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PART Il : TWENTIETH CENTURY RENAISSANCE

7/ BACKGROUND OF RIVITALIZATION

The doctrine of the Trinity played an important role in the Church’s history. However
early modern theologians following ‘Kant’s Critique’ regarded it as unreasonable and
unnecessary. For Kant, as O’Collins (1995: 156) points out, the doctrine of the Trinity
has no practical importance. There were two interruptions in the continuity of the
doctrine of the Trinity: Schleiermacher’s view of the doctrine of the Trinity as an
appendix, and atheism’s critique of traditional theism. Against these motives, a

revitalization of the doctrine of the Trinity occurred in the twentieth century.
7.1 Schleiermacher

Schleiermacher is often called the father of modern theology (Brown 1987: 1). He is
generally ‘reckoned to have been the founder of classical liberalism” (Bray 1993: 50).
Actually, Schleiermacher followed ‘Kant’s critique of the attempt to found belief in
God on reason’ (Willis 1987: 18). Schleiermacher’s position is ‘essentially a
development of Kant” (Hill 2003: 232).

Schleiermacher’s dogmatic theme is ‘piety’ (Gerrish 1984: 1045). Schleiermacher
regards ‘piety as an irreducible abstraction’ (McGrath 2005[1994]: 20). McGrath adds,
‘the essence of piety, the irreducible element in every religion, is to be sought in
“feeling” (das Gefuhl), rather than in intellectual beliefs or moral behavior. This

introduction of “feeling” is of particular importance in relation to the Kantian

8 _Gregory of Nyssa (1958: 100). avlla. phgh. me.n duna,mew,j evstin 0" path,r( du,namij de, tou/

patro,j o ui 0.j( duna,mewj de. pneu/ma to. pneu/ma to. a[gion .
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epistemology, in that it develops the general Romantic concept of “das Gefiihl”, into the
concept, peculiar to Schleiermacher, of the “feeling of absolute dependence (das Gefuihl
schlechthinniger Abhangigkeit)””. Galloway (1986: 245) says ‘our talk about God,
though it is the expression of something more appropriately described as feeling than

idea does refer to a reality beyond ourselves’.

Schleiermacher’s doctrine of the Trinity is closely connected with his understanding of
piety (Herms 2006: 123). Bray (1993: 50) says that ‘Schleiermacher had little time for
classical dogmatics, and reinterpreted Trinitarian theism in a way which we would call

psychological, interpreting dogma in terms of religious experience.’

As McGrath (1994: 474; Streetman 1982: 118) points out, Schleiermacher regarded the
doctrine of the Trinity as an appendix in his Christian Faith. Del Colle (1997: 135) says
that ‘the Trinity is more a matter of circumscriptions in the divine being enacted in
revelation than intrinsic to the divine essence itself. Therefore while it is clear that
nothing less than God is known in the divine economy, it is by no means certain that

God is triune apart from his relation to the world in creation and redemption’.
7.2 Atheism

The modern renaissance of the doctrine of the Trinity reacts against Schleiermacher and
liberal theologians, and against atheism. Atheism criticizes theism. Feuerbach criticizes
religion as well as speculative philosophy (Willis 1987: 29). According to
McGrath(2005[1994]: 46), for Feuerbach, ‘the very idea of “God” was an illusion
which men could at least in principle avoid, and, with sufficient progress in self-
knowledge, could discard altogether’. For Feuerbach (1989: 207), ‘the secret of
theology is nothing else than anthropology- the knowledge of God nothing else than
knowledge of man!” The shift from theology to anthropology influenced the four
leading twentieth century protestant theologians which we will discuss both in negative
and positive ways. Actually, they responded to this shift on the basis of God’s

revelation through the humanity of Jesus. While the criticism of atheists is based on
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anthropology, the four theologians focus their study on the Christological anthropology,

that is, on the humanity of Jesus.
8 BARTH’S DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY

Barth’s understanding of the Trinity is closely connected with the structure of his
doctrine of the revelation. Revelation is Dei loquentis persona (Barth 1940: 320). Barth
(1940: 311) mentions that ‘Gottes Wort is Gott selbst in seiner Offenbarung. Denn Gott
Offenbart sich als der Herr und das bedeutet nach der Schrift fur den Begriff der
Offenbarung, dalR Gott selbst in unzerstorter Einheit, aber auch in unzerstorter

Verschiedenheit der Offenbarer, die Offenbarung und das Offenbarsein ist’.
8.1 The doctrine of the revelation

The doctrine of the Word of God represents his theology as the theology of the Word of
God. Barth sees the Word of God as having a threefold form: 1) The Word of God as
preached®, 2) The written Word of God®, 3) The revealed Word of God®. The Word of
God meets us in threefold form (Weber 1975: 17). However, for Barth, the Word of God
does not play a merely static role, but a dynamic one (Grenz 2004: 37). Barth says that
in God’s revelation God’s Word is identical to God Himself (Barth 1940: 321).
However, this does not imply that the Bible is identified with the Word of God as it is in
the traditional reformed theology. According to Grenz (2004: 37), for Barth, ‘the Word
of God is not simply proclamation and scripture, but the dynamic of God’s revelation in

proclamation and scripture.’

8.1.1 The doctrine of revelation

8 Barth (1940: 89-101).
% Barth (1940: 101-113).
% Barth (1940: 114-128).
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Barth begins with his presentation of the doctrine of the Triune God by linking it closely
to revelation (Aboagye-mensah 1984: 142). Leslie (1989: 98) says that ‘Barth’s primary
justification for the theological integrity of the doctrine of the Trinity would be its root
in the biblical witness to revelation’. For Barth, the problem of the doctrine of the
Trinity stems from the question of revelation posed by the Bible. For this, Barth sets
three questions 1) who is the self-revealing God? 2) what does this God do and what
does this God work? 3) who is He? The problem of these three similar and also different
questions, simultaneously different and also similar answers to these questions is the
problem of the doctrine of the Trinity. The problem of the revelation stands and falls
above all with this problem (Barth 1940: 319). For Barth, however, ‘the particularity of
revelation has a Trinitarian ground, since Jesus Christ is revelation: since there can be
no second Son of God besides Jesus, there can consequently be only one revelation’
(Powell, 2001: 190). The content of revelation or the ‘what’ of revelation is explained in
the Kirchliche Dogmatik with the doctrine of the Trinity. God the Holy Trinity reveals:
it is also the purpose of the revelation. For Barth, the *how’ of revelation and the ‘what’

of revelation are not to be separated from each other (Collins 2001: 3).

Meijering (1993: 47) points out that Barth’s doctrine of the Trinity answers to the
question ‘who is the self- revealing God?’ It is no wonder that the reader encounters
Barth’s doctrine of the Trinity right at the beginning of his Dogmatik, since it provides
the answer to the question about God who reveals himself in his revelation (Barth 1940:
329; Jingel 1967:14). “The principle of revelation’ is that God reveals himself as the
Lord. For Barth, the word of ‘Herr-Sein’ of God expresses the powerfulness of his
revelation, and thus the possibility of revelation, which is grounded in the being of God
(Jingel 1967: 32-33).

Indeed, the meaning of the doctrine of the triune God in Barth’s theology is closely
connected with the answers to the questions mentioned above. So, the doctrine of the
Trinity in Barth’s theology is closely connected with the Word of God as the revelation

of God in the Prolegomena of Die Kirchliche Dogmatik™. It proves that Barth regards

%1 According to Moltmann (1973:35-36), these days, the theology of revelation stands in ‘antithesis’ to
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the doctrine of the Trinity as the core of his theology. Dogmatic Prolegomena do not
take anthropology or philosophy as the basis of his theology (Barth 1940: 41), since
Prolegomena do not mean “die vorher’, but die ‘zuerst zu sagenden Dinge’ (Barth 1940:
41; Isidro 1983, 503). Therefore, the criterium for the Dogmatics is developed in the
Prolegomena of KD under the doctrine of the Word of God (Isidro 1983: 503; Weber
1975:14; Grenz 2004: 37)%.

For Barth (1940: 328), the doctrine of the Trinity and its roots are grounded in the
revelation the Bible testifies to. It is true that, in Barth’s theology, the doctrine of the
Trinity follows the doctrine of revelation “in its basic outline’ (Jowers 2003: 233). This
implies that the doctrine of the Trinity consists in ‘a “necessary” and “appropriate”
(sachgemass) analysis of revelation’ (Leslie 1989: 58). Barth begins with this subject in
the part of his doctrine of the Trinity.

Three kinds of revelation occur in Barth’s Dogmatics. First, revelation is ‘Dei loquentis
persona’. However, the revelation of God is not the silent demand (schweigende
Zumutung) for speech (language), but revelation asks for language by speaking. So,
revelation of ‘God himself’ is the possibility of interpretation of the revelation, because
revelation is the self-interpretation of God (Jingel 1967:27). As the self-interpretation
of God, revelation is only the root of the doctrine of the Trinity (Jingel 1967:29). The
doctrine of the Trinity is consequently through revelation as the self-interpretation of
the doctrine of the Trinity and of the Being of God (Jingel 1967:27). Barth’s doctrine of
the Trinity is christologically grounded (Jingel 1967: 30). For Barth, the christological
ground is informed formally with the concept of God. God has a form in his revelation,

‘natural theology’, since the concept ‘revelation’ in systematic theology is throughout characterized by
the acceptance and discussion with the Greek metaphysic of the proof of God.

% Leslie (1989: 53) says that “for Barth then the task of prolegomena to theology is to provide an account
of its language on the basis of the object which it seeks to bring to expression.” ‘Nor is the question of
existence or an analysis of human being “pre-understanding” the appropriate task of theological
prolegomena’ (Leslie 1989: 52). Therefore, according to Jenson (1969: 97), ‘It appears at the very
beginningas part of the doctrine of revelation. It appears as prolegomena, as part of the discussion of how

and why we are called and able to theologize at all’.
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and He reveals himself as a form. This ‘taking- form’®

(Jungel 1967: 30). Collins (2001: 46) says that ‘God’s self-interpretation in the event of
revelation does not depend on human predication through the use of human language,

of God is his self-unveiling

but on God’s identification and self-interpretation (a) by assuming form in the event of
Jesus Christ, and (b) in the secular form of the World of God’.

Secondly, revelation is the event of ‘Das Wort ward Fleisch.” For Barth (1940: 122),
revelation implies the phrase ‘Das Wort ward Fleisch’. This phrase is ‘the sign or
instrument of God’s self-revelation’ (Mostert 2000:86). Barth found the key for the
doctrine of the Trinity and for the understanding (perception) of God in the special
Dasein of the unique Jesus Christ (Frey 1988: 155). So, revelation as ‘Das Wort ward
Fleisch’ includes every act of Jesus Christ: creation, incarnation, suffering, and
resurrection. God’s act is the deed of his revelation (Kortner 1989: 22). For Barth (1940:
122), revelation does not differ from the Person of Christ and the reconciliation which
occurs in him. Therefore Barth characterizes the revelation of God as an act (Kortner
1989: 22). Barth develops his concept of ‘the act of God’ in regard to revelation as an
‘event’ (Ereignis bzw. als Geschehen)(Kortner 1989: 23). The concept of an act implies
that *God’s Being is understood as Being in Person (Gottes Sein als Sein in Person zu
verstehen ist)” (Kortner 1989: 23).

The final concept of revelation would be revelation as ‘encounter between God and
man’. Barth (1940: 350) argues that revelation would not be revelation without the
historical revealedness of God. For Barth (1940: 350), revelation constitutes the
encounter between God and man. According to Collins (2001: 17), for Barth, ‘the

characterization of the revelation as encounter ad extra is grounded in the inner life of

% Offenbarung heiRt immer Offenbaren, auch in der Gestalt, auch in den Mitteln der Offenbarung. Die
Gestalt als solche, das Mittel, tritt nicht an die Stelle Gottes. Nicht die Gestalt offenbart, redet, trostet,
wirkt, hilf, sondern Gott in der Gestalt. Es entsteht also damit, daf} Gott Gestalt annimmt, kein Medium,
kein Drittes zwischen Gott und Mensch, keine von Gott unterschiedene Wirklichkeit, die nun als solche
Subjekt der Offenbarung wére (Barth 1940: 339).
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the godhead. The category of event as encounter correlates, therefore, both with the

revelation of God ad extra and with the life of the Trinity ad intra’.

In summary, for Barth (1940: 321%), the term ‘revelation’ indicates that there is no
possibility for human talk about God. This implies that as far as human beings are
concerned God is hidden (Frey 1988: 165). Barth himself identifies the understanding of

‘self-revelation’ with Anselm’s proof for God in his Fides quaerens intellectum®.

% Gottes Offenbarung ist nach der Heiligen Schift ein Grund, der keinerlei hoheren oder tieferen Grund
Uber sich oder hinter sich hat, sondern der schlechterdings in sich selber Grund ist und also dem
Menschen gegentber eine Instanz, der gegenuber kein Appell an eine obere Instanz mdglich ist(Barth
1940: 321).

% Barth’s study of Anselm’s Fides Quaerens Intellectum remains one of the most sensitive attempts to
view the argument of the Proslogion from the inside (Clayton 1995: 129). When, according to Clayton
(1995:131), Barth wrote the Fides Quaerens Intellectum, he was much preoccupied with defending the
‘scientific character’ of dogmatic theology and the legitimacy of confessional theology’s presence within
the academy. For Barth, Christian theology cannot be an object, dispassionate science, but must be the
understanding of God’s objective self-revelation in Jesus Christ (Grenz & Olson 1992:68). Therefore,
what Barth discovered in the Proslogion was what amounted to the only possible necessary and sufficient
starting point for dogmatic theology (Butterworth 1990:47).

Barth deals carefully with Anselm’s reply to Gaunilo’s defence of the Fool (Clayton 1995:131). Barth
insists that there is a gap between the believer and unbeliever over which agreement is impossible
(Herrera 1979:43). Evans (1980:34) pointed out that Gaunilo attacked Anselm in a spirit of friendly
challenge, and he did not seriously want to dispute the existence of God. In fact, when Barth interprets
Anselm’s book, he does not attack the objections of Gaunilo, of Thomas Aquinas, and above all, of Kant,
but rather he sets the proof in the realm of faith (Frey 1988: 122). Barth’s book on Anselm demonstrates
his general view of the argument as an expression of faith rather than as a serious attempt to convince the
Fool that he is wrong (Brecher 1986:38). However, one of the main points of Barth’s interpretation is that
it helps to explain Anselm’s response to Gaunilo (McGill 1968:45). For Barth, according to Brecher
(1986:44), ‘the role of the Fool is to confirm that only the believer is in a position properly to understand,
since he, the Fool, being a fool, cannot but fail so to understand’. Brecher (1986:44) adds that in Barth’s
view, the ‘Fool can without inconsistency continue to think as he does, on the Fool’s own level’.
Schwdbel (2000:28) indicates that Barth in his book Fides Quaerens Intellectum offers a ‘reconstruction’
of the proof for the existence of God in the Proslogion so that he may begin with Anselm’s understanding

of theology and so develop his own understanding of theology in conversation with Anselm.
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Anselm’s idea was followed in the prolegomena of the Kirchliche Dogmatik (Moltmann
1973: 38).

8.1.2 The philosophical background of revelation

In order to understand the doctrine of revelation in the theology of Barth, it is necessary
to notice the philosophical backgrounds, that is, the influence of Hermann, Ritschl,
Hegel, and Feuerbach. In fact, they play an important role in the understanding of
Barth’s theology.

8.1.2.1 Hegel’s influence on Barth

Most neo-orthodox theologians follow the Kantian tradition and accept Kant’s critique
of natural theology (Livingston 1971: 340). However, although Barth follows the
Kantian tradition like other neo-orthodox theologians, Barth was influenced by Hegel’s
thought as well (Ahlers 1989: 41). Bradshaw (1988: 56) says that Jungel interprets
Barth’s understanding ‘in the light of the Hegelian concept of the “relation of

opposites,” of union and distinction, of self-correspondence in the lower medium.’

According to Barth (2001[1959]: 377), Hegel’s is the philosophy of self-confidence.
Hegel affirms Kant’s transcendentalism as well (Barth 2001[1959]: 379). Barth
(2001[1959]: 395) states that “Hegel is the most distinct person of the Enlightenment’,
because he ‘brought the great conflict between reason and revelation, between a purely
worldly awareness of civilization and Christianity, between the God in us and the God
in Christ, to a highly satisfactory conclusion’ (Barth 2001[1959]: 395).

In connection with Hegel’s philosophy of religion, the doctrine of the Trinity does not
mean ‘a retrospective adaptation of his philosophy to follow the wishes of the
theologians® (Barth 2001[1959]: 400). So, Barth (2001[1959]: 404) regards the
Hegelian doctrine of the Trinity as ‘coinciding with the basic principles of Hegelian

logic,’” that is, ‘the basic principle of Hegelian anthropology and the Hegelian teaching
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of life’ (Barth 2001[1959]: 404). Hegel emphatically affirms the positive and historical
nature of revelation, the uniqueness of Christ (Barth 2001 [1959]: 405).

Revelation, for Hegel, would be one convenient direction for the understanding of the
doctrine of the Trinity (Powell 2001: 116), since God is revelatory: ‘God is spirit and
therefore revelatory, intrinsically knowable and in fact truly known’ (Powell 2001:
116). For Hegel, revelation is equivalent to creation, and another application of
revelation is Jesus Christ (Powell 2001: 118). Powell adds

In Jesus Christ, God is revealed because in this name God has again passed
out of universality and entered the sphere of a particular being. The
example of Jesus Christ makes clear that Hegel understood revelation to be
a matter of appearance... Revelation thus points to two modes or elements
of God’s being: universality, in which God is an object of thought, and
particularity, in which God is an object of sensuous perception (Powell
2001: 118).

For Hegel, according to Pannenberg (1997: 274-275), revelation in the unity of God
with his creature through the Son’s appearance at the Incarnation is at the same time the
reconciliation with the world. Hegel found the unity between God and human beings,
which is the result of the act of God, in the doctrine of the Trinity, since the trinity is the
ground of the self-revelation of God. Powell (2001: 184) says that Barth is regarded as
‘an inheritor of the Hegelian tradition, with its emphasis not only on revelation but also

on the Trinitarian character of revelation’.

‘Both (Barth and Hegel) depart from the customary view [about the triune God] * and
‘both insist that revelation is possible only because God is a Trinity and that God’s
Trinitarian being is reflected in revelation” (Powell 2001: 184). Richard Robert (1991:
6) points out that ‘Hegel’s virtual rediscovery of the doctrine of the Trinity subsisting in
the divine act and his concept of synthesis are clearly highly significant for Barth and

for his understanding of time.’
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However, Powell (2001: 192) indicates the difference between Barth and Hegel. The
understanding of the content of revelation implies that Barth’s view of the Trinity is
distinguished from Hegel’s. The difference between Barth and Hegel would be that
Hegel combines his self-revelation (Sichoffenbaren) with the creation of the world, and
that he perceives the ground of being of the creation in it (Pannenberg 1997: 257).
Bradshaw (1987: 157) comments that ‘Pannenberg sees that Barth’s intention and
procedure is foreign to Hegel’s derivation of the Trinitarian idea from the Geist or self-
consciousness™; but he asks whether the very structure of Barth’s argument from the
phenomenon of revelation in the faithful, is not closely allied to Hegel in the end result’.
However, both the concept “Lordship’ which implies God’s freedom, and the concept
‘independence’ play an important role in Barth’s understanding of revelation, and two
characteristics demonstrate that Barth’s thought does not concur with Hegel’s theology
(Powell 2001: 192; Bradshaw 1987: 157). Powell adds

While Barth’s theology of the Trinity and revelation depicts a God who
radically identifies with the world, even to the point of becoming a being in
the world, at the same time his theology seeks to preserve the utter
transcendence of God and the freedom of God to reveal or to abstain from
revealing and to create or to refrain from creating. As cannot be mentioned
too often or emphasized too strongly, the freedom of God in revelation is
associated with God’s Trinitarian being (Powell 2001: 192).

