criticism. This definition’s principal limitation seems to consist in Rahner’s
failure to distinguish between truth’s notional and essential senses. Rahner
defines truth, and to a lesser extent love as well, that is to say, without regard to
the distinction between essential properties, which the divine persons possess in
common and which correspond to created analogates; and notional properties, i.e.
the purely relative properties that distinguish the divine persons and which, as
purely relative, have no created counterparis. In one sense, admittedly, Rahner is
quite justified in ignoring this distinction. For: a) the divine relations being
objectively identical with the divine essence, one can never experience one in the
concrete without also experiencing the other;*3° and b) as Rahner himself,
somewhat surprisingly, notes, “a ‘personal,’ ‘notional’ concept of the word and
“inclination’ of love cannot be derived from human experience.”3!

To the extent that Rahnmer describes the modalities of divine self-
communication precisely in order to show how the economic Trinity that human
beings experience corresponds to the immanent Trinity, however, Rahner’s failure
to differentiate between essential and notional properties defeats his purpose. For
Rahner admits that the “Father, Son, and Spirit are only ‘relatively’ distinct”:33
“the persons are distinct,” he writes, “only through their esse ad.”33 He admits,
moreover, that in all other aspects of their being, including knowledge (= self-

presence) and love (=will), the divine persons are absolutely identical: “there

330 Iy both ‘economic’ self-communications of God,” Rahner writes, “God is given in God's
gcssenlial) fullness™ (ibid. 116; ebd. 394).
31 Ibid. 19; ebd. 326.
332 bid. 68; ebd. 361.
333 Ibid, 71; ebd. 363.
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exists in God,” he writes, “only one power, one will, only one self-presence, a
unique activity, a unique beatitude, and so forth.”33

Rahner implicitly acknowledges, therefore, that if one equates the distinction -
between the Logos and the Spirit gua communicated with the distinetion between
divine knowledge and divine love simpliciter, one posits a non-relative distinction
between the divine persons in the economy of salvation. Now, the existence of
such a distinction in the economy of salvation would imply one of two
conseguences, neither of which is acceptable to Rahner: either a) non-relative
distinctions must exist within the immanent Trinity; or b) the economic Trinity
does not comespond precisely to the immanent Trinity.

it would be unfair, of course, to claim that Rahner equates the modalities of the
Son’s and the Spirit’s communication ad extra with divine knowlédge and love
simpliciter. As we have seen, Rahner takes particular care to depict the love that
constitutes a modality of the Spirit’s communication ad extra in such a way that
one can neither equate it with the love of God in se nor with a2 merely human, .
interpersonal love. Neverthcless, Rahner does seem to operate with global
conceptions of knowledge and love, whose essential and notional moments
remain undifferentiated. It seems, therefore, that one can reasonably apply to
Rahner a criticism he levels agajnst scholastic theologians who, like himself,

attempt to correlate the divine processions with knowledge and love. The

- scholastic theologians’ “Augustinian-psychological speculations on the Trinity,”

Rahner writes:

résult in that well-known quandary which makes all of their marvelous profundity look so utterly
vacuous: for they begin from a human philosophical concept of knowledge and love, and from this
concept develop a concept of the word and ‘inclination’ of love; and now, after having
speculatively applied these concepts to the Trinity, they must admit that this application fails,
because they have clung to the ‘essential’ concept of knowledge and love, because a ‘personal,’
‘notional’ concept of the word and ‘inclination' of love cannot be derived from human
experience. 333

334 1bid. 75; ebd. 366.
335 1pid. 19; ebd, 326.
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Rahner’s unwillingness to distingnish between notional and-essential senses of
knowledge and love, therefore, renders the dyad “knowledge—love,” as Rahner
characterizes it at least, inapt for the task to which Rahner puts it: viz. specifying
the process by which the relations of Son and Spirit in the economy of salvation

mirror their relations in the immanent Trinity.

vi. Evaluation. Rahner neglects, in fact, to distingnish between the notional
and the essential significance of any of his four dyads. It seems, accordingly, that
one can reasonably generalize our unfavorable conclusions about Rahner’s
treatment of' knowledge and love to each of the four dyads, at least as Rahner

unfolds their content.

d Results. Rahner’s attempt to generate a concept of divine self-
communication that manifests how such a communication contains two
correlative and irreducible modalities that relate to each other precisely as the
processions of the Son and Spirit relate to each other in the immanent Trinity,
therefore, scems unsuccessful. Rahner's lack of success in this endeavor,
nonetheless, in no way invalidates his Grundaxiom. The weaknesses of his
systematic conception of divine self-communication as Trinitarian indicate at
most, rather, that Rahner’s treatment of the relation between the Son and Spirit in
the economy of salvation would have benefited from attention to certain “subtle
considerations of school theology,”¥% such as the distinction between notional

and essential truth, which Rahner chooses to ignore.33
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1. CONCLUSION

Both Rahner's Grundaxiom and his account of the event of Trinitarian self-
revelation, therefore, face formidable difficulties to which he supplies no
unambiguously satisfactory response. These difficulties, however, by no meaos
render the critique of Rahner’s Grundaxiom mounted in the following two
chapters superfluous. For one could plausibly argue that an implicit answer to our
concerns about change in a simple being appears in Rahner’s dialectical
understanding of God’s immutability in Godself and mutability in another and/or
in his equally dialectical understanding of divine self-communication. We intend
to address these possibilities, accordingly, in chapter three.

Likewise, one could plausibly argue that the Grundaxiom, or a close analogate
of it such as Eberhard Jiingel’s “God corresponds to Godself,”338 possesses, if not
unmistakable warrant, at least sufficient plausibility to serve as a bas{s for the
theology of the Trinity in the absence of a verbal revelation. In chapter four,
therefore we intend to show that, even if one granted the soundness of the
Grundaxiom, one could not derive the orthodox, Latin doctrine of the Trinity from
the economy of salvation with its aid, because: a) Rahner’s explicit statements
about the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity preclude the possibility of the
Trinitarian persons’ indicating their distinctness by their actions; and b) the New
Testament accounts of Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit, when interpreted in
accordance with the Grundaxiom, seem to entail consequences that Rahner would

find unacceptable. The brief, preliminary criticisms of this chapter, therefore,

grene!

convey some sense of why one might question the soundness of Rahner’s

Grundaxiom. They hardly suffice, however, for a comprehensive refutation.

336 1pjd, 81; ebd. 370.

337 ¢f. Ghislain Lafont’s more pointed criticisms of Rahner along the same lines in his Peus-on
connaftre Diey en Jésus-Christ? (Cogitatio Fidei; Paris: Cesf, 1969), 202-5, 208-9, 216.

338 Eberhard Jiingel, The Doctrine of the Trinity: God's Being is in Becoming (Horton Harris, tr.;
SITh.OP; Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, 1976), 24.
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CHAPTER 3
L INTRODUCTION

In the previous chapter, we introduced Rahner’s views on the revelation of the
Trinity while leveling two preliminary ctiticisms of his idea of the identity of the
economic and the immanent Trinity, First, we argued, if God is simple, as Rahner
admits, then the slightest change in any aspect of the divine being would effeét
more or less radical changes in every .aspcct of God’s being. It seems, then, that if
God must change in order to communicate Godself, as Rahner majntainé God
must, then the intra-Trinitarian relations of God as communicated must differ in
some measure from those relations as they subsist eternally and necessarily in the
immanent Trinity ’

We also noted that Trinitarian patterns within the experience of divine Self—
communication and its objectification in salvation history seem not, by
themselves, to warrant inferences to the doctrine of the immanent Trinity. For, if
God could alter the very divine being, then it would seem difficult, if not
impossible, to distinguish novel from permanent aspects of that being on the basis
of mere religious experience. We examined Rahner’s response, to the extent that
he supplies one, to this criticism in the last chapter, moreover, and found it
wanting in crucial respects.

We have yet to explore the resources offered by Rahner’s theology for a
response to the first criticism. It seems vitally necessary for us to explore these
resources, however, insofar as a successful rebuttal of the first eriticism would
seem 10 blunt the force of the second considerably. If one assumed, that is to say,
that God reveals Godself only through the experience of divine self-
communication, then one would have reason to suspect that the relational
structure of the divine being as communicated in time corresponds rather exactly

to that which characterizes God in eternity. Admittedly, one could not deduce the
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point, but if: 1) the experience of divine self-communication did constitute the
sole medium of revelation; and 2) if one could vindicate Rahner’s vision of
becoming in a simple being from the charge of absurdity; then, it seems, 3) one
conld reasonably hope that one’s experience of God pro nobis corresponds -in
some analogous way to God's being in se. There is a certain intrinsic plausibility
to the dictum, “God corresponds to Godself.339

In the remainder of this chapter, therefore, we shall; a) rehearse some of
Rahner's emphatic statements in favor of both classical and quasi-Hegelian
understandings of the divine attributes in order to illustrate the tension in Rahner’s
thought exploited by the second criticism; b) analyze Bert van der Heijden’s
argument that Rahner’s views on divine self-communication, when correctly
interpreted, do not ultimately conflict with the doctrine of divine immutability;
and c) assess an indirect argument concerning sanctifying grace and the
Incaration for the compatibility of the doctrines of divine immutability,

simplicity, etc. with Rahner’s views on divine self-communication.
I1. DIVINE TRANSCENDENCE AND SELF-COMMUNICATION

1. Introduction. We intend in this section, as we just announced, to document
the tension in Rahner's thought between divine transcendence and divine self-
communication as Rahner conceives of it and thus to demonstrate the relevance of

the first criticism in the context of an immanent critique of Rahner’s position.

2. Rahner’s acknowledgement of divine transcendence. Throughout his
corpus, Rahner upholds, at least guardedly and with qualifications, at least six
elements of classical theism that might seem to exclude his understanding of

divine self-communication peremptorily.

339 1pid,
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a. Simplicity. Rahner states, first, that “God...is absolutely ‘simple’ precisely
because of God’s inﬂnite_ fullness of being (because every differentiation in a
common dimension of being is an indication of reference to another and so
bespeaks finitude), so that everything {not merely relatively) plural, antagonistic,
and contradictory is an indication of non-divine worldliness.”34¢ In other words,

“God...is absolute and simple spirit,”34!

b. Immutability. Rahner affirms in various places, second, that “God is and
remains unchangeable in Godself.”34? Christians, Rahrier writes, and “all really
theistic philosophers...proclaim God as the ‘Unchangeable’, the one who simply
is—actus purus—who...possesses from elernity to eternity the absolute,
unwavering...fullness of what God is.”?%3 They proclaim these things, moreover,
“pot,” in Rahner’s view, “only under the tyranny of a rigid metaphysics of
infinity™; they “say it because we need someone who is not as we are, so that we
may be redeemed in that which we are.”34 Rahner, in fine, affirms in no

uncertain terms God’s immutability.

¢. Atemporality. Rahner, third, avows his belief in God’s atemporality.
“Christian theology must hold‘ﬁrm,” he writes, “to the ‘immutability’ and

‘eternal’ timelessness of God ‘in themselves.'”345

d. Impassibility. He does not shrink, moreover, fourth, from affirming God’s
impassibility even in the death of the God-Man on the cross. “Yesus® fate,” he
writes, “does not impinge upon God’s own life, with its metahistorical character

and its freedom from suffering and its beatitude without guilt, since God’s reality

gj? ::IGou V. Die Lehre des kirchl. Lehramtes,” LTHK? iv in SW xviifi, 264~7 at 266,
342 “Crrt::anent and Tra.n::cendelnt.” Tl x, 287, “Imrnanente und transzendente,” SW xv, 553,
343 o stoic_)gy ;I‘od;.iy, TIxxi, 220-27 at 222; “Christologie heute,” ST xv, 217-24 at 219,
i ncarnation,” T7 xv’,’ 1]2.; “Menschwerdung,” SWxii, 315.
145 ‘Current I_‘toblerns, TI.1, 149-200 at 178; “Probleme,” W xii, 261301 at 283,
‘Theological Observations on the Concept of Time,” TF xi, 288-308 at 307; “Theologisch
Bemerkungen zum Zeitbegriff,” SW xv, 622-37 at 636. ' ' FoemRee
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and Jesus’ creatureliness remain unmixed.”#¢ Even through the darkness of
Golgotha, Rahner affirms, the eternal Logos “has remained eternally the same,
untouched.”47 Rahner, in other words, seems at times to evince a firm and

uncompromising faith in the impassibility of God.

¢. No real relations to the world. Indeed, fifth, Rahner endorses that perennial
quatry for critics of classical theism, the doctrine that God has no real relations to
the world. The deity, he writes, “cannot experience itself as defined in relation to
another or limited by another.”348 God possesses, according to Rahner, “infinite

and abiding unrelatedness. 34

f Distinctness from the world, Sixth and finally, Rahner maintains that God
“inexpressibly transcends everything that is or can be thought outside Godself.”350
He insists on “a radical distinction between God and the world.”33!

Rahner, then, admits that God transcends the world in at least six respects.
God does not partake of its: 1) composition; 2) mutability; 3} temporality; or 4)
passibility. Indeed; 5) God does not even possess real relations to it so that one

can justly consider God 6) radically distinct from it. Rahner, in sum, endorses, at

346 “Jesus Christ—The Meaning of Life,” 77 xxi, 208~19 at 215; “Jesus Christus—Sinn des
Lebens,” ST xv, 206-16 at 212,

347 “Current Problems,” T71, 178; “Probleme,” SW xii, 283.

348 poundations, 74: Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 75. :

349 “Incarnation,” T7 iv, 114; *Menschwerdung,” SW xii, 317. When classical theists ciaim that
God has no real relations to the world, they mean to assert that God is in no way dependent on the
world, As Aquinas explains:

Whenever two things are referred to each other, one also depends on the other, but not ¢ converso;
in that which depends on the other, there is a real relation. Yet in that on which it depends, there is
no relation except in thought....Since all creatures depend on God, but not e converso, in creatures
there are real relations by which they are referred to God. Yet in God there are corresponding
relations. only in thought (De ver, q. 4, a. 5 corp.).

For a more extensive explanation and defense of the claim that God has no real relations to the
world, ¢f. Martin J. De Nys, “God, Creatures, and Relations: Revisiting Classical Theism,” JR 81
2001), 595-614.
50 “Priest and Poet,” T1 iii, 294-317 at 309; “Priester und Dichter,” $W xii, 42140 at 433.
351 wgpecific Character,” TI xxi, 191; “Eigenart,” 5T xv, 190,
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least cccasionally and with, as we shall see, severe qualifications, a fairly

traditional understanding of divine transcendence.

3. Absolute self-communication. Rahner expresses views on divine self-

communication, however, that seem to conflict with his guarded endorsements of

classical theism.

a “God becomes world.” Rahner’s avowals of divine transcendence
notwithstanding, for instance, he insists on the existence of an “immediate seif-
communication of God in guasi-formal causality”35? to human beings. As he
explains:

When we speak of God’s self-communication, we should not understand this term in the sense that
God wo_uId. say something abowr Godself in some revelation or other. The term “self-
ct‘)rflmumcauon is really intended to signify that God in God’s own most proper reality makes the
divine self the innermost constitutive element of the human person.353 ’

In Rahner’s view, this implies that humanity constitutes “the event [Ereignis]
of God's absolute self-communication.”* “When God ‘lets Godself go out of
Godself’,” he writes, “then there appears the human person.”?5  Again, “if God
wills to become non-God, the human being comes to be.”?% Rahner seems very
much to consider humanity the product of God’s “self-alienation™35? and “self-
exteriorization, 358

By no means, morcover, does he restrict this radical self-communication of
God to human beings. “There is no problem,” he writes, *in understanding what

is called creation as a partial moment in the process in’ which God becomes

352 “Mystery,” TT iv, 66; “Geheimnis,” SW xii, 129.
353 Foundations, 116; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 116.
354 1bid, 119; ebd. 119.

“Thoughts on the Theology of Christmas,” I7 iii, 24-34. at 32; “Zur Theologie d.
Weihnachtsfeier,” SW xiv, 97-105 at 103. e o
32_6, “Incarnation,” T/ iv, 116; ‘Menschwerdung,” SW xii, 319,

338 “Current Problems,” 171, 176, n, 1; “Probleme,” SW xis, 282, Anm, 28,

“Symbal,” T iv, 239; “Symbols,” SW xviii, 439. Cf. also “Nature and Grace,” 77 iv, 176;

“Natur und Gnade,” ST v, 222, T
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world.”39% God, according to Rahner, “has inserted Godself into the world as its
innermost entelecheia™® and as such propels it towards a final “recapitulation
into itself and into its ground.”3! By divine self-communication, then, Rahner
seems to mean an act which renders “God..the very core of the world’s

reality,”362

b. Real relations to the world. When speaking of the Incarnation, which he
considers a singularly potent instance of divine self-communication, furthermore,
Rahner seems to contradict his endorsements, in a different context, of divine
unrelatedness. “We, scholastics,” he states, “we say frequently that God has no
real relations ad extra. This formula expresses something true, but, nevertheless,
who is this God who has no real relation to me? This is absurd.”33 Rahner
affirms, then, that his idea of divine self-communication, at least in this instance,
nullifies any straightforward assertion of divine unrelatedness, and, accordingly,
declares “the assertion of...the lack of any real relation between God and the

world” a “dialectical statement.”3%

359 Foundations, 197; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 190. Cf. “Christianity and the ‘New Man,"™ 7 v,
135-53 at 147; “Das Christentum und der ‘Neue Mensch,”™ SW xv, 138--53 at 148,

60 “The Position of Christology in the Church,” 77 xi, 200; “Kirehliche Christologie,” 5T ix, 213.
361 Eoundations, 189; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 184,

362 “Specific Character,” TF xxi, 191; “Eigenart,” ST xv, 190.

3 “Dgbats sur le rapport du P. Rahner,” in Henri Bougssé and Jean-Tacques Latour, ed.
Problémes actuels de Christologie: Travaux du Symposium de L'arbresle 1961 (Bruges: Desclée
de Brouwer, 1965), 407. : ‘

64 “Current Problems,” 77 i, 181, n. 3; “Probleme,” SW xii, 286, Anm. 32. Dialectical
statements, it is important to note, are subject to grave abuse. If the premises of an argument, afier
all, include p and ~p, then, on the basis of p, one can validly deduce “p or q": even if g is
obviously false. Then one can combine “p or q” with the premise,~p and thereby validly infer the
obvious falsehood q. Any absurd proposition q, accordingly, can be justified by a set of premises
that are dialectically juxtaposed.

Likewise, the acceptance of dialectical statements tends to render theories immune to criticism.
For, in order to refute any system of thought, one must show that it contradicts itself or some
datum independent of it. Yet, if the proponent of the theory in questions admits the legitimacy of
juxtaposing contradictory statements dialectically, she can argue that Contradictions between her
own statements or her statements and some other wruths do not disprove her theory, Such
contradictions need not be unacceptable, she might reason, if one’s logic is tolerant of dialectical
assertions. We are indebted for this argument and the former 1o Karl Popper, *What is Dialectic?”
Mind 49 (1940), 403-26, esp. 408-9 and 417.
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¢. Temporality. Similarly, in the context of the Incamation understood as self-
communication, Rahner asserts that “God...undergoes history, change, and so too
time; the time of the world is God’s own history™365 and thus seems to contradict

his affirmations of divine atemporality.

d. Passibility. 1.ikewise, Rahner insists on affirming the “death of God, ™3 ie,
not merely the death of God’s human nature, in Christ’s crucifixion: a sentiment
difficult to reconcile with his statements quoted above in support of ‘divine
impassibility.

e. Mutability. Rahner does not attempt, moreover, pellucidly to reconcile his
understanding of divine secif-communication with the dogma of divine
immutability. He rests satisfied, insicad, with the paradoxical formula; “The one
who is not subject to change in Godself can Ga:dself be subject to change in
something else.”367 This statement, he admits, “is not intended to offer a positive
insight into the compatibility of the dogma of God's immutability and the
possibility of becoming in the eternal Logos, nor a positive solution to the duality
of this fundamental Christian assertion. It is [merely] a formulation which clearly
and seriously maintains both sides of it,368

365 “Concept of Time,” T1 xi, 307-8; “Zeitbegrift,” SW xv, 636.
S Foundations, 305; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 20,
367 Ihid. 220; ebd. 212.

Ibid.; ebd. Rahner conceives of God as the world’s quasi-form, as we have just seen, and
therefore presumably also regards the world as God's quasi-matter. Rahner also believes, as we
saw earlier (of. Chapter i, section IL2.c.iii), that a created form: a) can be unchangeable in the
sense that it is always agent and never patient; and yet b) indirectly suffer determination from
without by virtue of its relation to matter. Rahner holds, that is to say, that every created form
whatsoever is, in a meaningful sense, unchangeable in itself and yet changeable in the “other” of
matter. Since this seemingly impossible juxtaposition occurs constantly in nature, Rahner appears
to think, it i3 not unreasonable, especially given the Incarnation, to suspect that it might occur in
the supreme coincidentia oppositorum, God: that God might be unchangeable in Godself and yet
changeable in the quasi-matter of the world. Rahner’s formula, therefore, is not simply nonsense.
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4. Conclusion. Rahner does, then, seem to say that God changes radically in at
least some respects. In view of his emphatic endorsement of divine simplicity (cf.
2a. above), then, the ﬁrs-t criticism, viz. that if God is simple, then any divine
becoming would alter every aspect of God and thus guarantee that the inter-
personal relations in the economic Trinity do not correspond to those of the

immanent Trinity, seems to exploit a genuine inconsistency in Rahner’s thought.
II. BERT VAN DER HEIJDEN

1. Introduction. Bert van der Heijden admits this inconsistency in Rahner’s
thought insofar as he recognizes that Rahner intends dialectically to ascribe both a
radical immutability and a radical mutability to God. In Van der Heijden’s view,
however, Rahner so neglects the personal aspect of divine self-communication
that he ultimately, if only implicitly, denies any real mutability in God. Van der
Heijden argues, that is to say, that if one interprets Rahner’s endorsements of
divine mutability in terms of his larger theology, they affirm nothing more than
God’s ability to unite changeable realities to Godself: a kind of “mutability” not
incompatible with the doctrine of God’s absolute unchangeableness.

Van der Heijden himself, incidentally, considers Rahner’s putative failure to
ascribe thoroughgoing mutability to God a glaring weakness of his thought. In
the context of our investigation, however, Van der Heijden’s interpretation of
Rahner's views on divine self-communication will function as a defense of

Rahner against the first criticism.
2. Van der Heijden's argument.

a. Selbstmitteilung vs. Seinsmitteilung. Van der Heijden attributes what he

perceives as Rahner’s failure fully to thematize the reality of divine becoming

e
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principally to a lack of reflection on the personal element in divine self-

communication. “The personal as such in Rahner,” he writes:

scarcely becomes thematic. He can, therefore,.,.with a sense of unproblematic self-evidentness
convert the revealed datum of the self-communication of God into the thesis, that the divine being
{Sein] is communicated 1o the created spirit....[But] is the divine “self” precisely the same as the
divine being [Sein]? Rahner does not expressly reflect on this problematic. Hence his two
theological basic concepts—self-communication and formal causality—remain ambiguous: do
they concern a communication of God’s being [Sein] or the Person (or “self”) of God? Are they
both the same? If not, then what can the immanent difference between the divine being [Sein] and
the divine “self” be?736%

_This ambiguity, this failure of Rahner’s to “distinguish expressly between
being-self and being-being [Selbstsein und Sein-Sein],”370 leads him, in Van der
Heijden’s view, to commit fundamental errors when treating each of what Van
der Heijden describes as the three Hauptakzenten of Rahner's theology: *‘the
identity of being and being's-presence-to-itself, the struggle against
monophysitism, and the struggle against tritheism.™1 The errors Van der
Heijden detects, which we discuss in inverse order, constitute, in tum, the
proximate causes of what Van der Heijden regards as Rahner’s implicit, but

decisive, denial of any real mutability in God.

b. Der Kampf gegen Tritheismus. In the third Hauptakzent of Rahner’s
theology, his in itself justified struggle against the obvious error of tritheism,
Rahner goes to what Van der Heijden regards as the unjustified extreme of
claiming that “there can be no inner-Trinitarian relations which are ‘personal’ in
what is today the normal sense of that term.””2 As Van der Heijden explains, in
Rahner’s view, “the Logos does not differentiate himself from the Father through

a personal, I-Thou relation. That is to say, he is a...relative mode of subsistence

369 karl Rahner: Darsteflung und Kritik seiner Grundpositionen (Einsiedeln: Johannes, 1973),
12, 4

370 mhid, 124.

371 mid, 410,

372 1hid. 409.
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that has the fullness of being’s-presence-to-itself.”3”3 This implies, Van der
Heijden concludes, that “one can make no [real] differentiation between Logos
and divinity"3% ie. that person and nature do not really differ in God. By
identifying the divine persons as relations, of course, Rahner intends, in Van der
Heijden’s view, only to combat tritheism.  According to Van der Heijden,
however, by affirming the strictly relative character of the intra-Trinitarian
distinctions and, therefore, implying the real, though not quidditative, identity of
the Logos and the divine essence, Rahner indirectly implies the impossibility of
meaningful change in God.

For, as Van der Heijden notes, correctly, “mutability cannot be in God if God
is understood...as essence or nature. That would mean the destruction of
metaphysics and the theological truth of the fulfilled perfection of God.""
Rahner’s decision to posit a merely relative distinction between the divine persons
thus constitutes, in Van der Heijden’s view, an implicit endorsement of the

doctrine of absolute divine immutability.

¢. Der Kampf gegen Monophysitismus. In the second Hauptakzent of his
theology, i.e. the “struggle against monophysitism,” Rahner, likewise, according
to Van der Heijden, carries an in itseif legitimate concern to unwarrantable
extremes. Reacting against what he perceives as monophysitic tendencies within
conventional theology, Rahner characterizes Christ’s human nature, in Van der
Heljden’s words, as “a human person, when one understands ‘person’ in the sense
norma! today, namely as a conscious subject as such.”¥¢  Van der Heijden,
moreover, considers such a stance perfectly justified on the basis of both
“Christological dogma” and “the Gospel image of Christ [die evangelische

Christusgestalt].”3"?

373 Ibid. 405.
374 thid. 411.
375 1hid. 381.
376 Tbid. 402,
377 Ihid.
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Van der Heijden objects, however, when Rahner ascribes to this human subject
autonomy even over against the divine Logos. For, in that case, Van der Heijden
reasons, one could not truthfully assert that “the person—‘in the modern
sense’—of Jesus is the Logos;”3% and, in that case, the flesh of Christ which
others see and touch would constitute not the expressive symbol of the Logos, but
the expressive symbel of a mere human subject. If Rahner correcily ascribed
autonomy over against the Logos to Christ’s humanity, Van der Heijden explains,
logic would dictate that: “‘when Jesus expresses himself, he speaks out his being-
present-to-himself: i.e. the same human being that we also have.”37

The presence of such a mere, humnan subject in the world does not establish the
radically supernatural, personal relationship which, in Van der Heijden’s view,
can alone bring about salvation. In order to attain to truly supernatural
communion with God, Van der Heijden believes, human beings need, rather, “a
relation of God to us that corresponds in a special measure to our mode of
being.”3¥¢ “The basic correspondence,” Van der Heijden elaborates, “consisté
herein, that divine love also acquires categoriality as its self-expression and self-
communication, as its personal, real symbol, in a similar way as we exist and
encounter one another through categoriality.”381

The Logos, as Rahner understands it, cannot assume categoriality in this way,
according t(:al Van der Heijden, becanse it does not possess itself as a subject
distinct from the divine essence and, therefore, capable of independent action.
Instead, it constitutes a Subsistenzweise, a mode of subsistence of the divine
essence which as such partakes of its perfections, including immutability, The
Logos, as Rahner understands it, can thus serve at most, in Van der Heijden's

view, as “a mere suppositum of an antonomous human nature, 382

3728 Ihid. 411.
379 1bid. 410.
380 hid. 382.
381 mig.

382 Ibig. 411.
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- or
In his Christology as in his doctrine of the Trinity, then, Ratwer, as Van d
s him, identifies essence and person in God in such a way as

that Heijden

Heijden interpret !
jmplicitly to deny that the divine persons can change in the ways

i God and
thinks essential to amy genuinely supernatural COMMUNION between

W Vi i i Oon iI'l
L] 1]

God, at Jeast according to Van der Heijden, in order sharply to dislipguish his own

position from viewpoints he considers monophysitic of tritheistic.

d. Sein = Beisichsein. In Van der Heijden’s view, nonetheless, Rahner

i basi n for
possesses in the first Hauptakzent of his theology a more basic T€aso

identifying essence and person in God, one not tinged, like the others, by

. . . ;
specifically polemical motives. Rahner believes, on philosophical grounds, tha

., . . d
Sein is Beisichsein: that being is being s-presence-to-xtself. If Sein an

at least in God, are strictly identical, then the God who possesses
or personality in the Cartesian

Beisichsein,

only one Sein can possess only one Beisichsein, . |

sense, and God’s Sein and God’s personality must be strictly identical. .
van der Heijden, therefore, in explicating what he considers the Rahnerian

i “Thi tion
idea of grace as a new relation to the Deus units, writes, “This concep

onds to Rahner’s identification of Sein and Beisichsein: a divine Sein, also
=383 [ ikewise, Van der Heijden

corresp |
a divine Beisichsein = a divine self or person. '
i i is in God an
explains, in Rahner's view, “the personal [in the Cartesian sense] is 10 Gi
*

i ) in is Beisichsein
essentiale, not something that differentiates the persons. For Sein 15 Beisic
, -

and Beisichsein is Sein.% ‘ . )
The first Hauptakzent of Rahner's theology, the identity of Sein an

Beisichsein, thus renders unthinkable any real distinction between self and being

ition, icati , personal relation,”38
in God. On this presupposition, ‘self-communication, love, pe

etc., the sort of things Van der Heijden considers indispensable to a higher, more |

383 1pid. 409.
384 1hid, 403.
385 1bid, 412.
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personal relation to God than that given with creation, become “identical with the
metaphysically immutable and absolute essence of God.”8 Van der Heijden
concludes, therefore, that Rahner effectiveiy denies the possibility of God’s so'
exteriorizing Godself as actually to change in a finite, material other; and he
interprets Rahner’s formula, “The one who is not subject to change in Godself can

Godself be subject to change in something else,”387 accordingly.

e. Rahner’s immutability formula. *The formula,” he writes:

is situated in the background of the conception of the human person as being-present-to-oneself in
being-present-to-another. The human being is as “she herself” transcendence, openness to the
fullness of being, remaining “I.” She exists thus, however, only in “another,” i.e. in the lower
degice of being that belongs to her: in her material mode of being and in the formal principle of
materia prima....This fact is transferred to God. Also God has the “other from Godself:” the
immanent Logos and the sub-divine that is assumed in the Incarnation. This is God's own.
Insofar as it changes, it unites God to a becoming. God “Godself,” however, does not change. For -

God Godself is—in conirast to ourself—the already fulfilled and, consequently, unchangeable
being. 388

Van der Heijden does not, it is important to note, believe that Rahner interprets
his own formula in this way. He understands Rahner to mean, rather, that “the
Incarnation is before all eise the becoming of God”33% and quotes Rahner to the
effect that the Incarnation constitutes “die Selbstentduferung, das Werden, die
Kenosis und Genesis Gottes selbst’™% to substantiate his claim. Van der Heijden
explicitly and repeatedly states, moreover, that Rahner’s ideas of divine self-
communication and the absolute savior presuppose “a relational becoming strictly
immanent in God.”! In Van der Heijden’s view, however, “Rahner does not

reflect thematically on this strictly immanent becoming of God.”392

386 g,

387 Roundations, 220; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 219, ,

388 garl Rakner, 380. |

389 1hid. 373. i

3% “Menschwerdung,” SW xii, 317 as quoted in Karl Rahner, 373. We reproduce the quote

exactly as it appears in Van der Heijden's text. Cf. “Incarnation,” 77 iv, 114,
91 Karl Rakiner, 382.

392 hid.
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Likewise, Van der Heijden recognizes that Rahner considers his immutability
formula “an ontological ultimate,” L.e. a paradox which does not admit of further
clarification. He holds, nevertheless, that this belief of Rahner’s manifests
Rahner’s failure adequately to reflect on the meaning of the term “self” in his
formula. “If the formula, ‘God Godself changes in another without Godself
changing,” Van der Heijden writes, “is not supposed to be a contradiction, ‘self’
cannot mean precisely the same thing both times. The unreflected ambiguity of
this word of Rahner’s appears here very plainly. For this reason he can believe,
with this formula, ‘to have reached an ontological ultimate, 393

Van der Heijden seeks to dispel this mistaker belief by eliminating all
“unreflected ambiguity” in Rahner’s terms. “Godself/self {sich/Selbst] in this
formula,” he writes “is understood on the one side as absolute being and on the
other side as the self of humanity differentiated from absolute being.”3** This
twofold meaning of “self” notwithstanding, Van der Heijden argues, the personal
relation of God to humar beings which Rahner unsuccessfully attempts to
describe through his immutability formula does, when properly understood,
require some beconting on the part of God. Nonetheless, Van der Heijden writes,
Rahner's “attention goes immediately to the acquisition of a sub-divine being of
which, then, it must naturally be said: God does not become a sub-divine being,
but remains transcendent being [Sein].”% In a variation of what constitutes a
virtual refrain throughout Van der Heijden's work, he writes that in Rahner’s
theology, “the personal determinatioh of God, to which the acquisition of
determined categoriality corresponds and that really adds to what we understand
as the essence of God, is neither in its concrete meaningfulness nor in its
distinction from this essence thematically reflected.”96 Van der Heijden believes,

in other words, that Rahner does not delve sufficiently deeply into his own

392 mhid, 380-1.

394 id, 381.

395 1hid. 382.
96 1hid,
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thought and words and that, if he did, he would recognize the necessity, according

to his own principles, of unambiguously ascribing mutability to the “self” of God.

3. Response. In response to all of this, one can truthfuliy say, first, that Van
der Heijden unquestionably launches the lengthiest and most sophisticated
argument ever presented for the view that Rahner denies that God changes in the
Incarnation. One can also truthfully say, however, that it is surprising that
someone with the extensive knowledge of Rahner’s corpus that Van der Heijden
evidently possesses would defend such a thesis, For, at least from the perspective
of the history of ideas, Van der Heijden seems inaccurately to portray Rahner’s
thought. 357

Van der Heijden’s purpose, however, seems to consist not so much in
accurately recounting Rahner’s claims as in eliciting fr:)m Rahner’s ideas
unspoken presuppositions and consequences and evaluating them from his own
radically personalist perspective. Van der Heijden’s interpretation of Rahner’.s
theology, in fact, resembles in this respect Rahner’s own work on the gnoseology
of Aquinas in which Rahner attempts to “relive the philosophical event...in

Thomas”3% without paying unnecessary attention to historical details.

a. Selbstmitteilung vs. Seinsmitteilung. In any event, it seems quite possible to
exculpate Rahner at least partially from each of the charges Van der Héijden
levels at him. Van der Heijden’s first and principal charge, viz. that Rahner does
not thematize the distinction between “self” and “being” in Ged, for instance,
seems palpably false. In his essay, “Theos in the New Testament,” for instance,
Rahner writes that “God is never appealed to in the New Testament as simply

Being, God’s entitative infinity is never mentioned. It is not so much to the

397 For further criticism of Van der Heiiden along these lines, cf. Klavs Fischer’s “Kritik der

‘Grundpositionen’? Kritische Anmerkungen zu B. van der Heiid Buch § "
oo o g 1jdens Buch iiber Karl Rahner,” ZKT

98 Spirit, Ii; Geist, SWii, 13.
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Absolute and Necessary—and thus easily impersonal and abstract—that the New
Testament turns its gaze...; its eyes are upon the perspnal God in the concreteness
of God’s free activity.”¥? One reads in the same essay, likewise, that “love is not
the emanation of a nature but the free bestowal of a person.”*® These are not, to
say the least, the words of one for whom “Selbst=Seinsmitteilung 40!

Van der Heijden may be correct, of course, in his judgment that, in Rahner’s
thought, “the difference between a natural relation to the creative ipsum esse and
the self-communication of God is not thematized.”2 This seems to be the case,
however, not because Rahner allows for no genuine self-communication at all, but
rather because divine self-communication so permeates the universe, in Rahner’s
view, that one cannot adequately distinguish, on the basis of experience, between
the natural and the supernatural: i.e. between aspects of life which reflect the
relations that must obtain between creatures of a particular sort and God and
aspects of life owing particularly to Go;:l’s free, but universally effective, will to
communicate Godself to creation. Rahner finds himself unable to distinguish
wnambiguously between nature and supernature, then, not because he
systematically reduces the supernatural to the natural, but because he considers
the supernatural so all-encompassing that he shrinks from attributing virtually any
aspect of reality to nature alone. Rahner does not reduce God’s self to God’s
being, therefore, either in God’s interior life or in God’s self-communication ad
extra; if anything, he so emphasizes the supernatural, personal aspect of God that

it overshadows almost completely God’s natural and necessary being,

b, Persons and essence. Van der Heijden’s second charge, viz, that Rahner, by
characterizing the divine persons as relations of opposition, identifies them with

the divine essence in such a way that they share its immutability, would convict

399 714, 79-148 at 114; *Theos im Neuen Testament,” SW iv, 346-403 at 375.
400 13,4, 123; ebd. 383

401 vap der Heijden, Karl Rahner, 384.