% In his footnote, Bruce McCormack (1995: 354) says that ‘I mention all of this because of Wolfhart
Pannenberg’s fascinating, but misguided, thesis that ‘Barth took over Hegel’s derivation of the doctrine of
the Trinity from the concept of the subjectivity of God’. McCormack opposes Pannenberg’s
understanding of the relationship between Barth’s doctrine of the Trinity and Hegel’s. Barth’s
understanding of the subjectivity of God is not regarded as the ideal projection of human subjectivity in
relation to an idealistic doctrine of the Trinity. However, Barth’s doctrine of the Trinity opposes
Feuerbach’s in the light of Hegel’s understanding, while Barth sharply criticizes Hegel. Ahlers (1989: 41)
points out that while ‘the intellectual climate of Barth’s time was anti-Hegelian, dualistic, neokantian,

Barth’s thought was so revolutionary, so Trinitarian, Alexandrian, Hegelian.’
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This demonstrates ‘Barth’s correspondence with the idealist tradition’s tendency in
order to consider the world as a moment within the divine life, by regarding the creation
of the world as analogous to, or even identical with the begetting of the eternal Son’
(Powell 2001: 193). Bradshaw (1987: 154) affirms that ‘it is arguable that Barth’s
doctrine resembles the Hegelian logic on union and distinction as the heart of all reality
and the great synthesis underlying spirit and nature.” Therefore there is little denial that
Barth’s concept of ‘revelation’ stems from Hegel’s term ‘the self-revelation of God’
(Pannenberg 1997: 258)%".

8.1.2.2 Ritschl’'s influence on Barth

Revelation is very closely connected to Jesus Christ, because revelation is Jesus Christ
who became flesh. This, for Barth, implies that revelation has time (Leslie 1989: 128).
Here, an important issue occurs: history. In Barth’s theology, ‘Revelation takes place in
history and as history’ (Thompson 1991 17). Barth’s understanding of the character of
the revelation in a historical-centred position is closely connected with typical

Ritschlian theology.

Ritschl accepts Kant’s rejection of any philosophical natural theology, and he
theologises his own work without any speculative metaphysics (Heron 1980: 33;
Weber1981: 149). Ritschl is closely connected with *his distinctive emphases on

historical revelation and on the ethical rather than mystical nature of religion’ (Heron

% According to Collins (2001: 42) the concept of self-revelation which is to be found in the writing of
Hegel is probably the source of the modern understanding and use of this term. Hegel’s usage of self-
revelation, and its correlation with the dialectic and threefold repetition of Geist, corresponds to a strong
parallel with Barth’s conceptualisation of the three categories of event, revelation, and Trinity, and of the
way in which they correlate with one another; R. D. Williams (1979:152) agrees that Barth’s
understanding of the doctrine of the revelation stems from the ‘Hegelian notion of history as in itself
revelation.” According to Him, *‘And when Barth says so gnomically that Revelation is not a predicate of
history, but history is a predicate of revelation, he is affirming that “revelation” is not one of the
categories under which history can be spoken of (if it is, we simply have some kind of Hegelian notion of

history as in itself revelation).
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1980: 33), since he approaches ‘the task of talking about God very much from our side,
the side of the believer’ (Heron 1980: 33).

Ritschl named faith in God as the presupposition and condition of morality, as the faith
in God in the form of a positive religion, because the natural religion, according to
Ritschl, is a simple ‘phantom’. Christ as the ‘Offenbarer’ of God enters into the history
(Geschichte), into the binding of the ethical orientation of theology generally and its
historical foundation as well (Pannenberg 1997: 133-134).

This understanding is closely connected with that of Barth. As Meijering (1993: 50)
points out that the typical thesis of Ritschlian theology, that the New Testament does
not require any metaphysical doctrine of God, but testifies about the works of God in
Christ and the historical fact that the Son mediates the trinitarian contribution was
considered systematic theology. This plays an important role in the representation of the
doctrine of the Trinity in the Barth’s theology, since as Otto Weber (1981: 150) points
out, ‘they (Barth and Bultmann) cannot be understood without Herrmann and thus
without Ritschl’.

8.1.2.3 Hermann’s contribution

For Barth, the doctrine of the Trinity is closely connected with the correct
understanding of revelation. This understanding originates from Herrmann (Willis
1987:38-39). In fact, Willis is of opinion that Barth is influenced by Herrmann. Willis
states

Thus, Herrmann wants to develop a dynamic conception of revelation based
on “God is free action upon us”, which also guards theology from abstract
thinking. According to his position, theology would have a concrete basis
from which to speak - God’s action on the human self. But it becomes clear
that in God’s self-revelation Herrmann is mainly concerned with the human
self, which is the locus of revelation. The way in which this theology
becomes anthropology and moves directly into Feuerbach’s critique is not
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difficult to see. Herrmann has fulfilled Feuerbach’s epistemological call for
a sensuous basis to thinking; but the human self is that basis (Willis
1987:39).

He adds that for Herrmann, ‘the subjectivity of God is dissolved into human subjective
experience and theology becomes anthropology’ (Willis 1987:39). And Willis (1987:39)
concludes that *his doctrine of revelation must lead to the doctrine of the Trinity,
although it does not arise from religious experience’. Herrmann’s idea stems from
Feuerbach’s critique. Herrmann has fulfilled Feuerbach’s epistemological call for a
sensuous basis to thinking; but the human self is that basis (Willis 1987:39).

However, Barth reverses the interpretation of Herrmann’s notion of the self-revelation
of God (Willis 1987:40; Moltmann 1973: 44), while for Herrmann, the subjectivity of
God is dissolved into human subjective experience and theology becomes anthropology.
There is little denial that Herrmann’s ‘Selbst” becomes Barth’s theological way
(Moltmann 1973: 47)

8.1.2.4 Feuerbach

According to Feuerbach (1989: 206), ‘revelation is simply the self-determination of
man, only that between himself the determined, and himself the determining, he
interposes an object- God, a distinct being’. For Feuerbach (1989: 206), God plays a
role as medium by which human being causes the reconciliation of himself with his own

nature.

Feuerbach (1989: 206) calls ‘God as superhuman being since God is known by himself
only.” Therefore, it is impossible for a human being to understand God beyond what he
reveals to us (Feuerbach 1989: 206). However, Feuerbach (1989: 206) indicates that
human beings know God through himself in terms of revelation which implies the word
of God, that is, God declaring himself. Therefore he adds

Hence, in the belief in revelation man makes himself a negation, he goes
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out of an above himself; he places revelation in opposition to human
knowledge, the fullness of all supersensuous mysteries; here reason must
hold its peace. But nevertheless the divine revelation is determined by the
human nature. God speaks not to brutes or angels, but to men; hence he
uses human speech and human conceptions. Man is an object to God,
before God perceptibly imparts himself to man; he thinks of man; he
determines his action in accordance with the nature of man and his needs
(Feuerbach 1989: 206- 207)

According to Feuerbach (1989: 207), ‘God must have reference not to himself, but to
man’s power of comprehension’. Admittedly, for him, “the distinction between divine
revelation and the so-called human reason or nature would be useless, that is an illusory
distinction’ (Feuerbach 1989: 207). Therefore he concludes

The contents of the divine revelation are of human origin, for they have
proceeded not from God as God, but from God as determined by human
reason, human wants, that is, directly from human reason and human wants.
And so in revelation man goes out of himself, in order, by a circuitous path,
to return to himself! Here we have a striking confirmation of the position
that the secret of theology is nothing else than anthropology- the knowledge
of God nothing else than knowledge of man! (Feuerbach 1989: 207).

Here, the similarity and diversity between Barth and Feuerbach occur. For both,
revelation implies the word of God, or God declaring himself. However, for Feuerbach,
the human being plays an important role in the understanding of the revelation of God,
since the divine revelation is determined by the human nature. The reason is ‘because
God speaks not to brutes or angels, but to men. Therefore God uses human speech and
human conceptions’ (Feuerbach 1989: 206- 207).

In this connection, Willis sees Barth’s connection with Feuerbach. According to Willis
(1987:27), ‘Barth’s development of a Trinitarian conception of God may be understood

as an incorporation of, and response to, Feuerbach’s critique’. However this reaction of
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Barth demonstrates two sides. 1) It includes a “yes” to Feuerbach, since he points out
that God of traditional theism is a product of the human project® (Willis 1987:27), 2)
the doctrine of the Trinity also includes a “no” to Feuerbach, since Feuerbach’s critique
is still connected with traditional theism (Willis 1987:27). Trevor Hart says

As a mature teacher of theology Barth adopted the habit of having his
students begin by reading Feuerbach; for, in Feuerbach’s accusation that
talk about God is in the end only talk about humanity, Barth identified the
most complete and telling judgment on the nineteenth-century theological
project. For all the varied emphasis which may be identified the chief
characteristic of that project was in one way or another to seek to found
religion, and the theological reflection which attaches to it, on some aspect
of human nature and experience which belongs to history and may be
understood within its terms (Hart 2000: 40-41)
However, Barth’s rejection of natural theology stems from Feuerbach’s
understanding of theology based on the anthropological presupposition (Pannenberg
1988: 117-119). This implies that for Barth, the rejection of natural theology takes an
important position in his theology, since natural theology causes the shift from theology
to anthropology (Shults 1997: 306)'®°. As Sonderegger (1992: 70) points out, ‘the

% It calls theologians to take Feuerbach’s critique seriously, to realize that he makes a positive
theological contribution, to recognize that the God of traditional theism is a product of human projection.
% Feuerbach revealed the ‘open secret’of all this “natural theology’: theology has become anthropology.
Only one road leads back from this precipice. Human hearts must turn from this mad pursuit of self to the
God who loves in freedom. God must act; God alone must judge. The ‘royal road’ from human
subjectivity to God must be abandoned; the ‘Royal Man’ is the one, true human Word. The stuff of
human existence-history, culture, natural wonders, and order, can be used by god for revelation or control
of it. The religion of human control must be recognized as idolatry and, in its place, an attentive
obedience must be directed to that *one Word of God in life and death (Rehnman: 1998: 70).

100 Barth’s methodological shift and his consequent emphasis on the doctrine of the Trinity do not
constitute a retreat or a refusal to confront Feuerbach’s arguments, on the contrary, they constitute the

basis of Barth’s response to Feuerbach. Allowing the doctrine of the Trinity to govern theology shows
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argument rehearsed here, Barth’s polemic against “natural theology”, is assumed to be
the centrepiece of Barth’s work, and the centre of Barth’s commitments as a theologian’.
It is true that his program of the rejection of natural theology takes the centre of his
theology. However, both (Barth and Feuerbach) differ from the mainstream of

Christianity. According to Berkhof,

One of the most recent names applied to the theology of Barth is “Theology
of the Word of God.” Barth denies general revelation, is violently opposed
to the subjectivism of modern theology, and stresses the necessity of special
revelation for the knowledge of (concerning) God. It would be a mistake,
however, to infer from this that he agrees with the Protestantism of the
Reformation in its conception of the Bible as the source of theology. In the
first place the Bible should not be identified with the special revelation of
God, but can only be regarded as a witness to that revelation. And in the
second place special revelation is always simply God speaking (Berkhof
1988[1932]: 61).

Sebastian Rehnman (1998: 288) explains how the doctrine of revelation is meaningful.

1) Revelation is of the order of Geschichte, i.e., a definitive, incomparable,
and unrepeatable event with no human court of reference. Thus, Barth
cannot even make an objective appeal to his doctrine of the fundamental
reliability of Scripture since the incarnation and resurrection of Jesus is
Geschichte not Historie. Despite his intentions, Barth did not leave
Ritschlianism, but retained it in content, though not in form, as did
Herrmann. Here we see the Kantian connection in actual practice. For Kant
denied the possibility of theoretical knowledge of things that transcend the

phenomenal world; 2) the universal church amply testifies against the

that Barth’s Church Dogmatics, from the beginning, includes a response to Feuerbach. For his Trinitarian
based theology attempts to demonstrate why theology cannot be anthropology or physiology (Willis
1987:55).
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notion of limiting divine revelation to Jesus Christ and her competent
exegeses have- in opposition to gross allegorism- denied that Scripture is

only about Jesus.
8.2 The Root of Barth’s Doctrine of the Trinity

The phrase ‘Gott offenbart sich als der Herr’ indicates the root of the doctrine of the
Trinity (Wurzel der Trinitatslehre) (Barth 1940: 324). According to Barth (1940: 323),
without revelation man is unaware that there is a Lord, that man has a Lord and that
God is this Lord. This implies that for Barth, the way to know God as Lord does not
depend on human ability or side or situation, but only on Himself who reveals his own

being to human beings.
8.2.1 The root of his doctrine of the Trinity

For Barth (1940: 325), the statements about God’s Trinity cannot demand to be

identified with the statement about revelation, or with revelation itself. The doctrine of
the Trinity is an analysis of those statements, that is, of what it marks (Barth 1940: 325).
And, for him, ‘the doctrine of the Trinity is a work of the Church and a document of its
understanding of statements (statement of the doctrine of the Trinity)’ (Leslie 1989: 57).
This implies that the revelation as statements about it or interpretation is identified not
with the doctrine of the Trinity, but with the root of the doctrine of the Trinity (Jungel
2001[1986]: 27). On the other side, positively, by marking revelation as the root of the
doctrine of the Trinity, the statement about the Triune God is identified with the

statement about revelation not directly, but indirectly (Barth 1940: 326).

For Barth (1940: 328-329), the doctrine of the Trinity implies the interpretation of
revelation. It does not mean the interpretation of God who revealed him in revelation.
This would be senseless, since revelation is the self-interpretation of this God. Barth
(1940: 329) states that it does not mean that revelation is the ground of the Trinity, as if

God is Triune in his revelation and for the sake of his revelation, but rather revelation is
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the ground of the doctrine of the Trinity in the way, in which the doctrine of the Trinity
has no other ground than this. He emphasises that it is impossible to approach the
doctrine of the Trinity in only other way than analysis of the concept of revelation
(Barth 1940: 329). Revelation must be interpreted as the ground of the doctrine of the
Trinity (Barth 1940: 329). Meijering (1993: 50) notes that for Barth, revelation is
indeed not the ground of the Triune God (as if God were the triune God in his
revelation), but the ground of the doctrine of the Trinity. He adds that Barth’s expressed
thesis that it is impossible to distinguish between immanent Trinity and economic

Trinity is the basis of his theology (Meijering 1993: 50).

Barth(1940: 329) says that “Wir sagen also damit, dal® wir die Trinitatslehre als die
Interpretation der Offenbarung oder die Offenbarung als den Grund der Trinitatslehre
bezeichnen’. Torrance (2000:79) interprets it that ‘the root of the trinitarian theology
would not be defined through the possibility of theological discourse, since this would
be inappropriately anthropocentric. The root of the doctrine of the Trinity takes its
possibility in terms of the Lordship of God.” And according to Torrance (1990: 151), for
Barth, ‘God makes himself the object of our knowledge. And the root of the doctrine of

the Trinity is constituted in the God’s revelation of himself.” He adds

Karl Barth approached the doctrine of the Holy Trinity entirely on the
ground of God’s self-revelation and self-giving in Christ and in the Spirit
interpreted through the Homoousion, but since the doctrine of the Holy
Trinity is rooted in God’s revelation of himself in such a way that there is
an identity between God and his revelation, it could not but be given
primary place in the Church’s doctrine of God and a normative role in the

whole structure of its dogmatic theology (Torrance 1990: 193-194).

According to Isidro (1983: 416), it is possible to understand the doctrine of the Trinity
only by analysis of the concept of revelation, since the doctrine of the Trinity is the
interpretation of revelation, the root of the concept of revelation, and the basis of the

doctrine of the Trinity
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8.2.2 Vestigia Trinitatis

Barth (1940: 353) rejects the anthropological possibility of the knowledge of God by
rejecting the vestigia trinitatis of Augustine. For Barth (1940: 353), the concept
‘vestigia trinitatis’ implies on a analogue of the Trinity which is wholly apart from
God’s revelation, which manifests itself in a creaturelike structure with a certain
similarity to the structure of the trinitarian concept of God, and which is seen as a copy
of the trinitarian God himself.

The term ‘vestigia trinitatis’ is based on the term ‘analogia entis’ which is regarded as
the second root of the doctrine of the Trinity (Barth 1940: 354). In fact, this problem
plays an important role in Barth's whole theology (Isidro 1983: 397)*. For Barth,
according to Isidro (1983: 398), the analogia entis and the analogia fidei are two
distinct ‘Phanomene.” The first is a metaphysical principle which determines the whole
catholic theology. Although Barth (1940: 364) admits that the inventor of the ‘vestigia
trinitatis’ did not want to provide a second root for the doctrine of the Trinity'%?, Barth’s
critique is that the term ‘vestigia trinitatis’ is not based on ‘interpretation’ but on
‘illustration’. Barth sees a distinction between interpretation and illustration. According

to Cunningham (1998: 103), for Barth, ‘interpretation means saying the same thing in

101 As Isidro (1983: 397) says, the discontinuation between the Word of God and the word of human
beings remains also untouched, when Barth poses the problem of analogy against the human theologians,
who see Barth’s approach to Catholic theology concerning the analogy.

102 According to Isidro (1983: 514), Barth bekennt, daR es in der Geschichte der Theologie immer
Theologie gegeben hat, die ,,Vestigia trinitatis“ in der Natur(Anselm v. Canterbury),in der Kultur(Luther),
in der Geschichte (Joachim v. Fiore, Mdller van den Bruck), in der Religion (G. Woberminn, J. Gehard)
und der menschlichen Seel(Augustin, Anselm v. Cantebury, Petrus Lombardus, Thomas v. Aquin,
Bonaventura, Melanchthon, B, Keckermann, G.E. Lessing, A. Schlatter, Schelling und Hegel) gefunden
haben; According to Barth( 1940: 364), the inventor of the doctrine of the vestigia trinitatis did not
want to pose another second root of the doctrine of the Trinity alongside the revelation. Barth states : Die
Erfinder der vestigia trinitatis wollten keine zweite andere Wurzel der Trinitatslehre neben der
Offenbarung angeben, geschweige denn, daR sie diese andere als die eine und wahre angeben und die
Offenbarung des trinitarischen Gottes leugnen wollten. Ihr Tun steht aber stark im Schatten der Frage, ob

sie gerade dies nicht dennoch getan haben.
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other words, and illustration means saying the same thing in other words. They differ in

the place of the emphasis, and emphasis is not the property of words.’

For Barth (1940: 364), the word ‘interpretation’ implies ‘in anderen Worten dasselbe
sagen’, the word ‘illustration’ implies *dasselbe in anderen Worten sagen’. According
to Jungel (1967: 25), it is clearly connected with the problem of the identity of
revelation. However, Anderson (1981: 88) points out that ‘it is also difficult, even
though Barth lays different emphases in definition, to see a real qualitative difference
between interpretation and illustration. In this regard there is a particularly valid

objection.’

Barth (1940: 360) confirms that*vestigium trinitatis’ implies ‘das natiirliche Vermdgen
der theologischen Sprache’. Barth (1940: 360) denies the natural possibility of language
as theological language of God’s revelation. Although the problem of vestigia is nothing
less than the central question of language about God, it is natural that Barth’s rejection
of vestigia stems from the dangerous tendency toward anthropocentrism, because, for
Barth, God has revealed himself in his Word (O’Donnell 1988: 113). Jiingel (1967:23)
poins out that the contrast between analogia entis and analogia fidei is determined as
follows: analogia entis leads to a loss of revelation; analogia fidei leads to getting
language, to the possibility of theological speech of God.

Barth (1940: 366) argues that the doctrine of the vestigia trinitatis changes
interpretation into illustration of revelation.'®® This is the reason why he denies the
doctrine of the vestigia trinitatis. For Barth (1940: 365), there is no other root for the
doctrine of the Trinity than revelation. This is ‘because he cannot accept any
understanding of God which is independent of the revelation (d.h der einzigen und
wirklichen Offenbarung Gottes)’ (Meijering 1993: 48). Heron (1983: 163) points out
that for Barth, ‘no other “root” can be sought for, and especially not in any vestigium

103 Jiingel (1967:25) indicates that Die Lehre von den vestigia trinitatis vollzieht fiir Barth den Ubergang
von der Interpretation zur Illustration der Offenbarung, einen Ubergang, der * In der theologischen

Sprache offenbar nicht stattfinden” soll. Deshalb lehnt er ,, die Lehre von den vestigia ab*
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trinitatis in the created order, nor can Christian theology be properly directed to its
concrete subject unless it is clear from the start that it is of this triune God that it has to
speak’. It is clear that ‘human language has no capacity to talk about God’ (O’Donnell
1988: 113).

Shults (1997: 306) says that Barth denies vigorously any speculative anthropology,
which follows from his general methodological grounding of dogmatic statements in the
revelation of the Word of God. He adds

In some ways, anthropology served as a lightning rod (especially in his
debates with Brunner) for all of Barth’s polemic against the analogia entis
which he viewed as trying to provide true theological knowledge apart from,
and without relying upon revelation. Barth’s use of the concept analogia
fidei provides the background for understanding the mutual shaping of his
methodology and his anthropology as illustrated in the imago Dei. “when
and where the Word of God is really known by men the manner of thinking
of man in the event of real faith has, so to speak, opened up from above.
From above, not from below”(l/1 242). This applies to theological
knowledge of true humanity as well, which is known only by revelation in
the Word of God (Shults 1997: 306).