402 1hig, 128.
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Rahner of denying the divine persons’ mutability if, like Van der Heijden, Rahner
unambiguously ascribed immutability to the divine essence. Rahner, however,
seerns mowhere, at least in his mature works, explicitly to affirm the divine
essence’s immutability without also qualifying this immutability dialectically.
The very idea that God could consist in a necessarily changeless essence really,
and not merely rationally, distinct from three radically mutable persons,
moreover, seems highly questionable. If the persons lacked any of the perfections
of the divine essence, for instance, how could they qualify as fully divine? If the
divine essence did not constitute an at least incompletely subsistent,3 individnal
nature,*™ but rather a non-subsisting oot SeuTepa instantiated by three, distinct
individuals, how could one intelligibly speak of only one God?

Rahner avoids such imposing difficulties of which Van der Heijden seems
scarcely aware, by positing a rational, but not a real distinction between the divine
persons and the divine essence. This does not mean, as we have already noted, |
that for Rahner, Selbst:Seinsmitteilung. It implies, rather, that, just as grace pre-
supposé;s nature, so, in Rahner’s view, communication of the divine self (or

selves?)*05 presupposes communication of the divine being. The objective

403 The divine essence is incompletely subsistent in that it possesses existence, individuality, and
the capacity for action, sc. three of the four wraditional notes of subsistence, and yet lacks the
fourth, viz. incommunicability to mubtiple supposita. We derive these criteria from Charles René
Billvart, Cursus Theologiae: Tomus II: De Trinitate: De Angelis: De Opere Sex Dierum et Pars
Prima de Incamatione (Paris; LeCoffre, 1878), 101b.

John of Damascus distinguishes between three senses of the term “nawure:” the purely
intentional, universal nature that does not inform any indjvidual; the universal nature that informs
every individual included under its aegis; and the individval nature, i.e. the unjversal nature as
determined by individuating features. Tn his words:

Nature is either understood in bare thought (for in the same it does not subsist); or commonly in
all hypostases of the same species uniting them, and [in this case] it is said to be considered in the
species; or entirely the same, having received accidents in addition, in a single hypostasis, and [in
this case] it is said to be nature considered in an individual (Expositio Fidei 55 in Die Schriften des
Johannes von Damaskos 2 {Bonifatius Kotter, ed.; PTS 12; Berlin and New York: Gruyter, 1973],
131). ’

405 Eynar Salmann correctly observes that the identity of the “Sefbss” in “Selbstmitteilung,” as
Rahner employs the term, seems, at times at least, quite ambiguous, (Neuzeit und Offenbarung:
Studien zur trinitarischen Analogik des Christentums [StAns 94; Rome: Pontificic Ateneo S,
Anselmo, 1986], 38). “What does Selbstmitteilung now mean? Salmann asks. “Which self
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.

identity of the divine essence with the divine persons, in any event, does not

entail, according to Rahner, those persons’ absolute immutability,

¢. Autonomy of Christ’s humanity. Van der Heijden’s third charge, viz. that
Rahner, by ascribing radical autonomy to the humanity of Jesus, logically
precludes its functioning as the self-expression of the Logos, seems justifiable
only if one dismisses, or misinterprets, Rahner’s repeated statements to the effect
that “autonomy...does not decrease, but increases in direct proportion to
dependence on God.”#% Rahner emphatically denies that:
cnoterinte ense o tance, o  Peagin synrgism—as f they wererelis o whih e
one could assert itself or grow only at the expense of the other. The divine freedom and mastery

{rather] are experienced from the outset as the reason for the ggssihility of the
creature’s.. . freedom, so that both grow in equal and not in inverse proportion,

Given this presupposition, one cannot reasonably claim that the Logos could
exteriorize itself in a human nature only if it subjected that nature to total control.
One could object, of course, that the idea of dependence and autonomy growing
in eqﬁal, and not inverse, proportions seems self-contradictory. Yet Rahner, here
as elsewhere, thinks that he can justify such dialectical statements without
establishing their harmony with the law of non-contradiction. In resolving the
inconsistency between dependence and autonomy in Rahner’s Christology in
favor of autonomy, then, Van der Heijden seems more to obscure than to clarify

Rabner’s actual meaning.

d. Unity and distinction in God. Van der Heijden's fourth and final charge,
viz. that by equating Sein with Beisichsein, Rahner implicitly depreciates

i ‘ icate— i his knowledge and will?
communicates what? Does God communicate—God, hence his r_:aturel, ;
Or the Father (who in no case can communicate his fatherhood) his loving knowledge in the form
of the Logos and Poneurna?”
06 Foundations, 79; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 81.
407 “Guili—Responsibility—Punishment,” T7 vi, 197-217 at 200; “Schuld—Verantwortung—
Strafe,” ST vi, 238-61 at 242,
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muktiplicity in God seems, like the previous charge, reasonable only if one ignores
or misunderstands Rahner's statements concerning the dialectical relationship
between unity and distinction in and with God. Rahner explicitly states that “here
[ie. in ‘being as such, and hence as one’] unity and distinction are correlatives
which increase in like proportions, not in inverse proportions which would reduce
each to be contradictory and exclusive of the other,”408

As we shall seé in section IV.3.d.i, moreover, the idea of being as being’s-
presence-to-itself requires, in the view of the later Rahner, a certain plurality
intrinsic to every being and especmlly to God. In order to attain presence-to-
itself, every being, to the degree that it possesses being, must, according to
Rahner’s theory, produce an internal other simultaneously identical with and
distinct from itself so that one can intelligibly describe the being as present to
itself. In Rahner's view, then, the identity of Sein and Beisichsein, so far from
eradxcatmg the multiplicity in God affirmed by the doctrine of the Trinity,
actuallysrequires such multiplicity as an indispensable prerequisite of God’s |
presence-to-self.

As before, Van der Heijden could point out that the idea of unity and
distinction between two realities in the same respect increasing in direct
proportion seems flatly self-contradictory; and he would, perhaps, be abundantly
justified in so doing, He is not justified, however, in ignoring, or explaining
away, one of two seemingly incompatible positions Rahner holds and then
criticizing Rahner as if he unequivocally affirmed one of the two contradictory
positions and just as unequivocally rejected the other. Rahner, in any event,
rejects the idea that one can truthfully posit a real distinction between an
unmutable essence and one or more mutable selves in God; he does not explicitly
ule out, in fact, the possibility that every aspect of God is _]ust as immutable
and/or mutable as every other. Rahner, therefore, rejects the prermse on which

Van der Heijden's fourth objection is based: viz. that God’s essence is immutabie

408 “Symbol,” 77 iv, 228; “Symbols,” SW Rviii, 429-30,
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to such an extent that, if God changes, God must possess a “self’ in some way

extrinsic to that essence.

4. Conclusion. Van der Heijden succeeds, then, in proving neither: a) that
Rahner denies, implicitly or explicitly, the mutability of the Logos in the
Incarnation; nor b) that Rahner’s formula, “The one who is not subject to change
in Godself can Godself be subject to change in something else,""% coheres with an
unqualified doctrine of divine immutability. His arguments, though strikingly
original and obviously grounded in thorough research, thus seem insufficient to

neutralize our first criticism of Rahner’s Grundaxiom.

IV. CONCILIAR AUTHORITY AND THE CONSISTENCY OF RAHNER’S
VIEWS

1. Introduction. A counterargument to the first criticism, it seems, might be
drawn from Rahner’s confidence in the teaching authority of ecumenical councils
in union with the Pope. One might argue, that is to say: a) that Rahner considers
the teachings of such councils, when approved by the Pope and when intended as
definitive statements of faith, infallibly true; b) that such councils, in union with
the Pope, have definitively affirmed the doctrine of divine immutability, the
reality of sanctifying grace, the Incarnation of the Logos, and Christ’s “absolute
saviorhood”; c¢) that Rahner demonstrates the integrality of divine self-
communication, in his sense of that term, to sanctifying grace andfor the
Incarnation andf/or Christ’s “absolute saviorhood™; d) that the charismn of
infallibility precludes the possibility of self-contradiction in definitive teaching; €)
that Rahner’s understandi'ng of divine self-communication and the doctrine of

divine immutability, therefore, must be compatible; and f) that any criticism of

409 Foundations, 220; Grundiurs, SW xxvi, 212.
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Rahner’s Grundaxiom that presupposes the incompatibility of divine self-
communication as Rahner conceives of it with divine immutability, as our first
criticism does, must, consequently, be invalid,

In the context of a strictly immanent critique, such an argument seems
practically invincible. For one cannot reasonably call Rahner’s belief in the
infallibility of definitive, conciliar teaching definitively authorized by the Pope
into question. In a 1976 lexicon article on “Unfehibarkeit,”410 for inétance,
Rahner, afier ideutifying “an ecumenical council together with the Pope™1! as one

of the “bearers of infallibility,”#12 writes:

The-historicity of a dogma does not mean. .. that the infailibility of the church must be interpreted
thus: God guarantees an eschatological perseverance of the church in the truth, while dogmas of
the magisteriom or statements of Scriptore could always also be erroneous. The perseverance in
the truth realizes itself also in true Propositions; every ultimate Grundentscheidung of the human
person, which (through the grace of God) establishes her in the truth, expresses itself always and
necessarily in true propositions. The church as a tangible substance [Gréfe] would not persevere
in the truth if the objectivations of irs perseverance in the tuth, viz, its actual propositions of faith
as the concrete form of its perseverance in the truth, were erroneous, 413 :

It seems, however, that one can reasonably question the cogency of Rahner’s
arguments for the integrality of divine self-communication as he understands it to
sanctifying grace, the Incarnation, and Christ’s status as “absolute savior.” In the
following, accordingly, we intend to ask whether, and in what degree, Rahner
actually demonstrates that the doctrines of sanctifying grace, the Incarnation, and
Christ’s absolute saviorhood presuppose or imply the reality of divine self-
communication in his sense of the term. We intend, in other words, to test the
soundness of premise ¢) in the above counterargument to our first criticism; the
only premise of this counterargument, in our view, that admits of challenge within

the context of a strictly immanent critique.

2, Sanctifying grace.

410 graw' 435 7,
U 1hig. 425,

42 54,

413 1hig, 426-7.
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a. Intreduction. Few Christians deny, of course, that God conunun.icates the
divine self to at least some human beings by a certain uncreated grace .msofaf as
God sanctifies and dwells within the souls of the justified 4! lIn this sectu.)n,
accordingly, the issue in dispute is not whether sanctifymg. grace necessarily
involves divine self-communication and uncreated grace; it is, rathet:, whethef
these realities constitute “the act whereby God goes out of Godself into th‘e other
in such a way that God bestows Godself upon the other by bcc.:ommg the
other.”#5 The issue in dispute, in other words, is whether these realinejs ought to
be conceived of in Rahnerian terms. In order to resolve this issue, we mténd, t"or
the remainder of this section: first, to outline Rahner’s arguments for thg.3 1df:nt1t-y
of the uncreated aspect of sanctifying grace with divine self-communication in his

distinctive sense of that term; and, second, to respond to those arguments by

evaluating their adequacy for this purpose.

b. Rahner’s arguments. In order to establish that sanctifying grace in its
uncreated aspect consists in divine self-commurication as he understands it,

Rahner proposes two, basic arguments: one from the believer’s possession of the

i “is sai d or created: (a) uncreated grace is
414« " writes Adolphe Tanquerey, “is said 1o uncreate ;
God g;aacstlf ‘Zg:xzunjc;dng Godself to the intellectual cn:iature; l(b)“c(r;arit; sfg;z:;zﬂ;‘s)gzgi
i i f divine love” (Syn

i ift distinet from God and, as it were, the effect o ‘
32"‘222?,-'22? specialis 2 [Paris: Desclée, 1914"], §8, p. 24. Ur}crealfed_ta_nd ccrf:;fjd g:gg
Taﬁquerey explains, constitute the two elements of ha(l;ztu;xll gra(;e.'whlz‘:h, . Sa;;tlisli :-::1 e ;

. . . fsofar !
i ial union of God with the soul in which Go_d wells, and, '
;3;:&333; ::Jalily. permanently and intrinsically inhering in the soul through which we are made
artak ivi ture” (ibid. §11, p. 25). .
g Pmi;it‘;inﬂ:eiﬂ::‘;:ilzgally, do not deny that God infuses crca.ted grace into the .reger;e;‘awi; g:ﬁ
Synod of Dorc,lt specifically condemns those “who teach...theg ll‘cli 1._he m;]e c‘zr_ll\lfers;); c:h ;r :byumey
iti i infused by God into the will....
new qualities, powers or gifts can be infus % he ' /
Ezif:d?ci l.hi H?)ly Scriptﬂres. which declare that God glfuses n;ué qu:iuas] ac;t;::.llt}ﬁ. ?‘fr ogz?;z:;i;
i s of his love into our hearts” (Canons of Dordt, LIV,

?)?%?Tfnie ;::asfgrl::t?ng Sin The Creeds of the Evangelical Protestant Churches [Philip Schaff, ed.
and tr.; London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1877], 569-10).
415 “Mystery,” 1 iv, 68; “Geheimnis,” SW xii, 131.
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Holy Spirit as the “eamest of our inheritance” (Eph 1:14; cf. 2 Cor 1:22 and

5:5)%16 and another from the priority of uncreated to created grace,

i. Uncreated grace as presupposition of the beatific vision,

a. Introduction. In the first, Rahner contends that, becaum%‘“the Ppossession of

"

the Pneuma (and thus primarily uncreated grace) is conceived of in Scripture ag
the homogeneous germ and commencement of the beatific vision,...we have the
right to apply to uﬁcreated grace in this life the concepts of formal ontology
relating to the possession of God in the visio beatifica.”7 \n other words, if
uncreated grace, the possession of the Holy Spirit, constitutes the earnest of the
life of glory, whose principat blessing is the beatific vision, then this uncreated
grace must constitute, in some sense, a presupposition of that vision. In such a
case, Rahner reasons, one could determine something of the essence of uncrt;ated
grace by determining the ontological presuppositions of the beatific vision.
Indeed, he seems to consider such delving into the presuppositions of the beatific
vision the only viable method for determining the essence of uncreated grace.
“Uncreated grace,” he writes, “is only to be determined in terms of the visig,7H8
Rahner reasons, in other words: a) that the uncreated grace bestowed on the

blessed constitutes an ontological presupposition of the beatific vision; b) that,
according to the testimony of Scripture, the uncreated grace in which God

communicates Godself to the viator is of the same kind as that in which God

416 The NRSV's rendering of &ppoBaw THe kAnpovopiac Ny as “pledge of our inheritance”
suggesis that Paul means in Eph 1:14 1o identify the Holy Spirit as he dwells in the righteous on
carth as a temporary and inferor substitute for the joys of heaven o

f which he constitutes the
Pledge. In extra-biblical usage, however, the term &ppafeiv almost always signifies "earnest

money. .. [i.e.] a real part of the object of contract, given in advance both to insure final payment
and also to contribute to it” (Barnabas Ahern, “The Indwelling Spirit, Pledge of Our Inheritance
(Eph 1:14),” CBQ 9 [1947), 179-89). We think it appropriate, therefore, to translate &ppaﬁc&v as
“earnest” rather than “pledge.”

“Some Implications of the Scholastic Concept of Uncreated Grace,” T}, 31946 at 334; “Zur

scholastischen Begrifflichkeit der ungeschaffenen Gnade,” ST'i, 347—76 at 362.
8 Ibid. 335; ebd. 363.
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communicates Godself to the blessed; and c) that whatever charat.:t.erizei i:c
uncreated grace of the blessed insofar as it constitutes a presupposition o. ;:
beatific vision must, therefore, characterize equally the uncreated grace rccewec
already by the viaror. Acting on these assumptions, thc,n, Rahner seeks to ;:lr:lvr
that God must communicate Godself to the blessed in the way that R f e

envisions in order to endow them with the beatific vision; and that God, there or:.
already communicates Godself in the radical, Rahnerian sense of thatftenntht:
viatores. To this end, specifically, Rahner employs two arguments: one from

i i the
natore of knowledge itself and another from the absolute immediacy of

beatific vision.

B Being and knowing. In the first, Rahner contends that, becau?e “%mowing,
in its first and criginal sense, is the self-presence of being,...some.tlung 1s. kn?:':
to the extent that it becomes in its being identical with the knowing subject. .
One cannot know God, therefore, according to Rahner, unless one I.Jecomes, in
some measure, identical with the divine being. Hence, in Rah'.ner"s view, hlil;lal;
beings cannof know God in the ‘peatific vision or even in this life unless “Go
goes out of Godself into ‘the other’ in such a way that God bestows God-self upon
the other by becoming the other;”420 unless, that is to say, God comm.umcates the
divine self in the Rahnerian sense of the term, “Knowledge,” Wl:ltes I?ahner,
“cannot at its ultimate basis consist in a state of having something -mtentl‘orfally
‘over against’ one as an object; the only way still open to us tc? conceive of it is as
a state...in which the knower in the true sense and the known in the f.rue ::*,cnse are
one and identical in being.”42! H Rahner is correct in so concluding, it staems,
something like the beatific vision can, indeed, occur only if God communicates

Godself to human beings in the Rahnerian sense of those words,

419 Hearer_ 32-3:; H(Z‘rel’. SwW i\', 68. SW i 131
0w " TTiv, 68; “Geheimnis,” SW xii, 131. . in” SWii. 315.
431 "Pldhfrt:ar:‘A:lii:'as on Truth,” 71 xiii, 29; “Die Wahrheit bei Thomas von Aquin,” SW i, 315
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Y- God as impressed species. In his second argument for the indispensability
of divine self-communication, as he understands it, to the beatific vision, Rahner
asserts that God, in the beatific vision, does not manifest Godself to the blessed
through a created, impressed species, but rather absolutely immediately, “face to

face” (1 Cor 13:12), Rahner, upon the autherity of Agquinas, moreover, claims

that in order to compensate for the lack of 3 created, impressed species, ordinarily
a sine qua non of human knowledge, “God’s essence itself takes the Place of the
species (impressa) in the created nind, 422

Rahner admits, of course, that God’s transcendence prevents God from

informing the human intellect in precisely the same way that a created, impressed

Species, in other instances, informs it. Yet he also maintains that God, the divine

. franscendence notwithstanding, exercises “an active formal causality (eine
Jormale VF/ir.kurse:‘i(:‘hlic.h!cezz't)’"123 on the minds of the blessed.

Rahner concedes, again, that, on account of the uniquely transcendent nature

of God, one conid reasonably refer to this causality as merely “quasi-formal 7424
Yet he insists:

all this ‘quasi’ implies is that this *forma’, in spite of its formal causality, which must be taken
really seriously, abides in its absolute transcendence (inviolateness, ‘freedom’). But it does not
imply that the Statement, ‘In the beatific vision God occupies the place of a Species in virtue of g
formal causality’, is a mode of speech lacking all binding force; on the contrary, it is the quasi
which must be prefixed to every application to God of a category in itself terrestria) 425

Rahner again attempts to moderate his position, however, by associating the

Quasi-formal causality which he ascribes to God With the scholastic idea of an

“actus terminans, 426 which he correctly, although only partially, defines as “that
which in itself is and remains a perfect reality in spite of and prior.io the act of
determination. »427

422 “Uncreated,” 77, 327: “Ungeschaffenc,” ST, 355.
23 Dhid.; 330; ebd. 358,

424 Inid - ehd,

425 hid.; ebd. 3589,

426 1hid. 331, n.1; ebd, 359, Anm. 1.
27 Ibid.; ebd.
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Now, an actus termingns, or terminative cause, at least as commonly
understood, influences a reality distinct from itself only in the sense that a point
influences a line; i.e. it serves only as an object or a limit, and nothing more428
Louis Billot does not err in the slightest degree, therefore, when he explains that
God, gua terminative cause of the beatific vision, “informs not physically, but
merely intentionally.”#2?

Rahner, however, declares that if Billot means “that God is in fact an
‘intentional’ known object, the whole explanation is false, for it is a question here
precisely of an ontological (hence ‘physical’) presupposition of knowledge,”430
Rahner cannot, therefore, mean merely to assert that God must exert a terminative
causality in order to bestow the beatific vision upon the souls of the blessed.
Rahner states quite clearly, rather, that he regards a “communication of the divine
being taking place by way of formal causality to the created spirit...[as an]
ontological presupposition of the visie.”*3!

“The reality of the mind in the beatific vision,” he writes, “so far as such a
reality in itself is due to a species as the means of knowledge, is the very Being of
God.™32 The beatific vision, then, cannot occur, in Rahner’s view, without “the
one self—com;'nunication of God to the creature, which is essentially the act
whereby God goes out of Godself into ‘the other’ in such a way that God bestows
Godself upon the other by becoming the other,™#33

On the basis of this argument and the former, then, Rahner concludes that one
cannot deny the reality of divine self-¢ommunication as he conceives of it without
also implicitly denying that the saints departed enjoy an immediate and beatifying

vision of God: something which few Western Christians would wish to do.

428 ¢y, Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, Christ the Savior: A Commentary on the Third Pzart of St.
Thomas' Theological Summa (Bede Rose, tr,; St. Louis and London: Herder, 1950), 394 o5, 146
29 De Deo Uno et Trino: Commentarius in Prima Parte S. Thomae (Prati: Giachetti, 191 :
430 “UIncreated,” 771, 331, n. 1; “Ungeschaffene,” 8T i, 359, Anm. 1.
431 1hid, 335; ebd. 363.
32 1bid. 332; ebd. 360.
33 «Mystery,” T7 iv, 68; “Geheimnis,” SW xii, 131.
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& Conclusion. In his first argument for the necessity of divine self-
communication in the distinctively Rahnerian sense of that term to uncreated
grace, then, Rahner argues: a) that the uncreated grace of the blessed constitutes
an ontological presupposition of the beatific vision; b) that the uncreated grace of
the viator, according to Scripture, differs in no essential Tespect from that of the
blessed; c) that whatever must be true of the uncreated grace of the blessed in
order for it to function as an ontological presupposition of the beatific vision'
must, therefore, be equally true of the uncreated grace of the viator; d) that the
identity of being and knowing and the absolute immediécy of the beatific vision
imply that the Juncreated grace of the blessed must consist in divine self-
communication as Rahner understands it; and e) that the uncreated grace of the

viator as well, consequently, must consist in divine self-communication in the
Rahnerian sense.

it. The priority of uncreated over created grace.

a. Introduction. In his second argument io the effect that a proper
understanding of grace entails a belief in divine self—commumcatlon as he
conceives of it, Rahner contends that if one denies that uncreated grace consists
fundamentally in such divine self-communication, one thereby implicitly denies
the uitimate pnonty of uncreated to created grace. Such a denial, Rahner
contends, places one in conflict with the plain sense of Scripture and the
overwhelming consensus of the Fathers, .

“For St. Paul,” Rahner asserts, “the human being’s inner sanctification is first
and foremost a communication of the personal Spirit of God, that is to say, in
scholastic terms, a donum mcreatum, and he sees every created grace, every way
of being ‘JTUEUHCXTIKOC as a consequence and manifestation of the possession of
this uncreated grace.”34 Likewise, Rahner affirms, “the Fathers (especially the

434 “Uncreated,” 771, 322; “Ungeschaffene,” ST i, 349-50,
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Greek Fathers) see the created gifts of grace as a consequence of God’s

substantial communication to justified human beings.”33

B. The “scholastic” view of uncreated grace. The scholastic theories of the
relation between created and uncreated grace, however, in Rahner’s view at least,
teach precisely the opposite. “However diverse they may be among themselves,”
he writes, “all the scholastic theories..see God’s indwelling and God's
conjunction with the justified human be.ing as based exclusively upon created
grace.”436 As he summarizes the scholastic viewpoint, “In virtue of the fact
{dadurch] that created grace is imparted to the soul God imparts Godself to it and
dwells in it.”+¥7

Rahner, moreover, thinks this putative departure from scriptural and traditional
teaching entirely understandable, atbeit regrettable. From the perspective of the
scholastic theologians he criticizes, Rahner explains, the “new relation of God to
the human person”38 brought about by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit “can
only be conceived of as founded upon an absolute entitative modification of the
humaﬁ person herself.”#3* For God cannot change, and one cannot speak of a new
relation between two terms at all if neither changes in any way.

Yet, in Rahner's view, such an understanding of human salvation fails
satisfactorily to account for the presence of uncreated grace in human beings, and

" that in two respects. First, Rahner holds, it manifestly reduces uncreated grace to
“a function [eine abhiingige Funktion] of created grace™#4" and thus opposes the
view‘ of Scripture and the Fathers. Second, and perhaps even more importantly,
Rahner contends that it, implicitly and unintentionally, denies that sanctifying

grace effects a new relationship with God at all. For, according to Rahner:

435 1hid.; ebd. 350-1.

436 1hid, 324; ebd. 352.
37 1bid.; ebd.

438 1hid ; ebd.

439 1bid.; ebd.

440 Thid.; ebd.

141

an accidental modification, from without, of the creature’s being in itself and with regard 1o
itself,...could not be the basis for a fundamentally and essentially new ‘relationship’ of God to the
creature....The only fresh feature such an accidental absolute modification of the creature could
bring with it is that relation to God which is a constituent [mitgesetzt ist] of any creaturely being,
namely the transcendental reference of absolute finite being to God as to iis cause, M1

Recalling his discussion of uncreated grace as the ontological presupposition
of the beatific vision, Rahrer insists also that “here it is a question precisely of a
‘relation’ which does not immediately imply an absolute created determination;

for otherwise the species of the beatific vision would ultimately be yet again a
created quality, 442 '

¥ Rahner's alternative. In articulating his own perspective, however, Rahner
docs not wish to claim that uncreated grace does not bestow created grace as its
concomitant cffect; for, if he claimed such a thing, he too, no less tkgan the
scholastics whom he opposes, would render himself unabie to “say with St. Paul
that we possess our pneumatic being [Pneumatischsein) (our ‘created sanctifying
grace’) because we have the personal Pnenma of God.”*3 In such a case,
furthermore, Rahner could also not consistently affirm that diviﬁe self-
commuzication stands in a relationship of mutual causality to the created lJumen
8loriae,*** as he himseif explicitly states, 445 ,

When Rahner asserts that “here it is a question precisely of a ‘relation’ which
does not immediately imply an absolute created determination,”# then, he scems
to mean that uncreated grace, although unrealizable apart from created grace,
engenders a new relation between a human being and God in a sense in which this

created grace does not. In such an event, the new relation would depend directly

441 1id 328-0: b, 357,
442 hid, 329; ebd.
43 hid, 322; ebd, 350.

U4 “Phe lumen gloriae,” writes Adolphe Tanquerey, “is a supernatural habit that perfects the

intellect of the blessed and renders him proximately capable of seeing God intujtively” (Synopsis
2, §1014, p. T20). .

445 “Uncreated,” T7 i, 333: “Ungeschaffene,” ST i, 361.
446 Ibid. 329; ebd. 357,
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on uncreated grace as its formal cause and only indirectly on created grace as
uncreated grace’s necessary complement. In this sense and in this sense only,
then, does Rahner mean to assert that the new relation between human beings and
God established by uncreated grace “does not immediately imply an absolute
created determination.”

Rahner does not, therefore, declare the indwelling of the Holy Spirit absolutely
and in every respect logically prior to the presence of created grace in the soul 47

He does, however, distinguish sharply between: a) the relation engendered

directly by uncreated grace in virtue of which one can reasonably claim that a soul '

possesses the Holy Spirit; and b) any relation constituted by created grace
simpliciter or by some uncreated grace bestowed solely for the purpose of
imparting created grace. By so distingunishing, Rahner implicitly pronounces.
every form of merely extrinsic, divine causality insufficient to the task of
effecting a divine indwelling in justified souls.

For God, in Rahner’s view, cannot through efficient causality or exemplary
causality or final causality bestow anything whose value does not depend, in some
degree at least, on the value of its created effects. If, as Rahner holds, the
uncreated grace that effects divine indwelling must possess some significance
irrespective of its created effects, it must, then, consist in some supra-categorical
assimilation to God. It must consist, in Rahner’s words, in “a taking up into the
ground”:#8 which is precisely what Rahner intends to signify by the term quasi-

formal causality.

& Conclusion. Rahmer, in sum, concludes in this second argument from the
reality of sanctifying grace to the reality of divine self-communication as he

understands it that one who does not equate the uncreated grace which effects

447 “The point which we must not lose sight of in this,” Rahner writes, “is the unity which exists
between uncreated grace considered as causa quasiformalis and created grace as the necessary
prior condition and at the same time the consequence of the uncreated grace” (“Immanent and
Transcendent,” 77 x, 282; “Immanente und transzendente,” SW xv, 551.

448 «Uncreated,” TI'i, 329; “Ungeschaffene,” $T1, 358.
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divine indwelling with guasi-formal causality in Razhner’s sense of the term
cannot account for the putative logical priority of the indwelling of the Holy Spirit
to the possession of created grace. Rahner concludes, in fact, that such a person
cannot even explain why the indwelling of the divine persons in the souls of the
7 justified transcends God’s general presence of immensity. On the basis of this
asecond argument and the first, that from sanctifying grace’s relation to the beatific

vision, then, Rahiner rests his case for the indispensability of divine self-

commumcauon, as he conceives of it, to sanctifying grace.

¢. Response,

i Introduction. If Rahner could actually prove that divine self-communication
as he understands it constitutes an essential component of sanctifying grace, it
seems, the Rahnerian belief: a) that ecumenical councils teaching in unison with
the Pope are infallible when Speaking definitively on matters of faith and morals;
when combined with the data b) that such councils have “infallibly” affirmed the
doctrine of divine immutability and the existence of sanctifying grace; and c) that

the charism of infallibitity preciudes the possibility of self-contradiction in such

affirmations; would, indeed, imply that Rahner's understanding of divine self-

communication does not ultimately conflict with the dogma of divipe
immutability. Such a result, as we have seen, would prove our first criticism of
Rahner’s Grundaxiom unsound at least in the context of a strictly immanent
critique. In the following response, therefore, we intend to evaluate not only
Rahner’s arguments concerning the relation of uncreated grace to the beatific

vision and the priority of uncreated to created grace, but also, indirectly, one of
the central contentions of this work.

ii. Uncreated grace as ontological presupposition of the beatific vision.
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¢ Introduction. In the first of his arguments for the integrality of divine self-
communication in his distinctive sense of that term to sanctifying grace, Rahner,
as we have seen, reasons that if: a) the uncreated grace possessed by viatores
differs in no essential tespect from that possessed by the blessed; and b) the
uncreated grace of the blessed must consist in divine self-communication in the
Rahnerian sense of the term in order for the beatific vision to occur; then c) the
uncreated grace of viatores as well must consist in divine self-communication
according to Rahner’s conception of it.

Now, Rahner’s first premise, viz. that “grace...is a commencement of the
blessed life, homogeneous with the ontological presuppositions of the vision,"#9
seems, in the main at least, unexceptionable. For Scripture does incontestably
describe the-indwelling Holy Spirit as “the earnest of our inheritance™ (Eph 1:14;
cf. 2 Cor 1:22, 5:5). In the indwelling divine persons, that is to say, Christians
possess no mere pignus, distinct from their heavenly reward and inferior to it, but
an appafedv of their inheritance, a substantial share in the great recompense to
corme.

Likewise, it seems evident that grace, uncreated and created, does constitute a
prerequisite of the beatific vision. One who beholds God face to face, after ail,
must not lack that “holiness without which no one will see the Lord” (Heb 12:14).
Regardiess of one’s views as to whether Rahner fully appreciates the difference
between grace and glory,4%0 then, one cannot reasonably dispute Rahner’s

fundamental claim that *grace...is...an inner entitative principle (at least a partial

principle} of the vision of God.”#5! Neither, then, can one reasonably dispute this

claim’s immediate consequence, viz, that “the inner nature of grace as a whole in

this life must allow of being more closely determined in teyms of the nature of the

ontological presuppositions of the immediate vision of God.”452

449 1bid, 326; ebd. 354, )

450 “while we are at home in the body, we are absent from the Lord” (2 Cor 5:6).
451 “Uncreated,” 77 i, 326; “Ungeschaffene,” ST, 354,

452 Ihid; ebd.
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It seems, accordingly, that if one can prove divine self-communication, as
Rahner conceives of it, indispensable to the beatific vision, then one can also
establish the identity of the uncreated grace bestowed on viatores with divine self-
communication in Rahner’s sense of the term. If one cannot establish the former
conclusion, however, the connection Rahner perceives between the uncreated
grace of viatores and that of the blessed will not suffice, of itself, to demonstrate
the intégrality of divine self-communication, as Rahner understands it, to -
sanctifying grace. We shall devote the following two subsections, therefore,
exclusively to the question of whether Rahner succeeds in demonstrating that (1)
the relation between being and knowing as such and (2) the absence of a created
species in the beatific vision render divine self-communication, according to

Rahner’s understanding of it, indispensable to the beatific vision.

P. Being and knowing. As we have already seen, in Rahner’s view, the beatific
vision presupposes divine self-communication as he conceives of it, because: a)
“being is knowing;"453 and b) knowledge can, therefore, occur only to the extent
that “the knower in the true sense and the known in the true sense are one and
identical in being.”#54 We do not intend to contest the logicél validity of Rahner’s
inference. It seems transparently obvious that if “being is knowing,” then
knowledge presupposes a substantial union between knower and known,

It is by no means obvious, however, that non-intentional, creaturely being is
even relatively identical with creaturely knowing. For, as we saw in Chapter 1,
the contention that a creature’s being is, even proportionally, its knowing,
commits Rahner to the absurd conclusion that a being is identical with its acts. To
the extent that his views on the relation between being and knowing actually
imply such an identification, then, these views appear to constitute unsound

foundations for any argument as to the character of sanctifying grace.

433 Hearer, 35; Horer, SW iv, 70,
34 “Thomas Aquinas on Truth,” 7 xiii, 26: “Die Wahrheit bei Thomas von Aquin,” SW i, 315,
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y. God as impressed species. Rahner attempts to establish the indispensability
of divine self-communication, as he understands it, to the beatific vision, second,
by arguing that God must compensate for the absence of a created, impressed
species in the beatific vision by quasi-informing the human intellect in a manner
analogous to an impressed species’ information of a human being’s possiblé
intellect in ordinary instances of human knowledge.

Now, Rahner is correct in observing that no created species informs the human

intellect in the beatific vision. For, as Aquinas explains:

Through no created stmilitude can the essence of God be seen. ..because the essence of God is his
existence itself..., which can be admissible of no created form. No created form whatsoever,
therefore, can be a similitude representing the essence of God to the seer....[This is the case also]
because the divine essence is am uncircumscribed thing, containing in itself super-eminently
whatever can be signified or understood by a created intellect....In no way through any created
species can this be represented: because every created form is limited. ... Hence to say that God
through a similitude is seen, is to say that the divine essence is not seen: which is erroneous [STh 1,
12, 2 corp.].

Rahner seems to etr, however, when he asserts that God compensates for the
absence of a created species in the beatific vision by entitatively informing the
human intellect. For the agent intellect in natural human knowledge impresses a
created species on the possible intellect, so that the impressed species entitatively
informs the possible intellect, only in order to render intelligible that which is: a)
absent; b) present only through the mediation of the senses; or ¢) immaterial and
thus not directly perceptible by human beings’ natural sensitive and cognitive
faculties. In the case of the beatific vision, however, the object intuited is neither
absent nor material nor, on account of the lumen gloriae, inaccessible to human
intuition. The peculiar character of the object intuited, along with the elevation of
the human intellect by the lumen gloriae, thus renders an entitative information of

the possible intellect superfluous in the beatific vision, 433

" 455 we follow the account of Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange in his The One God: A Commentary
on the First Part of St. Thomas’ Theological Summa (Bede Rose, trans.; St. Louis and London:
Herder, 1944), 348.
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This is not to say that God does not, in a certain sense, perform the function of
an impressed species in the beatific vision. For, as William J. Hill observes, the
entitative information of the possible intellect constitutes only one of the

impressed species’ contributions to natural, human knowledge. In Hill’s words:

Ordm_arlily, the s'pecies has a twofold function: one entitative, the other intentional. In the first
way, it is an accnde_nt, a quality modifying the soul, a form which in informing is absorbed in the
actuation of & subject and constitutes with it a new accidental thing, In the second way, it
u-a:}scends this funct@on of entitative information (and this is due to its spirituality which in l':lm
derives from th spirituality of the intellect) and without any fusing wiih its subject merel
actuates or terminates the soul precisely in the line of knowledge. It makes the knower to be Lhz
known, to be...identified therewith—but only “intentionaliter.”436

On account of the terminative causality God exercises in the beatific vision,
therefore, one can and ought to speak of God's being united to the created
intellect as an intelligible species without in any way suggesting that God

communicates Godself, in the Rahnerian sense of those words, to the blessed in
the beatific vision.

0. Conclusion. Neither Rahner’s argnment from God’s role as quasi-species in
the beatific vision nor his argument from the putative identity of being and
knowing, then, suffices to establish the integrality of divine self-communication,
as Rahner conceives of it, to the beatific vision. Rahner’s success in establishing
a certain continuity between the ontelogical presuppositions of the visio beatifica
and the uncreated grace already possessed by viatores notwithstanding, then, his
researches into the ontological presuppositions of the beatific vision yield no
conclusive proof that the uncreated grace of viatores consists in divine self-

communication understood in Rahnerian terms.

ifi. The priority of uncreated over created grace. Rahner’s second argument
for the necessity of divine self-communication, in his sense of the word, to the

bestowal of uncreated grace consists principally in the claim that his

56 « o
456 “Uncreated Grace—A Cntique of Karl Rahner,” Thomist 27 (1963), 333356 at 3434,
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understanding of the divine indwelling alone is compatible with the precedence of

uncreated over created grace.

a. The scholastic views. That uncreated grace, in the sense of the diving
persons’ self-donation to the soul, does, in some sense, precede created grace
seems difficult to contest. People do not, according to Scripture, receive the Holy
Spirit, because they love God; rather, “the love of God?57 has been poured into our
hearts through the Holy Spirit that has been given to us” (Rom 5:5). Didymus of
Alexandria, likewise, avers, “Never, indeed, does anyone receive the spiritual
blessings of God unless the Holy Spirit has gone before. He, indeed, who has
received the Holy Spirit [however] shall, consequently, have blessings: i.e.
wisdom and understanding and the others of which the Apostle.. writes,”458
Rahner, in fact, seems to misrepresent his fellow scholastic theologians when he
alfeges that they universally dissent from this position.45?

For, first, a great number, including, for instance, Adolphe Tanquerey,*? Leo
von Rudloff 4! and Paul Galtier,46? subscribe to subjective, causal theories of the
indwelling according to which the divine persons impart themselves to the elect
when they regenerate and sanctify these souls thus rendering themselves present
in a radically new way. According to advocates of such theories, the indwelling

divine persons bestow created grace, and there can be no question of a mere

457 Wwe deviate from the NRSV by translating “fy éydomn Tol 8s00” as “the love of God” rather
than “God’s love” in order: a) to render the direct article, 7; and b) to show that ToU 8ol can
constitute an objective as well as a subjective genitive.

458 pe Spiritu Sancte 10; PG 39, 1042A-B, We owe this reference to Simon Gaine, Indwelling
Spirit and a New Creation: The Relationship between Uncreated Grace and Created Grace in
Neo-Scholastic Catholic Theology (Oxford: D.Phil. Diss, 1994), 36.

459 “Tq assume, as many since Rahner have done,” writes Gaine, “that all neo-scholastic theories
before Rahner supported the priority of created grace is to take no account of the intention of
certain of the theologians concerned and of what they claimed for their theores” (Indwelling
Spirit, 6).

460 Synopsis 2, §184, pp. 135-6.

461 “Des heiligen Thomas Lehre von der Formalursache der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele der
Gerechten,” Divus Thomas (Freiburg) 8 (1930), 175-91, esp. 18491,

462 1'Habitation en nous des trois Personnes: Le fait—le mode (Paris: Beauchesne, 1928%), 209
56.

g
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creature’s introducing uncreated grace, i.e. the divine persbns themselves ag
causing created grace, into the souls of the just.

A considerably greater number, admittedly, including, for instance, Camillo
Mazzella, %63 Bernard Jungmann,*¢ and Barthélemy Froget, %65 conceive of the
divine indwelling in souls as logically subsequent to the presence of created grace
in those souls. Such scholastics do not imagine, however, that created grace
somehow antecedes the presence of the divine persons as bestowing created
grace. Rather, they discriminate between the senses in which the divine persons

do and do not logically precede their created gifts. Froget, for example, writes:

We may distinguish, as does $t. Thomas, a twofold logical priority between the bestowal of the
crefited gift and that of the Uncreated One, distinguishing between them according to the way in
which we view the question of their causality, Tf we consider grace as a preliminary disposition
as a necessary preparation for the Divine Guest, then it is grace which is communicated to us f‘u;t,
the disposition nawurally precedes the forma or the perfection for which it is to prepare. On the
olther hand, if we consider the Holy Ghost as the author of grace and the end for which grace is
given, then He it is Who enters the sout first. And this, remarks St. Thomas, is what is su'i;:tly
speaking precedence: “Et hoc est simpliciter esse prius. 466

Theologians of this persuasion reject causal theories of the indwelling, because
they regard God's presence as cause of created grace insufficiently distinct from
the divine omnipresence to qualify as a radically new, supernatural indwelling,

Aquinas explains the distinction between God’s natural presence in all things and
the indwelling thus:

God Is in all things by essence, power, and presence, according to his one common mode, as a
cause in effects that participate in his goodness. Above this common mode, however, there is one
special mode, which convenes to the rational creature, in whom God is said to be as the known in
.lhe knower an_d the lqved in the lover. ., Because, by knowing and loving, the rational creature by
its own Operation attains to God himself, according to this special mode, God is not only said to be
in the rational creature, but to dwell in it as in bis own temple [$Th Ia. 43, 3 corp.].

463 pe gragia F‘hristi: Praclectiones schelastico-dogmaticae (Rome: Tavenes Opifices a 8.
Toseph, 1905°), disp. 5, 2.9, § 2, nn. 1043-51, pp. 734-9,

464 Instisutiones theologine dogmaticae specialis: Tractatus de gratia (Rome: Marietti 1873), §
264, p. 193 ' '
465 The Indwellin frit i

g of the Holy Spirit in the Souls of the Just (Sydney A. R : i :
Carroll Press, 1950%), 40, 42-3, 60, 66-7. d (Sydney A Raemers ir: Baltimore:
466 1pid. 52,
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Now, a creature can know and love God in 2 supematural‘manncr, of course,
only if it possesses the created grace that enables it so to do. Scholastics who
consider created grace logicaily prior to the divine indwelling, therefore, do so
only because they identify this' indwelling exclusively with God’s objective
presence as known and loved. These theologians in no sense den)‘r the primacy of

the divine persons, the efficient and final cause of created grace, over their gifts to

the human persoi.

. Rahner’s position. No scholastic theologian, accordingly, speaks as if
created entities determine where God does and does not dwell. Advocates of
subjective, causal theories, moreover, affirm the logical and ontological priority
of uncreated grace in the narrowest sense of the term. Why, then, does Rahner
accuse even the advocates of causal theories of subordinating uncreated to created
grace? Simon Gaine finds the answer to this question in a footnote which appears
in Rahner’s earliest and principal treatment of the subject and in which Rahner
asserts that “a logical (not temporal) priority to created grace should be ascribed
to uncreated grace (as given, not just as to be given or as causing grace.”*" In
this remark, writes Simon Gaine:
one may find the reason why Rahner believed that a theory medelled on efficient causality
collapses into the priority of created grace. Efficiency may provide a special divine presence, a
comraunicating of self so as to be given in the cansing of created grace, but the givenness of
uncreated grace is complete only on the basis of the completed created effect when uncreated
grace is possessed.... This would appear to be insufficient for Rahner because [in his view] created
grace must be a logical consequence of God as somehow already given (in a non-temporal
sense)....And efficiency cannot establish this full givenness, but only the causation of an effect. 68

According to Gaine’s interpretation, which seems to us essentially correct,
then, Rahner objects to causal theories, at least in part, because they make a
human being’s reception of uncreated grace contingent, in an wnacceptable way,

on the presence of a merely created effect. Rahner himself, however, maintains

467 “Unoreated,” TI 1, 323, n. §; “Ungeschaffene,” STi, 351, Anm. 5,
468 1ndwelling Spirif, 221-2.
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that a human being cannot receive uncreated grace without a created dispositio
ultima, which stands to uncreated grace in a relation of reciprocal causality. It is
unlikely, therefore, that he condemns causal theories solely on th; grounds that
they make gle divine indwelling contingent, albeit in an atienuated sense of the
term, on the bestowal of created grace.

- Rahner seems to reject causal theories, rather, principally because he disagrees
with these theories’ advocates about what constitutes divine indwei]iné ie
uncreated gracé in the strictest sense of the term. Causal theorists, as we ’haw;,
already seen, view the possession of God as an object of knowledge and/or love
as an inevitable consequence of uncreated grécc, but not, strictly speaking, as a
necessary constituent of it. On this question, however, Rahner takes the si,dc of

h o . , .
e objective theorists. In Rahmer’s unpublished tractate, De Gratia Christi
Gaine relates: ’

Vv ! ! l
mﬁ%ﬁiﬂit t?;c;rz l[frcqt:en.tly con_sxdered the causal theoty par exemplar]..is rejected
neufclent to ¢ 01;1 z;u;) o :e ::fi\:fgll:f as (a]]e%edlg) taught by the Fathers, in which ti'le divir?:
: ¢ possessed. Possession of God ject i
P . E as object is th
integral part of the indwelling which must then be given an objecﬁv}]s Zx:)slan:;otzkgg ;?Jnti: :

kind 470

Rabner thus places himself in a virtally unique position within scholastic
theology. With the advocates of subjective, causal theories, he maintains
uncompromisingly that uncreated grace rust possess an absolute precedence 6ver
created grace, Yet, with the advocates of objective theories, he maintéins that one
car.mot reasonably describe God as “inhabiting” a soul until it possesses God as an
object of knowledge and love: a stance frequently thought to require that created

grafce precede uncreated grace in order to enable the soul to possess God as the
object of its supernatural knowledge and love. |

469 isiomist i
CI., however, the revisiomst interpretation of Leo D. Sullivan in bis Justification and the

Inhabitation of the Holy Ghosi: i
oo f oly Ghost: The Doctrine of Father Gabriel Vdsquez, §.J. (Rome: PUG,

470 Gaine, Indwelling Spirit, 220.
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If both of these seemingly contradictory viewpoints are, in fact, objectively
valid, then it might seem that Rahper's theory is the most acceptable account
available of the relation between uncreated and created grace. For Rahner's
theory posits the relative identity even in creatures of being, knowing, and
loving#7! so that God cannot impart the divine being without also, by that very act,
imparting knowledge and love of the divine self.

The subiective, causal theories, that is to say, identify God’s initial,
supernatural action on the soul as indwelling and thus maintain the primacy of
uncreated grace only by excising the subsequent acts of knowledge and Jove from
the indwelling’s concept. The objective theories, likewise, treat the knowledge
and love of God as integral to the divine indwelling only at the expense of
excising God’s initial, supernatural contact with the soul from the indwelling’s
concept and thus, in Rahner’s estimate, subordinating uncreated to created grace.

Both subjective and objective theories, then, sacrifice one or the other of
Rahner’s concemns, viz, the primacy of uncreated grace and the indispensability of
supernatural knowledge and love to the indwelling, because neither can conceive
of the knowledge and love of God as anything other than logically subsequent to
God’s initial, supematural contact with the soul. Rahner, however, by: a)

relatively identifying even created being with both knowledge and love; and b)
understanding God’s supernatural contact with the soul in terms of intrinsic,
quasi-formal causality; can ¢) satisfy both concerns by making human knowledge
and love of God not merely temporally, but logically simultaneous with God’s
initial, supernatural action on the soul. Rahner succeeds, therefore, as few others
have before or since, in reconciling the two basic orientations of scholastic

theology on this subject: a not inconsiderable intellectual feat.

4TV Cf. Hearer, 83, 126 (FHorer, SW iv, 152, 154, 224); “Incomprehensibility,” 71 xvi, 254
{“Unbegreiflichkeit,” ST xii, 319).
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¥. Criticisms. For all its brilliance and originality, however, Rahner’s theory
of the relation between uncreated and created grace is by no means
unproblematic. Critics of Rahner’s position on this subject complain principally,
in Hill’s words, that “it is impossible to see that it does not slight the
transcendence of God.”#”2 Since our concern here is to determine whether one
must accept Rahner’s idea of divine self-communication as true in spite of its
apparent inconsistency with divine transcendence, we shall pass over Hill's and
similar objections without comment, _

At Jeast two other difficulties, however, seem quite relevant in this context,
First, as we have seen, Rahner’s belief in the relative identity of being, knowing,
and loving implies the absurd conclusion that beings are identical with their acts.
To the extent that Rahner’s theory of the relation of uncreated to created grace
presupposes the relative identity of created being, knowing, and loving, then, it
appears highly questionable. ‘
~ A more properly theclogical objection, second, concerns the seeming]yl
conflicting claims that Rahner’s theology of grace seeks to accommodate. As we
noted above, Rahner constructs a kind of compromise theory that satisfies the
most fundamental concerns of both subjective and objective theorists of the divine
indwelling. If the subjective theorist rightly insists that uncreated grace logically
precedes created grace, and the objective theorist rightly insists that God dwells
only in those who know and love God, then Rahner’s theory faces few plausible
alternatives. If, however, either school’s central claim is objectively invalid, then
the synthesis of the two schools® views in Rahner’s theory constitutes not an
advantage but a defect. In such a case, Rahner’s theory would, in fact, prove
false at Ieast to the extent that it affirms the errin g school’s claim.

Now, a number of considerations suggest that those theories, which posit a
subjective, causal indwelling, are significantly less tenable than those that -

envision an objective indwelling in which the soul possesses God .as the object of

472 “Uncreated Grace,” 356.
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its knowledge and love. For, first, the most substantial advantagtf, subjectiv.‘e
theorieé possesé over objective theories seems to comsist in theu: em.phatlc
affirmation of divine action’s priority over human action in the sanctification of
the human being. As the remarks of Froget quoted above illustrate, howe-ver.,l one
cannot reasonably charge objective theorists with denying the radical priority of
divine over human agency in this event.

Second, and more importantly, causal theories of the divine indwelling seem to
represent this indwelling as an intensification of God’s universal, natul:al presence
as cause rather than as a genuinely new mode of God’s presence in the soul.
Objective theories, by contrast, seem to explain how the indwelling suq.:vasses
divine omnipresence in kind and not merely in degree. For, at least in the v;ev-v of
those who reject Rahner’s proportional identification of knowing a.l:ld being,
intentional existence differs fundamentally from 911 other modes of befng. The
supernatural character of the indwelling thus seems to demand an objective rather
than a causal explanation.
| Admittedly, objective theories might seem ill-equipped to explain hoxav God
can supernaturally inhabit the souls of regenerate infants. For regenerate infants
certainly possess the Holy Spirit. Nevertheless, their underdeveloped mental

capacities Seem to render actual knowledge and love of anyone impossible. In the

words of Augustine:

i i ing how God is the inhabitator of some who do not yet know him ar}d is not
gflisn:: r\}\'rl?;ng? E;h\:rnﬁim. For those do not pertain to the temple of Gog,GwI:io };nr;\lvr:nlif (::[csl
have not glorified him as God or given thanks, and [yet] to th(_: _tem;i)]le onaiﬁl pon oin Infanes
sanctified by the sacrament of Christ, regencrated by the Holy Spirit, who ce v, accoumt of
their age, cannot yet know God. Hence those have been able to know God, but not ta p H

i i 473
[and) these have been able to possess him before they knew him.

One ought not, however, to consider the knowledge of God by the wicked as a
counterexample fo the objective theory, because the wicked never attain the

intimate, experiential knowledge of God possessed by the righteous; a knowledge,

473 Epistla. 187.21 in CSEL 57, 99-100. The causal theorist Galtier alludes to Augustine’s
remarks in this connection (L'Habitation, vi, 195-6).
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which, incidentally, presupposes God’s real and not merely intentional presence.
The absence of actual knowledge and love in infants, moreover, does not
constitute an insuperable difficulty for objective theories. For, unless one wishes
to maintain that parents cease to love or even 1o know their children when the
parents fall asleep, one must admit that the habits (faculties, virtues) of knowing
and loving one’s children suffice, even when unzctualized, to enable one to
possess one’s children as objects of knowledge and love.

One can reasanably maintain, therefore, that regenerate infants possess God as
the object of their knowledge and love insofar as they possess the unactualized
habits of faith and charity. Admittedly, by so conceiving of God’s supernatural
Presence in regenerate infants, the objective theorist might seem implicitly to
endorse a causal understanding of the indwelling. For if God can dwell in
regenerate infants by virtue of the mere hestowal of unactualized habits of faith
and charity, then divine causaIity alone suffices to constitute the indweliing in
legical and even temporal pricrity to actual knowledge and love. As we noted
earlier, however, objective and causal theories of the indwelling do not differ in
the cxtenf to which they acknowledge divine action’s primacy in the sanctification
of human beings. The competing theories differ, rather, in their conception of
what the indwelling is.

Insofar, then, as objective theories: a) posit an indwelling that differs in kind
and not merely degree from God’s natural omnipresence; and b) need not in any
way subordinate the action of the Holy Spirit to that of creatures; it seems likely
that a properly constructed objective theory could satisfj.the legitimate concerns
of all parties to the debate over the relation between uncreated and created grace.

d. Conclusion. Rahner does not, therefore prove that his theory of the divine
indwelling alone, with jts emphasis on divine self-communication in the
Rahnerian sense of the term, can adequately account for human beings’
Possession of uncreated grace. Rahner’s theory rests on two highly questionable

presuppositions: a) that being, knowing, and loving are relatively identical even in
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the created sphere; and b) that the fundamental claims of both objective and
subjective theorists of the divine indwelling are equally valid.

Neither, it seems, can Rahner prove that the beatific vision requires that
uncreated grace, as its ontological presupposition, consist in divine self-
communication as Rahner understands it. Although Rahner rightly discerns a
close relationship between the grace of the viaror and the beatifying vision of
God, he cannot establish that the beatific vision itself requires divine self-
communication, according to his conception of it. A forriori, neither can he
demonstrate its integrality to the ontological presupposition of the beatific vision
that is the uncreated grace of viafores. Rahner does not succeed, then, in
demonstrating that divine self-communication in his sense of the term must occor
in order for God to impart Godself to human beings in uncreated, sanctifying

grace.
3. The Incarnation of the Logos.

a. Introduction. Rahner argues, nonetheless, that not only uncreated grace, but
also the Incarnation of the Logos, as defined by various ecumenical councils
teaching in union with the Pope, constitutes an instance of divine self-
communication in the Rahnerian sense of those words.  Since: a) Rahner
presupposes the infallibility of ecumenical councils when teaching definitively in
union with the Pope; b) the charism of infallibility precludes the possibility of
self-contradiction; and ¢) ecumenical councils have definitively taught, in union
with the Pope, the doctrines of divine immutability and the Incamnation of the
Logos; then d) if Rahner can establish that the Incarnation constitutes an instance
of divine self-communication as he understands if, then his presuppositions
concerning the infallibility of ecumenical councils dictaie that divine self-
communication in the Rahnerian sense of that term must be ultimately compatible

with divine immutability. If this were, in fact, the case, then our first criticism of
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Rahner’s Grundaxiom, a criticism that presupposes the incompatibility of divine
self-communication as Rahner conceives of it with divine immutability, would, at
least in the context of a strictly immanent critique, prove invalid.

In the following, accordingly, we intend: first, to outline Rahner’s theory of the
“uniting unity” in the Incamnation, the keystone of Rahner’s case for the
integrality of divine self-communication, as he understands it, to the event of the
hypostatic union; second, to examine briefly certain of the advantages of Rahner’s
theory of the uniting unity; third, to explore a mumber of difficulties for this
theory; and, fourth, to determine whether Rahner’s theory of the “uniting unity” in
the hypostatic union actually constitutes proof that the Incarnation consists in or

Presupposes divine self-communication in the Rahnerian sense of the term

b. Rahner’s theory of the “uniting unity” in the Incarnation, In his theory of
the “uniting unity” in the Incamation, Rahner attempts to specify “by what‘ (ie. by
What uniting unity) they = Christ’s two natures] are united (in the united unity [=

Christ’s person in both natures]).”4% The term “uniting unity” as Rahner employs

1L, seems to denote something at least rationally distinct from the agent that unites
Christ’s human nature to the person of the Logos. For the IV Lateran Council
binds Rahner to attribute the hypostatic vnion to the agency of

. “the whole Trinity
1 comnon,”#75 and he, accordingly,

explicitly attributes the bringing about of the

Incarnation to the Trinity as a whole: “the accomplishment of the [hypostatic]

H LH] > 5
union,” he writes, “is common to the three divine persons. 476

When Rahner asks by what “uniting unity” Christ’s two natures come to be

uni
ted, then, he seems to ask: by what process or mode of causality does the

Trinity unite Christ’s human nature to the person of the Logos™7?  Rahper

474 “Current Pr "TTi Probleme, An
Obl 1] . ar s
25 prs o ems,” 71 i, 182, n. 1; “Proble , SW xii, 286, Anm. 33.

4 3 " i -
76 Inkarnation,” SM ii, SW xviifii, 1096-1109 at 1101

The following remarks confirm this interpretation. “Someone may object,” Rahner writes:
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recognizes that some may consider this question unanswerable. In response,
however, he writes:

If someone goes on to maintain that it is impossible to provide a further answer here because it is
precisely a mystery with which we are dealing here, it would be necessary to reply that this
account [i.e. the statement that “the human nature and the divine nature are united in the person of
the Logos”] would suffice provided that the mystery given expression in the original formula
remains clear in its meaning (though oot in its explanation) even when no answer is offered to the
further question. But if this is not the case, i.e. if the united unity in the sense intended (a sense
which, though undetected, must be there gven in a mystery) does not permit of being thought

unless the uniting unity comes into sight, then...{al docta ignorantia...is simply not appropriate
here—no matter how far the ancient tradition provides or fails to provide a further explicit

question and answer as to the upiting unity 478

Ralner does not explain precisely why the mystery’s meaning must remain
upclear as long as one lacks an account of the uniting unity. He does,
nonetheless, make this assumption: an assumption which implies that one can
hardly speak of the Incarnation without a theory of the uniting unity, and that the
dogma of the hypostatic union thus presupposes at least the possibility of such an
account. Given Rahner’'s presuppositions, then, a proof that his theory, which
dictates that the Incarnation occurs through an act of divine self-communication
as he understands it, constitutes the only adequate account of the uniting unity
would imply that the Incarnation constitutes an instance of divine self-
communication in the Rahnerian sense.

Rahner’s theory of the “uniting unity,” in itself, is disarmingly simple. The

principle, which Rahner considers axiomatic, that “nearness to God...and genuine

that it is in fact the one hypostasis which is the uniting unity for the two natures. To this we must
reply that this may well be true, so far as it is a matter of the two natures in their mutual concord.
But the question bere is to what extent the divine hypostasis unites the human nature to itself.
When the question is formulated like this, the hypostasis, in so far as it is just the static concept of
ens per se ¢t in se which is involved, is something to be united—one ‘part’ of the united unity, and
not the uniting vnity. Thus it must be asked by what (i.e. by what uniting unity) the hypostasis
unites to itself the human natre. Putting the same thing in another way: unity (as a formal
transcendental property of an entity) is never something which can be set up as such, but is always
the result of some other state or process among entities. Thus one has not explained nor even
understood what one is saying when one elucidates unity by—unity [“Current Problems,” I7 i,
182, n.1; “Probleme,” SW xii, 287, Anm. 33}

478 Ibid.; ebd. 286-7, Anm. 33.
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creaturehood grow in the same, and not in inverse proportions™47% dictates, in
Rahner’s view, that Jesus Christ, in order to be perfect God, need do no more than
perfectly realize the essence of creaturehood.  The mag Jesus, he writes,
“precisely by being man in the fullest sense...is God’s Existence into the
world. 80

Since Christ, as perfect man, is ipso facto also perfect God, Rahner reasons,
the act whereby God constitutes Christ as perfect man must be identical to the act
Whereby God unites Christ’s human nature to the eternal hypostasis of the Logos.
“The positipg of Christ’s humanity in its free distinction from God itself,” Rahner
writes, “becomes in this way the act of unification...with the Logos.™8! In
Rahner’s view, therefore, the uniting unity in the Incarpation “unites precisely by
making existent;"#82 the uniting unity unites Christ’s human nature with the
Logos, that is, simply by creating jt.4#3

¢. Advantages of Rahner's theory. Rahner finds the idea of assumption by
Creation advantageous, it seems, for three principal reasons: a) this understanding
of the “vniting unity” obviates any seeming contradiction between the divinity of
Christ and his full humanity; b) it reflects what Rahner considers a correct view of
the relation between the intra-Trinitarian processions and the divine acts gd extra,

and ¢) it corresponds to what Rahner considers a contemporary view of God and
the world, '

47? “Intellectual Honesty and Christian Faith,”
chxasthcher Glaube,” ST vii, 54-76 at 73,
“Current Problems,” 77 i, 184; “Problerme.” ii
a1 Tid 185 robleme,” SW xii, 288,
82 Ibid. 182: ebd. 287.

oo lﬂnR’ihEl;;’s viSew,bJoseph Wong ‘explains, “God ‘assumes by creating’ and ‘creates by
i [gLondoglag yg ol, 127). William V. Dych echoes this language almost exactly '(Kart
o Rrordo h eo frey Chapx'nar?, 19921, 77). Philipp Kaiser, likewise, notes that, according

, umanity of Christ is...not only created ‘by the unicn with the Logos,” but the
itself already its union with the Logos”

(Die Gott-menschliche Eini i ;
! gung in Christus als Probl f e seil
Scholastik [MThS.S 36; Miinchen: Max Hueber, 196£]c: 2;?).der #pelaitven Theologie set der

T vii, 47-71 at 68; “Intellektuelle Redlichkeit und
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i. Reconciling Christ’s divinity with his full hwmaniry. Probably the strongest
point in favor of Rahner’s theory of assumption by creation is that it climinates
any appearance of conflict between the unity and the distinctness of Christ’s
natures. As Rahner explains:
if what makes the human nature ek-sistent as something diverse from God, and what unites this
nature with the Logos, are strictly the same, then we have a unity...which does not make the

&ouykuTeas leok like a sort of external counterbalance to the unity, always threatening to dissolve
it, but shows...how...unity and distinction [can] become mutually...intensifying characteristics,

not competing ones.*84
Rahner’s theory of assumption by creation serves, therefore, to counteract in
some measure tendencies to exalt Christ’s diversity over his unity and vice versa:

a quality Rahner correctly views as evidence in its favor.

ii. Correlating intra-divine processions and divine acts ad extra. Rahner also

seems attracted to his theory, because it corresponds to his understanding of the
relation between the intra-Trinitarian processions and God’s action vis-a-vis the
world. In Ralmer’s view, all divine acts ad extra constitute various aspects of a
single “continuation of the immanent constitution of ‘image and likeness’ [i.e. of
the divine Word]™85 within God. In other words, just as the Father communicates
his essence to the Son for all eternity, so, in Rahner’s view, he communicates his
essence, albeit in a much less profound sense and without compromising his
transcendence, in creating extra-divine being; God, that is to say, creates by
assuming,.

Rahner believes, accordingly, that in all divine acts ad extra God creates and
assumes, at least in some measure, by one and the same act. Given this
presupposition, the idea that God creates Christ’s human nature and unites it to
the Logos by one undifferentiated act of creation-assumption follows as a matter

of course. Rahner’s theory of the uniting unity in the Incarnation, then, construes

484 «cyrent Problems,” T1 1, 181-2; “Probleme,” SW xii, 286-7.
485 “Symbol,” TI iv, 236-7; “Symbols,” SW xviii, 437.
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this dogma in such a way that it fits seamlessly into his more general theory of
divine action as such.

iii. Adjusting to a contemporary worldview. Why Rahner would subscribe to
this general theory of divine action appears from the third concem that leads
Rahner to adopt his theory of the uniting unity in the Incarnation: his belief in the
necessity of demythologization. “The theology of the future,” he writes, “must be
a ‘demythologizing’ theology.”*86 For, in his view, as we have seen, the doctrines
of the Christian faith constitute mere “verbalized objectifications of the
‘revelation’ which is already present in the gratuitous radicalizing of human
transcendentality in God’s self-communication,™® Rahner, consequently,
considers it his duty to re-interpret Christian doctrine so as to manifest its
connection to contemporary persons’ experience of divine self-communication.

Since, in his view, “modern people find nothing . illogical in panthéism or
panentheism,™38  Rahner does not hesitate to claim that God communicates-
Godself to creation so radicafly as to become “the very core of the world’s
reality,”% “the total unity of reality,”9 “the single whole of reality,”*! and “the
innermost constitutive element of the human person.™2 Rahner rejects the idea
of divine intervention, however, as alien to “our modern experience and

interpretation of the world”43 and, accordingly, seeks to understand divine action

436 “Possible- C’?urses for the Theology of the Future,” T7 xiii, 32-60 at 42; “Uber kiinflige Wege
fer wa]og].e’ ] 8T x, 41-69 at 51. For more on this theme, cf. Michael Bames
D’?I'I‘lytholog:lzanoq in the Theology of Karl Rahner,” TS 55 (1994), 24-45, ’
STXV:I‘l;;SAcl of Faith and the Content of Faith,” 7T xxi, 158; “Glaubensakt und Glaubensinhalt,”
488 i
STVi;I‘;;ml; 32 re;cy and Their Reward,” 77 vii, 26874 at 272; “Preis der Barmherzigkeit,”
:gg .?Tpl:.cﬂg: Character,” 77 xxi, 191; “Eigenart,” ST xv, 190,
Me“SChe;“ ,;‘%}I’]::_yl ngz(l):;e:f]ng"; . of Man,” 77 ii, 235-63 .at 239; "“Wide und Freiheit de;
! Foundations, 48, Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 51.
492 1hid. 116; ebd. 116. '
93 Ibid, 259; ebd. 255,
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exclusively in terms of divine self-communication. One can speak truthfully of
divine intervention, he writes, only if:

a special “intervention” of God...[is}] understood as the historical concreteness of the
transcendental self-communication of God which is always already intrinsic to the concrete
world....Every real intervention of God in God's world...is always only the becoming historical

and...concrete of that *intervention” in which God as the transcendental ground of the world has
from the outset embedded Godself in this world as its self-communicating ground. 94

According to this understanding of divine action, an Incarnation, if it can ocour
at all, can constitute no more than a “historical manifestation™95 of the same,
universal divine influence responsible for creation. The view that God assumes
Christ’s human nature by creating it and, likewise, creates it by assuming it thus
serves to reconcile the doctrine of the Incarnation with what Rahner considers a

contemporary view of the world.

d. Difficulties for Rahner’s theory. When considered from Rahner’s
perspective, therefore, his theory of assumption by creation possesses
considerable advantages. Two difficulties, however, appear, at least prima facie,
to threaten the theory’s plausibility, First, Rahner’s view that the uniting unity
“unites precisely by making existent™ seems to rest on a self-contradictory
premise: viz., that two entities can be united by their differentiation simpliciter:
Second, and more significantly, the principle that God assumes by creating seems
to imply that every human being possesses the grace of union with the divine
Logos. If to create is to assume, then it seems that God cannot create an

individual human nature*?” without also assuming it.

494 1hid. 87; ebd. 87-8. We have inserted the word “always™ between “the historical concreteness
of the transcendental self—communication of Ged which is” and “already intrinsic to the concrete
world” in the translation in order more accurately to render Rahmer’s German text in which one
reads of the “geschicthliche Konkretheit der transzendentalen Selbstmitteilung Gottes..., die der
konkreten Welt immer schon innerlich ist” (ebd.; cur emphasis).

495 “Christology in the Setting,” 77 xi, 226; “Christologie im Rahmen,” SW xv, 609,

496 “Current Problems,” 77§, 182; “Probleme,” SW xii, 287.

497 ¢t n, 244,
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L. Unification through differentiation. Rahner atteropts to extricate himself
from the first difficulty by appealing 1o his ontology of symbol. Two things can
be united by their differentiation simpliciter, Rahner affirms, because the thesis,
“being is knc:wi;ng,”“98 perhaps the most fundamental tenet of Rahner's
philosophy, seems to entail that such unification through differentiation occurs,

In Geist in Welt, specifically, Rahner argues that if being is knowing, then, at
least in human beings, “knowing will know something 1o the extent to which it is
this something,™9 Rahner conceives of human knowledge, accordingly, as “a |
result of the ontological unity of object and cognitive facuity,”500 Nevertheless,
Rahner also recognizes that in human cognition:

G e o of 3 sl S g ROt e g nd vy
tshtaenscli:gi ;v:rli' ua‘gt?li:zlo ;hlznl:l(;v;lzg k:;) which the lmo?ver refers what is...known by her. Butpﬂ?lle[::

ibje : | owledge (the universal concept) always stands to some extent
at a distance from “this” to which she refers the content of his knowledge, 501 )

Every act of human knowledge, then, requires a simultancous unification with
and differentiation from the object known: something at least roughly analogons
to the unification through differentiation which, in Rahner’s view, occurs in the
Incammation. While it is not immediately evident that the unification and
differentiation characteristic of human knowing as Rahner understands it must
coincide in a single act, Rahner argues at great length in Geist in Welt that
unification and differentiation here do in fact coincide in the one act of
“conversion to the phantasm”% 3 term Rahaer borrows from Aquinas to
characterize “the one human knowing.”503

498 Hearer, 35; Hirer, $W iv, 70.
D Spirit, 97; Geist, SWii, 83.-
00 Ibid ; ebd.
301 1hig, 122; ebd, 1012,

.Rla_hner n'aa.tmains, that is (o say, that both: 1) the apprehension of a known
sen§1b1]11y, which he considers a self-alienating vnion with the other: and 2) the act of abstracti
which Rahner c‘ha:acterizes as a reditio subjecti in seipsum in which human beings reco. e
themselves as distinct from the objects of their cognition; are identical with the one, imergn[:l?;

object in
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In his later essay, “Zur Theologie des Symbols,” Rahner exploits this model of
human cognition in order to characterize the eternal generation of the Logos: an
intra-divine procession that, in Rahner’s view, the Father extends ad extra in the
Incarnation. The eternal generation of the Logos, Rahner claims, constitutes a
self-differentiating self-communication of the Father’s being to that of the Son by
which the Father knows himself in the Son. “This process,” Rahner writes, “is
necessarily given with the diviné act of self-knowledge, and without it the
absolute act of divine self-possession in k_nowlédge cannot exist.”504

Since Rahner maintains that being is knowing, a correct assumption, of course,
in divinis, he considers this generation essential not merely to the Father’s self-
awareness but to his very existence. *The Father is himself,” writes Rahner, “by
the very fact that he opposes to himself the image which is of the same essence as
himself, as the person who is other than himself; and so he possesses himself.”505
The Father, in other words, necessarily generates another by communicating
himself and communicates himself by generating another; he unifies himself to
the Son, then, precisely by making the Son existent. God in Godself, in Rahner’s
view, and not merely God incarnate, thus constitutes “the initially existing uniting
unity.”5%

Since Ratmner identifies being and knowing at least relatively in all beings
whatsoever, furthermore, he holds that each being must constitute itself by a self-
communicating self-differentiation analogous to the Father’s. “Each being,”

Rahner writes, “forms, in its own way, more or less perfectly according to its

differentiated act of conversion to the phantasm. In the preface to Geist in Welt, Rahner writes,
“the work could have been entitled, Conversion to the Phantasm {ibid. liii; ebd. 15].”

503 thig, tiv; ebd,

304 «gymbol,” 77 iv, 236; “Symbols,” SW xviii, 436.

505 1bid.; ebd,

506 “Unity of the Church—Unity of Humankind,” TI xx, 154-72 at 162; “Einheit der
Kirche—Einheit der Menschheit,” SW xxvii, 156-72 at 163. We substitute “uniting unity™ for the
translator, Edward Quinn's, rendering, “unifying unity,” because Rahner himself writes here not
einigende Einheit, of which “unifying unity” would be the more literal translation, but einende
Einheit, the terminus technicus from “Probleme,” which the translator of 8T i, Cometius Erost,
renders as “uniting unity.” '

. 165

degree of being, something distinct from itself and yet one with itself, ‘for’ its

own fulfillment,”5%7 I other words, each being constitutes something of a uniting

unity; absolutely everything, not excluding the God-man himseif, constitutes itself
through some act of unification through differentiation.

One can reasonably ask, however, whether Rahner’s ontology really justifies
such a sweeping conclusion. In Geist in Welt, after all, Rahner specifically admits
that a “differentiation of subject and object...does not belong to the essence of

knowing as such. On the contrary, knowing as such is to be understood first of all
as a being’s being

-present-to-self.... The apprehension of an ‘in-itself’ is therefore
conceivable without setting apart in- opposition the knowing subject and the
object, [i.e.] without a judgment as affirmative synthesis.”508

In a footnote to this last sentence, the young Rahner concludes, “therefore

Geod, for example, does not Jjudge.”50% At thig stage of his career, then, Rahner

specifically rejects the view that divine self-knowledge presupposes an interior

opposition "between subject and object. Evidently, Rahner changes his mind at

some point between the composition of Geist in Welt and that of “Zur Theologie
des Symbols.” Yet he nowhere explains precisely why he comes to reject his
former position. It seems less than obvious, therefore, that Rahner’s Iontology
actually dictates that God does, or even can, execute the kind of unificative self-

differentiation required by his theory of the uniting unity.

ii. The singularity of the hypostatic union. The graver and more properly
theological of the two difficulties, in any event, is surely the second: viz. that
Rahner’s view of the uniting unity in the Incarnation seems not to cohere with the
revealed datum that the Word became flesh in Jesus Christ alone. In the

following, accordingly, we intend to examine this difficulty and Rahner's

50;' “Symbol,” Tl iv, 228; “Symbols,” SW xviii, 429,
Spirit, 130; Geist, SWii, 107.
09 1bid. n. 22; ebd. Anm. 24.