Barth (1940: 367) says that the phrase ‘vestigium trinitatis in creatura als Illustration
der Offenbarung’ is illegitimate; however, this vestigium can be used in the phrase
‘vestigium creaturae in trinitate’ which does not mean a second root of the doctrine of

the Trinity besides the first root'®

. According to Cunnigham (1998:100), in opposition
to Augustine, Barth has rejected the term Vestigia Trinitatis. ‘Barth believes that only

“the biblical witness” allows us to move from recognition of the threefold nature of

104" According to Rosato (1981: 55), ‘Barth rejects the vestigia trinitatis in creatura, and chooses instead to
invent the phrase vestigia creaturae in trinitatis since the latter seems more indicative of the real meaning
of vestigia and thus more pertinent to the relation of the Trinity to human experience. For, “trace of the
creature in the Trinity” leaves no doubt that things themselves are not capable of having the Trinity

immanent in them or of being reflections of the Trinity.
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revelation to the doctrine of the Trinity itself. Therefore, Barth refuses to consider the
tradition of the vestigia trinitatis. For Barth, the very idea of a vestigium trinitatis raises
the specter of the reduction of theology to mere anthropology. And Barth draws a sharp
distinction between revelation itself and the human responses to revelation, namely

proclamation and dogmatics’ (Cunnigham 1998:100).

According to Thompson (1991:13), the central theme of Barth’s theology is regarded as
the relationship between God and us. This is manifested in Jesus Christ who is the Word
of God and the true meaning of revelation. This is the positive point of view on Karl

Barth. The negative point is his rejection of all natural theology. Thompson adds that

For Barth believes that humanity as finite is incapable of the infinite: and,
more seriously, that sinful human nature is incapable of perceiving,
receiving and conceiving the nature of the true God. What humanity does,
as Calvin also said, is to project to infinity it’s own conceptions of God,
false conceptions at that; it creates a god or gods in its own image. In other
words it fashions idols. Now this strong opposition of Barth’s to all natural
theology is simply because the true knowledge of God given in revelation

makes it not only superfluous but impossible (Thompson 1991: 13-14).

Barth’s rejection of natural theology is closely connected with his Christo-centrism*®
or Christo-monism'®, since for Barth, there is no other root of the doctrine of the
Trinity than the revelation in which Jesus Christ is the Word of God and the true

meaning of revelation.

195 The structure of Barth’s theology is thoroughly Christ centric (Grenz&Olson 1992: 72; Shults 1997
308; Mostert 2000: 84- There can be no doubt about the christological concentration of Barth’s doctrine
of revelation; Morrison 2001: 61: Barth is consciously Christocentric and Trinitarian from first to last)

106 Jenson 1989: 41- It is sometimes supposed that the Church Dogmatics’ christocentrism may be
characterized as ‘christomonism’, and should be counterd by a more ‘trinitarian’ theology; Robert 1991:

90.
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Barth’s view differs from traditional thought, on ‘general revelation’. Meijering argues
that Karl Barth denies the distinction between natural theology and general revelation,
and this rejection leads to the difference between Barth and protestant Orthodoxy. For
Orthodoxy, this knowledge demonstrates that all human beings as sinners need the
knowledge of God in spite of their fallen situation; however, Barth denies the possibility

of the independent knowledge of the revelation of God™" (Meijering1993: 48).
8.2.3 Christological anthropology’s response to atheism

Barth does not follow the method of traditional theism, by which ‘one arrives at the
concept of God by abstracting attributes from the world via negativa’ (Willis 1987: 70).
For Barth, this methodological shift differs from the God of theism which robs
humanity from building up the divine glory (Willis 1987:70). However, conversely, the
doctrine of Trinity ‘has not robbed humanity of his own glory. He has not constituted

his being in infinity while leaving finitude for humanity’ (Willis 1987:72). For Barth,

197" John Calvin (ICR: I, i, 1) says that these two kinds of knowledge (that of human beings and that of
God) are so closely connected to each other that it is not easy to discern one from the other. But the most
important thing is that ‘nobody can understand himself except by converting his own mind to God’. For
Calvin, ‘it is certain that man never achieves a clear knowledge of himself unless he has first looked upon
God’s face’ (ICR 1, 1, 2). He goes on to explain about the knowledge of God: ‘God himself has implanted
in all men a certain understanding of his divine majesty’ (ICR, I, iii, 1). What Calvin implies here does
not mean so-called ‘natural theology’ in the modern sense. However, it is important to know that the
Christian doctrine does not reject the possibility of knowing God in the human mind. Calvin uses the term
‘religionis semen’, which implies the seed of religion (quoddam tamen perpetuo religionis semen retinent)
(ICR, 1, iii, 1). As far as the knowability of God is concerned, it is possible to interpret the term ‘semen
religionis’ as the meaning of the concept ‘imago Dei’. Although human beings were spoiled because of
original sin (it is called ‘total depravity’), the trace of the ‘imago Dei’ remains still in the heart of the
human being. However, this does not mean either ‘analogia entis’, or ‘natural theology’, but natural
revelation or natural grace on the basis of the Bible, since the purpose of Calvin’s Institutes was to study
the Bible (The purpose of Calvin’s Institutes occurs in the part ‘loannes Calvinus Lectori’ in his Institutes.
He mentions that ‘moreover, it has been my purpose in this labor to prepare and instruct candidates in

sacred theology for the reading of the divine word, in order that they may be able both to have easy access

to it and to advance in it without stumbling.)
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“Trinitarian theology is not only distinct from traditional theism, but also responds to
“protest atheism”” (Willis 1987:71).

Pannenberg (1975[1968]: 33-37) criticizes Barth’s theological methodology in the light

of his Christology “from above’. Pannenberg states

The Christological procedure “from above to below” is followed in modern
Protestant dogmatics especially by Karl Barth. He speaks about a “history”
of the incarnation: the Son of God goes into what is foreign, into
humiliation, by becoming a man, uniting himself with the man Jesus(CD,
IV/1, 859). This connection means at the same time an inexpressible
exaltation for the man Jesus to whose lot it fell (CD, IV/2 § 64: “The
exaltation of the Son of man”). Here Barth has combined two doctrines
which were distinguished in the orthodox Protestant dogmatics of the
seventeenth century: on the one hand, the doctrine of Jesus as man and God,
the so-called doctrine of the two natures, and on the other, the doctrine of
the humiliation and exaltation of the incarnate Son of God as two
consecutive stages along Jesus’ path. By combining theses two themes,
Barth comes closer to the basic outline of the Gnostic redeemer myth than
is necessarily characteristic of an incarnational Christology that is
constructed “from above to below”: the descent of the redeemer from
heaven and his return there. This is also the basic concept of Barth’s
Christology (Pannenberg1975 [1968]: 33-34).

According to Olson (1990:186), ‘Barth would especially object to Pannenberg’s
criticisms and argue that his own christocentric method of theology grounds all of the
doctrine of God on the revelation of God in Jesus Christ.” He adds that ‘he would no
doubt point to the later volumes of his Church Dogmatics such as 1V/I, 50 to prove his
case’ (Olson 1990: 186). Thompson says, Barth ‘shows that there is no God whom we
know except the one true God seen in the humanity of Jesus. There is no nonhuman
God.” He adds that “incarnation and atonement are based on God’s purpose of election

and show that, while as triune he is perfect in himself, at the same time, he chooses to
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be God with us and for us — Logos Ensarkos and not Logos Asarkos’ (Thompson
1994:134).

Andrews points out that ‘for traditional theologians, the approach to the two natures of
Christ was to apply a priori concepts of divinity and humanity to the divine and human
natures. The problem has been trying to marry disparate anthropological or existential
concepts of man with concepts of divinity that have derived from philosophy.” He
confirms that ‘Barth refuses to adopt this approach’ (Andrews 1996: 163). According to
Suh (1982: 72-73), Barth (I1V) actually did not connect Jesus Christ with the ‘Logos
asarkos’, or to the second Person of the Trinity, ‘since the second Person of the
Godhead is not God the reconciler as such, and “Logos asarkos” implies the “Deus

absconditus™’. He adds that ‘Such a “Logos asarkos” or “Deus absconditus” means
honoring one’s self-made image of god, “Selbst gemachten Gétterbild”’(Suh1982: 73).
It shows that Barth’s understanding is based on the economic Trinity. Andrews points
out that ‘Barth focuses on the history of Jesus Christ, which he describes as His “birth
and life and death” which is “revealed in His resurrection” and which “takes place in
every age”. He remains open to the excess of non-meaning of this act of God.” He adds
that “this is evident in his refusal to entertain the possibility of a concept of humanity in
relation to the human nature of Christ which we find in his rejection of the idea of a
logos asarkos’ (Andrews 1996: 163-164). Grenz (2004: 47) points out that ‘Barth
follows a particular theological method, which proceeds from revelation to the eternal
God, that is, from what has come to be termed the economic Trinity to the immanent
Trinity.” This demonstrates the identity between the economic Trinity and the immanent

108 " Meijering (1993: 50) points out that Barth’'s expressed thesis that it is

Trinity
impossible to distinguish between immanent Trinity and economic Trinity is the

foundation of his theology.

198 Johnson (1997:46) states, following Jiingel, ‘there is a “correspondence” between the economic and
immanent trinity, a correspondence, that is to say, between the way God is in self-being (in se) and the

way God is for us (pro nobis).
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Barth” doctrine of the Trinity “displays agreement with Feuerbach as far as the rejection
of traditional theism is concerned’ (Willis 1987:69), since ‘Feuerbach’s atheism is
always a protest against God on behalf of humanity’ (Willis 1987:68). The doctrine of
the Trinity can rightly understand God as being in act. This implies that ‘God’s being is
not a static substance, but rather a dynamic event of self-giving to the world” (Willis
1987:71-72). The doctrine of the Trinity speaks of ‘the God who is finite as well as
infinite, since Jesus Christ who is God’s revelation has two natures, that is, a divine
nature and a human nature’ (Willis 1987:72). *The infinity of the triune God does not
contradict the finite” (Willis 1987:72). This is closely connected with Feuerbach’s
understanding of the Trinity. According to Willis (1987:68) °‘the intention of
Feuerbach’s atheism is to heal the human pathology of alienation by restoring to
humanity what rightfully belongs to it. To accomplish this, God must be negated by
criticizing the wedge that theism and its abstract thinking have driven between God and

humanity.’

Jungel (1971: 381) says that for Barth theism and atheism have a parallel function. The
doctrine of the Trinity, which formulates the mystery of the identification of God with
Jesus is already mentioned in the Prolegomena of Church Dogmatics as the expression
of the historicity of God. It proves that every wider statement about God is already as a
statement about mankind (Jingel 1971:382).

8.3 The Doctrine of the Trinity

In this part, attention is paid to Barths treatment of ‘the oneness in threeness’ and
‘threeness in unity’, his concept of the divine Person, the terms ‘perichoresis’ and
‘appropriation’, and the doctrine of *Holy Spirit’ in connection with his view of the

filioque.

8.3.1 Unity and threeness
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In the section on ‘Gottes Dreieinigkeit’, Barth (1940: 367) emphasizes the ‘unity
(Einheit)’ in the threeness (Dreiheit).

Der Gott, der sich nach der Schrift offenbart, ist Einer in drei
eigentiimlichen, in ihren Beziehungen untereinander bestehenden
Seinsweisen: Vater, Sohn und Heiliger Geist. So ist er der Herr, d.h. das Du,
das dem menschlichen Ich entgegentritt und sich verbindet als das
unauflésliche Subjekt und das ihm eben so und darin als sein Gott offenbar
wird (Barth 1940: 367).

According to Barth (1940: 369), the threeness (Die Dreiheit) does not imply ‘the
threeness of the essence’. Triunity of God is not a threefold deity, that is, neither in the
meaning of a plurality of deity, nor in the meaning of existing as a plurality of

individuals or of parts within the one deity.

The name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit presents God in the threefold
repetition of one God (Barth 1940: 369). Barth explains the doctrine of the Trinity in
terms of the metaphor of repetition (Wiederholung) (Torrance 2000:80). Barth makes
the use of term ‘threefold repetition” which implies the exposition of the Trinitarian
being of God as Father, Son and Holy Spirit for which Barth provides the term ‘three
modes’ or ‘ways of being’ (Roberts 1980:84). Aboagye-mensah (1984: 149) says that
for Barth, “what the Trinity implies is that the distinctive name of Father, Son and Holy
Spirit is the One Lord in threefold repetition, with no alteration, addition or adulteration,
such repetition is grounded in the single Godhead, and God is only God in this threefold
repetition.” However, the repetition does not imply the alteration of His deity, in which
He is God in this repetition (Torrance 2000: 81). And this repetition also does not mean
three divine ‘I’s, but three times mentioning of the divine ‘I’ (Meijering 1993: 53).
However, it implies that ‘God does God three times, each time in a special way’ (Jenson
1969:111). He adds that ‘He does it three times and in these three ways, to be the
particular God he is and not some other. Each “hypostasis” is a repetition in a particular
way of the act of being God- an act which is itself accomplished only as this precise

repetition’.
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In his critique on the antitrinitarians, Barth focuses on the monotheism of Arianism and
of Sabellianism. According to Meijering (1993: 53), Barth’s criticism differs from the
traditional critique. He denounces Schleiermacher’s ‘Erscheinungsformen.’” ‘Mit seiner
Kritik will er offenbar nicht den historischen Sabellianismus, sondern Schleiermacher

treffen’, says Meijering.

For Barth (1940: 373), the unity of God established in the doctrine of the Trinity is not
to be confused with singularity or isolation. The terms ‘singularity’ and ‘isolation’ are
the limitations (Einschrankungen) associated with the concept of numerical unity in
general. But the numerical unity of the revealed God does not have these

‘Einschrankungen’.
For Barth, God is one. In itself His unity is not a singluarity and isolation.

Der Begriff der offenbarten Einheit des offenbarten Gottes schlief3t also
nicht aus sondern ein eine Unterscheidung(distinctio oder discretio) eine
Ordnung im Wesen Gottes. Diese Unterscheidung oder Ordnung ist die
Unterscheidung oder Ordnung der drei ,,Personen*- wir sagen lieber: der
drei ,,Seinsweisen* in Gott (Barth 1940: 374).

This understanding is closely connected with the concept ‘being-in-act” which implies a
dynamic concept of divine nature (Collins 2001: 26). The concept of revelation as act,
event, and encounter implies this *being-in-act’, since revelation is identified with the
‘act (event) of Jesus Christ’” that implies Creation, Kenosis, Incarnation and
Resurrection (Koértner 1989: 22). Barth’s understanding of the concept of unity
(Einigkeit) corresponds to the relation between God and humans or the world. However,
this concept stems from the rejection of the traditional concept of God (essence or
substance) as ‘absolute’ or ‘static’ or ‘isolation’ and ‘singularity’ (Willis 1987:71-72;
Aboagye-mensah 1984: 178; Torrance 1990: 172). According to Collins (2001: 26), ‘the
traditional language of essence or substance did not entirely exclude the concept of
motion or movement (Kenosis).” However, he adds that ‘Barth’s understanding of

movement in relation to the Godhead is problematic, in that it is expressed in terms of
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the God who is one self-moved Person, or in terms of one Person who reiterates
himself” (Collins 2001: 26-27).

8.3.2 The concept of the ‘divine Person’

Referring to the matter of ‘the unity in the threeness (Die Einheit in der Dreiheit)’ and
‘the threeness in the unity (Die Dreiheit in der Einheit)’, Barth redefines the term
‘person’ for his hermeneutical problem. For Barth (1940: 379), the really valuable
determinations of the principle of God’s the threeness in the unity (Dreiheit in der
Einheit) derived neither by Augustine nor by Thomas nor by our protestant Fathers from
the analysis of the concept of Person, but, under the urge of their usually over-laborious
analyses of the concept of Person acquired from quite a different source. Barth (1940:
379) prefers not to use the term ‘person’, but rather ‘mode of being’. With the term
‘mode of being (Seinsweise)’ Barth intends to express the same thing as expressed by

the term “person’ not absolutely but relatively better, more simply and more clearly'®®.

For Barth (1940: 379), this term *Seinsweise’ does not introduce a new concept, but a
bringing to the centre a subsidiary concept used in the analysis of the concept of
‘person’ from time immemorial and with the greatest effect. For Barth, the middle ages
concept “person’ was constituted by Boethius’ definition: persona est naturae rationalis
individua substantia.’*® The concept of ‘three persons’, for Barth, implies three
individuals, that is, tri-theism (Thompson 1991: 21). Leslie (1989: 100) says that the

term ‘person’ is objectionable in this context for Barth on two general grounds: ‘(1) the

109" According to Aboagye-mensah (1984: 178), ‘What Barth is saying is that “persona” must not be
defined in terms of isolated individuals without regard to their relation to others. Rather it is to be defined
as a being-in-loving-relation with others. In the context of our discussion it means that the Holy Spirit is
no other than one of the three modes of God’s existence in relation with the other modes remembering
that there is a distinction in function. In other words, in this interpenetrating relationship of being “the
Father is above all things, the Son pervades all things and the Holy Spirit is active in all things”, to use
T.F Torrance’s expression’; According to William Stacy Johnson (1997:44), in contrast to these classical
abstractions, Barth reconceived God as dynamic and relational in character.

10 See Muller 1993: 224; McGrath 1994: 209.
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general lack of clarity as to its precise meaning in the early phases of the development
of the Church doctrine, and (2) an exacerbation of the confusion with the introduction of
the modern notion of personality as self-consciousness, a concept relatively foreign to
‘persona’. Barth (1940: 379) uses the term ‘Seinsweise’ '™ which is the literal
translation of #ro,poj u"pa,rxew;j in use in the early church, since the term *Seinsweise’

112 The term ‘Seinsweise’ for the

solves some problems of the concept ‘person
emphasis of the unity stems from the critique of the western tradition, and the theology
of the 19" century, criticized strongly by Barth (Oberdorfer 2002: 360). The mention of
‘the act of God’ implies the concept ‘person’, and through this statement of the act of
God with its implication of the concept “person’, Barth is opposed to the ontological
concept of ‘God’, the Aristotelian God, as the unmoved mover (unbewegten

Bewegers)(Kortner 1989: 24).

Collins (2001: 27) says that ‘the division of being and act is overcome by abolishing the
Aristotelian distinction between energeia and dynamis as the foundation for the concept
of God’s being’. He adds ‘unfortunately, the effect of the coalescing of energeia and
dynamis only serves to reinforce the emphasis which we have discerned already, of the
Godhead as apparently one self-moved person. Yet the tradition of the relationship
between energeia and dynamis holds within it a variety of notions, some of which
diverge from the Aristotelian view’. “In the understanding of Maximus the confessor we
find a conception of the relationship between being and act which does not necessitate
the coalescence of energeia and dynamis which we find in Barth’s view, and which also

avoids the Aristotelian polarity.” (Collins 2001: 27). Collins says

1 This is a literal translation of tropos hyparxeos, a term appearing as early as Basil of Caesarea as a
synonym for hypostasis (de spritu Sancto, 43f) (Leslie 1989: 101)

12 As Leslie (1989: 100-101) points out, it runs the ironically dual danger of leading either in the
direction of tritheism (suggesting three separated substances or centers of consciousness) or toward
sabellianism (for which “person” designated God acting in the economy of salvation with no application
to his divine being); See Mueller (1972: 67), since the traditional term “person” describing the different
ways God has revealed himself is often misconstrued in a tritheistic sense-contrary to its original
meaning- Barth perfers to speak of the three “modes” of God’s being in order to say the same thing more

clearly
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The understanding of the nature of God as being- in —act (Gottes Sein in der
Tat) rests upon the claim that there is no antecedent essence behind the act
which God is, whereas the claim that God’s being is in becoming tends
towards the concept of an antecedent essence, which is in the process of
becoming something different. Herein lies one of the fundamental problems
of the language of becoming and of reiteration. Neither Barth nor his
commentators are immune from the charge of dualism or dipolarity. For, if
the being of God is a repetition or a becoming, it appears that God was once

one thing, and has become (or is becoming) another (Collins 2001:29).

This is in line with Feuerbach. According to Feuerbach (1989: 234), ‘the three Persons
of the Christian Godhead are only imaginary, pretended Persons, assuredly different
from real Persons, just because they are only phantasms, shadows of personalities’. He
goes on to state that ‘the three Persons are thus only phantoms in the eyes of reason, for
the conditions or modes under which alone their personality could be realised, are done
away with by the command of monotheism’ (Feuerbach 1989: 234). Because the unity
gives the lie to the personality, the self-subsistence of the Persons is annihilated in the
self-subsistence of the unity. Therefore, for Feuerbach (1989: 234), Persons are mere
relations. The son is not without the Father, the Father not without the Son. For him, the
idea of the Person is here only a relational idea (Feuerbach 1989: 235). To Feuerbach
(1989: 232), ‘the Trinity is therefore originally the sum of essential fundamental
distinctions which man perceives in the human nature’, since theology becomes
anthropology. This naturally has consequences for the understanding of the term
‘person’. For Feuerbach (1989: 233), ‘independent existence, existence apart from
others, is the essential characteristic of a Person, of a substance’. This is essential for
God. Therefore three Persons imply three Gods or gods. Actually, Barth accepts
Feuerbach’s critigue of the concept ‘Person’. Therefore, Barth uses the term
‘Seinsweise’ instead of the term ‘Person’ (Collins 2001: 148). However, this
understanding of the concept as independently existent, or existence apart from others,
does not express the traditional Christian understanding of the concept ‘person’ (Collins
2001:149).
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There are contrasting views of Barth’s term ‘Seinsweise’ instead of the concept
‘person’. Jowers (2003) advocates Barth’s understanding of ‘Seinsweise’. He says that
Barth’s understanding of the concept ‘Seinsweise’ does not imply modalism. Jowers
indicates five points of Karl Barth’s rejection of modalism.

1) He maintains that modalism undermines, not merely contain data implied
by revelation, but the very idea of revelation itself (Jowers 2003: 238). 2)
Barth claims that modalists posit a quaternity instead of a trinity in God in
so far as they direct men to a ‘hidden fourth’ behind and above the triune
God of the Bible (Jowers 2003: 239). 3) Barth implicitly indicts the
modalists of associating modalism with patripassianism, which he declares
is ‘absolute forbidden’ (Jowers, 2003: 239). 4) Barth opposes modalism by
construing the image of God in man as the male — female relationship
(Jowers 2003: 239). 5) Barth combats modalism (Jowers 2003: 240).

Jowers points out that two factors in particular exculpate Barth from the charge of
introducing modalism via the term ‘mode of being’: 1) Barth intends the term as a literal
equivalent of the patristic tro,poj u pa,rxewj. (It implicates Basil the Great and
Gregory of Nyssa equally) (Jowers 2003: 244). 2) Barth explicitly identifies the
intended meaning of the term *‘Seinsweise’ with ‘subsistent relations’ (CD 1/1 364)
objectively identical with the divine essence, that is, with the customary meaning of
‘Person’ (Jowers, 2003: 244).

Torrance (1988:219) in Trinitarian Faith argues that Barth’s concept ‘Seinsweise’ is
closely connected to the Cappadocian tradition and is identified with it. However
Collins (2001: 149) points out that ‘Torrance fails to note the shift in the usage and
understanding of the term when Barth employs it in the Church Dogmatics.” According
to Prestige (1981[1936]: 245) “originally it has contained a covert reference not merely

to their existence but to the derivation of their existence from the paternal arche’.

Jonker (1981:112) points out that it is no wonder that Barth is often accused to be a

modalist in his idea of the three-in-oneness, since the motif behind the accusation is the
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conviction (belief) that Barth does not clearly enough put forward the independence
(autonomy, individuality) of the divine Persons. He explains that they (the critics) are of
the opinion that Barth, unlike Karl Rahner, is too concerned with the oneness of God
and then tries to bring the oneness in harmony with the threeness of God’s revelation. It
is a typical prejudice of western theology set by Augustine. For fear of tri-theism it
moved too close to modalism (Jonker 1981:112). Barth is not a modalist in the sense of
Schleiermacher’s concept that from his experience with God the human being projects
the thought of a three-oneness in God (Jonker 1981:113). Louis Berkhof (1996[1938]:

83) agrees that Barth’s term “Seinsweise’ is not a kind of Sabellianism.

Isidro (1983: 600) says that Barth’s use of the ambiguous word ‘Ich’ can lead to the
misunderstanding that exists behind his three-Seinsweise and one ‘subject’ or one
Person (in the traditional sense). Isidro (1983: 600) argues that in spite of this
ambiguous word, Barth is not a modalist as witnessed by his rejection of modalism.
Isidro (1983: 600-601) points out that, with the ‘unreconcilibility of the being of the
subject’, Barth indicates the uniqueness of the nature, of the understanding and of the
self-consciousness of God in his ‘drei Seinsweisen’. So, Barth rejects the tri-theism
(Isidro 1983: 601).

Hill takes a middle position between critique and support for Barth’s term *Seinsweise’.
According to Hill (1982: 117), the term *Seinsweise’ is not only “a literal translation of
tro,poj u pa,rxewj, which was already used in the early church’, but also provides a
meaning for u po,stasij in the sense which is limited in the mode of existence’. Hill
(1982: 117) mentions that ‘this doctrine of Barth is surely not “modalism” in its
traditional sense but it does qualify for what might be called “modal trinitarianism™’. He
adds

Barth’s doctrine of the Trinity is free of any overt modalism, and it is also
beyond the danger of subordinationism, i.e., in no way open to conceiving
the Father as already the fullness of the one Godhead who subsequently (in
a logic, not temporal sense) generates a Son and spirates a Spirit, with the

implication that the latter are thus lesser divinities. But some compromise
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has to be allowed in denying to the Three in God the full prerogatives of
Personhood (Hill 1982: 117).

Torrance (1996: 103) evaluates Hill’s understanding of Barth’s concept *Seinsweise’ as
trinitarian modalist: ‘whether it is possible to be a “trinitarian modalist” in this way is
open to doubt. However, Hill’s comment does direct us to some consideration of the
divine singularity which underlies Barth’s exposition’.

3 4

Pannenberg™® and Moltmann'* criticize Barth’s understanding of the concept of
Person. Pannenberg shows that Barth depends on I.A. Dorner'*®. According to
Pannenberg (1988:330-331, ET 303-304), Barth ‘believed that he had found a way out
of the problems by deriving the trinity of Father, Son and Spirit from the concept of
revelation, or, more precisely, from the statement that “God reveals Himself as the
Lord,” which, when grammatically analyzed into its three components- subject, object,
and predicate- leads us to the three modes of being of the self-revealing God. This is not
the same, however, as basing the doctrine of the Trinity on the revelation of God as it
materially attested in the biblical writing.” He adds that Barth ‘did not develop the
trinitarian statements out of the contents of the revelation to which scripture bears
witness but out of the formal concept’ (Pannenberg 1988: 331, ET 304). According to
Powell (2001: 233), for Pannenberg, ‘Barth “deduced the Trinity out of God’s being

subject,” a deduction grounded strictly in the logical structure of selfhood.’

3 pannenberg (1977: 25-40). See Pannenberg (1997: 248-260).

114 Moltmann (1994: 154- 161).

15 According to Bradshaw (1987:157), ‘Pannenberg has recently sought to establish a connection
between Barth and Dorner’. According to Pannenberg ‘von der Durchfiihrung der angedeuteten
Konzeption bei Dorner selbst ist besonders hervorzuheben, daR er the Einheit Gottes als ,,absolute
Persdnlichkeit* dachte und deshalb die drei trinitarischen ,,Personen* nicht als personal im gleichen Sinn
wie den einen Gott gelten lassen wollte. So sprach er lieber von ,,drei Seinsweisen Gottes”, die ,,in ihrem
Producte, der gottlichen Personlichkeit, nicht verldschen, sondern ewig fortdauern®... Barth bejahte-
allerdings ohne Dorner zu zitieren- die These, dal3 Gott nur eine einzige Personlichkeit ist, und zwar sei es
»als eine Folgerung aus der Trinitatslehre” zu denken, dal? der eine Gott als der Herr, ,also Person zu
verstehen ist, d.h. aber als in und fiir sich seinendes Ich mit einem ihm eigenen Denken und Wollen*’
(Pannenberg 1997: 250).
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For Pannenberg, as Isidro (1983: 599) points out, Dorner blamed a different, indeed a
negative position of Schleiermacher to the doctrine of the Trinity, and expressed the
Sovereignty of God which occurred through the ‘immanente Trinitatslehre’, as the
guarantee (Garantie) for the doctrine of the Justification. Dorner regards the unity of
God as absolute personality (absolute Persdnlichkeit), and the three trinitarian ‘Persons’
is not regarded as persons in the same sense (Isidro 1983: 599). However, according to
Collins (2001: 150), ‘it is less clear whether Barth is influenced by Dorner in his choice

and usage of Seinsweise.”**°

Moltmann criticizes Barth as being a Modalist. According to Moltmann (1994:156-
157), Barth’s doctrine of triunity is the ‘Behauptung und Unterstreichung des
Gedenkens der strikten und aboluten Einheit Gottes’, that Barth equates the Lordship of
God with the concept of the essence of God and this with the concept of the deity of
God. What is today called the personification of God belongs to this equation. All
these concepts of the sovereign Subject are employed to the divine Lordship and his
revelation. Therefore there can not be referred to three Persons to which subjectivity and
an ‘I’ must be attributed. There can only be referred to the ‘three modes of being in
God’ (Moltmann 1994: 157-158). The one personality of God must either be attributed
to the Father with Athanasius, or with Sabellius to the subject representing all three
trinitarian Persons as ‘Seinsweisen’ (Moltmann 1994: 160). Moltmann sees the reason
for the difficulties, which Barth brings with his idealistic reflection on the divine
Subject, lies in the Lordship of God prior to the Trinity, and its application in the
doctrine of the Trinity to safeguard the interpretation of the divine subjectivity by his
Lordship (Moltmann 1994: 160). Barth, according to Moltmann (1994:160-161), uses a

non-trinitarian concept of the unity of God, namely the concept of the identical subject.

116 According to Leslie (1989:108), ‘Pannenberg makes the reasonable suggestion of a line of influence
from Dorner to Barth even though Barth nowhere cites Dorner in reference to the thesis of the singular
personality of God.” Leslie (1989: 108) goes on to demonstrate that ‘Pannenberg notes the striking
similarities between the trinitarian doctrines of Barth and Dorner. Dorner wants to interpret the Unity of
God in terms of “absolute personality” which meant consequently that the three trinitarian Persons could
not be thought of as Persons in the same sense.” See Isidro 1983, 599-600. He criticizes Pannenberg’s

associating of Barth with Dorner by following the critique of Lonergan.
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Moltmann says that Barth was influenced by Idealism'’. Heron (1983:167) notes that
‘as Barth is among those whom he here criticises, this can lead us onto the question of

Barth’s apparent modalism’. Torrance interprets Heron’s comment as follows:

Despite all this, there are modalist tinges in certain features of his
discussion. Posing the question as to whether Barth does incline toward a
modalist interpretation of the Trinity, Alasdair Heron comments “In line
with the general Augustinian trend in the West, which Barth emphasises
both the unity and the threefoldness within God, he tends to give effective
priority to the former”. Heron then goes on to make a profoundly important
observation which points to what is, in our opinion, the essential weakness
in Barth, one which haunts the Church Dogmatics throughout- namely that
“God’s triple reiteration of himself is much more prominent than his
relation to himself; the notes of “otherness” is more muted than that of
“self-expression”; tritheism is sensed to be a greater threat than
Sabellianism’ (Torrance 1996: 103)

In the study of Barth’s concept of person as mode of being (Seinsweise), O’Collins
(1999: 175-176) asks, ‘how could one adore and glorify Rahner’s “three distinct
manners of subsisting” or Barth’s “the Revealer, the Revelation, and the
Revealedness”(i.e., three modes of being)? The somewhat modalistic language of
Rahner and Barth is not well adapted for private prayer and public worship’. According
to Robert (1991: 86) ‘this potentially reductive criticism of Barth must be borne in mind
as the explicit logic of the Trinity is unfolded, for it is possible that here is encountered
a source not only of Barth’s “Christo-monist” tendency but also of the heavy emphasis
he places upon the unity of God’s “ways of being” in the Father, Son and the Holy
Spirit.”

Although it is difficult to distinguish this subtle meaning of Seinsweise in Karl Barth

from the traditional meaning of ‘tro,poj u pa,rxew;j’. Heppe explains it as follows:

117 See Moltmann 1994: 158; Leslie 1999: 107.
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The Persons then differ not ouvsi,a| but tro.pw| u pa,rxewj- “Distinction
of Persons is that by which one Person is distinguished from the other
Persons by a fixed notion (certa notione).” This distinction depends upon
the relation in which the three Persons stand to each other. “ The relation of
the divine Persons is the tro,poj u pa,rxewj , the mode of existence, proper
to each Person and incommunicable, which does not compose the Person,
but composition apart constitutes it and distinguishes it from other
Persons( Heppe 1950:114-115).

While Barth identifies the term “Seinsweise’ in a sense with the term ‘Person’*®, the
relation between the divine Persons is #ro,poj u'pa,rxewj. This mode of being,
however, does not imply the Person itself, but the distinction of one Person from other
Persons. According to Prestige (1981[1936]: 245), the term ‘mode of hyparxis’ is
applied to the second or third Person, since ‘it may originally have contained a covert
reference not merely to their existence, but to the derivation of their existence from the

paternal arche’.

St. Basil mentions this term in his book: De Spiritu Sancto. St. Basil (DSS 46) states that
‘kai. to. Pnewma ouvsi,a zw/sa( a giasmou/ kuri,al th/j me.n oivkeio,thtoj

dhloume,nhj  evnteu/qen( tou/ de. tro,pou th/j u'pa,rxewj avrrh,tou

fulassome, nou.” According to Prestige’s translation (1981[1936]: 246), this implies that
‘the Spirit is a living ousia, lord of sanctification, whose relationship to God is disclosed
by His procession, but the mode of whose hyparxis is preserved ineffable.” According to

Sieben (1993: 212), the procession of the Holy Spirit is a mystery; Basil represents the

18 According to Jiingel (1967: 37), Barth uses the term Seinsweise (the early church‘s term tro,poj
u pa,rxew;j) to replace the misunderstanding of concept of person: Mit dem Begriff der Seinsweise
nimmt Barth den altkirchlichen terminus tro,poj u pa,rxewj auf, um durch ihn den miRversténdlichen
Person-Begriff zu ersetzen. Das einheitliche Sein Gottes is darin differenziert, dal es sich in drei
verschiedene Seinsweisen unterscheidet. Die unterschiedenheit dieser drei Seinsweisen ist von den
zwischen ihnen waltenden Beziehungen her zu verstehen. Diejenigen Eigentimlichkeiten der Seinsweisen
Gottes, die durch das Verhdltnis der Seinsweisen zueinander gegeben sind, machen die Seinsweisen

gottes ,,zu Seinsweisen*
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(eastern) tradition from Athanasius to John of Damascus. The reason for Basil’s use of
this term stems from his friend, Amphilochius of Iconium. Amphilochius regards the
names of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit as not representing the ousia as such,
but as “a mode of hyparxis or relation” (Prestige1981 [1936]: 245). Since the end of the
fourth century, the term ‘mode of hyparxis’ is identical to the particularities of the
divine Persons, since this term explains the concept that “in those Persons or hypostaseis
one and the same divine being is presented in distinct objective and permanent
expressions, though with no variation in divine content’ (Prestige1981 [1936]: 248-
249).

According to Isidro (1983:588)"°, for Barth, the rejection of the concept ‘Person’ in the
doctrine of the Trinity is connected with the rejection of the analogia entis. This
illustrates that Barth’s rejection of the concept ‘person’ is closely connected with the
modern understanding of God in the light of the myth?, in which liberal theologians
find their hermeneutical equipment (McGrath 1994: 57). The rejection of natural
theology or analogia entis pervades Barth’s whole theology. Jingel (1967:33) says that

121 like Bultmann’s

Barth’s doctrine of the Trinity is another ‘Entmythologisierung
hermeneutical methodology. According to Heron (1980:212), Barth’s disagreement
with Bultmann does not stem from ‘the principles of historical-critical exegesis’, nor
‘even primarily from Bultmann’s programme of demythologisation’, but Bultmann’s

reduction of theology to anthropology.

119 Beij Barth ist die Ablehnung des Personbegriffs innerhalt der Trinitat im engen Zusammenhang mit
der Ablehnung der analogia entis. Aufgrund der Ablehnung der analogia entis konnte Barth Gott den
Personbegriff nicht zuschreiben: die géttliche Person ware in Bezug auf die menschliche Person ,,die ganz
Andere®. In diesem Sinne wére nach Barth der Personbegriff fiir Gott nicht geeignet. (Isidro 1983:588)

120 See McGrath 1994: 329-330.

121 According to Rosato (1981: 57), Barth’s trinitarian teaching thus serves a hermeneutical function: it
offers a human interpretation of God which corresponds to God’s own self-interpretation in the Scriptures.
In addition to correcting Schleiermacher, Barth is also attempting to lend his own understanding of the
Trinity the same function which Bultmann later was to give to the process of demythologization, namely,

that of comprehending God as “You.”
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Barth’s ‘Seinsweise’ differs from the traditional usage with his endeavour to reject the
possibility of human talking of God. Although it is not certain that the term ‘Seinsweise’
leans towards modalism or Sabellianism*?, it is clear that Barth’s term ‘Seinsweise’

would be misused and misunderstood.

In connection with ‘Seinsweise’, Barth makes use of the two terms ‘perichoresis’ and
‘appropration’. Both are necessary for Barth, since the concept ‘appropriation’ is
grounded in the concept ‘perichoresis’ (Isidro 1983 597; Williams 1979: 166). While
the doctrine of perichoresis demonstrates the unity of God, the doctrine of appropriation
implies that God reveals himself as ultimately and unmistakably three (Jowers 2003:
237).

For Barth (1940: 395)*%, it is only by appropriation that now this act, now this attribute
of the Father or the Son or the Holy Spirit, or that mode of existence must be brought to
the forefront, to designate it as such at all, but never forgetting nor denying the presence
of God in all his modes of existence, in his complete being and action even over against
us. According to McGrath,

It is appropriate to think of creation as the work of the Father. Despite the
fact that all three Persons of the Trinity are implicated in creation, it is
properly seen as the distinctive action of the Father. Similarly, the entire

Trinity is involved in the work of redemption (although a number of

122 Berkhof (1996[1938]: 83) denies that Barth’s term Seinsweise follows the way of Sabellianism or
Modalism. However, Meijering (1993:57; 244) regards Barth’s Seinsweise as leaning toward
Sabellianism. See Thompson’s footnote, no 28 (1996: 221); 251. Roberts (1980: 88) says that the danger
of Karl Barth’s method of grounding and deriving the concept ‘three modes of being’ from the ‘single act’
of the divine being, has become manifest.

123 Pper appropriationem muf je diese Tat und jene Eigenschaft im Blick auf diese und diese Seinsweise
Gottes in den Vordergrund geriickt werden, damit diese uberhaupt als solche bezeichnet werden kann.
Aber nur per appropriationem darf dies geschehen, also in keinem Fall unter VVergessen oder Leugnung
der Gegewart Gottes in allen seinen Seinsweisen, in seinem ganzen Sein und Tun auch uns
gegeniber(Barth 1940:395).
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theories of salvation, or soteriologies, ignore this Trinitarian dimension of
the cross, and are impoverished as a result). It is, however, appropriate to
speak of redemption as being the distinctive work of the Son (McGrath
1994:254).

The concepts “perichoresis’ and ‘appropriation’ are closely connected with each other.
For Barth, both terms play an important role in the doctrine of the Trinity.

Meijering (1993: 60-61) compares Barth’s term ‘appropriation’ with the view of
Athanasius, for whom the harmony of the world reveals the Son, and the creature
reveals the Father, because the Father creates it through the Son on the basis of a
quantative difference. It is impossible to understand creation without the perception of
God as the Father of the Son since the Father created the world in the Son. For
Athanasius, the perception of ‘the Father of the Son’ includes the perception of the
creator while Barth sees the Father as the ‘the Father of the Son’ before creation
(Meijering 1993: 60).

8.3.3 The filioque

The doctrine of the Holy Spirit in Karl Barth’s theology is closely connected with
several concepts, that of the immanent and economic Trinity, of the term ‘Seinsweise’
for ‘person’, and of perichoresis. These concepts play an important role in Barth’s

Pneumatology as well.

For Barth (1940: 482), the Holy Spirit, according to the witness of the Scripture, is God
himself. However, according to Collins (2001: 206), ‘what emerges from Barth’s
understanding of the Western tradition is effectively a reinforcement of his commitment
to the modern understanding of Person’. In fact, for Barth (1940: 493), the Holy Spirit
cannot be understood as in the sense of Person (in modern sense of Person), but He is
‘in besonders deutlicher Weise, was auch Vater und Sohn sind.” This implies that the
Holy Spirit is not a third Subject, a third “‘I’(Ich), and a third Lord “Herr’, but a third
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mode of being (Seinsweise) of the divine subject or Lord. The Holy Spirit is ‘the act of
the communityness (Gemeinsamseins) of the Father and the Son (des Vaters und des
Sohnes) (Barth 1940: 493).