166

suc e Il(:lhl’lg

the idea of assumption by creation with the exclusivity of the hypostatic union.

a. The extent of the problem. Even a cursory glance at Rahner’s statements on
this subject will show that he tends to empha{size the continuities between Christ
and his fellow human beings. “The Incarnation of God,” writes Rahner, “is the
unique and highest instance of the actualization of the essence of huma:n
reality.”5!® Again, Rahner affirms, “the God-Man...neither is nor can be graced Inn
itself with a closeness to God and an encounter with God which is essentially

different from the encounter and self-communication of God which is in fact

i 511
intended for every person in grace. s

Rahner maintains, moreover, that the very act of creating a human being
constitutes also an at least partial assumption into the person of the Logos so that
the grace possessed by alt human beings constitutes an “unfolding within hm.nan
nature of the union of the human with the Logos.”12 Rahner affirms, therefore,
the existence of a “universal God-manhood inherent in the spiritual creature as
sueh.”s13 |

He believes, however, that he can advance such theses without even tacitly
imputing the hypostatic union to the entire human race as long as he treats .the
“God-manhood” possessed by human beings other than Christ as “deficient
modes of this primary Christological relation.”514 It seems, MOIEOVET, that this
proviso would abundantly suffice to vindicate Rahner from the charge of

universalizing the hypostatic union but for two difficulties.

510 Foundations, 218; Grundkars, SW xxvi, 210.
511 mbid. 218-19; ebd.

' " ] Ll L1} - 300 )
512 «Cyrrent Problems,” T i, 199-200; “Probleme,” SWxii, 300. - »
513 “Mﬁgdology." 71 xi, 97, “Methode,” ST ix, 109. CE. Rahmer’s similar remarks in "Eh;;gh‘t?
on the Possibility of Belief Today,” 7T v, i5; “Uber die Méglichk.eu des Glau?etlls heute,B / xii,
583; and Ich glaube an Jesus Christus (Theologische Meditationen 21: Einsiedeln: Benziger,

1975), 37. .
514 wcyrrent Problems,” 711, 165; “Probleme,” SW xii, 274.
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B The absoluteness of the divine nature. First, Iif the “primary Christological
relation™ consists in the possession of a divine and a human nature by a single,
ontological subject; and if, as Rahner correctly observes, “God...is absolute and ‘
simple spirit,”51% then one cannot intél]igibly speak of “deficient modes™ of this
relation. For a truly absolute being does not admit of being morceliated into
distinct degrees so that various subjects can instantiate it to a greater or lesser
extent. As Gerald O’Collins justly observes: “One who is God is beyond degrees

(and hence differences of degree), because being truly divine means being
indivisible.”516

¥. The oscillating hypostasis. Second, and viewing the problem from the
opposite angle, one cannot intelligibly refer to a h%:man nature as both
enhypostatic in itself and anhypostatic in the same respect.5!? Yet Rahnper’s
position seems 1o imply, and Rahner himself explicitly states, that all in(-iividual,
human natutes other than Christ’s oscillate between these two extremes. Rahner
claims, specifically: a) that “the human person is insofar as she abandons herself
to the absolute mystery whom we call God™;5!8 b) that Christ’s individual, human

nature abandons its hypostasis to the Logos when “this is done in the strictest

515 Immanent and Transcendent,” 71 x, 287; “Immanente und transzendente,” SW xv, 5355,
516 Gerald O Collins, “The Incarnation under Fire,” Greg 76 {1995), 263-80 at 263.

517 F. Leron Shults suggests that theclogians abandon the terms “enhypostatic” and
“anhypostatic” on the grounds: a) that, pace Friedrich Loofs, the term fwuwéoTaTOC signifies in
palristic discourse not “subsistent in another,” but simply “subsistent”; and b) that, since no nature
lacks subsistence, no nature ought to be described as cwurooTaTtos (“A Dubious Christological
Formula: From Leontius of Byzantium to Karl Barth,” T'5 57 [1996], 431—46). In reply, we should
like to state, first, that neither Barth nor the Protestant scholastics whom Shults mentions declare
any nature anhypostatic simpliciter. They assert, rather, that Christ’s human nature is anhypostatic
of itself inasmuch as it subsists through the hypostasis of another. Second, neither Barth nor the
Protestant scholastics to whom Shults refers employ the term “enhypostatic” in the sense of
“subsistent in another.” Rather, they affirm that Christ’s human nature is enhypostatic not in
itself, bat in the hypostasis of the Word. Although Shults® historical conclusions as to the patristic
meanings of fwuTdoTaTO; and GUuTOGTATOS seem quite correct, therefore, he appears 1o err in
accusing Barth and the Reformed scholastics of employing the terms in unpatristic senses. In this
work, in any event, we employ the term “enhyposiatic” in the sense of “subsistent” and the term
“anhypostatic” in the sense of “non-subsistent per se.”"

318 Foundations, 218, Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 210.
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sense and reaches an unsurpassable pitch of achievement”;’1? and c) that every
human nature other than Christ’s gives itself to the Logos in some measure, but
fails to give i'tself absolutely so that “in its ek-stasy [it] falls back upon itself again
and again...and comes to subsist [kypo-stasieri] in itself.”520

In thesis a} Rahner seems to identify human existence with the act of self-
abandonment to God. As we have already seen, such an identification is highly
problematic; for “as an act of knowing or striving the immanent action is
characterized by a certain indeterminacy or infiniteness:...one can think whatever
is true and love whatever is good....The being of things, however, is always
limited to this or that individual in a particular species and a particular genus, Itis
the...reality of precisely this or that thing.”52! If human existence were identical
with some immanent, human act, therefore, human beings could never constitute
mere human beings.

Rahner, admittedly, seems not only to accept, but to celebrate this consequence
of his position, “The very definition of the human person,” he writgs, “is her
indefinability, i.e. precisely her transcendence as absolute openness to being in the
absolute.”522 Indeed, the limitless elasticity of the human essence seems to
constitute a presupposition of his theory of assumption by creation. “Only
someone who forgets that the essence of humanity...is to be unbounded (thus in
this sense, to be un-definable),” Rahner asserts, “can suppose that it is impossible
for there to be a man, who, precisely by being man in the fullest sense..., is God’s
Existence into the world.”52

Such a hollowing out of the essence of humanity, however, seems inconsistent.
with the Chalcedonian formula insofar as: a) one cannot reasonably speak of an

infinitely elastic nature as aTpémTeas; and b) such a nature would scem to

5195 “Incarnation,” 71 iv, 109; “Menschwerdung,” SW xii, 312.
520 “person,” KTHW!, SW xviifi, 752-5 at 7534,

521 Leo Elders, The Metaphysics of Being of St. Thomas Aquinas in a Historical Perspective .

iden, Boston, and Kéln: Brill, 1993), 260. N
(153 “Immanent and Transcendent,” 7 x, 279; *Immanente und transzendente,” SW xv, 548,
523 “Current Problems,” 77 i, 184; “Probleme,” SW xii, 288.

-
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possess no particular t&co'rnc Rahner’s understanding of human nature also
raises the question of how an identical subjectmty could survwc a process of
infinite, ontological self-transcendence. Thesis a), then, on account of the highly
unconventional view of human nature jt implies, seems liable to a number of
weighty objections.

Thesis b}, Rahner’s claim that Chﬁst’s human nature abandons its hypostasis
to the second person of the Trinity proves similarly problematic. For Christ could
not have abandoned‘ a merely human hypostasis to the Logos if, as Rahner
correctly grants, he never possessed a merely human hypostasis. If he had
somehow managed to donate his hypostasis to God, moreover, this would not
necessarily have rendered his human nature enhypostatic in the eternal Logos. It
seems, rather, that such an act would have added a hypostasis to the divine nature
and thus converted the holy Trinity into a quaternity. Yet, according to the fifth
canon of the II Council of Constanthople “the Holy Trinity did not receive the
addition of a person, i.e. a hypostasm even through the Incarnation of God the
Word. 7524 o

Rahner attempts to avoid these difficulties by identifying the divine act of
creating Christ’s human nature with the Logos® act of surrendering his own
subsistence in Jesus to himself, When Christ’s human nature surrenders itself to
the Logos, Rahner writes, “this ‘act’ of self-surrender is...primarily the ‘act’ of the
Creator in making human nature, and not something done ‘accidentally’ by the
human as a creature in its actus secundus deriving from its own decision.”25
seems, however, that one could reasonably 1dentlfy the divine act of creating
Christ’s human nature with the gctus primus of Christ gua creature only if one
identified this creaturely actus primus, i.e. the sacred bumanity’s act of existing,

with the divine existence of the Logos.
By identifying the divine act of creating Christ's human nature with his

creaturely actus primus, that is, it seems that Rahner either: 1) identifies a divine

524 Dy 426
“Incarnation,” T7 iv, 109, n, 1; “Menschwerdung,” SW xii, 312-13, Anm. 1.
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creative act with a merely creaturely act of existing and thus confuses an act with
its presupposition; or 2) commits himself to a “one esse” account of Christ’s
ontological constitution according to which Christ lacks a distinctively human act
of existence. Such an account, of course, might prove reasonable in itself, but it
would ill accord with Rahner’s explicit condemnation of Christological “mono-
existentialism, 26 which he treats as a species of the heresy of monotheletism. It
seems, therefore, that one can construe thesis b) as defensible only if one imputes
to Rahner an understanding of Christ’s existence(s) that conflicts with his explicit

statemnents on this subject.

526 «Current Problems,” 77 i, 160; “Probleme,” SW xii, 270. John M. McDermott, ordinarily a
highly perceptive commentator on Rahner's works, does, admitiedly, claim that Rahner's
“Christology...ignore[s] the question of the existence(s} of Jesus Christ,” and that Rahner
“nowhere...explicitly consider[s} the question of the number of existences in Christ” (“The
Christologies of Karl Rahner,” Greg 67 [1986], 87-123, 297-327 at 89-90, n. 12 and 309). Ata
1961 symposium on Christology, however, Rahner offers what he regards as a reconciliation of
the view that Christ’s human nature exists by the existence of the Word with the view that this
nature possesses its own esse secondarium. “The esse secondarium,” he asks:

can it not be conceived as that which is given by the divine esse to this nature, insomuch as it
exisis? This question 45 truly quite complex: in effect, on the one hand, one must assign to the
divine esse a formal causality, and not solely efficient....On the other hand, an infinite act
communicating itself to a finite potency...is neither limited nor reswrained. Nevertheless, that
which is in the [human] nature itself, is and remains finite and limited in a certain manner, That is
why we are only able to distinguish in God a formal cause and its formal effect. It is in this sense
that a conciliation between the two opinions is possible {"Débats sur le rapport du P, Patfoort,”
Problémes actuels, 414-15),

In these remarks as well as in the condemnation of “mono-existentialism” referred to in the
main text, Rahner at least seems to ascribe two esses, the Logos® esse divinum, and a creaturely
esse secondarium, to the incarmnate Christ. Rahner’s beliefs, morcover: a) that creaturcliness
increases in direct, and not inverse, proportion to unity with God; b) that Christ possesses a
creaturely as well as a divine self-consciousness (“Current Problems,” 77 i, 158; “Probleme,” SW
xii, 268}, at least when this belief is considered in conjunction with his identification of being and
knowing (Spirit, 69; Geist, SW ii, 62); and c) that created essence and existence arc not really
distinct (cf. the texts adduced and the implications drawn from them in Denis J. M. Bradley,
“Rahner’s Spirit in the World: Aquinas or Hegel,” Thomist 41 [1977], 167-99 at 180-83); all seem
to demand that Christ possess a second, creaturely esse. We follow Van der Heijden, to whom we
owe argument b (Karl Rahner, 408-10), and Guy Mansini, from whom we learned of Rahner’s
symposium remarks (“Quasi-Formal Causality and ‘Change in the Other”: A Note on Karl
Rahner's Christology,” Thomist 52 [1988], 203-306 at 294, n. 7), therefore, in ascribing a two-esse
account of Christ’s ontological constitution to Rahner.
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Thesis ¢), likewise, presents Rahner with something of a paradox. As we have
seen, in order to view the hypostatic union as the perfect fulfiliment of a relation
-partially realized by all humgn beings, Rahner claims that‘cvery merely human
person attempls to become enhypostatic in the Logos. “We always attempt in
principle,” he writes, “to come nearer to this goal without ever reaching it,”s27
“Precisely in her transcendence,” however, the merely human person, in Rahner's
view, “always falls back again into her separating subsistence.”528

Yet Rahner nowhere answers the question: from whence does the human being
fall? A human nature can be enhypostatic in itself and, as the case of Christ
proves, anhypostatic in itself, But the idea: a) that human beings can launch
themselves from a state of merely human enhypostasia towards the asymptotically
approachable goal of anhyspostasia and fall back again; and b) that human beings

do so continually, as if bouncing on an ontological trampoline: seems highly
counter-intuitive, if not absurd, -

e. Assessment. Rahner, then, sincerely and creatively attempts to establish the
possibility of unification through differentiation and to reconcile his theory of
assumption by creation with the revealed fact that the Word became flesh in only
one human being. Rahner’s efforts in the latter direction, however, land him in a
veritable thicket of difficulties. The idea of graded instantiations of divinity, for
Inslance, seems at least as unorthodox as that of a universal hypostatic union.
Rahner’s confusion of human being with particular human acts, moreover, and his
concept of the oscillating hypostasis seem to render his theory incredible to al] but

those willing to accept certain highly controversial presuppositions. Rahner’s

527 « i

- ”‘I'houghts on the Thef)]ogy of Christmas,” T7 i, 33; “Zyr Theologie der Weibnachisfejer,”
; xiv, 104, Rahne.r I::elleves that such “attempts” constitute an experience analogous to th'c
ncarnation. B)_( meditating on “the prolongation of our own spiritual existence,” he writes, “we
may ge,t s%nl}:i idea of what it means that God has become man” (ibid.; ebd. 44-5) Cf. also
Rahner’s “Christmas in the Light of the Ignatian Bxerciges.” ii, 3~ 7, “Wei bt i
Licht der Exerxitien,” ST xii, 329-34 at 3353, T 3T 67 et

“Thoughts on th i TR : .
SWxiv, mi n the Theology of Christmas,” T7 iii, 31; “Zur Theologie der Weihnachtsfeier,”
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theory of the uniting unity, consequently, seems intrinsically implausible and,
therefore, insufficient to establish the indispensability of divine self-
communication as Rahner conceives of it to the accomplishment of the

Incarnation.
4, Christ's absolute saviorhood

a. Infroduction. Rahmer argues, nonetheless, that not only the doctrines of
sanctifying grace and the Incarnation, but also that of Christ’s status as “absolute
savior” presupposes the occurrence of divine self-communication in the radical,
Rahnerian sense of the term. Now, it does seem that ecumenical councils
teaching in union with the Pope have taught definitively that Christ constitutes in
some sense the “absolute savior,” i.e. the one person on whom all salvation
history hinges. If, accordingly, Rahner can prove: a) that Christ could not
constitute the “absolute savior” without being the recipient of a divine self-
communication in his sense of the term; then it seems that his assumption b} of
the absolute truthfulness and, therefore, consistency of ecumenical, conciliar
pronouncements ratified by the Pope; when combined with c) the datum that such
councils have unambiguously affirmed the doctrine of divine immutability;
would, indeed, imply d) that God can communicate Godself in the Rahnerian
sense of those words without compromising God’s absclute immutability. In this
case, our first criticism of Rahner's Grundaxiom, which presupposes the
incompatibility of the kind of self-communication Rahner ascribes to God with

the doctrine of divine immutability, would prove invalid,

b. Rahner’s argument. Rahner’s argoment that Christ’s “absolute saviorhood”
tequires divine self-communication as Rahner conceijves of it takes the following

form,
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1
|

. “What is revealed and then pondered upon in theology is not an arbitrary
matter but something which is intended for the human person’s salvation;”s2
every revealed datum, that is to say possesses “s1gmﬁcance for salvation™s30
(ﬁeilsbedeutsamkeit).

2. “Only those things can belong to a human being’s salvation which, when
lacking, injure her being and wholeness.”531

3. In order to be heilsbedeutsam, therefore, a reality must be something for which
human beings possess an exigency.

4. The doctrine of Christ’s “absolute saviorhood” can be heilsbedeutsam,
therefore, only to the extent that human beings possess an exigency for an
“absolute savior,” '

5. Human beings can possess an exigency for an “absolute savior,” however, only
to the extent that he corresponds, in a way no other human being can, to an a
priori, supematural desire,

6. Jesus of Nazareth can correspond to such an @ priori, supernatural desire only
insofar as he guarantees, in a way a mere prophet cannot, the fulfillment of human
hopes for divine self~communication. ‘

7. Jesus can constitute an irrevocable guarantee of the fulfillment of the human
desire for divine self-communication, in a way no merely human prophet can,
only if his being is “the reality of God Godself in such a unique way that God
would disown God's very self if God should supersede it because of its created
finiteness.”532

8. Christ’s being can constitute a “reality of God Godself’. in this way only if God

communicates Godself to Christ’s human nature in the Rahnerian sense of the

term.

529 “Theolo . ) . ‘
4365 3[51 2y and Anthropology,” T7 ix, 2845 at 35; ‘Theologie und Anthropologie,” ST viiir

530 1hid. ebd, 52.
931 Ibid,; ebd. 51.

;?Z “Jesus Christ—The Meaning of Life,” 7T xxi, 217; “Jesus Christus—Sinn des Lebens,” ST xv,
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9. Christ’'s absolute saviorhood is evidently revealed and, therefore,
heilsbedeutsam.
10. God, therefore, must have communicated Godself to Christ in the distinctively

Rahnerian sense of those words.

¢. Criticisms.

i. Introduction. Tf one presupposes Rahner’s views as to what the “absolute
savior” must be in order to qualify as heilsbedeutsam, then the hypothesis that
God communicates Godself in the radical, Rahnerian sense to Christ’s human
nature seems inescapable. The idea that a reality can possess Heilsbedeutsamkeit
only to the extent that human beings possess an exigency precisely for that reality,
however, seems incompatible with: 1) a central tenet of Rahner’s Christology, viz.
that the mysteries of the life of Jesus such as his circumcision, his baptism, his
transfigoration, his agony in Gethsemane are significant for contemporary,
Christian life and thought; and 2) a fundamental claim of Rahner’s theology as a
whole, viz. that all elements of categorical experience mediate human beings’

supernaturally elevated transcendentality to them.
ii, The mysteries of Jesus' life.

a. The mysteries’ significance for Rahner’s Christology. Rahner’s insistence
on the importance of the details of Christ’s life, admittedly, might seem to
constitute a secondary element in Rahner’s Christology in comparison to the
theory of the “absolute savior.” Insofar as Rahner’s concern for these events
results from and, to some extent, even motivates his theory of the “uniting unity,”

however, this concern deserves to be taken seriously.
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The connection between Rahner’s concern for the mysteries of Christ’s life
and the unquestionably central theory of the “uniting unity” appears from the
following passages, taken from the essay in which Rahner originally proposes the
idea of a “uniting unity.” In neoscholastic Christology, Rahner asks:

What do we hear of Christ’s Circumeision, Baptism, his prayer, the Transfiguration, the
Presentation in the Temple, the Mount of Olives, the abandonment by God on the Cross, the
descent into the underworld, the Ascension into heaven and s0 on? Nothing, or pretty well
nothing,...Instead of a genuine theology of Christ’s life, we find that the theology...of certain
abstract privileges enjoyed by Christ has forced itself into the foreground; and that this theology
draws attention to certain features. ., which distinguish him from us, 533

Rahner clearly, then, considers neoscholastic Christology insufficiently
attentive to the mysteries of the life of Jesus. He attributes this inattentiveness,
moreover, tO neoscholasticism’s excessively abstract and formalistic account of
the unity of Christ: an account that, in Rahner’s view, addresses the isspe of the
“united unity” in the Incarnation as accomplished, but Ieaves the question of the
“uniting unity” unasked. Rahner writes, accordingly, that neoscholasticism’s turn
from the concrete events of Christ’s life to those privileges that distinguish him

from ordinary, human beings:

is conditioned. ..by that purely formal underseanding of the unity of Christ as united, of which we
have spoken above. In a conception like this an event in the field of Christ’s humanity only has
‘interest’ in so {ar as it is dignified by being adopted by Christ's person, and thus precisely not in
itself; or again, in so far as it possesses special features not to be found elsewhere among human
beings, 534

Having thus explained the neglect of the mysteries of Christ’s life in
neoscholastic theology, Rahner proceeds to commend his theory of the “uniting
unity” in the Incarnation precisely on the grounds that its conception of Christ’s
human nature as the self-exteriorization of the Logos warrants attention to the
details of Christ’s life. “If we are to have a true theology of the life of Jesus (not

merely a theology of the extraordinary in Jesus’ life),” Rahner argues;

d

533 “Current Problems,” TYi, 190-1; “Probleme,” SW xii, 293. -
534 Ibid. 191; ebd.
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we must learn to see that what is human in Jesus...not (as] something human...and “‘in eddition’
God’s as well..[but as] God's Ek-sistence,..: it is human reality and so God’s and vice versa.
Then it will no longer be necessary to ask the question: What is there exceptional about this life
over and beyond ours as we are already familiar with it..., what is there about it...which could
make it important for us too? But the question we must ask is: What does our life mean...when it
is first and last the life of God? It is because we need this ultimate interpretation of our lives, one
which is not 1o be had elsewhere, that we must study the theology of Christ's life and death.533

The understanding of Christ’s human nature that Rahner describes here is, of
course, precisely that which the theory of the uniting unity implies. Insofar, then,
as: 1) the theory of the uniting unity, an unquestionably central aspect of Rahner’s
Christology, implies that one ought to regard the mysteries of Jesus’ life as
heilsbedeutsam, and 2) the theory seems to be formulated, to a certain extent at
least, precisely in order to foster an appreciation of these mysteries’
Heilsbedeutsamkeit; it seems reasonable 3) to consider Rahner’s insistence on the
Heilsbedeutsamkeit of the mysteries of Christ’s life é central tenet of his

Christology.

B Implications for the concept of absolute savior. In one of the central claims
of his Christology, therefore, Rahner grants that relatively minor details of
Christ’s life are heilsbedeursam. This seems to imply that certain events can
possess Heilsbedeutsamkeit even though one cannot reasonably claim that human
beiﬁgs possess any exigency precisely for those events. In this case, accordingly,
Christ’s absolute saviorhood could conceivably be heilsbedeutsam even if human
beings ﬁossessed no exigency for an absolute savior.

This implies, it seems, that one cannot validly argue that God must have
communicated Godself, in the Rahnerian sense of those terms, to Christ’s human
nature simply because, otherwise, Christ wonld not fulfill an exigency of human
beings. For, if the mysteries of Christ’s life can be heilshedeutsam without
corresponding to some exigency in human beings precisely for them, then it

seems that Christ himself could also be heilsbedentsam without fuifilling this

535 Thid. 191-2; ebd. 294,
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condition. Insofar as the mysteries of Christ’s life are genuinely heilsbedeutsam,
then it seems that the absence of divine self-communication, as Rahner conceives

of it, to Jesus’ human nature would not pose an insuperable obstacle to his serving
as “‘absolute savior.”

iii. The Heilsbedeutsamkeit of all categorical experience. Intra-Christological
considerations alone, therefore, suffice to establish that Rahner cannot
consistently treat divine self-communication, as he understands it, to Christ’s
human nature as a precondition sine qua non of Christ’s Heilsbedeutsamkeit. One
may establish this conclusion much more directly,'how,ever, on the basis of a
thesis which, while extrinsic to Christology as such, forms a basic component of
Rahner’s theology as a whole: Rahner’s claim that “supernaturally elevated
wranscendentality is...mediated to itself by any and every categorical reality in
which and through which the subject becomes present to itself."5% Insofar as
Rahner treats the reality posited by this claim as an indispensable presupposition
of the possibility of accepting God’s offer of divine self-communication in Christ
athematically, or “anonymously,” one cannot reasonably dismiss the thesis in
question as a secondary element in Rahner’s thought. An unguestionably central,
atbeit not specifically Christological, tenet of Rahner’s theology, then, dictates
that Rahner cannot consistently argue that Jesus could be heilsbedeutsam only if.

he received a divine self-communication according to Rahner’s understandmg of
that term.

iv. Assessment. Rahner’s insistence; a) on the Heilsbedeutsamkeit of the
mysteries of Christ’s life; and b) more generally, on the Heilsbedeursamkeit of all
aspects of categorical experience; therefore, conflicts with a central premise of
Rahner’s argument from Christ’s absolute saviorhood to the occurrence of divine

self-communication as he conceives of it viz, that something can be

536 Foundations, 151; Grundkurs, SW XXvi, 149,
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heilsbedeutsam only if it is implicitly anticipated in buman beings’ athematic

hope for divine self-communication.
d. Excursus on the views of Bruce Marshall.

i. Introduction. This conclusion, incidentally, resonates significantly with
criticisms of Rahner’s theory of the absolute savior voiced by Bruce Marshall.
According to Rahner, Marshall explains, “any reality, object, or person can be
significant for our salvation (heilshedeutsam) only becanse and in so far as we are
oriented to it by our very nature; only by falling within the scope of...[our]
transcendental orientation can any reality affect us as a whole and so be genuinely
saving.”33? Since Jesus, in Rahner’s view, can be the absolute savior only to the
extent that he is heilshedeutsam, it seems to Marshall that Jesus Christ “as a
particular person...fi.e. as] the bearer of a proper name, who has determinate,
describable features and who is located in a unique stretch of space and time™$*8
cannot be the absolute savior in Rahner’s sense of the term. Rahner's theory of

the absolute savior, rather, entails, in Marshall’s view, that:

this status can apply to Jesus only as a positive person or ‘vague ifldividuai‘. Tha‘nt is, on Rahner’s
procedute, Jesus Christ can be the absolute savior only in abstraction from gnd wn.hout e gard for,
his proper name, determinate features and unique spaﬁo-temPoraJ lacation, w1tlhm.n.. in other
words, everything which makes him Jesus and so distinguishes h!m frgm .any-other mfhvxdua!: He
is the absolute savior only with respect to the bare form of individuality in him, that is, only in so
far as he is an indeterminate, independently existing human subject.” For in this respect alone do
we anticipate him in cur transcendental orientation and so in this respect alone can we, on
Rahner’s account, rightly consider him significant for salvation.53?

Marshall concludes, on the basis of these considerations, that Rahner’s

restrictive criteria for Heilshedentsamkeir implicitly conflict with Rahner’s own

537 Christology in Conflict: The Identity of a Saviour in Rahner and Barth (Oxford: Blackwell,
1987), 56.

538 Ibid. 57-8.
539 1pid. 53.
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conviction that Jesus Christ, gua particular and not merely “positive™? person,
possesses Heilsbedeutsamkelr in a pre-eminent degree. This conclusion seems
both correct and identical with that of our own argument from Rahner’s assertion

of the Heilshedeutsamkeit of the mysteries of Jesus’ life.
ii. Difficulties for Marshall’s position.

a. lIntroduction.  Marshall’s argument for one of this conclusion’s
presuppositions, viz. that Rahner actually does consider Jesus, qua particolar
person, heilsbedeutsam, however, seems unsound. Specifically, Marshall takes a
number of more or less innocuous statements in Rahner’s corpus to mean that
Rahner holds to the following principle: “an admissible account of ‘that which is
significant for salvation’ cannot fail to include and be governed by reference to
Jesus Christ.”1 Now, since: a) Rahner seems explicitly and conscibus]y to

repudiate this principle in certain of his writings; and b) the texts on which

- Marshall relies to establish Rahner's subscription to this principle appear

susceptible of other interpretations; it seems that Marshall does not prove that

Rahner unambiguously endorses the principle in question.

B Textual evidence against Marshall's thesis. For, first, Rahner explicitly
states that in order to demonstrate Jesus® salvific significance, one must first
possess a more general, pre-Christological concept of salvific significance. The

following remarks, for instance, seem typical of the late Rahner’s stance on this
suhject.

Have we thought out in a reflexive way...how it is that another human being is able to have...an
absolute meaning for me as an individual, that is, for another human being at all, in the way that

540 vpg 5 ‘positive’ reality,” writes Marshall, “an individual is simply a single instance of a class
or nature, irespective of the particular ‘when’, ‘where’ and description under which that
individual actually exists” (ibid. 89), Marshall introduces his distinction between positive and
particular individuals in ibid. 44-6.

341 1big, 54
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we ascribe to Jesus Christ this absolute meaning he has for us?..How can I encounter someone
from the past, Thutmosis or Napoleon or Goethe, and somehow or other discover in their person
and work a meaning that challenges me and summons me to decision? These and similar general
anthropological, existential-ontological considerations would have to be made and developed by
us Christians with much more exactitude, love, thoroughness, and discernment in order to have
some kind of a framework of understanding, a horizon that was reflected upon, for the teaching
that tells us, “There is something crucial in my relationship to Jesus of Nazareth."342

Again, in the opening pages of Ich glaube an Jesus Christus, Rahner insists
that a credible defense of Christian faith in the person of Jesus must present an
answer to “the old question...of whether and how...a contingent thing,
encountering one ‘accidentally’ from without, indeed a reality situated in a vastly
remote point in history, can have...an uitimate significance for the existence of a
human being at all.”#*  Textual evidence exists, therefore, for the view that
Rahner regards a  (logically) pre-Christological understanding  of
Heilsbedeutsamkeit in general a prerequisite to the task of making Christ’s
particular, salvific significance intelligible. Pace Marshall, accordingly, it seems
less than obvious that “Rahner certainly takes...for granted” the principle: “an
admissible account of ‘that which is significant for salvation’ cannot fail to

include and be governed by reference to Jesus Christ™s

y. Evidence for Marshall's thesis? Second, and more importantly, the texts
Marshall proffers as evidence of Rahner’s allegiance to this principle do not seem

to prove Marshall's point. The texts in question are three:

a. “Catholic faith and its dogmatics as they have been understood up to now, and
also as they will have to be understood in the future, remain indissolubly bound

up (unablsbar gebunden) not only with the historical existence of Jesus of

542 “Brief Observations on Systematic Christology Today,” T7 xxi, 228-38 at 236; “Kleine
Anmerkungen zur systematischen Christologie heute,” 5T xv, 225-35a1 233,

543 1ch glaube, 13,
544 Marshall, Christelogy, 54,

T
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Nazareth, but also with the historical events of a specific kind which tock place
during his life;”545 ' '

b, “Where ‘Jesus is npthing more than one of the relatively numerous exemplary
persons (vorbildlichen Menschen), one would no longer be dealing with
Christianity;™346 and

¢. “When the longing for the absolute nearness of God...looks for where this
nearness came~—not in the postulates of the spirit, but in the flesh and in the
housings of the earth: then no resting place can be found except in Jesus of

Nazareth, over whom the star of God stands.”3%

In the first sentence, Rahner asserts, in other words, that the multi-dimensional
wholes, “Catholic faith” and “its dogmatics,” are “indissolubly bound lfp" with
the events of Jesus’ life. Now, it seems that one could reascnably assert that thé
tenets of Catholic faith and dogmatics in globe are indissolubly bound up with the
particularities of Christ’s life without thereby implying that every, particular tenet
of “Catholic faith” and “its dogmatics” includes aﬁd is governed by reference to
Jesus Christ. To the extent that this is the case, Marshall’s first text seems not to.
constitpte an unambiguous endorsement of the dictum: “an admissible account of
‘that which is significant for salvation’ cannot fail to include and beé governed by
reference to Jesus Christ.”58 In the second text, likewise, Rahner seems to
indicate only that belief in the absolute saviorhood of Jesus Christ coﬁstitutes an

indispensable element of explicit Christianity: not that every element of official

545 “Reinarks on the Importance of the History of Jesus for Catholic Dogmatics,” 77 xiii, 201-12
at 201; “Bemerkungen zur Bedentung der Geschichte Jesu fiir die katholische Dogmatik,” ST x,
215-26 at 215 as quoted in Marshall, Christology, 54. ‘

346 Kart Rahner im Gesprich 1 (Paul Imhof and Hubert Biaflowons, ed.; Munich: Késel, 1982},
163 as translated by Marshall and quoted in his Christology, 54.

g:? «-Ilnggmation,“ 7 iv, 120; “Menschwerdung,” SW xii, 322 quoted in Marshall, Christology,
L L .

548 Marshall, Christology, 54.
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Christianity conforms to the just-quoted principle. The third text, finally, seems
to indicate only that Rahner considers Jesus alone the absolute savior. Neither in
itself nor in its context does this‘sentencc seem to address the larger question of
how theoretical accounts of Heilsbedeutsamkeit onght to relate to Jesus Christ gua
particular person. Marshall seems, therefore, not to supply adequate, textual
- warrant for his claim that Rahner subscribes to the principle: “an admissible
account of ‘that which is significant for salvation’ cannot fail to include and be

governed by reference to Jesus Chrigt.”549

& Evaluation. Since Rahner's explicit statements suggest that he considers
reference to Christ in his historical particularity dispensable to accounts of
Heilsbedeutsamkeit, and Marshatl does not succeed in proving the contrary, it

seems, in fact, that Rahner at least implicitly denies the principle in question.

iif. Conclusion. His brilliant critique of Rahner’s restrictive criteria for
Heilsbedeutsamkeit and absolute saviorhood notwithstanding, then, Marshall
appears to misunderstand the kind of problem these criteria pose for Rahner’s
theology. Marshall errs, that is to say, when he claims that “by attempting to
establish the credibility and meaningfulness of a saving reality...by an appeal to
general criteria for such a reality, without reference to Jesus Christ, Rahner makes
it impossible actually to maintain his assumption that whatever is heilsbedeutsam
must be ascribed only to Jesus Christ as a particular person.”550 Rahner makes no
such assumption. The view that Jesus Christ can possess Heilsbedeutsamkeit only
to the extent that humanity’s athematic hope for divine self-communication
anticipates him, rather, appears problematic: a) for Rahner’s Christology, because
it conflicts with his insistence on the significance of the mysteries of Jesus' life;

and b) for Rahner’s theclogy as a whole, because Rahner’s understanding of

549 mid.
550 1bid, 88-9.
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revelation as transcendental comumits him to the view that every facet of human

experience is heilsbedeutsam.

e. Summary. In any event, prescinding from Marshall’s argument, it seems
certain that Rahner: a) considers the mysteries of Christ’s life heilsbedeutsam; and
b) that he, in fact, considers all aspects of the world as experienced by human
beings heilshedeutsem. Insofar as Rahner’s argument from Christ’s absolute
saviorhood to the occurrence of divine self-communication as he understands it
depends upon an account of Heilshedeutsamkeit that preclides the salvific
significance of the realities mentioned in a) and many of those mentioned in b)

accordingly, Rahner’s argument seems unsound by the standards of his own

theology.

5. Results. 1t seems, accordingly, that the argument: a) that "Rahner
acknowledges the infallibility of ecumenical councils when and to the extent thai
they teach definitively and in union with the Pope; b) that such councils have
definitively and with solemn, Papal approbation taught the doctrines of
sanctifying grace, the Incarnation, and divine immutability; c) that these councils’
infallibility implies the consistency of their pronouncements; d) that Rahner
proves divine self-communication, in his distinctive sense of that term,
indispensable to the mysteries of sanctifying grace, the Incarnation, and Christ’s
absolute saviorhood; ) that Rahner’s views on divine self-communication cannot,
therefore, conflict with the doctrine of divine immutability; and £ that any
counterargument to his Grundaxiom that presupposes, as our first criticism does,
that divine self-communication in the Rahnerian sense and divine immutability
are incompatible must, consequently, be invalid; fails to nullify our first criticism,

even in the context of a strictly immanent critiqne, because of the falsehood of

premise d.
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V. CONCLUSION

We have devoted this chapter to rehearsing and rebutting possible defenses of
Rahner’s Grundaxiom against the following counterargument, which' we have
referred to as our *first criticism.” X God is simple, then every aspect of God’s
being is absolutely, albeit not necessarily relatively, identical with every other
aspect. A self-communication on the part of a simple God, which altered that
God’s being, consequently, would transform every aspect of that God, not
exciuding the Trinitarian relations, and thus guarantee that the Trinitarian
relations as communicated would not correspond to the Trinitarian relations as
eternal. Rahner’s idea of self-communication, presupposing, as it does, becoming
in a simple God, thus seems implicitly to contradict his famous axiom: “The
economic Trinity s the immanent Trinity and vice versa.”