Grenz (2004:47) points out that Barth advocates the doctrine of the filioque on the
ground of the relation between the immanent and economic Trinity. His immanent
Trinity is identified with his economic Trinity*** (Freyer 1982: 302-303). For Barth,
this identification between the two is through the unity of the works and Being of God
(Freyer 1982:303). Reid (1997: 31) says that for Barth, the economy of revelation
corresponds to the inner-trinitarian ‘economy’ or order. The two basic economic acts of
God in self-revelation correspond to the inner-Trinitarian activity in the two distinct
processions. According to Coffey (1999:19), for Barth, ‘the immanent Trinity stands
revealed in the Mystery of Christ; this is an acquisition of the reflection of the patristic
Church on the New Testament, rather than of the New Testament alone’

Thomson (1991: 29) points out that ‘the basis for Barth’s acceptance of the filioque and
rejection of the Eastern Orthodox position is the correspondence between God’s
economic and immanent being and activity.” For Barth, the Western understanding of
the doctrine of the filiogue is based on the correspondence between the immanent and
economic Trinity, and the decision of unity in the threeness (Oberdorfer 2002:368). In
this sense, Barth advocates the doctrine of the filioque’* (Heron 1981: 111).

124 In the modern era, as Molnar (1989: 367) points out, ‘many modern theologians, including Jirgen
Moltmann, Wolfhart Pannenberg and Eberhard Jiingel have been influenced by Karl Barth; they also
accept Karl Rahner’s axiom that the immanent and economic trinity is identical.” However Molnar denies
that Barth is in line with Rahner’s axiom.

125 The doctrine of the filioque caused the division between the Eastern and Western church. In the
Eastern (Byzantine - according to Fahey (1979: 16), the controversy is not between East and West. Rather
than grouping several distinctive Church traditions under the rubric *Eastern’, it is proper to be more
restrictive and speak of ‘Byzantine’ theologies connected with the Patriarchate of Constantinople. Other
eastern traditions such as the Syrian, Egyptian and Armenian, were not directly involved in the filioque

question.) Church, the doctrine of filioque is illegitimate, since it implies the two aitia (sources or origin),
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in which the Son becomes the second aitia of the Holy Spirit. Therefore, the Byzantine theology strongly
rejects this doctrine. In the Western theology, the doctrine of the filioque does not see the second aitia,
since the aitia is one also, that is, God Himself. But the cause of the division was political.

By A.D. 318, the Nicene-Constantinople Council (Symbolum Constantinopolitanum) did not provide any
insight into the doctrine of the filioque. However it included the clause: the Holy Spirit proceeds from the
Father. The Nicene-Constantinople Council extended the article of the Holy Spirit in which the Nicene
Creed included the clause ‘kai. eivj to. a[gion pneu/ma(Denzinger 1973: 52)( et in Spiritum Sanctum)’
by A.D. 325. However, the Latin Church added the filioque to the Nicene-Constantinopolitan creed in
581 at the third Toletanum. After the third Toletanum, this filioque was confirmed in the western creeds
in other Toletanums (See Denzinger (1973; 168.Toletanum IV-AD 638; 175; Toletanum VI-AD 675; 192.;
XVI- AD 693) They sustain the filioque.). Before being confirmed in the Toletanums, the doctrine of the
filioque was already widespread in Spain as the doxology in the Mass.

These struggles originated from adding the term “filioque’ to the ‘Symbolum Constantinopolitanum.” In
808, Leo Il wrote to Charlemagne that he does not want to insert “filioque’, nevertheless in 810 he had
declared that the term “filioque’ was orthodox, but he still did not want to include it in the Creed.

The filioque doctrine encountered an official Crisis in 867. Photius, who was a very noble man,
pronounced Nicholas anathema and excommunicated him together with the filioque. This followed
Photius’s excommunication in 863 by Nicholas. According to Walker, the story was as follows: Photius
became the new Patriarch instead of Ignatius who had lost his position. Ignatius, however, refused to
retire and raised the question concerning the legitimacy of his deposition. The emperor and Photius
invited Nicholas to dispatch legates to a synod that was to deal with certain questions about icono-clasm
and with the problem of the patriarchate. The Pope’s primary concern was to use this occasion to
negotiate with the eastern authorities regarding the restoration of papal ecclesiastical jurisdiction in
southern Italy and in the Balkans. In these regions he was in correspondence with the Bulgarian tsar Boris
over the possibility of dispatching Roman missionaries to Christianize Boris’s people. His legates,
however, were outmanoeuvred on this issue and contrary to the pope’s desires, participated in a synod
which registered papal approval of Ignatius’s deposition without gaining concessions from
Constantinople (Walker 1985: 250-251). So Nicholas | hesitated to register approval of Photius. In 863,
Nicholas | declared that Ignatius was still the patriarch, and he excommunicated Photius. This became a
very delicate political problem.

Through the history of the controversy surrounding the doctrine of the filioque, there have been several
attempts to bring about unity, such as at Lyon in 1274 and at Florence in 1438. At Lyon the Latin
churches forced it’s Byzantine counterpart to accept the filioque, but this failed to unite both churches. At

Florence, after long and intensive discussion, the doctrine of the filioque was approved as ‘per Filium.’
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According to Barth (1940: 496), the Holy Spirit is not a creature, but He proceeds
from God. For Barth(1940: 504), the term *filioque’ implies ‘Der Ausdruck der
Erkenntnis der Gemeinschaft zwischen Vater und Sohn’. According to John Thompson
(1991: 27), ‘this communion between God and humanity demonstrates both the reality
of our participation in revelation and is indicative of the place of the Spirit in the divine
life’, since the Holy spirit fulfils the role of participation between God and man, and
between the Father and the Son. For Karl Barth, as Heron (1981:112) interprets him,
‘the filioque appears not only defensible but actually required in order fully to articulate
the bond between the Son and the Holy Spirit, and through it, the integrity of the
Trinity.” This implies, as Rosato (1981:62) says, that ‘to deny that the Holy Spirit
proceeds both from the Father and from the Son from eternity would in effect mean that
the Spirit is not the divine ground of the temporal communion between the Trinity and
mankind which takes place in faith, but is only a divine gift which originates totally
from the Father’.

However, the pneumatology of Barth, which includes the doctrine of the filioque, is
closely connected with a clear answer to the ambiguities of either an overly-
philosophical, overly-institutional or overly-personal understanding of the Holy Spirit
(Rosato 1981: 62). It has something to do with his hermeneutic program, that is, his
rejection of the analogia entis (natural theology and vestigia trinitatis). Rosato
(1981:63) says that ‘in order to avoid such confusion, Barth underscores again and
again that it is not an analogia entis but an analogia fidei in the form of a trinitarian
analogy which stands at the nucleus of his pneumatology’. For Barth, the doctrine of the

filiogue plays an important role in his rejection of the analogia entis.
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9 MOLTMANN'’S DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY

In recent times, after Karl Barth, the most significant trinitarian theologian is Jirgen
Moltmann. His main idea is closely connected with the cross of Jesus Christ. His
theology of the cross is closely connected with his concept of ‘hope’*® and the
Christian hope is resurrection hope (Moltmann 1973 [1964]: 11). The resurrection and
the cross of Jesus play an important role in Moltmann’s dialectic theology. Both
concepts are significant for Moltmann’s Christology as part of his doctrine of the
Trinity. For him, the doctrine of the Trinity is nothing else than a short version of the
history of the passion of Christ in its significance for the eschatological freedom of faith
and of the life of the distressed nature (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 232). In fact, for
Moltmann (2002[1972]: 232), the content of the doctrine of the Trinity is the crucifixion
of Christ itself. And the form of the crucified one is the Trinity (Moltmann 2002[1972]:
232-233).

126 The problem with Moltmann’s concept of hope is ‘Universalism’. Williams (2003: 102) criticizes
Moltmann’s understanding as universalism. He makes two comments. ‘First is that he never defends
universalism in this sense ... The second, for Moltmann, universal salvation is the basis for missionary
activity. Because God calls and includes all to and in his kingdom, we are motivated without reserve in
infecting all with hope, suffering in solidarity with all, reaching out to all’ (Williams 2002:102-103). If
Moltmann sustains ‘that we must hope for all, in the sense compatible with nondogmatism on the
question of universalism, he is not using ‘hope’ in the biblical sense or in its biblically based sense in the
tradition which sees it as one of the three “theological virtues”’. “The problem is that when he speaks of
hope for all it is usually of the kind of hope that does not disappoint- it is of eschatological hope. The
vocabulary of hope seems therefore to be confused unless Moltmann is a dogmatic universalist’
(Williams 2003: 104). ‘One major consequence of denying universalism’ is closely connected with
Moltmann’s proposal that ‘relates the church to the world’ (Williams 2003: 106). And Church and world
in Moltmann’s theology ‘are set on the same course toward eschatological salvation” (Williams 2003:
106). “His discussion ignores the types of connection often drawn in the New Testament between the
eschatology, the church and salvation, for example, in Ephesians and Colossians. It might be denied that
the visible church is the ‘ark of salvation’, it might be admitted that there may be salvation outside the
visible church, but even if such were the case, Moltmann’s analysis of church and world could be found
unsatisfactory” (Williams 2003: 107).
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Moltmann (1999 266-270) proposes three ways to understand the doctrine of the Trinity
1) as political theology 2) as theology of the cross 3) as theological concepts to

understand orthodoxy.
9.1 Political theology

According to Moltmann (1999: 267; English Translation: ET 303), political theology
follows the thesis of Erik Peterson, “for Christian there can be political action only if the
premise is belief in the triune God’. Like Peterson, Moltmann believes that the political
problem of monotheism would be settled by the development of the doctrine of the
Trinity. A special kind monotheism caused serious problems like that of Hitler who
‘with the help of a posse of historical instances, every religious legitimation of a
universal monarchy was deriven home on Christian grounds: the worship of the one
God in heaven- a mode of argument that had been normal practice from time
immemorial, from China by way of Persia as far as Rome: “One God- one emperor-one
empire.”” (1999: 267; ET 303). Moltmann (1999: 267) criticizes this monotheistic
concept of God explicitly, while in the Christian tradition, the concept of God followed
a monotheistic understanding. This section will consider the questioning of monotheism
in Moltmann’s theology with his social doctrine of God or the Trinity and the term

‘perichoresis’.
9.1.1 The questioning of monotheism in Moltmann’s theology

Ackva (1994: 213) says that Moltmann refers to Peterson’s monotheistic ideology of
unity’ as ‘Erleidungsthese’. For Peterson, the development of a trinitarian Dogma
implies the end of an affirmative political theology which serves as justification of a
political situation (Ackva 1994:213).

Moltmann (1973 [1964]: 126) argues that philosophical theism causes problems.

Especially, in Christology, the early Church regarded the mystery of Jesus as the

incarnation of one, eternal, original, true, and unchangeable divine being. But from it
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flowed a kind of Christology, in which the Father of Jesus Christ was identified with the
one God of Greek metaphysics. However, Christian theology as theology of the cross is
‘die Kritik und Befreiung vom philosophischen und politischen Monotheismus’
(Moltmann 2002[1972]: 201).

Moltmann criticises and rejects philosophical and political monotheism by the theology
of the cross, that is, ‘the death of Christ.” Niewiadomski(1982:63) points out that this
rejection has it’s source ‘in der diametralen Entgegensetzung der ‘“‘metaphysischen
Welt” und des Ereignisses des Todes Jesu am Kreuz’. This extreme opposition of
‘metaphysical world’ and ‘the event of death of Jesus on the cross’ leads Moltmann’s
thought into the doctrine of the Trinity, since the metaphysical understanding would be

a concept of God which is not properly trinitarian (Williams 2003:96). For Moltmann

The “inward” or “theological history” of Jesus is the history of the Son with
the Father. It is not the history of a person with a god. In relation to God
Jesus understood himself as “the Son”. The “Abba” revelation of God’s
nature dominated his own relation to God as well as his proclamation of
God to men and women. His preaching of the kingdom and the effect he
had were founded on his relationship to his Father. Consequently, they
cannot be interpreted monotheistically; they have to be understood in a
trinitarian sense: Jesus reveals God as the Father of the Son and himself as
this same Son of the Father (1994[1980]: 90; ET 74).

Moltmann (1994[1980]: 84; ET 68) says that ‘the mutual knowing of the Father and the
Son is a mutual love. The mutual love of the Father and the Son is a love of like for
like’. ““Like is known by like’ applies to the exclusive relationship of the Father and the
Son. “Those who are unlike know one another” is true of the revelation to men and
women through the Son’. This axiom only permits a trinitarian interpretation, not a
monotheistic one (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 85). Moltmann (1994[1980]: 86; ET 70) says
that “Jesus did not proclaim the kingdom of God as the Lord (Herr), but kingdom of
God his Father. The Basileia only exists in the context of God’s fatherhood. In this
kingdom, God is not the Lord (Herr), but he is the merciful Father’. He adds that “for
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the kingdom which Jesus proclaims is the kingdom which the Father has made over to
the Son. Its structure is not monotheistic as the word “rule” or “kingdom” suggests; it is
trinitarian as the relationship of Jesus the Son to his Father proves’ (Moltmann
1994[1980]: 87; ET 71). Jansen says

Moltmann wishes to distinguish freedom as community, from freedom as
lordship. The concept of freedom as lordship is closely connected to the
concept of power that Moltmann finds operative in the theist concept of
God, and like it is to be traced back to nominalism and Roman politics.
Freedom as lordship views the freedom to the other as a limitation on one’s
own freedom. In contrast to this, Moltmann holds that in understanding
freedom as community, however, one finds one’s freedom in the other and
thus the other is no longer a limitation of one’s own freedom but an

expansion of it (Jansen 1995:124).

For Moltmann (1994[1980]: 33), this monotheism is closely connected with the concept
‘person’. Since Hegel, the Christian Trinity was represented as an ‘absolute subject’,
that is, one subject — three modes of being. A Christian doctrine of the Trinity, which is
to be represented in the medium of the modern concept of God as ‘absolute subject’,
must renounce the trinitarian concept of person, because the concept of person also
contains the concept of the ‘subject’ of acts and relationship. Moltmann (1994[1980]:
34; ET 18) says that ‘the later notion of “absolute personality” takes us a step further.
The human personality is the result of a historical maturing process of the person.” “The
absolute personality of God must be seen as the result of his eternal life process
eternally present in himself (in Gott ewig vorhandenes Resultat seines ewigen
Lebensprozesses)’. He adds that “the absolute personality of God fulfils its eternal being
in three different modes of being (Daseinsweise)’ (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 34; ET 18).

Moltmann says

The problems of the doctrine of the Trinity resemble those we discovered in
the earlier Trinity of substance (Substanztrinitat): the unity of absolute

subject is stressed to such a degree that the trinitarian Persons disintegrate
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into mere aspects of the one subject. But the special Christian tradition and
proclamation cannot be conceived of which within the concept of the
absolute subject. To represent the trinitarian Persons in the one, identical
divine subject leads unintentionally but inescapably to the reduction
(Reduktion) of doctrine of the Trinity to monotheism (Monotheismus)
(Moltmann 1994[1980]: 34; ET 18).

According to Powell (2001:226-227), ‘Moltmann charges traditional trinitarian thought
with giving primacy to an abstract monotheism. His judgment rests on the observation
that in traditional systems of theology God is commonly regarded as a substance; in
these systems the unity of the divine substance is established before the Trinity.” Hence,
for Moltmann, ‘the Trinity is not a hierarchical entity but rather a fellowship of Persons’
(Kéarkkéinen 2004:159).

Moltmann (1994[1980]: 80; ET 64) argues that ‘Christian monotheism has to reduce the
interpretation of Christ’s history in a monotheistic sense to the one divine subject. But
this does not do justice to the history of Christ’. According to O’Donnel (1983:110),
Moltmann is convinced that monotheism is correlated with monarchy, in which the
being of the one God is regarded as the absolute sovereignty of his rule. Moltmann
(1994[1980]: 145; ET 130) says that ‘the One God has always been appealed to and
comprehended in the context of the unity of the world’. Moltmann (1994[1980]: 145;
ET 130) argues that ‘the expression “monarci,a” is a curious hellenistic word-
formation, deriving from mo, najand mi.a avrch,.’

127

Moltmann criticizes Arius, Sabellius, Tertullian, Karl Barth, Karl Rahner=’. According

to Larson (1995:139), Moltmann ‘believes that Karl Barth and Karl Rahner fall prey to

27 According to William (2003:96), the term ‘monarchianism’ is regarded as the thought of a group of
heresies in the early church. There are two kinds of monarchianism in the early Church history, the first is
a dynamic monarchianism called adoptionism, the second is modalism, which tends to dim the
distinctions between Father, Son and Holy Spirit (Kelly 1975[1958]: 115). According to Kelly

(1975[1958]: 115), ‘the clarification of both as forms of monarchianism stems from the assumption that,
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philosophical monotheism because they both begin with the image of God as the
absolute subject’. Moltmann (1994[1980]: 160; ET 144) says that Barth presents the
‘doctrine of the Trinity’ as Christian monotheism and argues polemically against a “tri-
theism which has never existed’. Therefore, for Moltmann (1994[1980]: 161; ET 144),
Barth uses a non-trinitarian concept of the ‘unity of one God’, that is to say, ‘the
concept of the identical subject’*?®. Moltmann (1994[1980]: 160) argues that although
Barth uses the term ‘“Trinity’, Barth’s doctrine of the Trinity would be modalism in
terms of  ‘Seinsweise’. Both  Barth’s  Selbstoffenbarung and  Rahner’s
Selbstmitteilungsmodell would be the paradigm of monotheistic subjectivity
(Oberdorfer 2002:390).

Although Moltmann (1994[1980]: 111; ET 95) rejects this monarchianism and
monotheism, he accepts the concept ‘unity’ which cannot be a monadic unity, but the
unity of divine triunity (Dreieinigkeit)?® lies in the union of the Father, the Son, and
the Spirit, not in their numerical unity (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 111). Therefore, for
Moltmann (1994[1980]: 168; ET150), the concept of God’s unity ‘cannot in the
trinitarian sense be fitted into the homogeneity(Homogenitat) of one divine substance,
or into the identity of the absolute subject either; and least of all into one of the three
Persons of the Trinity’. He adds that “if the unity of God is not perceived in the at-
oneness of the triune God (der dreieiniger Gott), and therefore as a perichoretic unity,

then Arianism and Sabellianism remain inescapable threats to Christian theology’.

His questioning of monotheism is closely connected with the social doctrine of the

Trinity and the term ‘perichoresis’.

despite different starting-points and motives, they were united by a concern for the divine unity, or
monarchia.” However, Moltmann often uses monarchianism in much the same sense as ‘monotheism’
(William 2003:96).

128 Barth, as Larson (1995:139) points out, proposed the formula for the Trinity as one subject in three
modes of being.

129 Die Einheit der géttlichen Dreieinigkeit liegt in der Einigkeit des Vaters, des Sohnes und des

Geistes, nicht in ihrer numerischen Einheit.
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9.1.2 Social understanding of the concept ‘Person’

In connection with the questioning of monotheism, Moltmann develops his trinitarian
view by regarding the concepts ‘relationship’ and ‘social doctrine’. His social
understanding of God is closely connected to his term “perichoresis’. Moltmann’s term
‘social’ implies the personal society of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit (Meessen
1989:346; Shults 2005:147).

According to Moltmann (1994[1980]: 174; ET 157), ‘if, on the basis of salvation history
and the experience of salvation, we have to recognize the unity of the triune God in the
perichoretic at-oneness of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, then this does not
correspond to the solitary human subject in his relationship to himself; nor does it
correspond, either, to a human subject in his claim to lordship over the world. It only
corresponds to a human fellowship of people without privileges and without
subordinances’. ‘The perichoretic at-oneness of triune God corresponds to the
experience of the community of Christ, the community which the Holy Spirit unites
through respect, affection, and love’ (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 174; ET 157-158).