After briefly verifying that Rahmer does endorse divine simplicity,
immutability, etc. and doés insist that becoming penetrates God’s very being, we
turned to Bert van der Heijden’s interpretation of Rahner’s doctrine of God
according to which the inner logic of Rahner’s views concerning divine self-
communication, on the whole if not in every detail, cohere rather well with the
doctrine of divine immutability. In our review of Vao der Heijden’s arguments,
nonetheless, we discovered that he finds in Rahner a more systematic thinker than
we or most of his interpreters have found him to be. Van der Heijden, that is to
say, tends to resolve the paradoxical and seemingly inconsistent aspects of
Rahner’s thought into a single, stringently consistent viewpoint: a viewpoint that
frequently serves as a foil for Van der Heijden's articulation of his own
theological system. We found his interpretation of Rahner, accordingly,
unreliable on the whole and of little use in vindicating Rahner from our first
criticism.

Next, we turned to a complex argument, summarized in the previous section,

from Rahner’s belief in the infallibility of ecumenical councils when teaching
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definitively with the approbation of the Pope to the consistency of their definitive
pronouncements and, therefore, to the consistency of Rahner’s theory of divine
self-communication with divine immutability if and to the extent that Rahner
could establish the integrality of his theory of divine self-communication to some
doctrine definitively authorized by an ecumenical council and ratified by the
Pope. We found, moreover, that Rahner attempts to prove his ideas about divine
self-communication integral to three such doctrines: viz. the doctrines of
sanctifying grace, the Incarnation of the Logos, and the absolute saviorhood of
Christ. After reviewing and discussing Rahner’s arguments at length, however,
we found them inadequate to their purpose and conéluded, accordingly, that the
argument concerning conciliar authority does not invalidate our first criticism of
Rahner’s Grundaxiom,

In tandem with our second criticism, viz, that, even if an unmistakably
Trinitarian structure manifested itself in the experience of divine self-
communication, one could not, solely on the basis of one’s experience, distinguish
the novel from the permanent aspects of this structure if God changes when he
communicates Godself, then, it seems our first criticism weakens the credibility of
Rahner’s Grundaxiom considerably. It seems presumptuous, however, to declare
Rahner’s Grundaxiom and related theses positively disproved.

We think it advisable, therefore, to angment our two criticisms of the
Grundaxiom and our brief animadversions on Rahner’s Trinitarian interpretation
of transcendental experience with additional counterarguments. In the following
chapter, accordingly, we intend to argue: a) that Rahner’s own canons of
Trinitarian orthodoxy preclude the possibility of God’s revealing the doctrine of
the Trinity in the manner that Rahner proposes; and b) that the New Testament
accounts of Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit, if interpreted in accordance
with the Grundaxiom, entail conclusions incompatible with Rahner's own
understanding of Trinitarian theology.
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CHAPTER 4
I. INTRODUCTION

We devoted the second and the third chapters of this work to developing and
sustaining in the face. of counterarguments two basic criticistns of Rahner’s
Grundaxiom. First, we argned, Rahner goarantees at least some asymmetry
between oikovouic and Seohoyia by postulating the indispensability of divine
becoming to any genuine divine self-communication. For if God is simple, as
Rahner correctly assumes, then God cannot change any aspect of the divine being
without simultaneously transforming every aspect of this being: the Trinitarian
relations not excluded. If the divine persons, in order to become the economic
Trinity, had to undergo such a metamorphosis, it seems, they wounld, perforce,
differ, even in their mutual relations, from the immanent Trinity: i.e. the divine
persons as they would have existed in the absence of a divine self-
communication. Second, we observed, even if a mutable God could prevent the
intra-Trinitarian relations from mutating in the act of self-communication, one
who experienced this communication could not know, without simply being told
through a verbal or at least conceptual revelation, that God had preserved God’s
prioris! relational structure infact.

Having defended the first, and more cogent, criticism from possible
counterarguments in the previous chapter, we hope in this chapter to proffer two
further criticisms of Rahner’s views on the revelation of the Trinity before resting
our case against Rahner’s axiom. In this chapter, specifically, we hope: 2) to
show that Rahner conceives of the divine persons in such a way that they cannot
manifest their existence gua distinct to viafores without resorting to verbal, or at
least conceptuai, forms of communication; and b) that the biblical accounts of

Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit, when interpreted in accordance with the

531 we employ this term in a logical and ontological, but not a temporal, sense,
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Grundaxiom as Rahner understands it, entail conclusions incompatible with
Rahner's Latin Tripitarianism. One can harmonize the t&Eic among the persons
displayed in this event with a Western understanding of the intra-Trinitarian
relations, we shall argue, only if one modifies one’s understanding of what
" qualifies as correspondence between economy and theology to such an extent as
to render the Grundaxiom powerless to perform its principal function: viz.
warranting inferences from the economy of salvation to the doctrine of the

immanent Trinity.

1. THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF A NON-VERBAL, NON-CONCEPTUAL
REVELATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY OTHER THAN THE
BEATIFIC VISION,

1. Introduction. The following four syllogisms seem to comprise a valid52
argument for the view that God could not inform human beings of the purely
notional distinctions internal to the divine being without resorting to some verbal,

or at least conceptual, revelation.

1. Every entity that possesses reality only through its identity with something else
possesses no capacity for action insofar as it is distinct from this something else.
2. The divine persons are entities that possess reality only throngh their identity
with the divine substance.

3. The divine persons possess no capacity for action insofar as they are distinct

from the divine substance.

552 Not every valid argument, incidentatly, yields a true conclusion. As Colip Allen fmd Michael
Hand explain, “An argument is VALID if and only if it is necessary that if all its premises a_r:: true,
its conclusions are true” (Logic Primer [Cambridge, Mass. and London: MIT Ffress. 20014, 1).
“An argument is SOUND,” by contrast, “if and only if it is valid and all its premises are true.., It
follows that all sound arguments have true conclusions™ (ibid. 2).
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1. Every entity that possesses no capacity for action insofar as it is distinct from a
particular substance can impact nothing insofar as it is distinct from this
substance.

2. The divine persons are entities that possess no capacity for action insofar as
they are distinct from the divine substance.

3. The divine persons can impact nothing insofar as they are distinct from the

divine substance,

1. Bvery entity that can impact nothing cannot be known to exist from non-verbal
and non-conceptual aspects of that which is other than itself,

2. The divine persons are entities that can impact nothing insofar as they are
distinct from the divine substance.

3. The divine persons insofar as they are distinct from the divine substance cannot
be known to exist from non-verbal and non-conceptual aspects of that which is

other than they.

L. Every entity that cannot be known to exist from non-verbal and non-conceptual
aspects of that which is other than itself, can be known to exist by other entities, if
other entitics can know that it exists at all, only through verbal, or at least

conceptual, forms of communication or through direct intuition,

2. The divine persons insofar as they are distinct from the divine substance are

entities that cannot be known to exist from non-verbal and non-conceptual aspects
of that which is other than they.

3. The divine persons insofar as they are distinct from the divine substance can be
known to exist by other entities, if other entities can know that they exist at ali,

only through verbal, or at least conceptual, forms of communication or through

direct intuition. -
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The validity of the preceding, four syllogisms, each in Darii, seems
indisputable. The major premises of the first, second, and third seem self-evident,
moreover, and the minor premises of the second, third, and fourth consist in the
conclusions of prior valid arguments. One who wished to prove the reascning
summarized in the four syllogisms above unsound, therefore, would likely focus
any atiacks on the minor premise of syllogism I and the major premise of
syllogism 4. In the following, accordingly, we shall attempt to respond to

objections that Rahner either does, or could, oppose to these two premises.

2. Rahner’s case against the minor premise of syllogism 1.

a. What does Rahner actually believe? One might think that Rahner would
strenuously oppose the minor premise of syllogism 1, perhaps the most
consequential premise of the entire argument. Rahner appears, however,
explicitly to endorse it. After alluding to a related question, Rahner writes,
“Catholic theologians do not agree on this point, but all agree that in God the
relation is real only through its identity with the real divine essence.”™3 One
could justifiably conclude, therefore, that Rahner cannot consistently dispute this
precise point in our argument.

A defender of the Grundaxiom, however, might wish to argue that, at this
Jjuncture, Rahner implicitly deviates from one of his most strongly held beliefs,
viz. that God does not possess an absolute subsistence; and that a .consistent
account of Rahner’s overall position, therefore, would not include an endorsement
of the first syllogism’s minor premise. ¥ the relations derive their reality, and,
therefore, their subsistence, solely from the divine essence, such a person might
argue, then the divine essence of itself must possess a subsistence, which the
subsistence of each divine person presupposes and which, therefore, is not

identical simpliciter with any of the divine persons: in other words, an absolute

553 Triniry, 71; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS ii, 363.
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subsistence. Yet the absence of such a subsistence constitutes an indispensable
presupposition of Rahner’s belief that “in the New Testament 6 Bedc always
signifies the First Person of the Trinity and does not merely stand for him
often,”554

A brief account of Rahner’s argument for the identity of the Biblical & fséc
with God Precisely as Father will show why Rahner’s thesis stands or falls with
his denial of the doctrine of an absolute subsistence. At the outset of Rahner’s'
explicit inguiry into the question of “whether 6 Bede not only stands for the
Eather, but also signifies himss5 in New Testament usage, he remarks, “it might
seem that this question has already been decided in the negative™56 for two

reasons. The first, the only one that concerns us here, he summarizes as follows:

It might be said that even in the New Testament 6 8séc § !
: : ECL is used as a name for the object of
5{l1rt0\.v]edfgc:h of Gad, ?.nd th1§ God is not the Father but the one God who is cause oi‘ the -wgiltclilr;:
irtue of the nu{laencal unity of God's nature: this attribute, then, belongs equally to all thr
divine Persons, since all three possess the one nature. 557 *

“But,” Rahner responds:

_::;sttlr tiusa;]asdsir;o&—-?at what. we know from the world is the Triune God in the unity of God's
\ e Father—is open to question. It is obvious that thy i
Father in natural theology, i.e. not i e 1 the Se gy £0D 08
i , Le. as He who communicates his nature the S
generation... . But we can still say that he who is in b srortd, 1 e lernal
actual fact known from th 1d, 1
the Father....For natural theology i j a God: h knama o)
t 2Y itself ascends not just to a divinity b !
is, that this divine natre necessari} i q i 1o follow Cupni ey s, that
y subsists....Unless we wish to follow Cajetan a
. s - . nd S
among others, in positing a subsistentia absoluta [then]..., only oné course 'is ‘open (o ﬁ:{etzt;

maintain that the concrete Absol 7 i
i solute (hic Deus) known by natural theology is precisely the

Rahner’s argument that the biblical usage of & 8eéc as a name of the naturally
knowable Creator does not necessarily falsify his claim that 6 8e6c refers always

to the Father, then, amounts to the following instance of modus tollendo ponens

3 IheOS in the 8‘ w T t,” 7 05 1 | W
N estamen » Ii, 126, “Th i ” i
555 Ibid. . ) . COS 1m Nﬂucﬂ Csmmﬂnf., h) 1V, 386_

56 1hid.: ebd.
557 Tbid. 132; ebd, 390,
558 Ibid. 132-3; ebd, 390-1,
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1. Natural theology knows a God who subsists as unoriginate: either the Father
who subsists relatively or the divine essence, which subsists absolutely.

2. The divine essence, however, possesses no absolute subsistence.

3. Naturat theology, therefore, knows the God who subsists relatively as

unoriginate, i.e. the Father.

If deprived of its second premise, this argument manifestly loses all validity.
Now, Rahner’s identification of o Beoc with the Father greatly bolsters the
biblical basis for his claim that human beings can have distinct, non-appropriated
relations to each of the divine persoms, and this claim, in tum, constitutes an
iﬁdispensablc presupposition of Rahner’s Grundaxiom. One can, therefore,
reasonably claim that Rahner’s virtnal endorsement of the minor premise of
syllogism 1, insofar as it implies that God possesses an absolute subsistence and
thus undermines Rahner's case for the identity of o 80 with the Father, deviates

from the main stream of Rahner’s thought.

b. Difficulties for Rahner’s position. One who wished to dispute the thesis, “in
G()d the relation is real only through its identity with the real divine essence,”s
however, would face a daunting task for at least two reasons. First, the
statement’s most controversial implication, viz. that God possesses an absolute
subsistence, appears to face no formidable difficulties. To the charge that an
absolute subsistence in God would constitute a fourth, divine person, for instance,
one can respond that no opposition of relation would distinguish such a
subsistence from any of the three, divine persons, and “in God, all things are one,
where no opposition of relation intervenes.”58¢ To the complaint that the divine
essence lacks the note of incommunicability and, therefore, lacks the proper ratio

of subsistence, one can respond with David Coffey that the divine essence does

559 Trinity, 71; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS i, 363.
560 pH 1330.
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possess the note of incommunicability in “that this essence cannot be
communicated outside itself, that there cannot be more than one God.”s6!

Coffey’s response to this criticism, incidentally, strikes us as superior to the
traditional strategy of distinguishing between: 1) an incomplete subsistence that
consists solely in individuality, independence and the capacity for action, which
one attributes to the divine essence; and 2) a complete subsistence that comprises
these perfections as well as incommunicability to multiple supposifa, which one -
ascribes to the divine persons.562 For, first, Coffey’s solution in no way implicitly
degrades the divine essence by hinting that the persons possess some perfection,
viz., complete subsistence, which the divine essence lacks. Such a division of
perfections between persons and essence, if made explicit, would reduce both the
persons and the essence to imperfect parts of a greater whole which itself would
lack the divine perfection of simplicity.

Coffey’s response strikes us as the superior one, second, because it does not
furtively suggest that the divine nature would grow in perfection, that it would
attain “complete” subsistence, if only the three, eternal persons did not share this
nature among themselves. The selfless sharing of the divine essence among the
divine persons, after all, constitutes one of the most glorious and admirable

aspects of the intra-divine life. Tn the words of Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange:

Th.e_ intimate life of God...is the supreme type of the life of charity. ke consisis of three totally
spmn._lal persons who live by the same truth, by cne and the same act of the mind: three persons
who live by the same good, by one and the same act of love. Where do we find here the least race
of egotism? The ego is no more than a subsistent relation in respect of the one loved; He
appropriates nothing more to Himself. The Father gives the whole of Bis nature to His Som, and
the Father and the Son communicate the same to the Holy Spirit.... Apart from the mutual relations

of opposition beiween the persons, everything else is common and indivisible between them, 563

361 Deus Trinitas: The Doctrine of the Triune God [Deus Trinitas] (Oxford: OUP, 1999), 71,
562 Cf, Billuart, Cursus Theologiae 2, 101b,

3 God: His Existence and His Nature: Vol Il (Bede Rose, wr.; St. Louis and London: Herder,
1946), 182-3.
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Coffey’s perspective on the nature of subsistence, then, enables one to see that
the self-sharing of the divine essence does not abrogate its absolute subsistence; it
rather adorns it with the perfection of generosity.

Indeed, Coffey’s perspective also allows one to recognize the perfection of
personality in the divine essence as such. In Coffey’s words, “as with
subsistence..., 50 with person: in God there are one absolute person and three
relative persons.”** To the objection, moreover, that the divine essence lacks the
capacity for action, another prerogative of subsistents, on the grounds that it is an

abstract id quo, and actiones sunt suppositorum, one can answer with Aquinas:

Because in divinis the same thing is that by which and that which is, if any one of those things
which are attributed to God in the abstract is considered in itself, other things being set aside, it
will be something subsisting and, consequently, a person, since it is in an intellectual nature. As,
therefore, personal properties having been posited in God, we now say three persons; thus,
personal properties having been excluded by thought, the divine natare will remain in our
consideration as subsisting and as a person [STAIII, 3, 3 ad 1],

The divine simplicity will not allow one, therefore, to deprive the divine
essence of a signal perfection like subsistence as long as one does not insist on
incommunicability to distinct supposita as a sine qua non of subsistence. Even
opponents of the idea of an absolute subsistence, therefore, ordinarily admit its
material correctness and dispute it on purely terminological grounds. Hence
Christian Pesch, for instance, a prominent opponent of the doctrine of absolute
subsistence whose Praelectiones Dogmaticae Rahner studied as a seminarian, 5
admits that “this doctrine quoad rem is entirely true™ and objects merely to “a

twofold inconvenience quoad loguendi modum.”557

564 Deus Trinitas, 72.

565 In one of his later essays, Rahner reflects on the intellectual climate that prevailed “when [
began my theological studies forty years ago™ and refers to “Christian Pesch, whose manual of
theclogy I followed™” (“The Foundation of Belief Today,” T7 xvi, 6, 7, “Glaubensbegriindung
heute,” ST xii, 21). He identifies this manual in a footnote as the Praelectiones Dogmaticae (ibid.
7. n. 10; ebd. 21, Anm. 10). '
566 praglectiones Dogmaticae: Tomus Il: De Deo Uno Secundum Naruram: De Deo Trino
Secundum Personas (Fribourg: Herder, 1906%), §610, p- 325.

567 big.
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Rahner, however, specifically professes to “disregard questions of
terminology”se8 in his polemic against the doctrine of absoiu-te subsistence in
“Theos in the New Testament,” e seems, therefore, to criticize the view that
God possesses a subsistentia absoluta as not merely terminologically inapt, but
substantiaily false. By assuming this radical stance, Rahner, of course, lends
weight to arguments that the statement, “in God the relation is real only through
its identity with the real divine essence,”569 diverges from the general thrust of
Rahner’s thought. Rahner also, however, places himself in the inconvenient
position of having to reconcile the absence of an absolute subsistence in God with
God’s absolute infinity and unity.

i .As the Rahner of Mysterium Salutis recognizes:

*
Comivc 3 e b g s bk dsicion ey shoukd e
relations and serving as their foundation, For such a distinction, previonsptr::;;urselt:ti?:sm a?:.::zl
would add something to the one divinity and thus do away with its absolute infinity and unity.570 ,
In other words, the absolate infinity of the divine essence dictates that no
entity in any way distinct from it can add to its already infinite being, It
“follows...from the infinity of God,” writes Heinrich Hurer, “that God is
incapable of increment.™” The absolute unity of the divine essence, likewise,
excludes the possibility of composition in God between a non-subsistent, divine
substrate and a divine suppositum that bestows subsistence upon it: i.e. between
divinity and God. As the Council of Rheims decreed against Gilbert de la Porrée: |
“We believe and confess that God is the simple nature of divinity, and that it

cannot be denied in any Catholic sense that God is divinity, and divinity is God.

568 « : S . ;
p “Theos in the New Testament,” 77 i, 133; *Theos im Neuen Testament,” SW iv, 391,

69 Trinity, 71; “Der dreifaltige Gott” MS i, 363.
570 Ibid. 68-9; ebd, 361.
Theologia Specialis: Pars Prior: De Deo Uno er Trin
A 10, De Deo
Incamato (Innsbruck: Libraria Academica Wagneriana, 1885%), $41, p. T e De Verbo
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Moreover, if it is said that God is...God by divinity,...we believe...that God is
God only by that divinity which God is Godself."572

In “Theos in the New Testament,” however, Rahner seems to suggest that the
divine essence, considered in abstraction from the divine persons, lacks the
perfection of subsistence, and that the divine essence and persons, therefore, relate
to each other as really distinct quo and guod. When Rahner, for instance, states
that “natural .theology...ascends not just to a divinity but to a God”™ and takes
this as evidence that natural theology knows not only the divine essence but also
the person of the Father, his words seem unintelligible on any other premise.

One could, of course, surmise that Rahner identifies the God of natural
theology precisely with the Father, because only the Father subsists as absolutely
unoriginate. Rahner’s statements conceming “the necessity of an apxn which is
purely Gvapxoc,”s* and “an Unoriginate not just as set over.against an
origination by creation, but as opposed to every conceivable real and hypothetical
origination,”s?S moreover, lend credit to such an interpretation. Such an argument
would seem to presuppose, howevér, that the divine essence in some way
originates from the person of the Father; a conception expressly condemned by
the TV Lateran Council in the wordé, “fthe} divine nature...is neither generating,
nor generated, nor proceeding.”¥6 Unless Rahner wishes to defy the authority of
a general council, then, he must mean that natural theology traces ail things back
to the Father not because he alone is unoriginate, but becanse he alone subsists a
se as unoriginate. Rahner seems to claim, then, that the divine essence lacks

subsistence of itself and derives it from the Father as an id guo from an id guod.

572 py., 185, 617B~18A.

573 “Iheos in the New Testament,” 77 1, 133; “Theos im Neuen Testament,” SWiv, 390-1.
574 Ibid.; ebd. 391.

575 1bid.; ebd.

576 DH g04.
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c. Rahner's response.

i. Mystict Corporis. To the charge that he thereby contradicts the principle that
God’s infinite essence can receive no increment, Rahner seems to present no
particular reply. To the charge that his teaching in this particular and others
undermines the doctrine of divine simplicity, however, Rahner presents, in a.
different context, a sweeping answer. He takes his point of departure from a
single iline of Pius XI's encyclical, Mystici Corporis. In fhc section of this
document that concerns the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, Pius XTI, affirms that
“the conflict of various opinions and the clash of ideas”5"” in this area of theology
can serve the cause of truth and declares, “we do not censure those who enter
upon diverse ways and methods of reasoning to understand...and to clarify the
mystery.”5®  He, then, however, utters a stern warning to those engaged in

controversy over the divine indwelling:

Let this be a general and unshaken truth, if they do not wish to wander from sound doctrine and
the correct teaching of the Church: namely, that every kind of mystic union, by which the faithful
in Christ in any way pass beyond the order of created things and wrongly enter among the divine,
50 that even a single attribute of the eternal Godhead can be predicated of these as their own, is to
be entirely rejected. And, besides, let them hold this with a firm mind as most certain, that all
activities in these matters are to be held as common 1o the Most Holy Trinity, quatenus they
pertain o the same God as the supreme efficient cause.57%

We have intentionally left the word “quarenus” untranslated, because, as
Heribert Miihlen observes,® it can bear both an explicative and a restrictive

sense. If one interpreted gquarenus here in its explicative sense, Mihlen

577 pB¥ 2290. Hiinermann follows the post-Vatican II editions of Denzinger in ormttmg these
wogds along with those in the quote that follows, from DH.

Thid.
579 Ibid.; DH 3814. Hiinermann includes this text in DH with the exception of its first word,
Verumiamen.
5 80_“Person und Appropriation: Zum Verstindnis des Axioms: In Deo omnia sunt unum, ubi non
obviat relationis oppositio,” M7hZ 16 (1965), 37-57 at 38. Cf. Miihlen’s Der Heilige Geist als
Person: In der Trinitdt, bei der Inkarnation, und im Gnadenbund: Ich—~Du—Wir (MBTh 26;
Miinster: Aschendorff, 1988%), §8.04, p. 243.
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explains,’®! one would translate it with the word, “because,” and understand Pius
to identify the bestowal of grace with an act common to the three, divine persons,
because God bestows grace through efficient causality alone. If one interpreted
“quatenus” in its restrictive sense, however, one would translate it “to the extent
that” and understand Pius' statement as allowing for personally distinguished
causality in grace to the extent that this involves something other than efficient
causality.

Each interpretation has its merits. In defense of the first, one counld note that, if
Pius sincerely intended to allow for personally distinguished causality where
efficient causality does not come into play, “in famtwm,” or simply “rantum”
would express his meaning much more clearly than “guatenus.” A partisan of the
second interpretation, however, could rejoin that, if Pius desired to condemn the
idea of personally distinguished causality in grace, “guia” or “quoniam,” and not
“guatrenus,” would seem the appropriate choice.

Likewise, a defender of the first interpretation could plausibly claim that it
coheres better than the second with Pius® warning against encroachments upon
divine transcendence. If Pius intends “quatenus” in its explicative sense, he
means to say that God influences human beings always through efficient causality
and never through formal causality of any sort. This idea of divine causality, in
keeping with Pius’ desire to uphold divine transcendence, erects a high barrier
against excessively intimate understandings of God’s union with the justified in
grace. If Pius intends “guatenus™ in its restrictive sense, however, one could

argue that he counteracts his own admonition by allowing that God could exercise
formal causality on human beings in bestowing grace.

A partisan of the second interpretation could respond, nonetheless, that if Pius
does intend “quatenus” in its explicative and not its restrictive sense, then he
effectively nullifies his earlier expressions of tolerance for differing opinions on

the subject of the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. ‘The debates that raged at the time

381 i,
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of the encyclical’s composition, such a person might argue, focused precisely on
whether the divine persons always influence human beings through a strictly

undivided, efficient causality or whether they might also exert some more

" intimate, personaily distinguished causality' in the order of grace. Pius XIPs

explicit refusal to end controversy over these subjects thus makes it difficult 1o
understand why he would condemn the very hypotheses that gave rise to the then
current debates.

The evidence for the two perspectives on the meaning of guatenus, therefore,
seems evenly balanced. Regardless of ‘what Pius actually means, however,
Rahner adheres unreservedly to the second perspective. In fact, he seems to regard
Pius’ statement as adequate warrant for qualifying radically the axiom, “the works
of the Trinity are inseparable.”582 For, invoking no more than a single Denzinger
reference to the relevant text of Mystici Corporis, Rahner writes in Mysterium
Satutis, “The axiom is absolutely valid only where the ‘supreme efficient canse’ is
concerned (DS 3814). Not-appropriated relations of a single person are possiblé
when we have to do, not with an efficient causality, but with a quasi-formal self
communication of God.”583

Even if Rahner correctly interpreted Mystici Corporis and justifiably
qualified the axiom, in any event, his position would fall afoul of the axiom’s
restricted version, nonetheless, For Rahner characterizes efficient causality jtself
as a moment in and deficient mode of formal causality. When he declares
personally distinguished action conceivable in the exercise of formal causality,
therefore, he implicitly pronounces such action conceivable even in efficient
causation. His interpretation of Pius’ words, therefore, hardly suffices to
reconcile Rahner’s denial that God possesses an absolute subsistence with the
doctrine of divine simplicity. As we noted earlier, Rahner does not defend
himself against the charge that his views on this subject conflict with the doctrine

of divine infinity. Two doctrines, then, those of divine simplicity and divine

582 py 491, 535,
83 Trinity, 77; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS ii, 367.
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infinity, appear to falsify the thesis that the divine essence lacks subsistence of
itself and derives its subsistence entirely from the divine persons.

Yet this thesis constitutes the sole argument in Rahner’s corpus, so far as we
are aware, that directly contradicts our first syllogism’s minor premise: “the
divine persons possess reality only through their identity with the divine
substance.” It seems, then, that Rahner presents no sound argument against the

first syllogism’s minor premise itself.
ii, Three alleged counterexamples.

a. Introduction. He does, however, offer three alleged counterexamples to the
principle of the absolute inseparability of the divine acts ad extra, a ceniral
implication of the premise in question. If he established that exceptions really do
exist to the principle that “inseparabilia sunt opera Trinitatis,”5®* it seems that
Rahner would possess at least the beginnings of a sound argument against the
minor premise of our first syllogism. If Rahner mounted such a case, then, it
seems that it would take the form of the following two arguments, the first in

modus ponens and the second in modus tollens:

1. If individual persons of the Trinity exert distinct influences in the world, then
they must possess some capacity for action insofar as they are distinct from the
divine substance;

2. Individual persons of the Trinity do exert distinct influences in the world;
therefore

3. Individual persons of the Trinity possess some capacity for action insofar as

they are distinct from the divine substance.

584 D 491, 535.

201

1. If the divine persons possess reality only through their identity with the divine
substance, then they possess no capacity for action insofar as they are distinct
from the divine substance; yet

2. The divine persons do possess some capacity for action insofar as they are
distinct from the divine substance; therefore

3. The divine persons do not possess reality only through their identity with the
divine substance.

Neither of these syllogisms is invalid; the first premise of each seems self-
evident; and the second premise of the second syllogism is identical to the
conchusion of the first. One can cast reasonable doubt on Rahner’s conclusion,
therefore, only by challenging the second premise of his first syllogism: i.e, the
claim that “individual persons of the Trinity do exert distinct influences in the
world.” As evidence -for this claim, Rahner offers three alleged exami)]es of a
Trinitarian person’s exercising such an influence; viz., the Incarnation, the
indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the souls of the Justified, and the beatific vision.
We intend in the following, accordingly, to show that in none of these cases can

one conclude with certainty that the exercise of such a distinct influence actually
occurs.

B The lcarnation. OF his first example, the Incarnation, Rahner writes:

Jesus is not simply God in general, but the Son. The second divine person, God's Logos, is man,
and only he is man, Hence there is at least one “mission,” one presence in the world, one reality
of salvation history which is not merely appropriated (o some divine person, but which is proper o’
him....This one case shows up as false the statement that there i nothing in salvation history, in
the economy of salvation, which cannot equally be said of the triune God as a whole and of each
person in particutar. On the other hand, the following statement too is false: that a doctrine of the
Trinity...can speak only of that which occurs within the Trinity itself. 565

In one sense, all of this is true; Scripture unquestionably requires one to hold

that the Son alone, and neither the Father nor the Spirit, was born of the virgin

385 Trinity, 23; “Der dreifaitige Gott,” MS ii, 329,
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Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, etc. [Tt seems, however, that one can
reconcile at least to a certain extent the doctrine that the Logos alone constitutes
the ontological subject who acts in Christ’s human nature with the doctrine of the
absolute inseparability of the divine acts ad extra.

The possibility of such a reconciliation appears from the following argument,
which we derive principally from Aquinas. One may legitimately distinguish,
Thomas reasons, between a human person and an individual, human nature, In
his words, “not every individual in the genus of substance, even in a rational
nature, has the rationem personae, but only that which exists per se: not,
however, that which exists in another, mote perfect thing. Hence a hand of
Socrateé, however much it is a kind of individual, yet is not a person, because it
does not exist per se, but in a certain more perfect thing, sc. }n its whole”(STh 1N,
2,2 ad 3). Because Scripture ascribes works performed through both of Christ’s
natures to the hypostasis of the Logos, moreover, one ¢an reasonably assume that
this hypostasis constitutes, in a certain sense at least, that “more perfect thing” in
which Christ’s buman nature exists.58 Expressions. like “they...crucified the
Lord of glory” (! Cor 2:8) and “you killed the Author of life” {Acts 3:15) seem
scarcely intelligible on any other premise.

The idea that Christ's humanity “exists in,” and is therefore incomplete
without, the hypostasis of the Logos, however, generates something of an
antinomy. For the datum of the incorhpleteness of Christ’s human nature without
the Logos seems to imply that this nature, of itself, lacks a; least one natural
characteristic of humanity, viz. that of existing in oneself and not in some greater

being. One cannot reasonably claim, however, that the “man Christ Jesus” (1 Tim

586 The relation of Christ's human nature to the hypostasis of the Logos differs from t}}e r.el:':mon
of a hand 1o a human being, of course, in that: a) the hand constitutes a parl of a larger individual
nature, whereas Christ’s buman nature is an individual nature in its own right; anfl b) the hand, as
long as it is attached to a larger human body, never attains the perfection of sqbs,istence, properly
speaking, whereas Christ’s human nature, as united to the Lopos, does, Christ slhuman nature,
that is to say, becomes an integral, subsistent being, and not merely a part of a subsistent being, by
virtue of its relation to the Logos, as we shall see in the coming paragraphs.
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2:5)%87 who “had to become like his brothers and sisters in every respect” (Heb

~ 2:17) lacks any natural aspect of humanity. The revealed data, then, seem to

require one both to affirm and to deny that Christ’s human nature subsists in
itself,

The idea that Christ’s human nature is anhypostatic, or non-subsistent, in itself

and yet enhypostatic, or subsistent, in the person of the Logos, however, seems to

offer a solution to this dilemma. As John of Damascus explains:

Although there is neither an anhypostatic nature nor an impersonal essence. ..there is no necessity
for patures united to each other in hypostasis to possess each a distinct hypostasis. For they can
join in one hypostasis [so as] neither to be anhypostatic noér to have each a distinguishing
hypostasis, but to have one and the same hypostasis. For the same hypostasis of the Logos, the
hypostasis of both natures, a most singular hypostasis, neither allows one of them to be
anhypostatic, nor, surely, allows them to have different hypostases from each other, nor at one
time to have one and at another time another, but is always of both undividedly and inseparably
the hypostasis, being neither distributed nor cloven, nor part of it allotted to one, part of it aflotted
to the other, but entirely of this and entirely of that indivisibly and integrally. 588

Divine revelation neéd not contradict itself, therefore, when it implies both that
Christ’s human nature is incomplete without the Logos and that this nature

possesses that subsistence, which naturally accrues to every individual, human

. nature. The two implications cohere if, and only if, the perfection of subsistence,

a perfection that accrues to ordinary, individual, human natures simply on account
of their humanity, accrues to Christ’s human nature by virtue of the hypostatic
union alone,

A critic, of course, might object that the failure of Christ’s humanity to attain
subsistence purely of itself seems to betoken some deficiency on its part. It
seems, nonetheless, that one couid obviate this difficulty by postulating: 1) that
God, by some supernatural iniervenmtion, inhibits Christ’s human nature from
attaining subsistence of itself; and 2} that Christ’s human nature, in the absehce of

such inhibition, would develop subsistence without the aid of a hypostatic union.

587 The NRSV rendering of &v8poatoc Xpiotde 'Inoolic as “Christ Jesus, himself human” does
not convey the salient point of this passage for our investigation: viz. that Jesus Christ does not
merely possess a human nature, but is himself a subsistent human being,

88 Expositio Fidei 53 in Kotter 2, 128.
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The critic, however, could reply that since such a divine “inhibition” would be
superfluous, one lacks sufficient grounds for postulating its occurrence. To this
argument, it seems, one could respond by conceding that such inhibition would be
superfluogus if it were not necessary to the effecting of the hypostatic union.
Christ’s individual, humen natare could hardly come to share in the hypostasis of
the Logos, however, if it possessed its own, independent subsistence. Since
Christ’s human nature, as fully and perfectly human, would come to subsist in
itself, just as any other particular, human nature, in the absence of some
supernatural inhibition, then, such an inhibition does seem necessary to the
accomplishment of the hypostatic union.58

The biblical account of Christ’s ontological constitution, albeit frequently
indirect, thus seems to dictate: a} that Christ’s human nature does not subsist of
itself, because God supernaturally inhibits it from subsisting in its own right, and;
b) that Christ’s human nature possesses that subsistence, which characterizes all
individual, human natures, only through its unmion with the divine Logos. It
foliows, then, that one can determine at least one aspect of what union with the
divine Logos adds to Christ’s individual, human nature by determining what the
perfection of subsistence adds to an individual nature as such. What differentiates
a subsistent from a non-subsistent, individual nature, as we have seen, is that the
first exists per se while the second exists in a greater whole. The rearward half of
a worm, for example, does not subsist as long as the worm remains intact. Once
one slices the worm in half, however, the rearward half begins to subsist.

Subsistence, then, seems to constitute nothing more than a terminus that

distinguishes an individual nature from other beings of the same sort. Now, it

589 Commenting on a decretal according to which “the person of God consumed the person of
man,” Aguinas explains:

Consumption here does not import the destruction of anything that was before, but the impeding
of that which otherwise would have been. For if the human nature had not been assumed by a
divine person, the human nature would have had its proper personality; and to this extent the
person is said to have consumed a person, admitiedly improperly, because the divine person by his
union impeded, that the human nature might not have a proper personality ISTh ITI, 4, 2 ad 3].
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seems that one could correctly, albeit analogically, describe the eternal Logos,
insofar as he is diverse from the Father and the Holy Spirit, as just such a
terminus on the level of divine being. For, qua distinct, the Logos consists
precisely in the relation: of opposition that distingnishes him from the other divine
persons. ' .

It is, admittedly, impossible to demonstrate g priori that God can cause an
individual human nature to terminate in a particular divine person in such a way
as to subsist in this person without either disrupting the simplicity of the divine
essence or so modifying the assumed nature as to render it inbuman., The
Jinconceivability of such a proof, however, derives not from the intrinsic absurdity
of the idea that God thus unites an individual human nature to the person of the
Logos, but from the entitatively, and not merely modally, supernatural character
of the hypostatic union. Christ’s grace of union, that is to say, “exceeds the
exigencies and powers of all created and creatable natures™ so that one cannot
infer the possibility of God’s bestowing such a grace a maiori ad minorﬁm from
his prior creative activity: whereas one can, for instance, infer from God’s
creation of human bodies the possibility of God’s reconstituting those bodies in
the general resurrection.®®! Nevertheless, one can reasonably infer the possibility
of the hypostatic union from its actual, supernatural accomplishment. One can,
therefore, rationally entertain the possibility of God’s supernaturally inhibiting a
particular human nature from terminating in a merely human subsistence and
causing it, instead, to terminate in the divine subsistence of the eternal Logos.

If one can reasonmably suspect that God might have accomplished the
hypostatic union in this way, however, then one can also reasonably suspect that
“the coming of the Son into his flesh...presupposes neither on his part nor on the

part of the Father nor the Holy Spirit any action or influence that pertains to him

590 Adolphe Tanquerey, Synopsis theologiae dogmaticae specialis 1 (Paris: Desclée, 1913™
§863(b), p. 523. ,

s VYe derive our argument for the impossibility of proving a priori that God can bestow
entitatively supernatural graces siuch as Christ's grace of union from Reginald Gamigon-
Lagrange's The One God, 336,
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alone.”®2 For, if the divine essence united Christ’s particular, human nature to
the Logos as to its term, then the Logos, insofar as it differs from the Father and
the Holy Spirit, could constitute the ontological subject of that human nature
without acting gue Logos at all.5%  Christ’s individval, human nature, in this
event, would relate to the eternal Logos as a line relates to its utmost extremity. It
would terminate in the Logos, that is, and find in the Logos alone the
completeness of a subsistent while suffering no more action from the Logos gua
Logos than a line suffers from its terminal point.

Ik seems at least minimally plansible, then, that the divine persons, while
eXercising no p'ersonally distinguished causality whatsoever, could unite Chist’s
human nature to the Logos as to its term in such a way that the Logos becomes
the ontological subject of that particular nature. As long as they maintained
Christ’s particular, human nature in this relationship to the Logos, in such a case,
the Logos alone, as distinct from the Father and the Holy Spirit, would constitute
the ontological subject of that nature. One can, therefore, conceive of a not
evidently impossible scenario in which: a) one could truly affirm, for instance,
that the Logos died on the cross; b) one could not truly affirm this, however, of
the Father or of the Holy Spirit; and yet ¢) one could not truly deny that the divine
persons always act inseparably. Pace Rahner, then, one can hold to the absolute
inseparability of the divine acts ad extra without implicitly denying that the Son
and the Son alone was born of Mary, suffered, died, and rose again in a particular,
human nature. One can reasonably believe, although one cannot demonstrate, that
the doctrines of the Incarnation and the inseparability of all divine acts ad extra

do not necessarily conflict.

592 Galtier, L'Habitation, 40,

3 As Aquinas explains, “assumption imports two things, sc. an act of assuming and a term of
the assumption. The act of assuming...proceeds from the divine power that is common to the
three persons: but the term of assumption is a person....Therefore, that which is of action in

assumption, is common to the three persons, but that which pertains to the rationem termini

convenes precisely to one person,.,.fand] not to another” ($Th I 3, 4 corp.).
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¥ The indwelling of the Holy Spirit.  Rahner atiempts to falsify the
inseparability axiom, nonetheless, by offering a second, alleged counterexample:
the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. “The Spirit,” Rahner writes, “dwells in us in a

particular and proper way.”s% In a footnote, Rahner explains his position more
precisely. '

ascribed to the Holy Spirit in Scripture (as a i
power who sanctifies, consecrates, mov tC.
;o;rlesponds precisely to r.hfa personal particularity of the Spirit and of his going forth f:z’methg
ather and the Son, there is absolutely no objection o saying that in this way only the Spirit

dwells in human beings, 395

Neither here nor anywhere else in his corpus does Rahner supply specific,
biblical evidence for this thesis or refer his readers to the work of some exegete
who does. While this may seem presumptuous on Rahner's pari, it is also
understandable; for little, if any, biblical evidence exists for the view that the
Holy Spirit performs any work ad extra without the aid of, or even in a different
way than, the other Trinitarian persons,

The Holy Spirit, for instance, does unquestionably dwell in the justified (Num
27:18; Pr 1:23; Isa 44:3; Ezek 36:27; 37:14; 39:29; Joel 2:28-9; Hag 2:5; Zech
12:10; John 14:17; Acts 2:17-18; Rom 8:9, 11, 23; 1 Cor 3:1¢; 6:19; 2 Cor 1:22;
5:5; Gal 4:6; Eph 1:13-14; 5:18; 1 Pet 4:14); but so do the Father (John 14:23; 2
Cor 6:16; Eph 2:22; 1 John 4:12-13, 15-16) and the Son (John 6:56; 14:20, 23;
15:4; Rom 8:10; 2 Cor 13:5; Gal 2:20; 4:19; Eph 3:17; Col 1:-27; Heb 3:6; 1 John
3:23-4; 2 John 2; Rev 3:20).

Scripture, then, plainly refers to the divine indwelling most often as the work
of the Holy Spirit. It is not obvious, however, that Scripture regards the effects of
the Spirit’s actions in this regard as differing in the slightest from the effects
wronght by the indwelling Father and Son. Rahner could, of course, peint to

other activities that oné might wish to attribute in some distinctive way to the

394 “Uncreated Grace,” 77 i “ l
e,” T11, 343; “Ungeschaffene Gnade,” §T';
595 Ibid. n. 2; ebd, Anm. 2. o e ST, .
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Holy Spirit. The Bible, for instance, states in the most emphatic terms that the
Holy Spirit sanctifies the justified (Rom 5:5; 1 Cor 6:11; Gal 5:22-3; Eph 2:22;
3:16; 5:9; 2 Thes 2:13; 1 Pet 1:2, 22). Yet it ascribes this function also to the
Father (Lev 20:8; Bzek 37:28; John 17:17; Acts 15:9; 1 Thes 5:23; Jude 1, 24-5)
and to the Son (Eph 5:26-7; 1 Thes 3:12-13; Heb 2:11; 10:14; 13:12) and
differentiates the modes by which the persons accomplish the sanctification of
believers only by, correctly, atiributing the atonement to Christ alone. Suffice it
to say that one can easily manifest the absence of differentiation between the
divine persons’ roles also in the raising of the dead and the inspiration of
Scripture: the only other functions commonty proposed as in some sense special
to the Holy Spirit.

Eduard Schweizer seems entirely justified, then, in concluding that, in the view
of Paul, “Insofar as Christ is regarded in his significance for the community, in
His powerful action upon it, he can be identified with the Tmvebuw.”5%
Prescinding from the Incarnation, moreover, the data adduced above also seem to
favor Ulrich Mauser’s judgment that “descriptions of the act of God and the act of
Christ are, in Pauline theology, [so] often identical...that the conclusion lS
warranted that Pan! considers them one single act.”7 To the extent that Paul’s
teaching on the salvation-historical functions of the divine persons mirrors that of
Scripture as a whole, then, one can reasonably conclude that Scripture as such,
prescinding from the Incarnation, seems to depict the acts in history of the Son as
identical to those of the Spirit and the acts of the Father as identical to the acts of
Christ.

396 “myelpe, wveuuaTikoe” IIL1d in TDNT 6, 4224 at 423, Yves Congar makes similar
comments on the relation between the Spirit and Christ in Paul's theology. “As regards the
content of a work of the Spirit as opposed to a work of Christ, it is neither autonomous nor
different” (I Believe in the Holy Spirit i: Revelation and the Experience of the Spirit [David
Smith, tr.; New York: Seabury, 1983], 37). Again, writes Congar, “From the functional point of
view, the Lord and the Spirit perform the same work” (ibid. 39},

597 “One God and Trinitarian Language in the Letters of Paul,” HBT' 20 (1998), 93-108 at 106.

209

Now, the principle of the transitivity of identity398 dictates that if the acts of the
Holy Spirit are the sare as those of the Son, prescinding from the Incarnation;
and that the acts of Christ, prescinding from the Incarnation, are the same as those
of the Father, then the acts of the Holy Spirit are the same as those of the Father.
The conclusions reached above, when combined, thus -amount to an exegetical
wartant for the principle of the inseparability of all divine acts ad extra. The
Bible, then, seems to teach not only that the Holy Spirig exerts no distinct effécts
in creation, but that none of the divine persons influences creation in its own,
distinctive way. “There are varieties of gifts,” writes Paul, “but the same Spirit;
and there are varieties of services, but the same Lord; and there are varieties of
activities, but it is the same God who activates all of them in everyone” (1 Cor
12:4-6). The glorious diversity of God’s works notwithstanding, Scripture at least

§eems to suggest that they all proceed from one simple and indivisible principle of

divine causality.

d. The beatific vision. Nevertheless, Rahner offers a third and final alleged
counterexample to the principle of the inseparability of all divine acts ad extra:

the beatific vision, “If one supposes,” Rahner writes:

that the immediate vision of God can only be based on a quasi-formal self-communication of God
In vision, and not (adequately) on a created quality in the spirt of the human being; and if one
recalls the obvious truth, that each of the divine persons is the object of immediate inition in his
personal propriety: then that entitative {ontic) quasi-formal self-communication of God; which
takes ﬂ'm place of a species impressa as the ontological foundation of the human ,being’s
possession of Geod in knowledge, must include a non-appropriated relationship of each of the three
divine persons to the human being, 599

In other words, Rahner argues in modus tollens:

598 Tlns principle, which js also sometimes referred to as “the principle of comparative identity,”
COBSISts in the truism: if a=b and b=¢, then a=c, .
“Nature and Grace,™ 77 iv, 175; “Natur und Gnade,” ST iv, 221,
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1. If the divine persons do not communicate themselves to human beings quasi-
formally, immediately, and distinctly, then human beings cannot know them
immediately and distinctly; yet

2. Human beings do know the divine persons immediately and distinctly;
therefore

3. The divine persons do communicate themselves quasi-formally, immediately,

and distinctly.

In defense of this argument, one can justly observe that Rahner does not
equivocate in his usage of terms, that his conclusion unquestionably follows from
his premises, and that the minor premise of his argument is warranted by 1 John
3:2, The major premise of Rahner’s argument, however, appears vulnerable io
critique insofar as it presupposes an at least relative identity between human being
and knowing. Only if being is knowing, that is to say, must one receive an
ontological self-communication of something in order to know it. As we
observed in Chapter 1, Rahner’s views on this subject seem contestable at best

and, therefore, inadequate for the purpose of warranting further conclusions,

& Conclusion. Tt seems, then, that none of Rahner's three alleged
counterexamples actually constitutes a certain exception to the axjom, “the works
of the Trinity are inseparable.”®0 One cannot plausibly argue, therefore, from the
falsehood of this axiom to the falsehood of the statement, “The divine persons
possess reality only through their identity with the divine substance:” a statement
that, if true, entails that the axiom in question admits of no exceptions. Rahner
does not succeed, consequently, in blunting the force of the evidence adduced
above in favor of the just quoted statement, which forms the minor premise in the

first syllogism of our argument that Rahner’s understanding of the divine persons’

600 pp 491, 535.
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ontological constitution precludes the possibility of their revealing themselves in

the manner he envisions.

3. Rahner's case against the major premise of syllogism 4. The only other
significantly vulnerable aspect of this argument, as we have already shown, is its
fourth syllogism®s major premise: “Those beings the existence of which cannot be
inferred from non-verbal and non-conceptual aspects of that which is other than
they can be known to exist by other beings, if other beings can know that they
exist at all, only through verbal, or at least conceptual, forms of communication or
through direct intuition.” A proponent of Rahner’s theology would presumably
protest that such a statement gratuitously excludes the possibility that one might
come to know of the divine persons by becoming one with them. The formulator
of this premise, such a person would presumably argue, unwarrantably .
presupposes that a duality of subject and object necessarily characterizes the
divine-human encounter; precisely the sort of duality that, in Rahner's view,
divine self-communication always and everywhere overcomes.

Such a rebuttal would suffice to refute the major premise of syllogism 4, it
seems, if it were certain that “being is lcnov'ving.”‘501 For in that case, it would also
seem reasonably cerfain that any radical, ontic, divine self-communication would
necessarily manifest itself in its recipient’s conscioushess. In Chapter 1, however,
we established that Rahner’s understanding of created being as relatively identical
to created knowing is significantly problematic. The idea that divine self-
communication is onto-logical thus appears insufficiently warranted, therefore, to

ground a compelling refutation of the major premise of syllogism 4.

4. Conclusion. Before concluding the dialogue with Rahner which we began
in section I1.1 over the possibility of a Trinitarian self-revelation through salvation

history and/or transcendental experience, we would like to emphasize that we

601 Hearer, 35; Harer, SW iv, 70.
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intend for the argument laid out in four syllogisms in the just-mentioned section
to function as a strictly immanent criticism of Rahner’s views on the revelation of
the Trinity. As we have seen, Rahner admits that “in God the relation is real only
through its identity with the real divine essence,”®? and characterizes this as the
unanimous opinion of his communion’s theologians. We have sought to prove,
then, on the basis of a thesis which Rahner endorses without qualification, that
God cannot reveal the doctrine of the Trinity to human beings in the way in which
Rahner envisions and that Rahner’s system, accordingly, to the extent that one can
reasonably qualify Rahner’s thought as systematic, is, in this area at least, self-

refuting.

III. CHRIST”S ANOINTING WITH THE HOLY SPIRIT AS A TEST CASE
FOR THE GRUNDAXIOM

1, Introduction. Heretofore in this chapter, we have argued that God cannot
reveal the doctrine of the Trinity in the manner Rahner envisions. In our last
argoment against Rahner’s Grundaxiom, however, we intend to grant, solely for
the purpose of argument, this possibility. We intend to grant in hypothesi, that is
to say, Rahner’s contention that the salvation-historical functions associated with
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit in Scripture are proper, rather than merely
appropriated, to these persons. Acting in accord with this supposition, then, we
hope to discern the pattern of inner-Trinitarian relations manifested in a
significant episode within the economy of salvation: viz. Christ’s anointing with
the Hoty Spirit.

The pattern of relations among the persons in this episode of salvaticn history,
we shall argue, diverges radically from the T&Eic among the Trinitarian persons

as ordinarily understood by orthodox, Western Trinitarians, including Rahner

602 Trinity, 71; “Der dreifaltige Got,” MS ii, 363,
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himself.%3 We intend to show, consequently, that if one is consistently to
interpret the economy of salvation in accord with Rahner’s principles and to .
atternpt to infer the docirine of the Trinity purely therefrom, one must either:; a)
conclude to what Rahner correctly rejects as an unorthodox doctrine of the
Trinity: or b) so modify one’s understanding of the correspondence between
economy and theology prescribed by the Grundaxiom as to render it impotent to
warrant inferences from a non-verbal, non-intuitive revelation to conclusions
about the immanent Trinity. This section, therefore, constitutes an attempt to
refute per reductionem ad absurdum Rahner’s thesis that the economic Trinity
must correspond to the immanent Trinity in such a way as to warrant inferences

from God’s economic self-manifestation to the doctrine of the Trinity.

2. Methodological considerations. In keeping with our desire to mount an
exclusively immanent critique of Rahner’s position, it seems advisable, before
proceeding to this final argument of our critique itself, to consider whethef
Rahner himself would find its presuppositions acceptable. We hope, therefore, to
answer the following three ﬁuestions before proceeding to our main argument:
viz. 1) Does Rahner consider Scripture a legitimate measure of the truth or
falsehood of theclogical statements? 2) Does Scripture constitute an appropriate
norm for the Grundaxiom of Rahner’s theology of the Trinity? anci 3. Does
Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit constitute an appropriate matrix in which

to test this axiom?

a. Does Rahner consider Scripture a legitimate measure of the truth or

Jfalsehood of theological statements? The appropriate answer to this first question

603 ope might object, admittedly, that Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirt need not constitte
a revelation of the intra-Trinitarian T&Eic. Rahner, however, specifically affirms that the
Trinitarian persons’ “opposed relativities are.,.concretely identical with both ‘communications’
(‘processions’) as seen from both sides” (ibid. 73; ebd. 364). Any manifestation of the divine
persons relating to each other in a certain order, therefore, is ipse facto also & manifestation of the
TGES in which the divine processions oceur.
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will vary in accordance with the sense one attaches to the idea of a “legitimate
measure” in theological questions. Rahner emphatically denies, in any event, that
Scripture constitutes a “legitimate measure” for theological statements if by this
one means that Scripture consists in a body of divinely revealed and, therefore,
normative propositions. “It is apparent,” Rahner writes, *that God does not effect
revelation by simply adding new ‘propositions’ ‘from outside’ to the basic
substance of the Christian faith....Revelation is not revelation of concepts, not the
creation of new fundamental axioms [Grundaxiome), introduced in a final and
fixed form into a human being’s consciousness ‘from outside’ by some supra-
historical transcendent cause.”s% For Rahner the idea that “the transcendent God
inseminates [indoctriniere] fixed and final propositions into the consciousness of
the bearer of Tevelation™95 copstitutes matter for scorn, a thesis unworthy of
serious consideration.

Rahner understands revelation in its most fundamental sense, rather, to consist
in *a transcendental determination of the human person, constituted by that which
we call grace and self-bestowal on God's part—in other words, God’s
Preuma.”5% This universal revelation constitutes, in Rahner’s view, not a mere
preamble to faith, but the deepest reality of the Christian faith. “The original one
and unitive event of the definitive eschatological revelation in Christianity,”
Rahner writes, “is the one event of God’s most authentic [eigentlichsten] self-
communication, occurring everywhere in the world and in history in the Holy
Spirit offered to every human being.”®’ This “one and unitive event,” moreover,
constitutes not an aspect, not even the most fundamental aspect, but the whole of
Christian revelation. In his words, “the totality of the Christian faith is in a real

sense [eigentlich] already given in...transcendental experience, 608

604 Higroricity of Theology,” 7 ix, 67-8; “Geschichtlichkeit der Theologie,” ST viii, 923,

605 1bid. 68; ebd. 93.

606 Op the Current Relationship between Philosophy and Theotogy,” 7 xiii, 61-79 at 62; “Zum
heutigen Verhiltnis von Philosophic und Theologie,” ST x, 70-88 at 71.

607 “History of Dogma,” TI xviil, 17; “Dogmengeschicte,” ST xii, 27.

608 “Methodology,” T7 xi, 109; “Methode,” ST ix, 122.
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In Rahner’s view, then, the Christian revelation constitutes a transcendental,
universal, non-objective existential of concrete, human nﬁmre of which “the
material contents of historical revelation™%® are mere “verbalized
objectifications.”!0 They are, however, at least objectifications. Rahner treats
such objectifications, moreover, as indispcnsgble means to the self-realization of
God's transcendental revelation, God’s “inner word of grace”6!! In Rahner’s

words:

The external historical word expounds the inner one, brings it to the light of consciousness in the
categories of human understanding, compels the human being definitely to take a decision with
regard to the inner word, transpoges the inner grace of the human-person into the dimension of the
community and renders it present there, makes possible the insertion of grace into the external,
historical field of human life.5!2

In order for God’s self-bestowal to reach beyond the transcendental sphere,
beyond what Rahner calls the “fine point” (Fiinklein)®13 of the soul, then, verbal-
historical objectifications, in Rahner’s view, must explicitate it in the realrﬁ of the
concrete and palpable.

The statements of Scripture, moreover, occupy, according to Rahner, a
privileged place within the universe of objectifications, both religious and secular,
in which human beings encounter divine sevelation. For in Scripture, Rahner
believes, Christians possess “the pure objectificaﬁon of the divine, humanly
incarnated truth.”614 Rahner is even willing to say that “being a work of God it is

absolutely [schlechthin] inerrant,”615

609 “The Act of Faith and the Content of Faith,” 77 xxi, 158; “Glaubensakt und Glaubensinhalt,”
ST xv, 158. '

610 muid,; ebd.

611 “The Word and the Eucharist,” 77 iv, 253-86 at 259; “Wort und Eucharistie,” SW xviii, 596
626 at 600.

612 1pid.; ebd. 601.

613 hid. 258; ebd.

614 “seripture and Theology,” TT vi, 89-97 at 95; “Heilige Schrift und Theologie,” SW xii, 226~
33 at 231.

615 Ihid. 90; ebd. 112, Cf. Rahner’s similar remarks in “Heilige Schrift,” LTAK? in SW xviii,
284-8 at 285 and his more tepid endorsement of Scriptural inerrancy in Foundations, 375-7
{Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 355-6),
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One would misunderstand this statement profoundly, of course, if one thought
that Rahner meant thereby to affirm a traditional doctrine of Scripture. As we
have seen, Rahner considers “the history of revelation...co-extensive with the
spiritual history of humankind as such™'5 and insists that the idea of inspiration
be understood in such a way that it does not “einen miraculdsen Beigeschmack
haben.”8'7 On certain occasions, moreover, Ratner does not shrink from frankly
disagreeing with Scripture’s literal sense.8'®  According to Rahner’s own
standards, then, a few citations of Scripture can hardly suffice to undermine or to
confirm a theological thesis: especially one of architectonic and hermeneutical
significance such as the Grundaxiom of Rahner’s theology of the Trinity.

Rahner does, nonetheless, identify Scripture repeatedly as “the norma non
normata for theology and for the Church.”6!9 Tt seems, therefore, that he could
not reasonably object if one sought to evaluate elements of his thought in the light
of Scripture, which he himself describes as “the inexhaustible soﬁrce of all
Christian theology, without which theology must become sterile”620 and *as it

were, the soul of all theology.”s2!

616 “Observations on the Concept of Revelation” in Karl Rahner and Joseph Ratzinger,
Revelation and Tradition (W. J, O'Hara, trans.; London: Burns & Oates, 1966), 9-25 at 16;
“Bemerkungen zum Begriff der Offenbarung” in idem, Offenbarung und Uberlieferung (Freiburg
im Breisgau: Herder, 1965), 11-24 at 16, Unlike O’Hara, we italicize the words “spiritual history
of mankind as such,” because Rahner himself italicizes the words, “geistigen Geschichte der
Menschheit liberhaupt.”

617 «gych Gottes,” ST xvi, 284. Joseph Donceel’s translation, “without recoirse to the
miraculous” (“Book of God,” TT xxii, 219}, accurately conveys Rahner's overall position, but
misses the sense of this particular passage,

618 For instance, Rahner recognizes that Paul explicitly teaches monogenism in Acts 17:26
(“Mary’s Virginity,” TT xix, 218-31 at 225; “Jungfrdulichkeit Marfas,” ST xiii, 361-~77 at 370) and
yetrejects it. Likewise, Rahner refuses to consider Encch and Elijah exceptions to the principle of
the universality of death, Gen 5:24 and 2 Kings 2:11 notwithstanding (“Christian Dying,” TT xviii,
238; “Das christliche Sterben,” ST xiii, 283),

619 “Seripture and Theology,” T7 vi, 89-91, 95; “Heilige Schrift und Theologie,” SW xii, 231. CE. -

also, e.g. “Dogmatic Statement,” 77 v, 62 (“Dogmatische Aussage,” SW xii, 167); “Schrift, Heilige
Schrift,” SM iv, SW xviifii, 126474 at 1266; and “Replik: Bemerkungen zu: Hans Kiing, ‘Im
Interesse der Sache,”™ StZ 187 (1971), 145-60 at 159.

620 “gchrifibeweis,” KTAW', SW xviifi, 800,

621 kTuW", 376. Here Rahner quotes the I Vatican Council’s decree Optatam Totius 16
(Norman Tanner, ed. Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils: Vol. I [London: Sheed & Ward, 1990],
955). Rahner writes elsewhere, “It has often and rightly been said today that the study of scripture
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b. Is Scripture an appropriate norm for the Grundaxiom of Rahner's theology
of the Trinity? One could argue, of course, that, although a scripturally oriented,
jmmanent critique may be feasible for other aspects of Rahner’s theology, two
factors render a simultaneously scriptral and immanent critique of the:
Grundaxiom inconceivable. First, Rahner states that he formulates his theology
of the Trinity, at least partially, in order to qQuell embarrassment over “the simple
fact that in reality the Scriptur_cs do rnot explicitly present a. doctrine of the
‘immanent Trinity” (even St. John’s prologue is no such doctrine).”622 It might
seem, therefore, that Rahner constructs his Grundaxiom with a view to liberating
the theology of the Trinity from the Bible and setting it on a new foundation: in
which case the idea of an immanent critique of this axiom that takes its departure
precisely from the Bible would be unthinkable,

Second, one could argue that the critic who marshals biblical texts in
opposition to Rahner's Grundaxiom commits a category mistake. For such a
person might seem to confuse the Grundaxiom, a principle that concerns how one
ought to interpret Scripture, with a first-order assertion concerning a slate of -
affairs with which similar assertions of Scripture may conflict. 'This sort of
critique, of course, would manifest only the confusion of the critic, not any
inadequacies of Rahner’s Grundaxiom.

Serious grounds do exist, therefore, for denying the possibility of a
simultaneously scriptural and immanent critique of the Grundaxiom of Rahner’s
theology of the Trinity. To the immanent and scriptural critique of Rahner’s

Grundaxiom attempted here, however, these considerations appear o pose no
significant obstacle.

is _thc "’soul (?f theology’ (“Reflections on the Contemporary Intellectual Formation of Fumre
Pn.ests, 77 vi, 11338 at 133; “Ober die theoretische Ausbildung kiinfiiger Priester heute,” SW
xvi, 43':4—-55 at 451).‘ Agam.‘ remarking on “theology in general,” Rahner wrtes, “jts *soul’ must
2;)scrxpmre, as Vatican II rightly says” (“Philosophising,” T ix, 50; “Philosophieren,” ST viii,
622 Trinity, 22; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS ii, 328,
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i. The relevance of the Bible to the theology of the Trinity. For, first, Rahner’s
belief that the Bible lacks an explicit doctrine of the immanent Trinity does not
move him to unleash the doctrine of the Trinity entirely from its biblical
moorings. He seeks, instead, to anchor the doctrine of the immanent Trinity in
the economy of salvation whose structure, in his view, appears pre-eminently
within the narrative of Scripture.

Accordingly, Rahner states as one of the three principg] goals of his theology
of the Trinity, whose centerpiece is the Grundaxiom, that it “do justice
[unbefangener wiirdigen) to the biblical statements concerning the economy of
salvation and its threefold structure, and to the expiicit biblical statements
concerning the Father, the Son, and the Spirit.”$ Rahner, in fact, describes
“salvation history, cur experience of it, [and] its biblical expression™?* as “the
foundation and the inexhaustible, ever richer starting point”625 of human
knowledge of the economic Trinity.

Though Rahner rarely treats exegetical questions, moreover, he does attempt in
at least two instances to supply some exegetical basis for the idea that the
Trinitarian persons perform distinct functions in salvation history, one of the
essential presuppositions of the Grundaxiom. Specifically, he argues that “in

Scripture the interior Trinity and the Trinity of the economy of salvation are seen

and spoken of in themselves with such simultaneity {zu sehr in einem] that there

would be no justification in itself (logically) for taking the expressions literally
and substantially in the first case and only in an ‘appropriated’ way in the
second.”$2¢ Likewise, Rahner devotes more than a third of his long essay, “Theos

in the New Testament”627 to proving that in the New Testament the term ¢ 8c0c

623 Ihid.; ebd.

624 1id, 82; ebd. 371.

625 Ihid.; ebd.

626 «Uncreated Grace,” 77 i, 346; “Ungeschaffene Gnade,” 571, 375.

627 77§, 79-148; SW iv, 346-403. Marcelo Gonzdlez, incidentally, finds in this essay the first
appearance of a form of the Grundaxiom in Rahner’s corpus (La relacién entre Trinidad
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does not merely stand for often, but properly signifies, the intra-Trinitarian
Father: a thesis by which Rahner seeks to bolster his case for ascribing distinctive
influences in the economy of salvation to the Trinitarian persons, One cannot
reasonably claim, therefore, that Rahner considers exegetical considerations

simply irrelevant to arguments concerning the soundness and legitimacy of the

Grundaxiom.

ii. The hermeneutical character of the Grundaxiom. Neither, it seems, does
the hermeneutical character of the Grundaxiom render it insusceptible to every
variety of scriptural critique. For, although the Grundaxiom undoubtedly lies on a
different plane than the statements of Scripture, it nonetheless admits of an
indirect scriptural trial. Even if one cannot, in the nature of the case, discover a
straightforward correspondence or disparity between the statements of Scripture
and the Grundaxiom, that is to say, one can test Rahner’s claim that the relations

among the persons in the history of salvation mirror those described in the

 classical, Western docirine of the immanent Trinity. To do so, one need merely to

select a scene from Scripture in which the three persons appear in a salvation-
historical context, discern the pattern of relations between them in this context,
and measure this pattern against what one knows of the immanent Trinity. If the
two patterns correspond, this does not prove Rahner’s axiom true, but it does lend
it a degree of credibility. If the two patterns diverge, however, this indicates that
Rahner’s claims require qualification.

Someone might object, of course, that a disparity between the pattern of
relations within the economy and the pattern depicted in the Western doctrine of
the Trinity would not necessarily prove that oikovopic and Bsohoyia diverge.
One could also take such a disparity as evidence of flaws within the Western

doctrine. Since Rahner regards the doctrine of the Trinity taught by the IV

econdmica e inmanente: el “axioma Jundamental” de K. Rahner y su recepcidn: lineas para
continuar la reflexidn, [Corona Lateranensis 40; Rome; Pontificia Universita lateranense, 1996},
37, 67). For the early formulation, of, 77 i, 148; SW iv, 403.
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‘Lateran Council and the Council of Florence, however, as-a donnde, a disparity
between the economic Trinity and the Western doctrine would, from his
perspective at least, suffice to falsify the Grundaxiom. Even if the critique
undertaken in this section, therefore, cannot, in and of itself, falsify the
Grundaxiom in all of its possible acceptations, it can show that the Grundaxiom
- entails consequences that Rahner finds unacceptable.

A genuinely immanent critique of Rahner’s Grundaxiom, which both respects
its hermeneutical character and takes account of scriptural data, consequently, is
quite conceivable. One could reasonably challenge the legitimacy of the sort of
critique attempted here, it seems, only on the grounds that it bases itself on

inappropriate biblical texts.

¢. Is Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit an appropriate matrix within
which to test Rahner’s Grundaxiom? The texts employed in our trial of the
Grundaxiom, viz. Matt 3:16-17; Mark 1:10-11; Luke 3:22; and John 1:32, do,
admittedly, contain elements that might seem objectionable to Rahner. For God
appears in these verses “at work palpably [handgreiflich] as an object (Sache) and
not merely as a transcendent First Cause (Ursache)”,$2% he appears as one who
“‘operates and functions as an individual existent alongside of other existents,...a
member of the larger household of all reality.”®®® The scriptural accounts of
Christ’s ancinting with the Holy Spirit, that is, seem to portray precisely the God
of whom Rahner says: “that God really does not exist,630 and “anyone in search
of such a God is searching for a false God."83! Insofar as these texts contain a
supernaturalistic narrative of the sort that Rahner specifically rejects as incredible,
then, one could plausibly argue that Rahner would reject their normativity for the

theology of the Trinity.

628 “Science as a ‘Confession'?" T1 iii, 385-400 at 389; “Wissenschafi als ‘Konfession’?” SW xv,

171-83 at 174. :
29 Foundations, 63; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 66.

630 mig.; ebd.

631 hid.; ebd.
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Likewise, one could maintain, with some measure of warrant, that the
scriptural accounts of Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit are simply immelevant
to the gquestion of how the divine persons relate to each other in the immanent
Trinity. For Rahner does assert that God changes in the process of self-
communication and, thereby, seems implicitly to admit that the economy of
salvation contains elements that do not exactly reflect the intra-divine life.

It seems, accordingly, that one cannot responsibly apply Rahner's axiom
without taking into account the necessarily analogous character of any vatid
inference from the forms in which the divine persons manifest themselves to
coﬁclusions about the immanent Trinity. The consequent necessity of qualifying
per analogiam claims about the immanent Trinity derived from the economy,
therefore, might appear to justify Rahner in characterizing Christ’s anointing with
the Holy Spirit as an economic aberration that does not reveal the intra-Trinitarian
relations. )

‘The prominence of divine intervention in the anointing narratives and the
inevitable gap between oikovopic and Gsohoyic that results from the
metamorphosis of God's being in divine self-communication as Rahner conceives
of it, thus pose at least apparent difficulties for the anointing accounts’ éptness as
a matrix in which to test Rahner’s Grundaxiom. Neither concern, however, seems

sufficiently grave to preclude the anointing accounts from serving adequately in
this role.

i. The supernaturalism of the anointing narratives. For, first, it would seem
difficult to reconcile outright rejection of the anointing accounts’ normativity,
because of their supernaturalism or for any other reason, with Rahner's repeated
and emphatic statements concerning Scripture’s status as norma non normata for
Christian theology. Rahner explicitly grants, moreover, that the expressions of

Scripture “wholly retain their meaning even though the worldview on the basis
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and with the help of which they were once made has become obsolete.”632 By
declaring the idea of divine intervention at particular points in space and time
incompatible with “our modemn experience and interpretation of the world,”633
therefore, Rahner does not absolve himself of the responsibility to discern some
meaning in a given text of Scripture and to respect the text as “the pure
objectification of the divine, humanly incarnated truth, 634

When Rahner states that he desires, in his theology of the Trinity, to “do
justice [unbefangener wiirdigen] to the biblical statements concerning the
economy of salvation and its threefold structure, and to the explicit biblical
statements concerning the Father, the Son, and the Spirit,"635 furthermore, he
seems to commit himself to taking seriously the biblical narratives of Christ’s
anointing with the Holy Spirit. The thrust of Rahner’s thought on these questions,
therefore, suggests that these narratives, their supernaturalistic elements
notwithstanding, ought to be treated as authentic witnesses to God’s Trinitarian

self-manifestation,

ii. The relevance of the anointing accounts. Second, exclusion of the anointing
accounts from consideration in determining, via the Grundaxiom, the shape of the
intra-Trinitarian relations would seem reasonable only if the pattemn of relations
displayed in these accounts appeared tangential to the whole of the Trinity's
economic self-revelation. The pattern of relations exhibited in the anointing
accounts, viz. Fathef—Spiﬁt—Son, and especially the passivity of the Son vis-3-vis
the Holy Spirit manifestéd in these narratives, however, appear frequenily in the
New Testament.

The angel of the Lord, for example, informs Joseph that the child in his
fiancée’s womb is “from the Holy Spirit” (Matt 1:20). After God “anocinted Jesus

632 “geience as a ‘Confession’? TT iii, 396; “Wissenschaft als ‘Konfession™?” SW xv, 180.
33 Foundations, 259; Grundkurs, SW xxvi, 248.
634 Scripture and Theology,” T vi, 95; “Heilige Schrift ung Theologie,” SW xii, 231.

635 Trinity, 22; “Der dreifaltige Gott,” MS ii, 328,
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with the Holy Spirit and with power” (Acts 10:38), the Spirit “immediately drove
him out into the wilderness” (Mark 1:12). In his inaugural sermon in Nazareth,
Jesus announces that “the Spirit of the Lord is upon mel because he (= the Lord)
has anointed me to bring good news to the poor” (Luke 4:18: cf. Isa 61:1-2). -
When his opponents attribute Jesus” exorcisms to Satan, Jesus asserts that he casts
out demons “by the Spirit of God” (Matt 12:28). On the cross, Jesus offers
himself up to the Father “throngh the eternal Spirit” (Heb 9:14); and Jesus’ Father
raises him from the dead through the power of the same Spirit (Rom 1:4; 1 Pet
3:18).

The general pattern of relations manifested in the anointing accounts appears
throughout the Synoptic Gospels, therefore, and, to a certain extent, throughout
the New Testament. Since, then, the manifestation of the divine persons in the
order Father-Spirit-Son, characteristic of the anointing accounts, is by 1o means
an isolated phenomenon; and since Christ’s ancinting itself forms a decisive
caesura in the economy of salvation; it seems unreasonable to exclude the
anointing from the set of events that, according to the Grundaxiom, ought to
manifest the inner structure of the immanent Trinity. Neither the anointing
accounts’ supernaturalistic elements nor the inevitable gap Rahner implicitly
posits between oikovotiot and 8echoyle, therefore, suffices to invalidate the trial
of Rahner’s Grundaxiom proposed here.

3. Reconciling the anointing accounts, when interpreted in accordance with
the Grundaxiom, with Rakner’s filioquism.
Those who: a) identify the Holy Spirit of the anointing accounts with the third
person of the eternal Trinity; b) believe that the Holy Spirit eternally proceeds
from the Father and the Son as from a single principle; ¢) accept that the divine
persons can effect distinct influences in the world; and d) accept the. Grundaxiom

of Rahner’s theology of the Trinity; can account for the events portrayed in Matt
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3:16-17; Mark 1:10-11; Luke 3:22; and John 1:32 in at least three ways. Such

persons can:

1. claim that the Spirit is in some way involved in the begetting of the Son; -
2. argue that the anointing accounts manifest a prior occurrence in which the
missions and the processions correspond; or

3. conclude that the Spirit constitutes the Father’s intra-Trinitarian gift to the Son.