According to Jansen (1995:109), ‘the notion that God is Trinity follows from the fact
that he is love, if this is eternally true of God. Love requires an object, but if God is love
and does not just love, then for Moltmann this implies that he is triune, a community of
persons.” ‘This Love, according to Moltmann, is the mystery of the Trinity and
constitutes their unity which is not to be conceived in terms of a substance or subject
but in terms of a “communicable unity and as an open, inviting unity, capable of

integration”’(Jansen 1995:109). The most important part of Moltmann’s trinitarian view

is directly connected with the Hegelian understanding of the concept ‘Person’*®
(Jansen 1994:299). According to Powell (2001:230) the relationality that is essential to

God as this perfect mutual love, is closely connected with not only the Trinitarian

130 According to Moltmann , Diesen Gedanken hat dann Hegel aufgenommen und vertieft: Es ist das
Wesen der Person, sich selbst ganz an ein Gegentber hinzugeben und sich gerade in dem anderen zu
gewinnen. Erst durch AuRerung und Entiuerung an andere kommt die Person zu sich selbst( Moltmann
Moltmann 1994[1980]: 190).
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Persons but also to God’s relation to the world. In fact, as Powell (2001:231) points out,
the doctrine of the Trinity that is related with the concept “divine love’ is a social and

pluralistic one. According to Hegel

In der Liebe, in der Freundschaft ist es die Person, die sich erhéalt und
durch ihre Liebe ihre Subjektivitat hat, die ihre Personlichkeit ist. Wenn
man hier in der Religion die Personlichkeit abstrakt festhalt, so hat man
drei Gotter, und da ist die unendliche Form, die absolute Negativitat
vergessen; oder wenn die Personlichkeit als unaufgelost ist, so hat man das
Bose, denn die Personlichkeit, die sich nicht in der goéttlichen Idee aufgibt,
ist das Bose. In der gottlichen Einheit ist die Personlichkeit als aufgeldst
gesetzt; nur in der Erscheinung ist die Negativitat der Personlichkeit
unterschieden von dem, wodurch sie aufgehoben wird(Hegel
1986[1969]:233-234).

He adds

Die Dreieinigkeit ist in das Verhaltnis vom Vater, Sohn und Geist
gebraucht worden; es ist dies ein kindliches Verhaltnis, eine kindliche,
natirliche Form. Der Verstand hat kein solche Kategorie, kein solches
Verhaltnis, das hiermit in Ruchsicht auf das Passende zu vergleichen wére.
Es muBR aber dabei gewul3t wesen, dal es nur bildlich ist; der Geist tritt
nicht deutlich in dies Verhaltnis ein, Liebe ware noch passender, der Geist
ist aber das Wahrhafte (Hegel 1986[1969]: 234).

This understanding of the concept ‘person’ in Hegel stems from Richard of St. Victor.
‘According to Richard of St.Victor, being a person (Personsein) does not merely mean
subsisting (Subsistieren); nor does it mean subsisting-in-relation (In-Relationen-
Subsistieren). It means existing (Existieren)’ (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 190; ET 173).
This implies, according to Moltmann (1994[1980]: 190; ET 173), that ‘then existence
means a deepening of the concept of relation: every divine Person exists in the light of

the other and in the other. By virtue of the love they have for one another, they ex-ist
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(ek-sistieren) totally in the other: the Father ex-ist(ek-sistiert) by virtue of his love, as
himself entirely in the Son; the Son, by virtue of his self-surrender, ex-ists as himself

totally in the Father; and so on’.

For Moltmann, the fundamental unity of God is therefore, related to Hegelian terms, a
unity —in —difference (Jansen 1995:110). Jansen adds that ‘Moltmann’s conception of
God as community not only includes the notion of reciprocal relations in which Persons
are necessarily involved by virtue of their being Persons, but also a second
qualification- that of dialectic’ (Jansen 1995:133). In this regard, ‘Moltmann argues that
God is changeable’ (Jansen 1995:119). For Moltmann, ‘this permanent divine identity is
rooted in the divine intratrinitarian relations’ (Jansen 1995:119). For Moltmann, the
term ‘Person’ would not be determined by the individual, but by social understanding
(Powell 2001:231). Therefore, Moltmann uses the concept relationship (perichoresis)
‘in order to argue along Hegelian lines that the Persons are not subsistent entities in
themselves, but thoroughly relational- they are what they are only in their relations with
the others’ (Powell 2001:231-232).

Moltmann (1994[1980]: 187-191; ET 171-3) says, the concept ‘person’ functions in
both the western church and Eastern Church. Western Latin theology, according to
Moltmann (1994[1980]: 187), historically, uses the concept of person of sabellian-
modalism, that is, one God in three masks. The Eastern Church’s Greek theologians use
the concept ‘hypostasis’ in the doctrine of the Trinity, parallel to the term ‘person’
(1994[1980]: 187; ET 171).

In Moltmann’s criticism of Latin theology, Boethius’ axiom** ‘Persona est rationalis

naturae individua substantia’ plays a negative role. According to Moltmann

B In fact, according to Henry Jansen (1995: 68), Moltmann’s concept ‘person’ stems from a rejection of
Boethius’s substantial definition of a person, since for Moltmann, ‘the Trinity is characterized by a
dialectical, reciprocal process of giving and receiving and the Persons of the Trinity are defined by their
relationship to one another.” He adds “This social view of humanity or even of the world denies the

notions that there can ever be a solitary life. People develop only interpersonally and never in solitude.

109



&
UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA

’- UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
Sl

YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

(1994[1980]: 188; ET 171), for Boethius, ‘nature consisted of substance and accidence.
Consequently a person cannot be constituted of accidents, but only out of substance. As
individual substance the person is characterized by substantiality, intellectuality, and
incommunicability’. He adds that according to Boethius’ definition of the concept
‘person’, ‘the trinitarian Persons are not modes of being (Seinsweisen); they are
individual, unique, non-interchangeable subjects of the one, common divine substance,
with consciousness and will. Each of the Persons possesses the divine nature in a non-
interchangeable way; each presents it in his own way’ (1994[1980]: 188; ET 171).

Moltmann criticizes the Boethian concept “person’ as an ‘individual’ (Jansen 1995: 63).

According to Moltmann (1994[1980]: 189), there is a difference between the Orthodox
and the Western doctrine of the Trinity that became clear in the council of Florence.
Moltmann (1994[1980]: 189) says that ‘certainly Fatherhood is a relation, a mode of
being (Seinsweise). But the fact that God is the Father says more than merely that: it
adds to the mode of being, being itself. Person and relation therefore have to be
understood in reciprocal relationship” (1994[1980]: 189; ET 172). “‘Here there are no
persons without relations; but there are no relations without persons’
1994[1980]: 189™%%; ET 172). As Larson (1995:134) points out, ‘Moltmann is clear that

“Father” denotes only the relationship of that divine Person to the Son, and that

(Moltmann

humankind may refer to God as “Father” only in so far as we understand that our

alignment with Jesus within the Trinity permits and asks for such address.’

For Moltmann this means a rejection of Boethius’s substantial definition of a person as an “individual
substance of a rational nature,” in which relations are accidental” (Jansen 1995: 63)

132 According to Volf (1998:205), Moltmann’s concept of person is ‘relation’: [h]ere there are no persons
without relations; but there are no relations without person either. Person and relation are complementary’.
This means social Trinity.

133 Es gibt hier keine Personen ohne Relationen, aber auch keine Relationen ohne Personen. Person und
Relation verhalten sich komplementér zueinander. Die Person stellt sich relational dar, und die relation
stellt sich personal dar. Die Reduktion des Personbegriffs auf den Relationsbegriff ist im Grunde
modalisch, weil sie die weitere Reduktion des Relationsbegriffs auf ein Selbstverhaltnis gottes
nahelegt(Moltmann 1994[1980]: 189).
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In this aspect, Moltmann (1994[1980]: 189; ET 173) criticises the western concept
‘person’ as basically modalistic. ‘The reduction of the concept ‘Person’ to the concept
‘relation’ is basically modalistic, because it suggests the further reduction of the concept
of ‘relation’ to self-relation (Selbstverhaltnis) on God’s part’ (Moltmann 1994[1980]:
189; ET 172). According to Grenz (2004:80), ‘Moltmann contends that trinitarian
theology must begin with the fellowship of a plurality of Persons, understood as three
centers of conscious activity’. This implies, as Letham (2004:305) points out, that the
three divine Persons are three subjects in relationship to one another. In eastern

orthodoxy, Moltmann says

But on the Orthodox side it is no less one-sided to say: the relations only
manifest the persons’. For that presupposes the constitution of the persons
simply in themselves and without their relations. Then the relations would
only express the difference in kind of the Persons, but not their association,
their fellowship (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 189; ET 173).

For Moltmann (1994[1980]:189), personality and relationship are genetically

connected. They arise simultaneously and together.

Moltmann’s criticism of the concept “Person’ as individual stems from the rejection of
monotheism (Letham 2004: 305). Moltmann’s starting point of the social Trinity
depends on the opposition to the predominant ‘Christian monotheism’ in the mono-
subjective conception of the Trinity, which advanced unity-ideology in the Church and
society as a political and cleric monotheism (Ackva 1994:199). This implies that for
Moltmann, the traditional understanding of the concept ‘Person’ is too closely

connected with the traditional metaphysical conception of God (Powell 2001: 226).

Moltmann developed a “social doctrine of the Trinity’ (Courth 1996:163). Moltmann’s
understanding of the concept ‘person’ as relationship or society causes problems.
According to Powell (2001:232), for Moltmann, although the unity is constituted not by
solitariness but by social plurality, in spite of this striving for balance (his trial to avoid

the perils of subordinationism, tri-theism and modalism), Moltmann’s emphasis lies on
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the plurality of the trinitarian Persons. He adds that ‘each Person would be a subject of
activity, not a mode of being of the one divine subject. Each possesses will and
understanding’ (Powell 2001:232).

9.1.3 The term ‘Perichoresis’

The term “‘Person’ as relation in Moltmann’s thought is closely connected with both his
rejection of ‘monotheism’ and *his social doctrine of God.” For Moltmann,

The concept of person must in itself contain the concept of the unitedness
or at-oneness, just as, conversely, the concept of God’s at-oneness must in
itself contain the concept of the three Persons. This means that the concept
of God’s unity cannot in the trinitarian sense be fitted into the homogeneity
of the one divine substance, or into the identity of the absolute subject
either, and least of all into one of the three Persons of Trinity. It must be
perceived in the term ‘perichoresis’ of the divine Persons. If the unity of
God is not perceived in the at-oneness of the triune God, and therefore as a
perichoretic unity, then Arianism and Sabellianism remain inescapable
threats to Christian theology (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 167; ET 150).

Moltmann adds

The doctrine of the perichoresis links together in a brilliant way the
threeness and the unity, without reducing the threeness to the unity, or
dissolving the unity in the threeness. The unity of triunity lies in the eternal
perichoresis of the trinitarian persons (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 191; ET
175).

With regard to this understanding of “perichoresis,” ‘the unity of the trinitarian Persons
lies in the circulation of the divine life which they fulfil in their relations to one another’
(Moltmann 1994[1980]: 191; ET 175). For Moltmann (1994[1980]: 192; ET 175),
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‘through the concept of the term “perichoresis’ all the subordinationism, in the doctrine
of the Trinity is avoided’. The Trinity is constituted with the Father as ‘the origin of the
Godhead’. But this ‘monarchy of the Father’ only applies the constitution of the Trinity,
not in the perichoretic unity of the Trinity (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 192; ET 176). ‘In the
respect of the constitution of the Trinity, the Father is the “origin-without-origin” of the
Godhead’ (ursprunglose Ursprung) (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 194; ET 177).

Moltmann says that ‘the idea of mutual indwelling, perichoresis, goes back to the
theology of the Greek Fathers’ (1999: 277; ET 316). Gregory of Nazianzus was the first
man to use this word in the form of a verb (Otto 2001: 368). John of Damascus made it
the key concept for his Christology (Lawler 1995: 50). While ‘in Christology, the term
perichoresis describes the mutual interpenetration of two different natures, the divine
and the human, in Christ the God-human being’ (Moltmann 1999: 277; ET 316), in the
Latin translation of the term (circumincessio, later also circuminsessio), ‘the first word
describes a dynamic interpenetration (incedere), the second an enduring, resting

indwelling (insedere) staying and responding indwell’ (Moltmann 1999: 278; ET 317).

Moltmann (1994[1980]: 194; ET177) says that ‘in respect of the Trinity’s inner life, the
three Persons themselves form their unity by virtue of their relation to one another and
in the eternal perichoresis of their love’. He indicates that ‘if it is the perichoresis which
forms the trinitarian unity; then it is that which also leads to the trinitarian
differentiation between the divine Persons’ (Moltmann 1999: 280; ET 319). Grenz
(2004:84) points out that ‘in Moltmann’s estimation, the concept of the perichoresis of
the three trinitarian Persons, which produces a doctrine of God that is characterized by
mutuality rather than lordship provides the foundation for such a vision of the kingdom
of glory, because it opens the way for a “cosmic perichoresis,” for “ a mutual indwelling
of the world in God and God in the world”” (Grenz 2004:84).

Because of his understanding of the social concept of the Trinity, Moltmann is regarded
as an advocate of tri-theism. As O’Donnell (1988:108) points out, ‘many theologians,
even his colleagues, feel uneasy about his social doctrine of God seeing in it a subtle

form of tri-theism.” So Larson (1995:137) estimates that ‘Moltmann will not construct a
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doctrine of the Trinity on the preposition of the unity of the godhead.” However,
ironically, Moltmann attempts to escape this tri-theism in two ways. As O’Donnell

states

His response is twofold. First, he argues that tri-theism could only arise if
one brings an individualistic understanding of ‘Person’ to theology. It is
precisely such an interpretation which Moltmann finds in modalistically-
inclined theologians such as Rahner. This is the concept of persona as a
‘self-possessing, self-disposing centre of action which sets itself apart from
other Persons.... Secondly, he brings in the traditional idea of the
perichoresis to bolster his social understanding of the Persons of the Trinity
(O’Donnell 1983: 151).

Although Moltmann uses perichoresis to escape the danger of being accused of Tri-
theism, he is still in danger of it. Peters (1993: 184) points out that the ‘social doctrine
of the Trinity, though increasingly popular, is wrongheaded. What attracts social
Trinitarians is the category of community rather than personality for understanding
God.”

Otto believes that Moltmann’s perichoresis is without the necessary Christological
basis. According to Otto,

While Moltmann’s use of the term as a model for social relations has
proven helpful as an analogy of the community of generic nature that
humanity is and should recognize itself to be, his use of perichoresis is
based on an ‘analogia relationis’ devoid of the requisite ‘analogia entis’.
Moltmann uses perichoresis in a sociological, phenomenological, and
existential fashion, virtually equivalent to the Hegelian aufgehoben, to
sublimate all things into the hoped-for-communal God said to be coming,
though requiring eschatological ontological verification. Perichoresis is
here emasculated of its essential basis and is wrongly employed (Otto 2001.:
384).
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Originally, this Perichoresis was applied for Christological usage (Otto 2001: 370). But
Moltmann decreases this Christological and ontological application. But the Greek
Fathers used perichoresis in two meanings. The first meaning is the communion of two
natures in the one Person of Jesus; the second meaning is the three Persons in one God
(Lawler 1995: 49). Not only in the Christological, but also in the trinitarian usage this
term “perichoresis’ plays a role as ‘two natures in one Person’ and ‘one deity’, not two
Persons or three deities. Moltmann’s usage of the term “perichoresis’ differs from that
of tradition. Otto (2001: 348) says, ‘perichoresis is here emasculated of its essential

basis and is wrongly employed.’
9.2 The theology of the cross

For Moltmann, his doctrine of the Trinity is defined by the theology of the cross. The
dialectic of cross and resurrection gives Moltmann’s theology a strongly Christological
centre in the particular history of Jesus and at the same time a universal direction
(Bauckham 1989:296). The cross, as Muller-Fahrenholz (2000:63) points out, ‘is the
point at which and in which everything stands and falls’. For Moltmann (2002[1972]:
28), Christian theology finds its identity as Christian theology in the cross of Christ.
However, Schweitzer (1995: 100) says that ‘Moltmann does not give up the
eschatological orientation of Hope’. He adds that Moltmann puts “the cross at the centre
of a dynamic process with God leading to the coming of the future promised in the

resurrection’.

For Moltmann (2002[1972]: 117), faith in God is faith in the resurrection. The
resurrected Jesus does not differ from the crucified Jesus; the resurrected Christ is the
historical and crucified Jesus and vice versa (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 147). The
confession of the crucified Jesus as Kyrios is based on the faith in God who resurrected
him. On the other hand is this faith in God completely faith in the resurrection of the
person of the crucified one (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 148). Miller-Fahrenholz (2000:47)

points out that “there is this sameness in the cross and resurrection, although there is the

115



4
W UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA

‘ UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
W YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

greatest conceivable difference between the two, which makes up the qualitative

peculiarity of the Christian understanding of revelation’.

Jesus’ resurrection stands in the frame of a universal hope of the eschatological faith,
which is kindled by him (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 149). The first title ‘Christ’, which
was formulated under the impression of the appearances of the crucified Jesus in the
light of the coming glory of God is the title of the promise of hope (Moltmann
2002[1972]: 149-150). His historical crucifixion is understood as the eschatological
event of judgement and his resurrection is understood as the hidden anticipation of the
eschatological kingdom of glory, in which the dead are resurrected. The ‘future’, of
which one sees the first real preview in Christ’s resurrection, should not be understood
as future history and thus subjected to transitoriness, but eschatologically as the future
of history and as an advance of the new creation (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 150). The
resurrection of the dead qualifies the person of the crucified one and also the salvation-
significance (Heilsbedeutung) of his death on the cross for us, ‘the dead” (Moltmann
2002[1972]: 170). Therefore the salvation-significance (Heilsbedeutung) of his cross
reveals his resurrection (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 170). In the historical sense, Jesus died
and was then resurrected. But, in the eschatological sense, the last comes the first: As
the resurrected did he die and as the coming one he became flesh (a human being). In
historical sense, Christ can be called the anticipation of the coming God on the basis of
his resurrection from the dead. But in eschatological sense, he must be called the
incarnation of the coming God in our flesh (body) and in the death on the cross
(Moltmann 2002[1972]: 171). According to Kérkk&inen (2003:151) ‘the importance of
the resurrection for Moltmann arises out of his focus on the cross and it does not negate
the cross.” He adds, “for him, the theology of the cross is nothing other than the reverse
side of the Christian theology of hope, if this theology has its point of departure in the
resurrection of the one who was crucified. The most controlling idea here is a dialectical

interpretation of the cross and resurrection’.

Through his suffering and death, the resurrected Christ brings righteousness and life to
the unrighteous and the dying. In this way, the cross of Christ modifies the resurrection

of Christ under the conditions of a history of the world’s suffering from a pure future-
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orientated history to a history of the liberating love (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 172). His
death on the cross is the meaning of his resurrection “for us.” On the contrary, every
explanation of his death without the presupposition of his resurrection from the dead
becomes a hopeless thing, since it can not impart any new kind of life or salvation,
which appeared with his resurrection. Christ did not only die as sin-offering, in which
the law was restored or the original creation is rebuilt from the fall of the human beings.
He died “for us’ in order to let us who are dead participate in his new life of resurrection
and in his future of eternal life (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 173). His resurrection is the
content of the meaning of his death on the cross for us, since the resurrected one is
himself the crucified one. In his death “for many’ his resurrection from the dead is to be
realized (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 173-174).

The traditional answer to this question ‘For whom did Christ die?” would be that Christ

died for sinners. Moltmann adds that

In The Crucified God | expanded the question of salvation from the
traditional concern with sin to encompass also the contemporary concern
with innocent and meaningless suffering. Those with whom Christ is
identified in his abandonment and death are the godless on the one hand,
and the godforsaken on the other, or, more concretely. the evildoers and
their victims. The traditional doctrine of justification is sin-oriented;
modern liberation theology is victim-oriented. Both sides belong together in

a world of sin and suffering, violence and victims (Moltmann 2003:75).

As Feske (2000:91) points out, ‘central to Moltmann’s use of the cross, then, is his
claims that the death of Jesus was neither an accident, nor a mistake, but a political

execution provoked by his disruption of the sacrificial social order.’

Moltmann (2002[1972]: 179) says that in the passion of the Son, the Father suffers the
anguish of forsakenness. In the death of the Son the death comes to God himself, and
the Father suffers the death of his Son in his love for the forsaken people. The event on

the cross must be understood as an event between God and the Son of God. Letham
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(2004:299) points out that the cross demonstrates the event of divine love. For
Moltmann, as Kérkkainen (2003:153) points out, ‘God-forsakenness stands at the centre
of theology. Every Christian theology and every Christian existence fundamentally
responds to the quest that is addressed by the dying Jesus to his God: My God, my God,

why have you forsaken me?’

From 2 Cor 5: 19, Moltmann (2002[1972]: 179) deducts that God (himself) suffered in
Jesus; God himself died in Jesus for us. God is in the cross of Jesus “for us’. God died,
therefore, we live. God became the crucified God, whereby we became free children of
God. Therefore, on the cross the Father and the Son become so united (Radlbeck 1989:
32).

The trinitarian interpretation depicts the ground of the strong reality of the cross in the
relationship of the trinitarian Persons to each other (Meessen 1989:340). Therefore, the
Son suffers deeply, in his relationship to the Father, that is, in his Sonship of God
(Meessen 1989:340). Moltmann (2002[1972]: 230) says that in the forsakenness of the
Son the Father forsakes himself. In the abandonment of the Son the Father abandons
himself, but not in the same way. For Jesus suffers the dying in forsakenness, but not
death itself. For man cannot merely suffer the death, since life presupposes the
suffering. As Willis (1987:95) points out, ‘in Jesus’ abandonment on the cross, God was
not absent but working and not simply allowing it to happen, but actively involved
himself’.

Moltmann (2002[1972]: 201) says that as the theology of the cross, Christian theology
is the critique and liberation from philosophical and political monotheism. According to
theism, God cannot suffer; God cannot die to protect the suffering, mortal being.
Instead, the Christian faith says that God suffered in Jesus’ suffering, God died on the
cross of Christ, so that we may live and be resurrected in his future. Therefore, for
Moltmann 3*(2002[1972]: 204), Christian theology is not the ‘end of metaphysics’. For

134 Christliche Theologie ist nicht das ,, Ende der Metaphysik®. ....... Denn die ,,Geschichte Gottes*, deren

Kernstlck das Kreuzesgeschehen ist, kann nicht als geschichte in der Welt gedacht werden, sondern
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the history of God (Geschichte Gottes), which the event of the cross is the core, cannot
be regarded as the history of in the world (Geschichte in der Welt), but conversely

requires the world to be understood in this history.

Moltmann’s special target is the doctrine that God does not and cannot suffer, that is,
the doctrine of impassibility (Williams 2003:85). Williams (2003: 88) says that ‘what
the cross distinctively reveals and achieves is the way the Trinity opens itself out in time
to embrace the extremities of God-forsakenness’. Moltmann joins his theology of the
cross with theology of the Trinity (Muller-Fahrenholz 2000:79). As Bauckham (1995:
5) points out, ‘Moltmann’s theology became strongly trinitarian, because he interpreted
the cross as a trinitarian event between the Father and the Son.”

According to Moltmann (2002[1972]: 227), the doctrine of the Trinity is not located in
the mind of the thinker (Denken des Denkens), but in the cross of Jesus. Here
Moltmann(2002[1972]: 227; Moltmann 1973: 360) follows Kant’s criticism : ‘Begriffe
ohne Anschauung sind leer. Anschauungen ohne Begriffe sind blind’. The perception of
trinitarian concept of God is the cross of Jesus. The theological concept for the percept
of the crucified one is the doctrine of the Trinity (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 227). The
material principle of the doctrine of the Trinity is the cross of the Christ. The exterior
principle of the contemplation of the cross is the doctrine of the Trinity (Moltmann
2002[1972]: 228; Meessen 1989:341). For Moltmann,

[T]he trinitarian event of God on the cross becomes for the eschatological
faith the history of God, which is open to the future and which opens up the
future, the presence of which means reconciliation with the anguish of love
and the end of which means the fulfilment of all mortal flesh with Spirit and
all dead with this love, and therewith the transformation unto the
completion of living (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 241).

notigt dazu, umgekehrt die welt in dieser Geschichte zu begreifen.
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The abandonment on the cross is the centre of this history in God, but not its
conclusion. Only with the subjection of the lordship to the Father is the obedience of the
Son fulfiled and therewith his Sonship (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 253).

9.2.1 The rejection of the traditional understanding of the

doctrine of ‘two-natures’

Bauckham (1995:47) points out that Moltmann criticizes the traditional understanding
of the doctrine of “‘two natures’ which ‘distinguished the impassible divine nature from
the passible human nature and attributed the suffering of Jesus only to the latter’. The
doctrine of “two natures’ presents God in Christ for human beings, while the doctrine of
the Trinity demonstrates human being in Christ for God (Moltmann 1973: 353).
However, Moltmann (2002[1972]: 215) argues that this doctrine of ‘two natures’ stems

from the platonic axiom of the essential apathy of God.

Moltmann (2002[1972]: 218) says that the divine nature is originally identical with the
Person of Christ in as much as the Person of Christ is the second Person of the Trinity,
that is, the eternal Son of God. The divine nature is active in Christ not as nature, but as
Person. On the other hand, the human nature of Christ is not likewise originally
identical with the Person of Christ, but is assumed by the divine Person of the Son of
God through his incarnation, and became in the Person of Christ the concrete existence
of Jesus Christ. Kérkkdinen (2003:152) points out that ‘Moltmann is critical of the
traditional understanding of the two natures of Christ, which distinguished the
impassible divine nature from the passible human nature and attributed the suffering of
Jesus only to the latter, excluding passion from the deity. This could lead only to
paradoxical talk about the suffering of Christ, the God-man’.

Niewiadomski (1982: 146) says that not only the rejection of the doctrine of the ‘two
natures’ in Christology, but also the deliberate polarization of two traditional ways of
thought about God, that is, the immanent trinity and the economic trinity excludes the

doctrine of salvation. Moltmann regards the relation of both traditions to each other as
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an opposition (Niewiadomski 1982:146). Niewiadomski (1982: 146) concludes that
such an alternation (‘konstruierte’ and ‘unlogische’ alternation) forces Moltmann to
accept the suffering of God (Niewiadomski 1982:146).

Moltmann misunderstands the “‘doctrine of the two natures’. This doctrine of the ‘two
natures’ is a negative way to formulate the confession, since this formulation ‘simply
seeks to guard the truth against various heretic views’ (Berkhof 1996[1938] 321). The

doctrine of the ‘two natures’**®

as being unmixed in duabus naturis inconfuse,
immutabiliter, indivise, inseparabiliter is regarded as the role of the Mediator with God
in reconciliation, and of unity of man with God (Heppe 1950:413). Berkhof

(1991[1937]: 107-108) presents four important implications of this statement:

1) The properties of both natures belong to the one Person, 2) The suffering
of the God-man can be regarded as truly and really infinite, while yet the
divine nature is impassible 3) It is the divinity and not the humanity that
constitutes the root and basis of the personality of Christ 4) The Logos did
not unite with a distinct human individual, but with a human nature. There
was not first an individual man, with whom the Second Person in the
Godhead associated Himself. The union was effected with the substance of

humanity in the womb of the virgin.

35 This doctrine was set up in the Council of the Chalcedon. According to the Chalcedonic definition,

. e[na kai. to.n auvto.n Cristo,n( ui o,n( ku,rion( monogenh/( evk du,o fu,sewn [evn du,o
fu,sesin]( avsugcu,twj( avtre,ptwj( avdiakre,twj( avcwri,stwj gnwrizo,menon\ ouvdamou/ th/j tw/n
fu,sewn diafora/j avnhjrhme,nhj dia. th.n e[nwsin( swzome,nhj de. ma/llon th/j ivdio,thtoj
e kate,raj fu,sewj kai. eivj e[n pro,swpon kai. mi,an u po.stasin suntrecou,shj( ouvk eivj du,o
pro,swpa merizo,menon h; diairou,menon( avll v e[na kai. to.n auvto.n uio.n Kkai.
monogenh/( geo.n lo,gon( ku,rion vlhsou/n )))

... unum eundemgque christum Filium Dominum unigenitum, in duabus naturis inconfuse, immutabiliter,
indivise, inseparabiliter agnoscendum, nusquam sublata differentia naturarum propter unitionem
magisque salva proprietate utriusque naturae, et in unam personam atque subsistentiam concurrente, non
in duas personas partitum sive divisum, sed unum et eundem Filium unigenitum Deum Verbum

Dominum lesum Christum....(Denzinger 1973: 108 ).

121



&
UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA

’- UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
Sl

YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

This understanding of the doctrine of ‘two natures in one Person’ plays an important
role in Christology. It does not stem from a philosophical understanding to explain the
divine nature, but explains the biblical message of the ‘mystery of Christ’s incarnation’.
Lohse (1978[1974]: 81) points to the Christ hymn in Phil 2:5-11, which depicts the
mystery of Christ’s incarnation. The mystery of Christ’s incarnation gave rise to all the

controversies surrounding the doctrine of the Trinity and of Christology*®.
9.2.2 Apathy

Moltmann’s critique (2002[1972]: 199) is that death, suffering, and mortality had to be
excluded from the divine being according to the traditional theism. In addition,
Moltmann (2002[1972]: 201) argues that according to traditional theism Got cannot
suffer, and God cannot die in order to be able to protect the suffering, dying existence.
The Christian faith confesses that God suffered in the suffering of Jesus'*’, God died on
the cross of Christ, so that we may live and arise in Jesus’ future. For Moltmann
(2002[1972]: 256; 1975: 220"%®), the axiom “apathy’ is closely connected with Platonic

136 Berkouwer says of the doctrine of the “two natures’:’If one in fact takes seriously the confession of
the church — the vere Deus, and vere homo, that is — then he can speak about this union only, both as far
as the Godhead and as far as the humanity is concerned, in the light of Revelation. The limits of dogmatic
reflection on Christology lie, not in a given historical decision of the church, but in exegesis or rather in
Scripture itself. In this activity the church and theology with it, warned by many deviations and
speculations, must certainly be on its guard. But it may try to maintain in human formulations, amid all
Christological heresy, that the core of this mystery is not a paradox, capable of being seen only in an
irrational intuition of faith, but an act of God, of him who is and remains truly God, in this assumption of
human nature also’ (Berkouwer 1977[1954]: 96).

37 For Moltmann (1990: 180 —181), ‘the sufferings of Christ’ are God’s suffering because through them
God shows his solidarity with human beings and his whole creation everywhere: God is with us. ‘The
suffering of Christ’ are God’s sufferings because through them God intervenses vicariously on our behalf,
saving us at the point where we are unable to stand but are forced to sink into nothingness: God is for us.
“The sufferings of Christ” are God’s sufferings, finally, because out of them the new creation of all things
is born: we come from God.

138 According to Moltmann(1975: 220), “In diesem Zusammenhang muB man die alten philosophischen

Axiom flr die Natur Gottes fallen lassen. Gott ist nicht in dem Sinne unveranderlich, das er sich nicht in
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and Aristotelian philosophy regarding immortal, unchangeability and impassibility. For

Moltmann,

[ITn the physical sense apathy indicates unchangeability, in psychical sense
insensitiveness and in ethical sense freedom. In contrast to it, pathos
indicates neediness, compulsion, impulse, dependence, low passions, and
unwilled suffering. Since Plato and Aristotle, the metaphysical and ethical
perfection of God is described with apathy. According to Plato, God is good
and can therefore not be the cause of something evil, of punishment and
suffering (Moltmann 2002[1972]: 256).

Moltmann says

Is God capable of suffering? If we follow the fashion of Greek philosophy
and ask what attributes are “appropriate” to God, differentiation, diversity,
movement, and suffering all have to be excluded from the divine nature.
The divine nature is incapable of suffering; otherwise it would not be divine.
The absolute subject of modern metaphysics is also incapable of suffering;
otherwise it would not be absolute. Impassible, immovable, uncompounded,
and self-sufficing, deity stands over against a moved, divided, suffering,
and never self-sufficient world. The divine substance is the founder and
sustainer of this world of transitory phenomena. It abides eternally, and so it
cannot be subjected to this world’s destiny. This called the metaphysical
apathy axiom. We find it in Aristotle’s Metaphysics, book 12 (Moltmann
2003:73).

der Freiheit seiner Liebe fur die veradnderliche Geschichte mit Mensch und Schépfung 6ffnen kénnte. Gott
ist nicht in dem sinne leidensunféhig, dal’ er sich nicht in der Freiheit seiner Liebe fur das Leiden am
Widerspruch der Menschen und an der Selbstzerstérung seiner Schépfung 6ffnen kénnte. Gott ist nicht in
dem sinne vollkommen, dal er nicht in der Freiheit seiner Liebe ohne die von ihm geliebete Menschheit
und Schoépfung unvollkommen sein will. Gott ist nicht in dem Sinne unverwundbar, dal? er sich nicht fur

die Erfahrung des Kreuzes 6ffnen kénnte.’
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With the rejection of the traditional understanding of the doctrine of the ‘two natures’,
Moltmann (2002[1972]: 214) criticizes that the traditional Christology came near to
Docetism, since it emphasized that only the human side can suffer and not the divine
side of Christ. According to Docetism, in the understanding of Moltmann, Jesus
suffered only apparently, not really and died just seemingly, not really forsaken by God.
The spiritual barrier against it stems from a philosophical concept of God. According to
it God’s being is ‘imperishable, unchangeable, indivisible, impassible, and immortal: on
the other hand, human nature is perishable, changeable, divisible, passible, and mortal.
The influence of such a Docetism on Christian thinking is rejected by Moltmann
(Moltmann 2002[1972]: 214) **.

Moltmann’s critique is that this understanding of Christology in traditional theism
causes the axiom of apathy on the basis of Greek philosophy. Moltmann (1994[1980]:
38; ET 23) questions ‘why did the theology of the patristic period cling to the axiom of
apathy?’ There are two grounds**° for this:

1) God’s essential impassibility distinguishes the Deity from human beings,
who are subject to suffering, transience, and death. 2) Salvation is the

3% However, while traditional Docetism puts the emphasis on the rejection of the real humanity of the
Son, the traditional mainstream of Christology never denied the real humanity of the Son. According to
Kelly (1975[1958]: 141), actually men like Ignatius and Polycarp in the early Christian church
anathematised those who refused to ‘confess that Jesus Christ came in the flesh’. From the beginning of
the Christendom, even St. Paul and John, opposed Gnosticism and Docetism. Irenaeus, one of church
fathers, ‘teaches that the bread and wine are really the Lords’ body and blood. His witness is indeed all
the more impressive because he produces it quite incidentally while refuting the Gnostic and docetic
rejection of the Lord’s real humanity” (Kelly 1975[1958]: 198). However, Moltmann focuses only on the
aspect of the philosophical understanding of traditional Christology (passibility or not). The aim of the
Christology of mainstreem Christianity differs from Moltmann’ purpose.

1%01)Durch seine wesentliche Leidensunfahigkeit unterscheidet sich Gott vom Menschen und allen
nichtgottlichen Dingen, die dem Leiden ebenso unterworfen sind wie der Verganglichkeit und dem Tod.
2)Gibt Gott den Menschen das Heil dadurch, daf’ er ihnen Anteil an seinem ewigen Leben gibt, dann
bringt dieses Heil Menschen in die Unterblichkeit, in die Unverganglichkeit und darum auch in die
Leidensunfahigkeit(1994[1980]: 38).
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deification of human beings by giving them a share in eternal life. If we
become immortal, we shall also become impassible: Apathy is divine nature

and the fulfillment of human salvation (Moltmann 2003:74).

According to Moltmann (2002[1972]: 208), the God of Aristotle cannot love; he can
only let himself be loved by all non-divine things in terms of his perfection and beauty
and attract them to himself in this way. But a human can suffer, because he can love
(Conyers 2000:33). “The theology of the divine passion is founded on the biblical tenet:
“God is love”” (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 72; ET 57). For Moltmann, as Lucien Richard

(1992: 44) points out, apathy is regarded as the spiritual disease of modern society.

For Moltmann, it is true that ‘God who cannot suffer is poorer than any human being’
(Kérkkainen 2003:152). This implies that the God who cannot love is a dead God
(Letham 2004:303). For Moltmann,

The Son suffers death in this forsakenness. The Father suffers the death of
the Son. So the pain of the Father corresponds to the death of the Son.
And when in this descent into hell the Son loses the Father, then in this
judgment the Father also loses the Son. Here the innermost life of the
Trinity is at stake. Here the communicating love of the Father turns into
infinite pain over the sacrifice of the Son. Here the responding love of the
Son becomes infinite suffering over his repulsion and rejection by the
Father (1994[1980]: 97; ET 81).

This love leads us into a dynamical statement of the relationship of the Trinity ‘ad intra

as implied from ad extra’ (Larson 1995:132).

For Moltmann, the love of God is necessarily identified with the suffering of God
(Bauckham 1995: 49). Without passion (suffering), there is no love in God (Letham
2004:303). Weinandy (2000: 36) hopes to “clarify the mystery of God’s impassibility in
relationship to the passible lives of human beings within the ever-changing world of

history’. He emphasizes that ‘only an impassible God, and not a passible God, is truly

125



4
W UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA

‘ UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
W YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

and fully personal, absolutely and utterly loving, and thoroughly capable of interacting

with human Persons in time and history’ (Weinandy 2000: 37-38).

According to Weinandy (2000: 84), although the Church Fathers did not concentrate on
God’s impassibility, their accounts for the impassibility of God ‘were more influenced
by and more faithful to biblical revelation than those contemporary theologians who
champion God’s passibility.” The Church Father’s borrowing the philosophical notion
of God is on the base of the Bible itself.

Contrary to modern critique that the Patristic writers were better accustomed to Greek
philosophy than to the Bible, Weinandy (2000:108) states, ‘while they evidently did use
words and concepts taken from philosophy, they did so primarily either to show that
biblical revelation was compatible with some of what philosophy taught, or to defend
Christianity against philosophical attacks, or to demonstrate that Christianity actually
provided better philosophical answers to the questions at hand.” “Whatever they said
that was new was not due to their faithfulness to some philosophy, but to their fidelity to
the Scriptures. They were not philosophical innovators. They were theological
innovators and their innovation was founded upon the Bible’ (Weinandy 2002: 108).
Therefore, the contemporary accusation against the Patristic understanding of the
impassibility of God is on the basis of ‘the false premise that to be impassible is to be
devoid of passion. This, again the Fathers never argued for nor even countenanced’
(Weinandy 2000: 111). He goes on to state that the reason that the Persons of God are
impassibile is not their lack of passion (Weinandy 2002: 120), but their loving
communion (Weinandy 2002: 161). For Weinandy,

They are immutable and impassible in their love for one another, not
because their love is static or inert, but because it is utterly dynamic and
totally passionate in its self-giving. It is impossible for the Trinity to do
more loving for the persons of the Trinity possess no self-actualizing
potential to become more loving. This is not only in keeping with the
biblical proclamation that “God is love”, but it actually gives to it befitting,

exact, and even literal philosophical and theological depth. God “is” love
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because God’s love, as reciprocally expressed within the Trinity, is fully in
act (Weinandy 2002: 161).

Letham summarizes Weinandy’s idea of the impassibility of God instead of a passible

God as follows:

Only a God who cannot suffer can help us. For it is through the Incarnation,
in which the Son lives as man, that he experiences human suffering as man
and deals with the root cause-sin-by his death and resurrection. It would be
of no help to us if God suffered divinely as God. On the one hand, he would
be unable to help us, for he would be at the mercy of hostile forces in his
creation. On the other hand, he would have no capacity to understand or
deal with human suffering. Precisely because he does not and cannot suffer
as God, he is able (through the Incarnation) to suffer in a human way and,
having made atonement for sin (the cause of human suffering), to bring

about its ultimate removal. To turn Bonhoeffer**

on his head, only the
God who as God cannot suffer, can help and so put love into action

(Letham 2004:303-304).

However, his fear for Docetism led Moltmann to a position on the passibility of God, to
the identification of the immanent Trinity and economic Trinity, and to panentheism

which differs from the traditional understanding of it.
9.2.3 The problem of Patripassianism or Patricompassianism

The rejection of apathy leads Moltmann’s theology to the problem of Patripassianism
that was seen as a heretic thought in the early church. So, as Surin (1986:126) mentions
‘Moltmann is careful to secure himself against the heresies of patripassianism and
theopaschitism’**2. In fact, Moltmann (2002[1972]: 192) strongly denies that his

141 Boenhoeffer’s memoralble phrase is that only a suffering God can help (Letham 2005:33)

12 According to McGrath, ‘Patripassianism: arose during the third century, and was associated with
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understanding is identified with the concept ‘Patripassianismus’, since the death of
Jesus cannot be understood as ‘the death of God’, but only as death in God. He
indicated that the death of God cannot be described as the source of Christian theology,
even though this slogan points to something right, but only the death of the cross in God
and God in this death of Jesus (2002[1972]: 192). According to Moltmann (2002[1972]:
230), the Father, who forsook and abandoned him, suffered the death of the Son in the
endless grief of love. However, Moltmann (2002[1972]: 230) argues that one can here
also not partripassionistically say that the Father also suffered and died. The suffering
and death of the Son in the forsakenness by the Father differs from the suffering of the
Father through the death of the Son. The death of Jesus therefore is not simply
theopaschitically to be understood as the ‘death of God’ (2002[1972]: 230; Moltmann
1973: 359). Moltmann explains in detail as follows:

The suffering of the Father is different from the suffering of the Son. The
Son experienced dying in forsakenness, while the Father experienced the
death of the Son. We can illustrate this with our own experiences. At my
end | shall experience dying, but not my own death, while in those I love, |
experience death when they die because | have to survive their death. The
death of Christ reaches deep into the nature of God, and, above all other
meanings, is an event that takes place in the innermost nature of God, the
Trinity (Moltmann 2003:77-78).

writers such as Noetus, Praxeas, and Sabellius. It centered on the belief that the Father suffered as the Son.
In other words, the suffering of Christ on the cross is to be regarded as the suffering of the Father.
According to these writers, the only distinction within the Godhead was a succession of modes or
operations. In other words, Father, Son and Spirit were just different modes of being, or expressions, of
the same basic divine entity’ (McGrath 1994:219).