In the following, we shall examine each of these interpretations with an eye to
determining the extent to which they resolve the difficulty for Rahner’s
Grundaxiom posed by the anointing of the Son with the Holy Spirit.

a. Involvement of the Spirit in the begetting of the Son. “In the Biblical

accounts of Christ’s anointing with the Holy Spirit,” claims Thomas Weinandy:

a trinitarian pattern is clearly discernible. God’s creative and prophetic wml'd is always spoken in
the power of the Spirit, and, as such, in light of the New Testament revelauon,- we have E}clue o
the inner life of the Trinity. The breath/spirit by which God speaks...hls. prophetic word
throughout history is the same breath/Spirit by which he eternally breaths forth his Wo'rdISon. As
the Father commissioned Jesus by the power of his Spirit to recreate the world so, in the same

Spirit, God eternally empowered him 1o be his Word.526

In Weinandy’s view, then, “the...roles played by the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Spirit [here and elsewhere] in the economy of salvation,...illustrate
the...roles they play within the immanent Trinity, namely that the Father begets
the Son in or by the Holy Spirit.”637

This view, whose supporters, alongside Weinandy, include Leonardo Boff,638

Frangois-Xavier Durrwell 53 Edward Yamold,#0 and Gérard Remy,5! seems to

636 The Father's Spirit of Sonship: Reconceiving the Trinity (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1995), 27.
37 Ibid. 52.
38 Trinity and Society (Paul Burns, or.; Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1988), 205, 207.
639 Holy Spirit of God: An Essay in Biblical Theology (Benedict Davies, tr.; London; Geoffrey
Chapman, 1986), esp. 141; L'Esprit Saint de Dieu (Paris: Cerf, 1985%), esp. 155. Cf. also
Durrwell’s “Pour une christologie selon I’Esprit Saint,” NRT 114 (1992), 653-77, esp. 661-5.
640 “The Trinitarian Implications of Luke and Acts,” HeyJ 7 (1966), 18-32, esp. 19.
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draw greater strength from Scripture’s narratives of the virginal conception than
from the accounts under consideration here. Each of these authors, however,
appeals not only to the virginal conception, but also to the anointing accounts, to

bolster his view.

i. Patristic precedents. Although the contempora:ry advocates of this position
uniformly appeal to Rahner’s Grundaxiom and thus present it in a dist-inctively‘ '
modern cast, moreover, this view does not lack precursors in the earliest ages of
the church. The idea of the Spirit as the breath that accompanies the Father’s
Word, for instance, appears explicitly in the wxitingé of Gregory of Nyssa,642
Maximus the Confessor,543 and John of Damascus.5% One finds imagery patently
suggestive of this view in the comparison of the Father, Spirit, and Son to Adam,
Eve, and Seth: an analogy employed by Gregory of Nazianzus.5#5 At least one
Father, furthermore, explicitly endorses the idea that the Father begets the S-on “in
or by” the Spirit. Marius Victorinus, the Christian rhetor memorialized in
Aungustine’s Confessions, 546 states in his Adversus Arium 1.58 that “He is not
mistaken...who imagines that the Holy Spirit is the mother of Jesus, as well on
high as here below.”647

The idea thai Christ derives from the Holy Spirit in some sense, furthermore,

finds considerable support among various marginal groups of the first Christian

641 “ype théologie pascale de I'Esprit Saint: A propos d’un ouvrage recent,” NRT 112 (1990),
73141, esp. 732-5. : . 7

2 Oratio catechetica 2; Opera dogmatica minora, Pars IV (Ekkehard Miihienberg, ed.; GNO 3-
IV; Leiden, New York, and Kioln: Brill, 1996}, 12, N

3 Quaestiones et Dubia 34, PG 50, 814B. Ironically, in this context at least, Maximus uses the

pgical precedence of the verbum cordis over speech to explain why one cannot reasonably
‘characterize Christ as the Son of the Holy Spirit.
Expositio fidei 1; Kotter 2, 16.

645 Or. 31,11; SC 250, 294-296; cf. John of Damascus’ employment of this analogy in Expesitio
Fidei 8; Kotter 2, 23. Both Gregory and John, of course, employ this analogy in order to illustrate
how the Holy Spirit can be consubstantial with the Father without either being begotten by him or
being identical with him.
646823 5.10, CCL 27, 114-19,
647 CSEL 83:1, 157,
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centuries. The author of the Gospel of the Hebrews, for instance, seems to ascribe
Christ’s generation at least partially to the Holy Spirit. In a fragment preserved
by Jerome, this author writes, “It came to pass now, when the Lord had ascended
from the water, that the source of all holy Spirit both rested on him and said to
him: my Son, in all prophets I was awaiting you, as coming, and 1 have rested on
you. For are my rest; you are my first-bom son, who reigns everlastingly.”64
The author of the Epistula Jacobi acpocrypha (6.20),54% likewise, depicts Christ
identifying himself as “the son of the Holy Spirit;” and the author of the Odes of
Solomon, portrays Christ as testifying that the Holy Spirit has “brought me forth
[= begotten me?] before the Lord’s face,”650 and that “according to the greatness

of the Most High, so She [i.e. the Holy Spirit] made me.”85!

i, Difficulties. Motifs suggestive of the view that the Father begets the Son in
or by the Holy Spirit, sc. that Christ proceeds eternally a Patre Spirituque, then,
appear repeatedly, if not frequently, in the writings of the patristic period. The
Fathers, nonetheless, almost universally reject this proposal for a rather obvious
reason. The idea that Christ gua divine derives his being from the Holy Spinit
seems to reverse the TaEic of the Trinitarian persons revealed in the baptismal
formula. As Basil explains, in the formula of orthodoxy he composed for

Eustathius of Sebaste:

One must avoid those who confuse the order the Lord imparted to us, as men openly fighting
against piety, who place the Son ahead of the Father and set the Holy Spirit before the Son. For it
is one’s duty to maintain unchanged and unharmed the order that we received from the same
discourse of the Lord, saying, “Go, teach all nations, baptizing in the name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Spirit” [Matt 28:19].852

648 Apud Jerome, Commentarius in Esaiam; Liber IV at 11:1-3; CCL 73, 148.

649 Epistula Jacobi apocrypha: Die zweite Schrift aus Nag-Hammadi-Codex I (Dankwart
Kirchner, ed. trans. and comm.; TU 136; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1989), 16,

630 36:3; The Odes of Solomon (James H, Charlesworth, ed. and tr.; Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1973), 126-7.

631 36:5; ibid.

652 Basil, Ep. 125; Sain: Basile: Lettres: Tome I (Yves Courtonne, ed. and tr.; CUFr; Paris: Les
belles lettres, 1961), 34.
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Such reasoning, of course, seems unpersuasive from Rahner’s perspective,
because Rahner: a) expresses doubts as to whether the baptismal formula actually
derives from Jesus' lips;55* and b) considers the scriptural writers’ words mere
objectifications of transcendental experience as mediated by salvation history. A
second reason for rejecting a procession of Christ @ Patre Spiritugque, however,
seems quite weighty given Rahner’s assumptions about the theology of the
Trinity. ‘ |

This second reason consists simply in the datum that the Catholic Church, in
three councils which she considers ecumenical 65 has declared that the Holy
Spirit derives his personal being from both the Father and the Son so that the Holy
Spirit’s very existence presupposes the personal constitution of the Son. In view
of these decrees, which Rahner considers irmeformable and infallibly true, then, it
seems that Rahner cannot consistently affirm that the Son derives in any way
from the Holy Spirit. If the anointing accounts, accordingly, when interpreted in
accord with Rahner’s Grundaxiom, imply an eternal origin of the Son from the
Holy Spirit, then this Grundaxiom seems ultimately to undermine what Rahner

considers orthodox, Western Trinitarianism.

b. The anointing accounts manifest a prior occurrence in which the missions
and the processions correspond. A number of theologians, however, believe that
they can transpose the pattern of interpersonal relations manifested in the
Scriptural narratives of Christ’s anointing into the immanent Trinity, as the
Grundaxiom requires, without in any way contravening a thoroughgoing

filioquism. Heribert Miihlen, for instance, attempts to resolve the dilemma posed

653 “Theology in the New Testament,” T7 v, 35; “Theologic im Neues Testament,” SW xii, 203.
4 We refer to the IV Lateran Council (DH 800), I Lyons (DB% 460}, and the Council of
Florence (DH 1300, 1313).
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by the anointing accounts by distinguishing sharply between Scripture’s view of

Christ’s anointing and what he calls a “dogmatic understanding™6%3 of this event.

i. Miihlen's dogmatic understanding of the anointing. “According to the

statemenis of Holy Scripture,” Mithlen writes:

the anointing of Jesus with the Holy Spirit occurs at his baptism. ...For a dogmatic understanding
[however],...one must say: Jesus possessed the fullness of the Spirit already from the first
temporal moment of his existence. He is himself (together with the Father) the eternal origin of
the Holy Spirit. He [thus] remains this origin of the Holy Spirit also as the Incarnate, so that also
the Incarnate Son is never without the Holy Spirit 556

Miihlen foliows Matthias Scheeben, then, in regarding the actual anointing of
Christ with the Holy Spirit, as opposed to its subsequent manifestation after
Christ’s baptism, as at least temporally concurrent with the uniting of Christ’s
human nature with the Logos at the first moment of that nature’s existence in
Mary’s womb. He follows Scheeben, Iikewise, in holding that “the
* Logos...anointed himself.’657 Miihlen does not, however, follow Scheeben in
equating the unction, with which Christ’s zygotic human nature was invisibly
anointed, with “nothing less than the fullness of the divinity of the Logos, which
is substantially joined to the humanity and dwells in it incarnate.”®5® Over against

Scheeben, rather, Miihlen insists that:

in Scripture, in any event, a distinction is made between the man Jesus and the anointing that
comes to him. In a mode similar to that by which the anointing comes to Jesus, in the early
apostolic proclamation also the title “the Christ” [i.e. the anointed one] must be added to the
proper name Jesus. The twelve proclaim Jesus as the Christ (Acts 5:42), for God has made the
self-same Jesus, whom the Jews have crucified, Christ (xptoTov ETWoinoey, Acts 2:36).659

The Incamétion and the anointing differ, Miihlen explains, in that: a) the first
effects the grace of nnion and the second the habitual grace of Christ; and b) the

655 per Heilige Geist als Person, § 7.12, p. 206,
656 Thid.

657 1bid. § 6.06, p. 175.

658 The Mysteries of Christianity (Cyril Vollert, tr.; St. Louis and London: Herder, 1946), 332.
39 Der Heilige Geist als Person, § 6.17.1, p. 184,
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first is identical with the salvation-historical mission of the Son, while the sec-:ond
constitutes the mission ad extra of the Spirit. Now, Miihlen defines “mission,”
following Aquinas (§Th I, 43, 2 ad 3), as an eternal procession with a temporal
effect, or terminus ad gquem, of the procession.560

Since the missions are not really distinct from the intra-Trinitarian processions, .
they naturally conform to these processions’ order of origins: “the relation of the.
sender to the sent,” Mﬁh];n writes, “includes the inmer-Trinitarian order of
origins.”66! By defining the anointing as the mission of the Holy Spirit, therefore,
Miilden supplies himself with a sure argument for the conformity of the persons’
order of operations in the anointing with their order of procession in the immanent
Trinity. Quoting Aquinas (S7% III, 7, 13 corp.), he writes, *The mission of the
Son..., according to the order of nature, is prior to the mission of the Holy Spirit:

as in the order of nature the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son."662

il. Grace and the person. Miihlen does not confine himself, however, to this
stipulative mode of argumentation. For he recognizes that, by identifying the
temporal effects of the missions of the Son and Spirit, respectively, with the grace
of union and habitual grace, he implies that Christ’s grace of union logically
precedes his human nature’s habitual grace. If one could prove that Christ’s
habitual grace logically precedes the grace of union, thereforé, one could falsify
Miiblen’s proof of the correspondence of the economic with the immanent Trinity
in the event of Christ’s anoinﬁng. If Miihlen could establish that the grace of
union logically precedes the endowment of Christ’s human nature with habitual
grace, and could accompligh this without appealing to the definition of the

persons’ missions as “the free continuation of...[the intra-Trinitarian] processions

660 ybid. §7.10, p. 203.
61 [hid. §7.06, p. 201.
662 [hid. §7.13, p. 207.
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ad extra,”8 however, he could at least corroborate his interpretation of Christ’s

anointing with the Holy Spirit.

Such corroboration lies ready to hand, Miihlen believes, in the following -

remark of Thomas:

A third reason for this order {i.e. for the precedence of the hypostatic union over Chr!stts
endowment with habitual, sc. created, grace] can be derived fro!n ?h@ end of grace. Ifor it is
ordained to acting well. Actions, however; are of supposita and m.dlvxduals. Eence action, a:_ld
consequently the grace that is ordained to it, presupposes an operating hypostasis. A hypostagls,
however, is not presupposed in the human nature before the union. . Therefore, the grace of union

logically [secundum intellectum] precedes habital grace {SThIIL, 7, 13 corp.].664

Miihlen glosses:

According to...St. Thomas, the nature is that by which the agent «t:lC‘T.S (principiulm quo), wl-terea?s
by the hypostasis or the suppositum the agent itself is meant (principium quod agif). The action 1S
not possible without the suppositum which ‘has’ or ‘bears’ the nature. Insofur, now, as grace is
ordained to acting well {bene agere], it presupposes the operating hypostasis. One can derive
from this finding the universal principle: GRACE PRESUPPOSES THE PERSON .53

This principle, accordingly, dictates that the grace of union which personalizes
Christ’s human nature must enjoy at least a logical precedence over the
endowment of that nature with habitual grace. Mithlen appears capable, therefore,
of corroborating his interpretation of the anointing by means other than a
stipulative and aprioristic appeal to the definition of “mission.”

It seems, in fact, that, at least for those who identify Christ’s anointing with the
Holy Spirit with the bestowal of habitual grace on his human nature, Miihlen
constructs quite a persuasive case for the correspondence of the immanent and the
economic Trinity even in the difficult case of the anointing. Miihlen correlates
the processions and the missions of the divine persons, moreover, in a way that
resonates profoundly with certain patristic interpretations of Christ’s anointing

with the Holy Spirit.

663 1hid. §7.10, p. 203.
664 \fithlen cites the passage in ibid. § 7.2, pp. 212-13.
665 Thid, p, 213. The capitalization is Milhlen's.
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ift, Parﬁsjic p_?ricedents. Athanasius, for instance, insists that Christ anoints his
own human nature and that the Logos, as the second person of the divine Trinity,
remains permanently the dispcnser, and not the recipient, of the Holy Spirit. In
Athanasius’ words:

If, as our Lord declares, the Holy Spirit is his, if it receives of him and is sent by him, it cannot be
conceived that the Word and Wisdom of God, as such, should receive an unction from that Spirit
which he himself bestows. It was his flesh which was thus anointed, and he himself thus anointed
it, and for this purpose, that the sanctification, which by this unction he conveyed to himself as
man, might come to all human beings by him.566

Cyril of Alexandria, likewise, speaks of how ‘“the Son anointed his own
temple™®7 and maintains that although “the Son is supjplier of the Holy Spirit: for
all things of the Father’s are naturally in his powert,.. he humanly received the
Spirit among us...when he came down to us, not adding anything to himself
insofar as he is understood to be God and Logos, but in himself principally as the
chief of human nature introducing the Spirit of abounding joy.962 )

Like Miihlen, then, Athanasius and Cyril construe the anointing accounts in
such a way that they reflect the order of persohs revealed in the baptismal
formula. In at least one respect, however, Miihlen’s interpretation of Christ’s
anointing seems to excel these explanations of Athanasius and Cyril in clarity and
accuracy. Cyril and Athanasius, in the passages just quoted, tend to downplay, if
not entirely to ignore, the personal character of Christ’s human nature insofar as it
subsists in the eternal Logos. Miihlen, by contrast, admits and even accentuates
this aspect of the mystery of Christ's anointing. “The Floly Spirit,” Miihlen
writes, “is sent to the aiready, in the sense of logical priority, personalized human

nature of Jesus! From this point of view the sending of the Holy Spirit ad extra

66 Contra Arianos 34T PG 26, 109C.

667 1n Joannis Evangelium. Liber X1 at John 17:19; PG 74, 549D, In John 17:19, of course, Jesus
s?s: “And for their sakes I sanctify myself, so that they also may be sanctified in truth.”

668 Cyril presumably alludes to Christ's words in John 16:15a; “All that the Father has is mine.”
669 1 Ps. 44[45]:8; PG 69, 1040A. Cyril frequently emphasizes that Christ receives the Holy
Spirit as man, not as God. Cf. e.g. In Lucam 3:22; PG 72:524D, In Isaigm. Liber I1. Tomus V; PG

70, 849D and 852A, De recte fide ad veginas, XIII; PG 76, 1220D-1221A, and Comm. In Joelem
Prophetam XXXV; PG 71, 377D and 380A., .
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includes not a relation of person to nature as the sending of the Son does, but a

relation of person to person.”6™®

iv. Difficulties. Miihlen correctly notes, that is to say, that, by virtue of the
grace of union, Christ’s human nature subsists as personal in the Logos before, in
the sense of logical priority, the Holy Spirit endows it with habitual grace so that,
when the Holy Spirit does so endow this nature, he acts not merely on a created
nature, but on the person of the eternal Word. Now, although Miihlen himself
underlines this aspect of the mystery, it constitutes a considerable difficulty for
Miihlen’s attempt to harmonize the anointing accounts with Rahner’s ideas about
the immanent and the economic Trinity.

For, according to Rahner’s filioguist theology of the immanent Trinity, the
Holy Spirit receives his personal being from the Father and the Son and is
identical with his receptive relation to these two persons: a relation customarily
termed “passive spiration.” The Father and the Son, correspondingly are
identical, albeit each in his own way, with the relation of active spiration: a
relation that does not constitute a person of itself, because it involves no
opposition of relation between the two already, in the logical sense, existing
spiratores. The Father and the Son, as relative to the Spirit, therefore, are pure
activity; and the Holy Spirit, as relative to them, is pure reception.

Now, the idea that the ancinting of Christ with the Holy Spirit consists in the
bestowal of habitual grace on the Logos suggests that, in the economy of
salvation, the Son and the Spirit invert their relations; thé eternal giver receives,
and the eternal receiver gives. Miihlen ameliorates this problem, of course, by
holding that the Son anoints himself, but he does not eliminate it. For even in the
event that the Son anointed himself with the Holy Spirit, the Holy Spirit would
still influence not an impersonal nature, but, as Mithlen rightly insists, the very

person of the eternal Word. Miihlen’s best efforts notwithstanding, then, the

670 Miihlen, Der Heilige Geist, §7.13, p. 207.
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pattern of mutual relations the divine persons manifest in the incident of the
anointing still diverges from the pattern of the immanent Trinit)ﬁ Miihlen
ultimately does not succeed in his attempt to reconcile the scriptural narratives of
Christ’s anointing, when interpreted in accordance with the Grundaxiom, with

Rahner’s presuppositions concerning the theology of the Trinity.

¢. The Spirit as intra-Trinitarian gift of the Father to the Son. The hypotheses
considered thus far, however, by no means exhaust the range of options available
to theologians desiring to resolve the dilemmas generated by the anointing
accounts for Rahner’s theology of the Trinity. Francois Bourassa”! and Guy
Vandevelde-Dailliére,572 for instance, attempt to harmonize the accounts of
Christ’s anointing, considered as a revelation of the intra-Trinitarian relations,
with a filioquist understanding of the immanent Trinity by conceiving of the Holy
Spirit as the intra-Trinitarian gift of the Father to the Son. Bourassa ‘writes,

accordingly:

“It is without measure that God gives the Spirit; the Father loves the Son and has given all to him”
(John_ 3:34-5). The principal meaning of this revelation is that of the baptismal theophany: the
constitntion of Christ, of the man Jesus, in the dignity of the Son of God, object of the Father’s
pleasure in the Spirit of sanctification (Rom 1:4). But theclogy is justly unanimous; the mission is
the procession of the person, the economic Trinity is the immanent Trinity, the Incarnation in a
global sense, s¢. the whole existence of the Son in the flesh, is the revelation of the “only begotien
in the .bosom of the Father” (John 1:18). Thus the Spirit is, above all, in the interior of the Trinity,
“the gift of God,” sc. the Gift of the Father to the Son “before the creation of the world,” in whom
the Father has given him all, giving himself to him, by engendering him as his only Son, in the
effusion of his Love for him.673 :

According to Frangois Bourassa, then, “The Son himself is constituted

eternally Son of God ‘in the bosom of the Father’ in that the Father communicates

671. Cf. esp. Bowrassa's essay “Le Don de Dien,” in his Questions de Théologie Trinitaire (Rome;
Unzwcrsua Gregoriana Editrice, 1970), 191-238.
Cf. Vandevelde-Daillitre’s “L’«inversion tinitaire» chez H.U. von Balthasar,” NRT 120
(1998), 370-83.
73 “Le Don de Dien,” 212.
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to him his plenitude in the gift of the Spirit;”6* and one can infer this from the

anointing of Christ with the Holy Spirit.

i. The identity of active spiration and active filiation. This view appears, of
course, to conflict with filioquism, as Bourassa frankly admits. “If the Spirit is
the gift of the Father to the Son in generation,” he writes, “it seems, then, that
gencration takes place through the Spirit or in virtue of the Spirit. The Spirit is,
therefore, the principle of the generation of the Son, whereas, according to the
most firm facts of dogma, the generation of the Son is the principle of the
procession of the Spirit.”673

Bourassa, nevertheless, considers this conflict merely apparent. For, the
principle, “In God all things are one, where no opposition of relation
intervenes,”67 implies that the Father and the Son spirate the Spirit tamquam ab
uno principio; and the unity of the Father and Son as the single principle of the
Spirit's procession, furthermore, implies that the Father’s eternal generation of the
Son is not really distinct from his cternal spiration of the Holy Spirit. Active
filiation, in other words, is not really distinct from active spiration.

The identity of both the Son and the Father with active spiration, moreover,
implies that the person-constituting relation of the Son, viz. passive filiation,
which the Father bestows on him by generating him, is also identical with active
spiration, Bourassa concludes, therefore, that “as in generating the Son..., the
Father communicates to him all of his substance, ..., he communicates to him also
to be with him the overflowing source of the Spirit.”s77 This last datum entails, in
Bourassa’s view, the central point of his argument: that just as the Holy Spirit
appears as the gift of the Father to Jesus in the economy of salvation, so for all

eternity the Father pours out the Holy Spirit on his immanent Word.

674 fpid.

675 id. 229.

676 Dy 1330

677 1 & Don de Dieu,” 229.
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ii. The Holy Spirit as medius nexus of the Father and the Son. Bourassa
recognizes, of course, that some might find his inference less than obvious; to
bestow on the Son the capacity to share in active spiration is not at ail to bestow
on him passive spiration, the person-constituting relation of the Holy Spirit, which
active spiration logically precedes. “Hese,” writes Bourassa, “the objection arises
anew. Must one not then suppose the Spirit to be anterior to the Son,
or...possessed anteriorly by the Father, or proceeding anteriorly from him in order
to be given to the Son...?"67% In answer to this criticism, Bourassa refers the

reader to Aquinas’ STk 1, 37, 1 ad 3 in which Thomas writes:

The Holy Spirit is said to be the nexus of the Father and Son inasmuch as he is Love, because
since the Father loves himself and the Son in a single dilection and e converso, the habit of the
Father to the Son and e converso as lover to beloved is brought about [importatur] in the Holy
Spirit as love. Yet from this very thing, that the Father and the Son love each other mutually, it
mast be that the mutual Love, who is the Holy Spiril, proceeds from both. According 1o origin,
therefore, the Holy Spirit is not a medium, but the third person in the Trinity; according to the
aforementioned habit [however], he is the medius nexus of the two, proceeding from both.

Now, Bourassa argues, one can draw a merely rational distinction between the
Father’s active spiration and his notional love for the Son, just as one can
distinguish rationally between active filiation and active spiration. . Yet, in the

l
pristine simplicity of the Godhead, the Father’s notional act of loving the Son and
his notional act of generating the Son are really identical. Bourassa holds,
accordingly, that if one prescinds from the question of origin and attends rather to
the “order of circumincession,” then one can reasonably say that the Father
generates the Son through the Holy Spirit just as one can say that the Father
generates the Son through his love for him.

Bourassa explicitly grants, then, that, according to the order of origin, the
Father does not generate the Son by bestowing upon him the Holy Spirit,
“According to the order of origin,” Bonrassa writes, “the Holy Spirit is the third

person of the Trinity, but according to the circum-incession of the Father and the

678 1pid, 230,
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Son, the Spirt, being their communion of love (koinonia), is intermediary
between the two."67 With the aid of his distinction between the order of origin
and the order of circumincession, therefore, Bourassa might seern finally to
succeed in transposing the divine persons’ relations in the anointing into the
immanent Trinity, as Rahner’s Grundaxiom requires, without compromising the

filioquist understanding of the immanent Trinity, which he and Rahner share,

iii. Difficulties. Two difficulties, however, call Bourassa’s solution into
question, First, it might seem that Rahner denies the possibility of mutual love
among the persons of the Trinity. For, in his tractate on the Trinity in Mysterium
Salutis, Rahner ekplicitly states that “there is not actually a nuttual (presupposing
two acts) love between the Father and the Son, 680 and, indeed, that “within the
Trinity there is no reciprocal ‘“Thou.”631 Second, one could plansibly argue that
the Holy Spirit as such does not actually constitute a medius nexus between the
Father and the Son. For, as Aquinas explains in §Th I, 37, 2 corp., the Father
loves the Son “by” the Holy Spirit not because the Holy Spirit constitutes the
means whereby - the Father performs this notional act, but because the Father’s
notional act of loving the Son effects the Holy Spirit’s existence as a distinct,

divine person. In Thomas’ words:

Since things are commonty denominated from their forms, thus a white thing from whiteness and
a human being from humanity, everything from which something is named has to this extent the
habit of a form....Now, instances exist in which something is narmed through that which proceeds
from it,...[i.e.] even from the term of its action, which is the effect, when this effect is included in

the understanding of the action. We say, for instance,...that a tree flowers by its flowers, aithough-

the flowers are not the form of the tree, but a certain effect proceeding from it...[Now] truly, as it
is taken notionally, to love is nothing other than to spirate love....As, therefore, a tree is said to
flower by its flowers, so...the Father and the Son are said to love each other and us by the Holy
Spirit or Love proceeding.

679 1big. 231. ,

680 Trinity, 106; “Der dreifaltige Gout, MS ii, 387. We modify Donceel's translation here
significantly. Rahner's German reads: “es nicht eigentlich eine gegenseitige (zwei Akte
voraussetzende) Liebe zwischen Vater und Sohn.”

681 Ibid. 76, n. 30; ebd. 366, Anm. 29.
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Aquinas, then, thinks that one can truthfully assert that the Father loves the
Son by the Holy Spirit only to the extent that the Holy Spitit constitutes the effect
of his notional love, i.¢. active spiration. Now, since active spiration: a) is the act
in which the Father loves the Son; and b) is also the act in which the Father and
Son unite so as to form a single principle of the Holy Spirit; it might seem c) that
active spiration constitutes the bond that draws the Father and Son together, and

not the Holy Spirit, which appears rather as the effect of active spiration’s unitive

power.,

iv. Responses. The adequacy of Bourassa’s interpretation of the anointing

accounts, at least for the purpose of obviating the difficulties they pose fory . .

Rahner’s theology of the Trinity, thus appears somewhat doubtful. The first
difficulty, however, and, to a lesser degree, the second, appear quite
surmountable. In order to refute the first charge, specifically, one need only note
that Rahner explibit]y affirms that the Holy Spirit does constitute the mutual love
of the Father and the Son. In summarizing magisterial teaching on the subject, he
affirms, without qualification, that the Holy Spirit’s “procession’ is only
cautiously indicated, although as such it is defined (bestimmt) as the procession of
the mutual love of Father and Son.”682

The two passages cited above as evidence for Rahner’s opposition to this tenet,
moreover, prove nothing of the sort. For, in the first passage, in which Rahner
writes, “there is not actually a mustual (presupposing two acts) love between the
Father and the Son,” Rahner expressly excludes only a murual Iove that would
require of the Father and Son individually distinguished notional acts of love as
opposed to their common act of notional love, active spiration. Likewise, when
he denies the existence of a “mutual Tl_lou” in the Trinity, Rahner seems to deny
only the existence of distinct subjectivities who know each other through their

own exclusive conscionsnesses. For Rahner affirms in the same context that each

. 682 1hid. 67; ebd, 360.
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Trinitarian person constitutes a “distinct subject in a rational nature™t® and
approvingly quotes Lonergan in the same work to the effect that “the three
subjects are aware of each other through one consciousness which is possessed in
a different way by the three of them.”®84 Tt seems, then, that instead of
peremptorily excluding the doctrine that identifies the Holy Spirit as the Father
and Son’s mutual love, Rahner explicitly endorses both the doctrine and its
ontological presuppositions.

The second difficulty, viz. the charge that active spiration, instead of the Holy
Spirit, constitutes the medius nexus of the first two Trinitarian persons, seems
somewhat more imposing. One can plausibly argue, however, that this objection
rests on a false dichotomy. Even if, that is to say, active spiration serves as a
unitive bond in a much stricter sense than the Holy Spirit, the Holy Spirit may still
qualify as the medius nexus of the Father and Son in some fess rigorous
acceptation of the term. For, first, as Aquinas suggests, the Father and the Son do
love each other “by” the Holy Spirit in the same sense as a tree flowers “by” its
flowers so that one can reasonably characterize the Holy Spirit as the forma by
which the Father and Son love each other, albeit in a highly attenuated sense.
Second, and perhaps more importantly, the Holy Spirit does constitute the raison
d’étre of active spiration so that, in the order of intentions if not in the order of
execution, it takes precedence over active spiration as the more ultimate cause of
the Father and Son's unity in their act of notional love. It seems, therefore, that
one can do justice to the concerns of the second objection without categorically
rejecting Bourassa's identification of the Holy Spirit with the medins nexus of
Father and Son. Apparently, then, Bourassa succeeds in proving that the
economic Trinity corresponds to the immanent Trinity, as understood in orthodox
Latin Trinitarianism, even in the difficult case of Christ’s anointing with the Holy

Spirit.

683 1hid. 75, n. 29; ebd. 366, Anm. 28.
684 [hig, 107, n. 29; ebd. 387, Anm. 29.
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v. The order of circumincession and human knowledge of the Trinity.
Bourassa succeeds in interpreting the anointing in such a way that it undermines
neither the Grundaxiom nor Latin Trinitarianism, however, only at the expense of
de-functionalizing the Grundaxiom. If the economy of salvation, that is to say,
presupposes not one, but two intra-Trinitarian Ta€gic, then the Grundaxiom does
not suffice to warrant an inference from the economy of salvation,
unaccompanied by a verbal revelation, to any particular doctrine of the immanent
Trinity, For if two intra-Trinitarian Té&Elé co-existed, then human beings,
possessing neither a verbal revelation nor the beatific vision, would be incapable
of determining which T6E1¢ a particular economic manifestation of the immanent
Trinity revealed.

If two intra-Trinitarian T&Eeic co-existed, moreov;er, the divine persons’ roles
in the economy of salvation wonld convey no sure information about the Trinity’s
eternal constitution. For if the economic Trinity corresponded to the immanent
Trinity even if the divine persons’ operations occurred in the order, Father—
Spirit-—Son, or, perhaps, Spirit—Son—Father,585 then the Grundaxiom would
allow for a sending of the Son by the Holy Spirit or, for that matter, an incarnation
of the Holy Spirit or even the Father. Now, given Rahner’s presupposition that
verbal revelation simply does not occur, the very idea that such things could

happen would, in Rahner’s words:

wreak havoc with theology. There wonld no longer be any connection between “mission” and the
intra-Trinitarian life. Our sonship in grace would in fact have absolutely nething to do with the
§on’s sonship, since it might equally well be brought about without any modification By another
Incarnate person. That which God is for us would tell us absolutely nothing about that which he is
in himself, as iriune.580

Yet, if an order of circumincession exists in the immanent Trinity alongside

the order of origin, and a correspondence of the persons’ order of operations to

685 Such would be the order if one considered the persons: a) insofar as they are constituted by
the processions; and b) according to the order of intention so that the Holy Spirit, as the Tehog of
the pracessions, would appear first; the Son, as the mediate term of the processions, would appear
second; and the Father, as the ultimate origin of the processions, would appear last.

686 Trinity, 30; “Der dreifaltige Gotr,” MS i, 333,
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either order fulfills the requirements of the Grundaxiom, then an incarnation of
the Holy Spirit, a pouring out of the Son at Pentecost, etc. could occur without
contravening the Grundaxiom. Bourassa’s harmonization of Rahner’s
Grundaxiom and the biblical anointing accounts thus renders the axiom
ineffectual for the purpose of deriving the doctrine of the Trinity from an

economy of salvation not illuminated by verbal revelation.

d. Conclusion. The test of Rahner's Grundaxiom that we have conducted,
accordingly, vields mixed results. The difficulties posed for the axiom by the
scriptural accounts of Jesus' anointing with the Holy Spirit seem not to invalidate
Rahner's most fundamental claim: viz. that God's economic self-manifestation
necessarily corresponds to the reality of God’s inner being. For, as we have seen,
if one follows Bourassa in positing the existence of an intra-Trinitarian order of
circumincession, one can locate an archetype of the T&Eic Father—Spirit-Son in
the immanent Trinity. The test, then, confirms, although it does not prove, a
flexible version of the Grundaxiom that allows for the appearance of divergent
t6Eeic in the economy of salvation.

The test, however, calls into question the viability of the methodological
program that Rahner intends for the Grundaxiom to serve. If, that is to say, God
may express Godself in the order Father—Spirit-Son as well as the order of
Father—Son-Spirit, then one cannot discern the intra-Trinitarian order of origins
simply by transposing a Téﬁlc one encounters in the economy of salvation into
the immanent Trinity. In order to discern the order of origins, rather, one requires
additional information as to the significance of the various TGEe1c: information
the economy of salvation seems ill-suited to provide. To the extent that the
identification of the intra-Trinitarian order of origins as Father—Son-Spirit is
integral to Rahner's own filioquist Trinitarianism, then; Rahner’s Grundaxiom
and the economy of salvation, considered together, constitute an inadequate basis

for a practicable and, by Rahner’s standards, orthodox Trinitarian theology.
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IV. CONCLUSION

This work as a whole, then, has consisted in a thoroughgoing critique of Karl

Rahner’s conviction that human beings come to learn of the doctrine of the

Trinity on the basis of inferences from their experience of divine self-

communication as mediated by the events of salvation history and objectified in
Scripture. We have sought, in ﬁarticular, to establish four, principal theses. First,
if a simple God underwent the ontological transformation that Rahner considers
Tequisite to divine seif-communication, that God, gua communicated, would be
identical in no respect whatsoever with the formerly uncommunicated divine self.
In this case, that is to say, the economic Trinity would bear none of the attributes .
that once characterized the Trinity as immanent. For, the atiributes of a1simple .
substance being per definitionem identical to each other, one cannot change any
aspect of a simple God without transforming that God into an entirely different
being.

Second, even if such a God could exempt the intra-Trinitarian relations from
the comprehensive metamorplhiosis entailed by divine becoming, human beings,
who possess neither the beatific vision nor a verbal/conceptua} revelation
concerning the intra-divine life, conld never know that the threefold structure they
observe in the economy of salvation corresponds to the immanent Trinity. The
most exact correspondence between oikovopia and Osoloylw, that is to say,
would warrant belief in an immanent Trinity by viatores only if they possessed a
verbal/conceptual revelation that informed them of the correspondence.

Third, Rahner's belief that “in God the relation is real only through its identity
with the real divine essence,”%87 implies that God cannot reveal the doctrine of the

Trinity to human beings in the manner that Rahner proposes. For if the divine

687 1hid. 71; ebd. 363.
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persons possess, as peculiar to themselves, only their reference to each other and
the properties that follow immediately therefrom, then they cr:m influence created
realities only through the one, divine omnipotence, which is equally identical with
each of the persons. In this case, it seems, the divine persons’ influence on
creation would be as unitary as the divine omnipotence itself, and a threefold
pattern of agency in the economy, from which human beings could infer the
persons’ immanent triunity, would be correspondingly inconceivable.

" Fourth and finally, one can reconcile the biblical accounts of Christ’s anointing
with the Holy Spirit, when interpreted in accordance with the Grundaxiom, with
Latin Trinitarianism only if one posits the existence of multiple Ta€eic in the
inner-Trinitarian life and thereby strips the Grundaxiom of its power to warrant
inferences from the divine acts in the economy of salvation to the doctrine of the
immanent Trinity. In the foregoing, we have argued extensively for each of these
four theses: any one of which, if substantiated, would suffice to render Rahner’s
account of how human beings come to know of the Trinity implauvsible.

Now, to a certain extent at least, Rahner’s Grundaxiom, or some principle very
much like it, seems indispensable to any valid argument from God's revelation in
deeds alone to the doctrine of the immanent Trinity. To the extent that this is the
case, our four theses call into question the practicability of all attempts to derive
the doctrine of the Trinity from God’s revelation in deed alone. Given the wide
diversity of presuppositions among  contemporary theclogians, these four
assertions do not, naturally, suffice to invalidate in a universally satisfactory way
every argument from the structure of divine action in salvation history to the
doctrine of the immanent Trinity. The four theses and the argoments advanced on
their behalf, however, do lend considerable support to the following statement by

Walter Cardinal Kasper on the origins and grounds of Trinitarian belief.

We cannot deduce the immanent Trinity by a kind of extrapolation from the economic Trinity.
This was certainly not the path the earfy church followed in developing the doctrine of the Trinity
in the form of confession and dogma. As we have seen, the early church’s starting point was
rather the baptismal confession of faith, which in turn was derived from the risen Lord's

T
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commission concerning baptism. Knowledge of the winitarian mystery was [and still is] thus due
directly to the revelation of the Word and not to a process of deduction.588-

688 The God of Jesus Christ (Matthew J. O’Connel, tr.; New York: Crossroad, 1984), 276.



245

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Works by Karl Rahner
“The Act of Faith and the Content of Faith,” 77 xxi, 151-61; “Glaubensakt und =
Glaubensinhalt,” ST xv, 152-62.

“Ahonymous Christians,” 77 vi, 390-98; “Die Anonymen Chn'steh,” ST vi, 545—~
54.

“Antwort.” Orientierung 14 (1950), 141-5.
“Buch Gottes—Buch der Menschen,” ST xvi, 278-91.

“Brief Observations on Systematic Christology Today,” TT xxi, 228-38; “Kleine
Anmerkungen zur systematischen Christologie heute,” ST xv, 225-33. -

“Christian Dying,” 7T xviii, 226-56; “Das christliche Sterben,” ST xiii, 269-304.

“The Christian Understanding of Redemption,” T7T xxi, 239-54; “Das christliche
Verstindnis der Erldsung,” ST xv, 236-50.

“Christianity and the ‘New Man,”” 7T v, 135-53; “Das Christentum und der ‘Neue
Mensch,”” SW xv, 138-53.

“Christmas in the Light of the Ignatian Exercises,” T xvii, 3-7; “Weihnacht im
Licht der Exerzitien,” ST xii, 329-34.

“Christology iri the Setting of Modern Man’s Understanding of Himself and of
His World,” 77 xi, 215-29; “Christologie im Rahmen des modemen Selbst-
und Weltverstindnisses,” SWxv, 60111,

“Christology Today,” TT xxi, 220-27; “Christologie heute,” ST xv, 217-24.

“Christology within an Evolutionary View of the World,” 7 v, 157-92; *Die
Christologie innerhalb einer evolutiven Weltanschavung,” SW xv, 219-47.

“The Church’s Commission to Bring Salvation and the Humanization of the
World,” T7 xiv, 295-313; “Heilsauftrag der Kirche und Humanisierung der
Welt,” SWxv, 711-26.



246
“The Concept of Mystery in Catholic Theology,” 7T iv, 36-73; “Uber den Begriff
des Geheimnisses in der katholischen Theologie,” SW xii, 101-135.

“Concerning the Relationship between Nature and Grace,” 77 i, 297-317; “Uber
das Verhiltnis von Natur und Gnade,” ST i, 32345,

“The Congregation of the Faith and the Commission of Theologians,” 77 xiv, 98—
115; “Glavbenskongregation und Theologenkomunission,” 5T x, 338-57,

“Considerations on the Development of Dogma,” 77 iv, 3-35; 'Uberlegungen zur
Dogmenentwicklung,” SWix, 442-71.

“Cuarrent Problems in Christology,” 77 i, 149-200; “Probleme der Christologie
von heute,” SWxii, 261-301. -

“The Dignity and Freedom of Man,” 77T ii, 235-63; “Wiirde und Freiheit des
Menschen,” SWx, 184-206.

“Dogmatic Questions on Easter,” 7T iv, 121-133; “Dogmatische Fragen zur
Osterfrommigkeit,” SWxii, 323-34.

*“Dogmatic Reflections on the Knowledge and Self-Consciousness of Christ,” 77
v, [93-215; *“Dogmatische FErwiigungen iber das Wissen und
Selbstbewulitsein Christi,” SW xii, 335~-52.

“Dreifaltigkeit,” KThW', SW xviifi, 535-8.

“The Experience of God Today,” T1 xi, 149-63; “Gotteserfahrung heute,” ST ix,
161-76.

“Experience of the Spirit and Existential Commitment,” 77 xvi, 24-34;
“Erfahrung des Geistes und existentielle Entscheidung,” ST xii, 41-53.

“The Foundation of Belief Today,” 7T xvi, 3-23; “Glaubensbegriindung heute,”
ST xii, 17-40.

Foundations of Christian Faith: An Introduction to the Idea of Christianity
(William V. Dych, trans.; New York: Crossroad, 1978); Grundkurs des
Glaubens: Einfiihrung in den Begriff des Christentums in SW xxvi, 3442,

“Gott V., Die Lehre des kirchl, Lehramtes,” LThE® iv, SW xviifi, 264-7.

“Guilt—Responsibility—Punishment,” TI vi, 197217, “Schuld—
Verantwortung—Strafe,” ST vi, 238-61.

247

Hearer of the Word: Laying the Foundation for a Philosophy of Religion (Joseph
Donceel, tr.; Andrew Tallon, ed.; New York: Continoum, 1994); Horer des
Wortes: Zur Grundlegung einer Religionsphilosophie in SW iv, 2-278.

“Heilige Schrift,” LThK?, §W xviifi, 284-8.

“I'he Hermeneutics of Eschatological Assertions,” 77 iv, 323-46; “Theologische
Prinzipien der Hermeneutik eschatologischer Aussagen,” SW xii, 489-510.

“The Hiddenness of God,” TF xvi, 227-43 at 240 “Uber die Verborgenheit
Goties,” ST xii, 285-3035.

“The Historicity of Theology,” TI ix, 64-82; “Zur Geschichtlichkeit der
Theologie,” ST viii, 88-110.

“History of the World and Salvation-History,” TT v, 97-114; “Weltgeschichte und
Heilsgeschictite,” SW x, 590-604.

Ich Glaube an Jesus Christus (Theologische Meditationen 21; Einsiedeln:
Benziger, 1968).

“Ideas for a Theology of Death,” T7 xiii, 169-86; “Zu einer Theologie des Todes,”
STx, 181-99,

“Ideology and Christianity,” T7 vi 43-58; “Ideologie und Christentum,” SW xv,
395-408. .

“The Ignatian Mysticism of Joy in the World,” 77 iii, 277-93; “Die ignatianische
Mystik der Weltfreudigkeit,” ST iii, 32948,

“Immanent and Transcendent Consummation of the World” 77 X, 273-89;
“Immanente und transzendente Vollendung der Welt,” SW xv, 544-56.

“Inkarnation,” SM ii, SW xvii/ii, 1096-1109,

“Inspiration in the Bible,” in Studies in Modern Theology (W. J. O’Hara et al, tr.;
London: Burns & Qates, 1965), 7-86; “Uber die Schriftinspiration,” SW xii,
3-58.

“Intellectual Honesty and Christian Faith,” 77 vii, 47-71; “Intellektuelle
Redlichkeit und christlicher Glaube,” ST vii, 54-76.

“Intellectual Patience with Ourselves,” T7 xxiii, 38-49; “Uber die mtellektuellc
Geduld mit sich selbst,” ST xv, 303-14.



248

“The Intermediate State,” 77 xvii, 114-24; “Uber den ‘Zwischenzustand,” ST xii,
455-66.

“An Investigation of the Incomprehensibility of God in St, Thomas Aquinas,” 77
xvi, 244-54; “Fragen zur Unbegreiflichkeit Gottes nach Thomas von Aquin,”
ST xii, 306-19.

“Jesus Christ in the Non—Christian Religions,” T7 xvii, 39-50; “Jesus Christus in
der nichtchristlichen Religionen,” ST xii, 370--83.

“Jesus Christ—The Meaning of Life,” TT xxi, 208~19; “Jesus Christus-—Sinn des
Lebens,” ST xv, 206-16.

“The Liberty of the Sick, Theologically Considered,” 7F xvii, 100-113; *Die
Freiheit des Kranken in theologischer Sicht,” ST xii, 439-54.

“The Life of the Dead,” 7T iv, 347-54; “Das Leben der Toten,” SW xii, 540-46.

“Magisterium and Theology,” TT xviii, 54—73; “Lehramt und Theologie,” ST xiii,
69-92.

“Mary’s Virginity,” T7 xix, 218-31; “Jungfriulichkeit Marias,” $T xiii, 361-77.

“The Meaning of Frequent Confession of Devotion,” 77 iii, 177-89; “Vom Sinn
der hiufigen Andachisbeichte,” SW xi, 401-11.

“Membership of the Church According to the Teaching of Pius XII’s Encyclical
‘Mystici Corporis Christi,” 7T ii, 1-88; “Die Gliedschaft in der Kirche nach
der Lehre der Enzyklika Pius’ XH. ‘Mystici Corporis Christi,”” SWx, 3-71.

“The Mystery of the Trinity,” TI xvi, 255-9; “Um das Geheimnis der
Dreifaltigkeit,” ST xii, 320-25.

“Natural Science and Reasonable Faith ,” 7T xxi, 16-55; “Naturwissenschaft und
vemiinftiger Glaube,” §T xv, 24-62,

“Nature and Grace,” T7 iv, 165-88; “Natur und Gnade,” ST iv, 209-36.

“Observations on the Concept of Revelation” in Karl Rahner and Joseph
Ratzinger, Revelation and Tradition (W. J. O’Hara, tr.; London: Bums &
Qates, 1966), 9-25; “Bemerkungen zum Begriff der Offenbarung,” in idern,
Offenbarung und Uberlieferung (QD 25; Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder,
1965), 1i-24.

249

“Observations on the Doctrine of God in Catholic Dogmatics,” 77 ix, 127-44;
“Bemerkungen zur Gotteslehre in der katholischen Dogmatik,” ST viii, 165—
86.

“On the Current Relationship between Philosophy and Theology,” 77 xiii, 61-79; -
“Zum heutigen Verhiltnis von Philosophie und Theologie,” ST x, 70-88.

“On the Relationship between Theology and the Contemporary Sciences,” 77 xiii,

94-102; “Zom Verhiltnis zwischen Theologie und heutigen Wissenschaften,”
SW xv, 704-10.

“On the Theology of the Incarnation,” TI iv, 105-20; “Zur Theologle der
Menschwerdung,” SW xii, 309-22.

“On Truthfuiness,” T7 vii, 229-59; “Uber die Wahrhaftigkeit,” SW x, 447-68.

“Oneness and Threefoldness of God in Discussion with Islam,” T¥ xviii, 105-21;
“Einzigkeit und Dreifaltigkeit im Gespréch mit dem Islam,” ST xiii, 12947,

“Pancutheismus,” KThW', SWxviifi, 744.
“Person,” KThW!, SW xviifi, 752-5.

“Philosophy and Philosophising in Theology,” 7T ix, 46-63; “Philosophie und
Philosophieren in der Theologie,” §T viii, 66-87.

“Phxlosophy and Theology,” 77 vi, 71-81; “Philosophie und Theologie,” SW xii,
216-33.

*Pluralism in Theology and the Unity of the Creed in the Church,” 7T xi, 3-23;
“Der Pluralismus in der Theologie und die Einheit des Bekenntnisses in der
Kirche,” §T ix, 11-33.

“The Position of Christology in the Church between Exegesis and Dogmatics,” 77
xi, 185-214; “Kirchliche Christologie zwischen Exegese und Dogmatik,” ST
ix, 197-226,

“Possible Courses for the Theology of the Future,” 7 xiii, 32-60; “Uber kiinftige
Wege der Theologie,” ST x, 41-69,

“Priest and Poet,” TT iii, 294-317; “Priester und Dichter,” SW xii, 421-40.
“Priestly Existence,” TT iii, 239-62; “Priesterliche Existenz,” $7 iii, 285-312.

*Questions of Controversial Theology on Justification,” 77 iv, 189-218; “Fragen
der Kontroverstheologie iiber die Rechfertigung,” ST iv, 237-71.



250
“Reconciliation and Vicarious Representation,” T7T xxi, 255-69; “Versthnung und
Stellvertretung,” 5T xv, 251-64.

“Reflections on Methodology in Theology,” TT xi, 68-114; “Uberlegungen zur
Methode der Theologie,” ST ix, 79-126.

“Reflections on the Contemporary Intellectual Formation of Future Priests,” 77 vi,
113-38;.“Uber die theoretische Ausbildung kiinftiger Priester heute,” SW xvi,
434-55.

“Remarks on the Importance of the History of Jesus for Catholic Dogmatics,” T
xili, 201-12; “Bemerkungen zur Bedeutung der Geschichte Jesu fiir die
katholische Dogmatik,” ST x, 215-26,

“Replik: Bemerkungen zu: Hans Kiing, ‘Im Interesse der Sache,’” 5:Z 187 (1971),
145-60.

*Schrift, Heilige Schrift,” SM iv, SW xviifii, 1264-74.
“Schriftbeweis,” KThW*, SW xviifi, 800.
“Schriftbeweis,” KThWY, 376.

“Science as a ‘Confession’?” 77 iii, 385400; “Wissenschaft als ‘Konféssion’?”
SWxv, 171-83.

“Scripture and Theology,” TF vi, 89-97; “Heilige Schrift und Theologie,” SW xii,
226-33.

“Scripture and Tradition,” 77 vi, 98-112; “Heilige Schrift und Tradition,” ST vi,
121-38. .

“Some Implications of the Scholastic Concept of Uncreated Grace,” T7 i, 319-46;
*Zur scholastischen Begrifftichkeit der ungeschaffenen Gnade,” ST i, 347-76.

“The Specific Character of the Christian Concept of God,” T7T xxi, 185-95; “Uber
die Eigenart des christlichen Gottesbegriffs,” ST xv, 185-94,

Spirit in the World (Johannes B. Metz, ed., William V. Dych, trans.; New York:
Herder, 1968); Geist in Welt: Zur Metaphysik der endlichen Erkenntnis bei
Thomas von Aquin in SW ii, 5-300.

“The Theological Concept of Concupiscentia™ T7 i, 347-82; “Zum theologischen
Begriff der Konkupiszenz,” SW viii, 3-32.

251
“Theological Observations on the Concept of Time,” 7T xi, 288-308;
“Theologische Bemerkungen zum Zeitbegriff,” SW xv, 622-37.

“Theological Reflections on the Problem of Secularisation,” 77 x, 318-48;
“Theologische Reflexionen zum Problem der Sakularisation,” ST viii, 637-
660,

“Theology and Anthropology,” 71 ix, 28-45; “Theologie und Anthropologle ” ST
viii, 4363,

“Theology in the New Testament,” 77 v, 23-41; *Theologie im Neuen
Testament,” SW xii, 193-208.

“Theology of the Symbol,” IT iv, 221-52; “Zur Theologie des Symbols,” SW
xviii, 423-57.

“Theos in the New Testament,” TT i, 79-148; “Theos im Neuen Testament,” SW
iv, 346403,

“Thomas Aquinas on Truth, “TY xiii, 13-31; “Dxe Wahrheit bei Thomas von
Aguin,” §W i, 303-16.

“Thoughts on the Possibility of Belief Today,” 77 v, 3-22; “Uber die Méglichkeit-
des Glaubens heute,” SW xii, 574-89.

“Thoughts on the Theology of Christmas,” TT iii, 24-34; “Zur Theologie der
Weihnachtsfeier,” SW xiv, 97-105.

“Transformations in the Church and Secular Society,” T7 =xvii, 167-80;
“Kirchliche Wandlungen und Profangesellschaft,” ST xii, 513-28.

“Trinitdt,” SM iv, SW xviifii, 1337-49.

The Trinity (Joseph Donceel, tr.; New York: Herder, 1970); “Der dreifaltige Gott
als transzendenter Urgrund der Heilsgeschichte™ in MS ii, 317-401.

“Unfehlbarkeit,” KThW'?, 425-7.

“Unity of ‘the Church—Unity of Mankind,” 7T xx, 154-72; “Einheit der
Kirche—Einheit der Menschheit,” SW xxvii, 156-72.

“What is a Dogmatic Statement?” TI v 42-66; “Was ist eine dogmatische
Aussage?” SWxii, 150-70.



252

“What the Church Officially Teaches and What the People Actually Believe,” T1
xxii, 165-75; “Offizielle Glaubenslehre der Kirche und faktische Glaubigkeit
des Volkes,” ST xvi, 217-30.

“The Word and the Fucharist,” 77 iv, 253-86; “Wort und Eucharistie,” SW xviii,
596-626.

“The Works of Mercy and Their Reward,” T/ vii, 268-74; “Preis der
Barmherzigkeit,” ST vii, 259-64.

“Yesterday’s History of Dogma and Theology for Tomorrow™ TI xviii, 3-34;
“Dogmen- und Theologiegeschicte von gestern fiir morgen,” ST xiii, 11-47.

Works by Other Authors
Nicholas Adams, “The Present Made Future: Karl Rahner's Eschatological Debt
to Heidegger,” Faith and Philosophy 17 (2000), 191-211,

Barnabas Ahem, “The Indwelling Spirit, Pledge of Our Inheritance (Eph 1:14),”
CBQ 9 (1947), 179-89.

Colin Allen and Michael Hand, Logic Primer (Cambridge, MA and London: MIT
Press, 2001%).

Athanasius, Contra Arianos, PG 26, 12-468A.
Augustine, Confessiones in CCL 27, passim.
~— Epistula 187 in CSEL 57, 81-119,

—— De Trinitate in CCL 50-50A.

Michael Barnes, “Demythologization in the Theology of Karl Rahner,” TS 55
(1994), 24-45.

Basil, Ep. 125 in Saint Basile: Lettres: Tome II (Yves Courtonne, ed. and tr;
CUFr, Paris: Les belles lettres, 1961), 30-34.

Louis Billot, De Deo Uno et Trino: Commentarius in Prima Parte S. Thomae
(Prati: Giachetti, 1910”).

Charles Ren€é Billuart, Cursus Theologiae: Tomus II: De Trinitate: De Angelis:
De Opere Sex Dierum et Pars Prima de Incarnatione (Paris: LeCoffre, 1878).

253

Leonardo Boff, Trinity and Society (Paul Buins, tr.; Maryknoll, NY: Osbis, 1988}

Henri Bouéssé and J. 1. Latour, ed., Problémes actuels de Christologie: Travaux
du Symposium de L’ arbresle 1961 (Bruges: Desclée de Brouwer, 1965).

Francois Bourassa, “Le Don de Dieu,” in idem, Questions de Théologie Trinitaire
(Rome: Universita Gregoriana Editrice, 1970), 191-238.

Denis J. M. Bradley, “Rahner’s Spirit in the World: Aquinas or Hegel,” Thomist
41 (1977), 167-99.

Philip Cary, “On Behalf of Classical Trinitarianism: A Critique of Rahner on the
Trinity,” Thomist 56 (1992), 365-405.

David Coffey, Deus Trinitas: The Doctrine of the Triune God (Oxford: OUP,
1999).

— “Some Resources for Students of La nouvelle théologie” Philosophy &
Theology 11 (1999), 367-402.

——— “The Whole Rahner on the Supernatural Existential,” TS 65 (2004), 95-118.

J. A. Colombo, “Rahner and His Critics: Lindbeck and Metz,” Thomist 56 (1992),
71-96,

Yves Congar, I Believe in the Holy Spirit 1: Revelation and the Experience of the
Spirit (David Smith, tr.; New York: Seabury, 1983).

—— I Believe in the Holy Spirit 3: The River of Life Flows in the East and in the
West (David Smith, tr.; New York: Seabury, 1983).

The Creeds of the Evangelical Protestant Churches (Philip Schaff, ed. and tr;
London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1877).

Cyril of Alexandria, Commentarius in Isaiam; PG 70, 9A~1450C.
—— Commentarius in Joannis Evangelium; PG 73, passim; PG 74, 9A-756C.

——- Commentarius in Joelem Prophetam; PG 71, 328B—408A,

Commentarius in Lucam; PG 72, 476 A-849C.
——— De recte fide ad reginas; PG 76, 1201 A-1336B.

—— Explanatio in Psalmos, PG 69, 717TA-1276B.



254

Martin J, De Nys, “God, Creatures, and Relations: Revisiting Classical Theism,”
JR 81 (2001), 5395-614.

Emile Delaye, “Ein Weg zur Bestimmhng des Verhiltnisses von Natur und
Gnade.” Orientierung 14 (1950), 138-41.

Didymus of Alexandria, De Spiritu Sancto, PG 39, 1034B—1086B.

Emmanuel Durand, “L’autocommunication trinitaire: Cdncept clé de la connexio
mysteriorum rahnérienne,” RT 102 (2002), 569-613,

Frangois-Xavier Durrwell, “Pour une christologie selon I'Esprit Saint,” NRT 114
(1992), 653-77.

—— Holy Spirit of God: An Essay in Biblical Theology (Benedict Davies, trans.;
London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1986); L'Esprit Saint de Dien (Paris: Cerf,
1985%).

William V. Dych, Kar! Rahner (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1992).

Peter Eicher, Die anthropologische Wende: Karl Rahners philosophischer Weg
vom Wesen des Menschen zur personalen Existenz (Freiburg [Schweijz):
Universititsverlag, 1970).

Leo Elders, The Metaphysics of Being of St. Thomas Aquinas in a Historical
Perspective (Leiden, Boston, and Koln: Brill, 1993).

Enchiridion symbolorum, definitionem, et declarationum de rebus fidel et morum
(Heinrich Denzinger, ed.; Clement Bannwart and Johannes B. Umberg, rev.;
Freiburg-im-Breisgau: Herder, 195177),

Epistula Jacobi apocrypha: Die zweite Schrift aus Nag-Hammadi-Codex 1
(Dankwart Kirchner, ed., trans., and comm.; TU 136; Berlin: Akademie-
Verlag, 1989).

Cornelio Fabro, La svolta antropologica di Karl Rahner (2d ed.; Problemi attuali;
Milan: Rusconi, 1974).

Klaus Fischer, “Kritik der ‘Grundpositionen’? Kritische Anmerkungen zu B. van
der Heijdens Buch iiber Karl Rahner,” ZKT 99 (1977), 74-89.

—— Der Mensch als Geheimnis: Die Anthropologie Karl Rahners (Okumenische
Forschungen 2.5; Freiburg: Herder, 1974)

255

Thomas Peter Fossel, “Warum ein Existential dbernatiirlich ist: Anmerkungen zur
kontroversen Diskussion um Karl Rahners Theologoumenon vom
‘iibernatiirlichen Existential,”” ThPh 80 (2005), 389411,

Barthélemy Froget, The Indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the Souls of the Just
(Sydney A. Raemers, tr.; Baltimore: Carroll Press, 1950%).

Simon Gaine, Indwelling Spirit and a New Creation: The Relationship between
Uncreated Grace and Created Grace in Neo-Scholastic Catholic Theology
(Oxford; D.Phil. Diss., 1994),

Paul Galtier, L'Habitation en nous des trois Personnes: Le fait—le mode (Paris:
Beauchesne, 19282)

Reginald Gamgou—Lagrangc, ‘Christ the Savior: A Commentary on the Third Part
of 8t. Thomas' Theological Summa (Bede Rose, tr.; St. Louis and London:
Herder, 1950).

—— God: His Existence and Nature: Vol. II (Bede Rose, tr.; St. Louis and
London: Herder, 1946).

—— The One God: A Commentary on the First Part of 8t. Thomas’ Theological
Summa (Bede Rose, tr.; St. Louis and London: Herder, 1944).

—— The Trinity and God the Creator: A Commentary on St. Thomas’
Theological Summa, I, g 27-119 (Frederic C. Eckhoff, tr.; St. Lounis and
London: Herder, 1952).

Marcelo Gonzélez, La relacion entre Trinidad econdmica e inmanente: el

“axioma fundamental” de K. Rahner y su recepcién: lineas para continuar la

reflexion (Corona Lateranensis 40; Rome: Pontificia Umversnﬁ lateranense,
1996).

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 31; SC 250, 276-342,

Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio catechetica in Opera dogmatica minora, Pars 1V
(Ekkehard Mithlenberg, ed.; GNO 3-IV; Leiden, New York, and Kéln: Brill,
1996), passim.

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Wissenschaft der Logik 1: Die Lehre vom Sein
(ed. Friedrich Hogemann und Walter Jaeschke; Gesammelte Werke 21;
Hamburg: Meiner, 1984),

William J. Hill, “Uncreated Grace—A Critique of Karl Rahner,” Thomist 27
(1963), 333--356.



256

Heinrich Hurter, Theologia Specialis: Pars Prior: De Deo Uno et Trino, De Deo
Creatore, et De Verbo Incarnato (Innsbruck: Libraria Academica
Wagneriana, 18855). :

Jerome, Commentarius in Esaiam; CCL 73~73A, passim.
—— Commentarius in Titum, CCL 77C, 3-73.

John of Damascus, Expositio Fidei in Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos
2 (Bornifatius Kotter, ed.; PTS 12; Berlin and New York: Gruyter, 1973),
passim.

Eberhard Jiingel, The Doctrine of the Trinity: God’s Being is in Becoming
(Horton Harris, tr.; STTh.OP; Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, 1976).

Bemnard Jungmann, Institutiones theologiae dogmaticae specialis: Tractatus de
gratia (Rome: Marietti, 1873).

Philipp Kaiser, Die Gott-menschliche Einigung in Christus als Problem der
spekulativen Theologie seit der Scholastit (MThS.S 36; Miinchen: Max
Hueber, 1968). -

Walter Kasper, The God of Jesus Christ (Matthew J. O’Connell, tr.; New York:
Crossroad, 1984).

Anthony Kelly, The Trinity of Love: A Theology of the Christian God (New
Theology Series 4; Wilmington, Del.: Michael Glazier, 1989,

Cornelius Keppeler, “Begnadung als berechtigte Forderung? Gedanken zur

Bedeutung des Ubernatirlichen Existentials in der Gnadenlehre Karl.

Rahners,” ZKT 126 (2004), 65-82.

Karen Kilby, Kart Rahner: Theology and Philosophy (London and New York:
Routledge, 2004),

Kompendium der Glaubensbekenntnisse und kirchlichen Lehrentscheidungen,
(Heinrich Denzinger, ed.; Peter Hiinermann, rev.; Freiburg-im-Breisgau:
Herder, 199137).

Giinter Kruck, “Christlicher Glaube und Moderne: Eine Analyse des
Verhilinisses von Anthropologie und Theologie in der Theologie Karl
Rahners im Rekurs auf die Philosophie G. W. F. Hegels,” ThPh 73 (1998),
225-46.

Catherine M. LaCugna, God for Us: The Trinity and Christian Life (San
Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991).

257

Luis Ladaria, “La teologia trinitaria de Karl Rahner: Un balance de 1a discusion,”
Greg 86 (2005), 276-307.

Ghislain Lafont, Peut-on connaitre Dieit en Jésus-Christ? (Cogitatio Fidei; Paris:
Cerf, 1969).

George Lindbeck, “Unbelievers and the ‘Sola Christi*” in idem, The Church in a
Postliberal Age (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 77-87.

Guy Mansini, “Quasi-Formal Causality and ‘Change in the Other’: A Note on
Kar] Rahner’s Christology,” Thomist 52 (1988), 293-306.

Joseph Maréchal, Le point de départ de la métaphysique 5: Le Thomisme devant
la philosophie critigue (ML.P 7; Brussels: L’Edition universelles, 19492).

Bruce Marshall, Christology in Conflict: The Identity of a Saviour in Rahner and
Barth (Oxford: Blackwell, 1987).

Robert Masson, “Rahner and Heidegger: Being, Hearing, and God,” Thomist 37
(1973), 455-88.

Ulrich Mauser, “One God and Trinitarian Language in the Letters of Paul,” HBT
20 (1998}, 99-108.

Maximus the Confessor, Quaestiones et Dubia; PG 90, 785C-856B.

Camillo Mazzella, De gratia Christi: Praelectiones scholastico-dogmaticae
(Rome: Tuvenes Opifices a S. oseph, 1905%).

John M. McDermott, “The Christologies of Karl Rahner,” Greg 67 (1986), 87—
123, 297-327.

Mirio de Franga Miranda, O mistério de Deus em nossa vida: a doutring
trinitdria de Karl Rahner (Colegiio fé e realidade 1; Sdo Paulo: Edigides
Loyola, 1975).

Paul Molnar, Divine Freedom and the Doctrine of the Immanent Trinity: In
Dialogue with Karl Barth and Contemporary Theology (London and New
York: T & T Clark, 2002).

Heribert Miihlen, Der Heilige Geist als Person: In der Trinitit, bei der
Inkarnation, und im Gnadenbund: Ich—Du—Wir (MBTh 26; Miinster:
Aschendorff, 1988°).

“Person und Appropriation: Zum Verstindnis des Axioms: In Deo omnia
sunt unum, ubi non obviat relationis oppositio,” MThZ 16 (1965), 37-57.



258

Gerald O’Collins, “The Incarnation under Fire,” Greg 76 (1995), 263-80.

The Odes of Solomon (James H. Charlesworth, ed. and tr.; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1973).

John O’Donnell, “Trinité€. II. Développement dans la tradition. 5. La Trinité
économique est la Trinité immanente,” DSAM xv, 1311,

Ludger Oeing-Hanhoff, “Die Krise des Gottesbegriffs,” TQ 159 (1979), 285--303.

Christian Pesch, Praelectiones Dogmaticae: Tomus II: De Deo Uno Secundum
Naturam: De Deo Trino Secundum Personas (Fribourg: Herder, 1906%).

Karl Popper, *“What is Dialectic?” Mind 49 (1940), 403-26.
Marc Pugliese, “Is Karl Rahner a Modalist?” IThQ 68 (2003), 229-49,

Albert Raffelt, “Pluralismus—ein Pladoyer fiir Rahner und eine Bemerkung zur
Sache” in Hoffnung, die Griinde nennt: Zu Hansjiirgen Verweyens Projekt
einer ersiphilosophischen Glaubensverantwortung (Gerhard Larcher, Klaus
Miiller, and Thomas Préipper, ed.; Regensburg: Pustet, 1996), 127-38.

Hugo Rahner, “Eucharisticon fraternitatis” in Gotr in Welt: Festgabe fiir Karl
Rahner zum 60. Geburistag 2 (ed. Johann Baptist Metz, Walter Kern, Adolf
Darlap, and Herbert Vorgrimler; Freiburg-im-Breisgan: Herder, 1964), 895-9.

Gérard Remy, “Une théologie pascale de I’Esprit Saint: A propos d’un ouvrage
recent,” NRT 112 (19903, 731-41.

Josep M. Rovira Belloso, “Karl Rahner y la renovacién de los estudios sobre la
Trinidad,” in La teologia trinitaria de Karl Rahner (Nereo Silanes, ed.;
Koinonia 20; Salamanca: Ediciones Secretariado Trinitario, 1987), 95-109.

Leo von Rudloff, “Des heiligen Thomas Lehre von der Formalursache der
Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele der Gerechten,” Divus Thomas (Freiburg) 8
(1930), 175-91.

Paul Rulands, Menschsein unter dem An-Spruch der Gnade: Das iibernatiirliche
Existential und der Begriff der natura pura bei Karl Rahner (ITS 55;
Innsbruck: Tyrolia, 2000).

Elmar Salmann, Neuzeit und Offenbarung: Studien ur trinitarischen Analogik
des Christentums (StAns 94; Rome: Pontificio Ateneo S. Anselmo, 1986).

José Saraiva Marting, “Escritura e tradi¢fo segundo o Concilio de Trento,” Divus
Thomas (Piacenza) 67 (1964}, 183-277.

259

Matthias Scheeben, The Mysteries of Christianity (Cyril Vollert, tr.; St. Louis and
London: Herder, 1946).

Harald Schéndorf, “Die Bedeutung der Philosophie bei Karl Rahner” in Die
philosophischen Quellen der Theologie Karl Rahners (Schondorf, ed.;
Freiburg: Herder, 2005), 13-29.

Eduard Schweizer, “TveUpa, mvevpotikoe™ DL1.d in TDNT 6, 422-4.

F. LeRon Shults, “A Dubious Christological Formula: From Leonnus of
Byzantium to Karl Barth,” TS5 57 (1996), 43 1-—-46

Max Seckler, “La dimensione fondamentale della teologia di Karl Rahner” in
L'eredita teologica di Karl Rahner (ed. Ignazm Sanna Rome: LUP, 2005),
49-67.

Roman Siebenrock, *““Transzendentale Offenbarﬁng’: Bedeutungsanalyse eines
Begriffs in Spitwerk Rahners als Beispiel methodisch geleiteter
Rahnerforschung,” ZKT 126 (2004), 33-46.

Leo D. Sullivan, Justification and the Inhabitation of the Holy Ghost: The
Docirine of Father Gabriel Vdsquez, 5.J. (Rome: PUG, 1940).

Norman Tanner, ed., Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils: Vol. IT (London; Sheed
& Ward, 1990).

Adolphe Tanquerey, Synopsis theologiae dogmaticae ad usum seminariorum ad
mentem S. Thomae et S. Alphonsi hodiernis moribus accomodatae; tomus [T
(ed. 27; Paris: Desclée 1950).

—— Synopsis theologiae dogmaticae specialis 1-2 (Paris: Desclée, 1913-14'%,

Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae: Pars HI° et Supplemenium (Editio leonina;
Turin and Rome: Marietti, 1948).

—— Summa Theologiae: Prima Pars (Editio leonina; Turin and Rome: Marietti,
1950).

—— Quaestiones disputatae de veritate: Vol. 1; Fasc. 2; QQ 1-7 (Editio leonina;
Rome: Editori di San Tomasso, 1970).

Guy Vandevelde-Dailliére, *“L’«inversion trinitaire» chez H.U. von Balthasar,”
NRT 120 (1998), 370-83.

Bert van der Heijden, Xarl Rahner: Darstellung und - Kritik seiner
Grundpositionen (Einsiedeln; Johannes, 1973).



260
Hans-Jiirgen Verweyen, “Wie Wird ein Existential @ibernatiirlich? Zu einem
Grundproblem der Anthropologie Karl Rahners,” TTZ 95 (1986), 115-31.

Marius Victorinus, Adversus Arium; CSEL 83:1, 54-277.

Thomas Weinandy, The Father's Spirit of Sonship: Reconceiving the Trinity
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1995).

Joseph Wong, Logos-Symbol in the Christology of Karl Rahner (BSRel 61;
Rome: LAS, 1984).

Edward Yarmold, “The Trinitarian Implications of Luke and Acts,” HeyJ 7 (1966),
18-32,

261

INDEX

Adams, Nicholas, 23, 252
Ahern, Barnabas, 135, 252
Allen, Colin, 188, 252
Appropriation, 192, 199, 201, 209, 212, 218
Athanasius, 231, 252
Augustine of Hippo, 154, 225, 252
Balthasar, Hans Urs von, iii, 233, 259
Bannwart, Clement, 254
Barnes, Michael, 161, 252
Barth, Karl, 167, 178, 257, 259
Basil of Caesarea, 226, 252
Beatific vision, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, 15, 63, 94,
135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 141, 143, 144,
145, 146, 147, 156, 188, 201, 209, 239
Being
ens commune, 57
esse absolutum, 62, 63, 101
esse commune, 62, 63, 67, 101, 102
identity of being and knowing, 15, 24,
42, 43, 44, 45, 64, 65, B6, 139, 145,
147, 164, 170, 210
question of, 36, 38, 39, 43, 51, 52
Biallowons, Hubert, 181
Billuart, Charles René, 129, 193, 252
Boff, Leonardo, 224, 253
Bouéssé, Henri, 118, 253
Bourassa, Frangois, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237,
238, 239, 240, 253
Bradley, Denis I. M., 170, 253
Cary, Philip, 87, 253
Causality
efficient, 51, 70, 142, 150, 198, 199

formal, 51, 117, 121, 137, 138, 142, 143, .

152,170, 198
Christ

absolute savior, 76, 125, 133, 172, 173,
174,176, 177, 178, 182

Incarnation, 13, 14, 21, 97, 101, 114,
115,116,117, 118, 119, 125, 127,
132, 133, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160,
161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167,
168, 169, 171, 172, 175, 181, 183,
185, 201, 206, 208, 209, 228, 233,
249,258 :

uniting unity, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161,
162, 164, 165, 172, 174, 175, 176
Cofiey, David, 6, 9, 192, 193, 194, 253
Concupiscence
gnoseological, 3, 6, 16, 17, 18, 19
moral, 17
Congar, Yves, iii, 208, 253
Councils
ecumenical infallible, 132, 143, 156, 172,
183, 184,227 '
Florence, 220, 227
Lateran IV, 157, 196, 220, 227
Lyons IT, 227
Rheims, 195
Vatican II, 197, 216, 217
Cyril of Alexandria, 231, 253
De Nys, Martin 1., 116, 254
Delaye, Emile, 6, 254
Benzinger, Heinrich, 254, 256
Didymus of Alexandria, 148, 254
Daonceel, Joseph, 1, 5, 216, 236, 247, 251
Dordt, Synod of, 134
Durand, Emmanuel, 98, 254
Durrwell, Frangois-Xavier, 224, 254
Dych, William V., 1, 7, 159, 246, 250, 254
Eicher, Peter, 35, 254
Elders, Leo, 168, 254
Ermst, Cornelius, 164
Eustathius of Sebaste, 226
Fabro, Cornelio, 41, 254
Father, 87, 89, 90, 92, 93, 108, 121, 130,
151, 160, 164, 191, 192, 193, 195, 196,
201, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 212, 218,
219,222,223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228,
231,232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238,
239, 240, 239, 260
Fergusson, David, ii, vii
Filiogue, 223,227, 234
Fischer, Klaus, 86, 127, 254
Fassel, Thomas Peter, 6, 255
Froget, Barthélemy, 149, 255
Gaine, Simon, 148, 150, 151, 255
Galtier, Paul, 148, 154, 206, 255