Theopaschitism: arose during the sixth century, and was linked with writers such as John Maxentius.
The basic slogan associated with the movement was “one of the Trinity was crucified.” The formula can
be interpreted in a perfectly orthodox sense (it reappears as Martin Luther’s celebrated formula “the
crucified God”), and was defended as such by Leontius of Byzantium. However, it was regarded as
potentially misleading and confusing by more cautious writers, including Pope Hormisdas(died 523), and
the formula gradually fell into disuse.( McGrath 1994:219)
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In fact, for Moltmann, the suffering of the Father of the beloved Son on the cross and
the suffering of the death by the Son in God-forsakenness are not identical (Meessen
1989:340). According to McGrath (1994:219), this does not imply the ‘patripassian
position’. Moltmann argues that this understanding of the suffering of God does not
imply the term ‘Patripassianismus’ which implies an ancient heretic idea, but
‘Patricompassianismus’ which implies ‘co-suffering’ or ‘compassion’ (Durand 1976:
96'** Moltmann 1973: 358'*%). As Meessen (1989:353) points out, although Moltmann
does not simply identify the Father’s suffering with the Son’s suffering on the cross,
(Moltmann mentions ‘Patricompassianismus’ in terms of that) in order to escape the
problem of ‘Patripassianismus’, there is also an opposite evaluation. For the Bible
(Matthew 27; Mark 15; Luke 27)**° does not support the suffering of the Father
(Meessen 1989: 353).

3 In Moltmann se kruisteologie sentreer die Godsvraag rondom die probleem van die lyding. Jesus ly

en ervaar die verlatenheid terwyl die Vader ly aan die dood van die Seun in die smart van sy liefde. Hier
is dus sprake van ’n  “patricompassianisme” in onderskeiding van die ou patripassianisme. So neem God,
in die wisselwerkende betrekking van Vader en Seun, die afgrond van die lyding, die dood en die
Godverlatenheid op in sy eie geskiedenis. Langs hierdie weg oorwin God Homself om so as die humane,
gekruisigde God vir die mense daar te wees.(Durand 1976:96)

%4 Moltmann mentions that ,, Weil das Leiden des Sohnes ein anderes ist als das Leiden des Vaters, kann
man nicht theopaschitisch vom [Tod Gottes ] sprechen, wie in der Gott- ist —tot- Theologie. Wohl aber kann man
trinitarisch von einem Patricompassianismus reden. Handelt der Vater an seinem eigenen Sohn durch hingebendes
Verlassen, leidet der Sohn das verlassende Hingeben von dem Vater, dann steht der Kreuzestod zwischen Gott und
Gott*.

5 The darkness (Mt 27:45) does not imply the expression of Father’s compassion, but the sympol of
judgment of God (Hare 1993: 323). In commentary of St. Mark, Craig A. Evans (2001: 507) says that
‘that Jesus cries out the way he does suggests that divine judgment has in part fallen on him’. Actually,
Jesus’ crying out does not imply Father’s suffering with his Son. Hare (1993:323; Morris 1967: 48-49)
indicates that ‘Matthew regards Jesus as sinless (see Mt 3:13-15); if Jesus is abandoned by God, it can
only be because he is giving his life as a ransom for sinners (Mt 20:28). Separation from God is the price
of sin. Jesus is paying that price on behalf of others.” Calvins(1949: 318-319) says that ‘though the
perception of the flesh would led him to dread destruction, still in his heart faith remained firm, by which

he be held the presence of God, of whose absence he complains. We have explained elsewhere how the
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However, according to Moltmann (2002[1972]: 230), God can suffer contrary to the
traditional understanding. In Jesus Christ, not only the deity of Christ but also humanity
in Christ suffers on the cross. He denies that the Son’s suffering is identical with
Father’s suffering. If the Son’s suffering is identical with Father’s suffering, this would
be the heretical position of ‘patripassianismus’. However, if the suffering of God
(divinity) is not identical with the suffering of the Father, there are two more Gods,
since in the Trinity there must be one God (in Christianity nobody believes in two or
three Gods). The tri-theistic danger in this scheme is seen in Moltmann’s reference to
Father, Son and Spirit as three subjects who work together in history. In Moltmann’s
case, many theologians feel uneasy about his social doctrine of God, seeing in it a subtle
form of tritheism (O’Donnell 1983: 108). Classical trinitarian theology vigorously
maintained that in God there is only one centre of consciousness and will (O’Donnel
1983: 149). ‘The ontological unity of one substance or subject seems to be replaced by a
volitional unity of three subjects. Such fears of tritheism cannot help but be aroused

when Moltmann speaks in the following way’ (O’Donnel 1983:150):

a) He argues that tri-theism could only arise if one brings an individualistic
understanding of ‘person’ to theology; b) he brings in the traditional idea of
the perichoresis to bolster his social understanding of the person of the
trinity (O’Donnel 1983:151).

9.2.4 Response to Atheism

Divine nature gave way to the weakness of the flesh, so far as was necessary for our salvation, that Christ
might accomplish all that was required of the Redeemer’. “The perception of God’s estrangement from
him, which Chirst had, as suggested by natural feeling, did not hinder him from continuing to be assured
by faith that God was reconciled to him.” He concludes that ‘no one who considers that Christ undertook
the office of Mediator on the condition of suffering our condemnation, both in his body and in his soul,
will think it strange that he maintained a struggle with the sorrows of death, as if an offended God had

him into a whirlpool of afflictions.’
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In spite of the danger attached to the term ‘the suffering of God’, Moltmann builds his
theology of the cross on it as a rescue from the experience of the holocausts of

‘Auschwitz and “Hiroshima’. Moltmann says

In July 1943 at the age of seventeen, | lay watching bombs rain down all
around me in my hometown of Hamburg. Forty thousand people, including
women and children, were killed as a result of that bombing or burned in
the firestorm that followed. Miraculously | survived. To this day | do not
know why | am not dead like my comrades. My question in that inferno
was not, “Why is God letting this happen?” but rather, “Where is God?” Is
God far away from us, absent, in his heaven? Or is God among us, suffering
with us? Does God share in our suffering? Two questions occur to me at
this point. One is the theoretical question about accusing God in the face of
the pain of the victims- that is the so-called theodicy question. The other is
the existential question about community with God in suffering. The first
question presupposes an apathetic, untouchable God in heaven, while the
second question is searching for a compassionate God, “the fellow-sufferer
who understands us”(Alfred North Whitehead)(Moltmann 2003:69-70).

He adds

The Crucified God is in essence a book about believing in God after the
cross of Christ. What we can say about God “after Auschwitz” depends on
what we can say about God after the crucifixion of Christ, hearing the dying
Jesus’ cry of abandonment: “My God, Why have you forsaken me?” The
whole book can be understood as a theological interpretation of these words
from the Gospels of Mark and Matthew (Moltmann 2003:71). My book The
Crucified God was said to be a Christian theology “after Auschwitz.” This
is true. It was for me an attempt to speak to God, to trust in God and speak
about God in the shadows of Auschwitz and in view of the victims of my
people. The God-question has been identical with the cry of the victims for

justice and the hunger of the perpetrator for a way back from the path of
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death (Moltmann 2003:71).

His theological starting point would be the suffering of victims. For Moltmann
traditional concepts: impassibility, immutability, monotheism, cannot give answer to the
victims of this holocaust (O’Donnell 1983:111). Moltmann rejects these concepts
vigorously in response to atheism (Willis 1987:96; Shults 2005:147). Willis summarizes

Moltmann’s logical consequences as follows

The consequences of Moltmann’s theology that are important for our
discussion are numerous. 1) Moltmann’s analysis, like Barth’s theology,
gives theology a concrete epistemology 2) The crucifixion is identified as
an event “which takes place within God himself and in which God acts on
behalf of human suffering by suffering himself 3) This means the God
defined by the cross is not the impassible, immutable God of traditional
theism, which is presupposed by atheism. On the basis of God’s
identification with and self-definition in the cross, it follows that this God
can and does suffer and change. Like Barth, Moltmann indicates the true
element in the traditional doctrine of God’s immutability and impassibility
(Willis 1987: 96).

Willis (1987: 96) adds that “at this point a partial response based on the doctrine of the
Trinity can be given to atheism grounded on the problem of suffering.” For Moltmann,
God who acts for human suffering by suffering himself is the triune God, not the God of
traditional theism (Willis 1987: 97). Because Jesus Christ who was crucified on the
cross is one Person of the three Persons in the Trinity, God suffers with human beings
(Willis 1987: 98). This God responds not only to human beings but also to atheism that

criticizes the abstract God in traditional theism**®. For Moltmann, atheism is correct in

146 Willis displays the apologetic function of the doctrine of the Trinity: ‘1) The doctrine of the Trinity, as
it clarifies the Christian concept of God for dogmatics, contains a polemic against the theology of
theism.... The suffering, loving, dynamically changing triune God of the Christian faith who actively

involves himself in human suffering and defines himself in his giving of himself to humankind- in
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its attack on the God of traditional theism who is isolated in apathetic impassibility and
omnipotence (Willis 1987:105).

In fact, Moltmann (2002[1972]: 206) is convinced that the history of western atheism is
very similar to the history of nihilism. Stoker (1996:98) argues that the ‘death of God’

produces a crisis in meaning in Nietzsche’s nihilism. However, according to Stoker

becoming human-cannot be identified with the impassible, immutable God of traditional theism who
remains isolated in himself in heaven and who defines himself in opposition to everything human.
Trinitarian theology, here, agrees with atheism. The theistic God must be negated, for he is a
misidentification of the Christian God and can give only a useless answer to the problem of suffering.
This God does not act on behalf of human suffering, because this theistic God cannot suffer himself’
(Willis 1987:101), 2) ‘However, protest atheism never gets beyond the theistic conception in its thinking
and negation of God’ (Willis 1987:101). 3) “The triune God is not an impassible God who does nothing in
view of the terrors of human life. Rather, this God acts. The doctrine of the Trinity comprehends the God
who in his inner being is an event, an event that acts concretely in suffering love for suffering humanity.
God, here, in his very nature reaches out and identifies with human suffering...’(102) ‘That is, the triune
God in opening himself for suffering at the cross answers one of the protests of atheism in that he atones
for human suffering. He suffers for humanity in that he suffers with humanity. Therefore, in suffering
God is “at one” with humanity. Nothing at all can separate God from humanity” (Willis 1987:102). 4) But
so far this constitutes only a partial response to protest atheism... But, in the identification of the cross
of Jesus as a God event, in the identification of Jesus as the second person of the Trinity- the Son who
suffers dying and forsakenness by being delivered up by the Father who suffers the death and loss of the
Son, both acting in the unity of the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of suffering love- the doctrine of the Trinity
claims that God has taken human pain, suffering and death into the very center of his being and life and
has made them his own’(Willis 1987:102). 5) “Moltmann parallels Barth in describing the life of the
triune God as the “history of God”(102)..... Unlike the theistic God presupposed by protest atheism, the
triune God does not fail to act. He does not remain aloof from and unresponsive to humanity and its
suffering” (Willis 1987:102-103). 6) ‘The apologetic function of the doctrine of the Trinity, however, is
not complete with the demonstration of the inclusion of suffering in God’s being. It must also clarify how
this inclusion is soteriological, how it is the basis for the hope of justice and the overcoming of suffering
(103).... And we know that at the cross the triune God has taken all suffering into his own being and that
the Holy Spirit continues the process of integrating human history and suffering into the life of God
(104).... Hope is seen in that the God comprehended in the doctrine of the Trinity is so passible that he
has risked his own being out of love for you’ (Willis 1987:103-104). 7) Finally, ‘this leads us to a

response to the understanding of God’s omnipotence raised by protest atheism’ (Willis 1987:104f)
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(1996: 140), for Nietzsche, ‘the “death of God” implies a rejection of God that goes
beyond the world of becoming. This implies that ‘with the rejection of the Christian and
metaphysical God it is only the moral God who is vanquished. Therefore, for Nietzsche
the traditional Christian or metaphysical God is impossible, but other concepts of God
are possible (Stoker 1996:140). For Nietzsche, ‘new gods are possible after the death of
the moral God. Stoker adds

Thus Nietzsche sees the affirmation of reality as an eternal recurrence, the
affirmation of creation and destruction as a religious experience. It is a
reality of a self-contradictory plurality. For this reason Dionysus cannot be
a monotheistic God, but a designation for a sophisticated form of
polytheism (Stoker 1996: 141).

Therefore Nietzsche does not deny god itself but the traditional Christian God. In this
aspect, Nietzsche overcomes nihilism and atheism. Likewise, the rejection of traditional
theism as a metaphysical God responds to atheism and the victims of the holocausts.
According to Williams (2003:85), for Moltmann Protest atheism points out rightly that
the true humanity of man, who was burdened by his suffering, cannot agree with a God
who is incapable of suffering. For atheists, the holocaust and Hiroshima proved that the
traditional theism is wrong, since ‘the God of traditional Christianity excluded human
freedom and the sense of responsibility for this world” (Grenz & Olson 1992:170).
Therefore, Moltmann can say that Nur ein Christ kann ein guter Atheist sein“, habe
ich einmal zu Bloch gesagt und seinen Satz: ,, Nur ein Atheist kann ein guter Christ
sein“ umgekehrt(2002[1972]: 182). Der Atheismus erweist sich hier als der Bruder des
Theismus (2002[1972]: 207). However, this differs from the reformed theology.
Atheism denies the existence of God. The atheist argument is really against theism
(Hodge 1982: 444).

9.3 Moltmann’s understanding of ‘the immanent and

economic Trinity’ and the doctrine of the filioque
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Moltmann also criticizes the doctrine of the filioque, following the Orthodox
theologian, Dumitru Staniloae. Moltmann (1991: 320-321) regards the doctrine of the
filioque as superfluous(uberfliissig)(GL: 320; SL 306)’**’, and wrong in itself (sachlich
falsch)(GL: 321)’ in Der Geist des Lebens (Oberdorfer 2002: 399). The doctrine of the

filiogue follows from the understanding of the economic and the immanent Trinity.
9.3.1 Economic and Immanent Trinity

Moltmann (1994[1980]: 176-177; O’Donnel 1983:125; Willis 1987:98'; Williams
2003:98) affimed and took up Rahner’s axiom ‘Die 6konomische Trinitat ist die

immanente Trinitat und umgekehrt’. Moltmann says,

According to this monarchical pattern for the Trinity, the ‘economic Trinity
(as is always stressed) is bound to correspond to the ‘immanent Trinity’-
indeed must be identical with it; for if God is truth, then God corresponds to
himself in his revelation, thereby making his revelation dependable.... It
follows from this that the ‘trinitarian deduction” from the revelation which
is experienced and believd finds just that in God which revelation
presupposes. God is ‘beforehand in himself’ (Barth’s phrase) what he is
afterwards in his revelation. But what precedes revelation as its foundation
is not ‘the immanent Trinity’. If the doctrine of the Trinity describes only
‘the transcendent primordial ground of salvation history’, then it must infer
the transcendent ‘primodial ground’ from the historical operations, and can
naturally find nothing in the ‘primodial ground’ that fails to correspond to
salvation history. This, however, means that ‘the immanent Trinity’ is
related to ‘the economic Trinity’, and identified with it (Moltmann 1992:
291).

17 1n the English translation, for Moltmann (1992: 306), the filioque, the Holy Spirit from the Father and
from the Son (the addition to the Nicene Creed) is superfluous.
148 But he maintains a strict identity between the immanent and economic Trinity, by following Barth’s

Method of speaking of the immanent Trinity only can the basis of the economic Trinity.
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Moltmann does no longer want to use the terms ‘immanent’ and ‘economy’ (Ackva
1994:211). Instead, he works with the terms of the ‘monarchical Trinity,” the “historical

Trinity,” the ‘eucharistic Trinity,” and the ‘doxological Trinity’ (Moltmann 1992: 290).

Admittedly, Moltmann, as Oberdorfer (2002:392; Baukham 1995: 156) points out,
radicalises the modern western claim of correspondence between the economic and
immanent Trinity. Moltmann (1994[1980]: 175) said the patristic tradition liked to
distinguish and relate the Trinity’s immanence and its economy as the Platonists
distinguished and related the idea and its appearance. The distinction of this kind

between God and the world is generally a metaphysical one.

However, Moltmann (1994[1980]: 177; ET 160-161) argues that ‘the relationship of the
triune God to himself and the relationship of the triune God to his world is not to be
understood as a one-way relationship - the relation of image of reflection, idea to
appearance, essence to manifestation - but as a mutual’. In the concept ‘reciprocal
relation’ the economic Trinity reveals the immanent Trinity and reacts to the immanent
Trinity (Radlbeck 1989:46; 1994[1980]: 177; ET 160), even though the divine
relationship to the world is primarily determined by that inner relationship™*®. Therefore,
for Moltmann (1994[1980]: 177; ET 160), ‘the Augustinian distinction between the
phrase “opera trinitatis ad extra sunt indivisa” and the phrase “opera trinitatis ad intra

sunt divisa” is insufficient’.

Moltmann tried to understand the doctrine of the Trinity in the light of the theology of
the cross (Courth 1996:162). As Grenz & Olson (1992:179) point out ‘for him the key
to understanding God’s identity as historical - and thus immanent - is the doctrine of the
Trinity as understood from the event of the cross of Jesus Christ’. Moltmann
(2002[1972]: 232) indicates that the interpretation of the death of Jesus is regarded not

% Das Verhaltnis des dreieinigen Gottes zu sich selbst und das Verhéltnis des dreieinigen Gottes zu
seiner Welt ist nicht einlinig als Urbild- Abbild, Idee- Erscheinung, Wesen- Offenbarung zu verstehen,
sondern als ein Wechselverhdltnis. Mit dem Begriff ,,Wechselverhéltnis* wird das Weltverhéltnis Gottes
seinem Selbstverhaltnis nicht gleichgestellt, sondern gesagt, daR es auf dieses zuruickwirkt, obgleich es

primdr von diesem bestimmt wird.
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as a god-human event (ein gottmenschliches Geschehen) but as a trinitarian appearance
between the Son and the Father. As Conyers (1988:9) points out ‘God’s works are the
works of love because He himself is love. The immanent Trinity (God in himself) is not
distinguished from the economic Trinity (God’s salvific self-disclosure), because ‘God
is faithful.” For Moltmann, the immanent Trinity appears to collapse into the economic
Trinity, out of which it arises (Grenz 2004:86)

Moltmann’s understanding of the term ‘panentheism’ is closely connected with his
rejection of the traditional distinction between the immanent and the economic Trinity
(Letham 2004:304). Here, the term ‘panentheism’ is often confused with the term
‘pantheism.” However, both terms differ from each other. According to Charles
Hartshorne (1987:165), the term pantheism, on the one hand, implies that all is God. On
the other hand, the term “‘panentheism’ means that all is in God. This implies, as Larson
(1995:142) points out, that the term “‘panentheism’ indicates that ‘God’s being includes
the created order but is not exhausted by it.”

For Moltmann, as Williams (2003: 91) points out, God is neither distance from the
world, nor identical with the world. This viewpoint distinguishes Moltmann’s theology
from pantheism. Moltmann confirms that ‘the classical theism cannot express God’s
relationship to the world” (Grenz & Olson 1992: 181). Moltmann (1994[1980]: 120; ET
106) says, ‘Christian panentheism started from the divine essence: creation is a fruit of
God’s longing for his Other (seinen Anderen) and that Other’s free response to the
divine love (dessen freier Erwiderung der gottlichen Liebe)’. Here, Moltmann holds
that the world was created by God’s free will, unlike Barth (Kéarkkéinen 2004: 157).
Kérkkdinen (2004:157) adds that for Moltmann ‘creation is from the love of God’.
‘God’s freedom is the freedom of love; love and freedom are synonymous’. For
Moltmann (1994[1980]: 121; ET 108), ‘the idea of the world is already inherent in the

Father’s love for the son’.

Grenz & Olson (1992:182) points out that ‘Moltmann developed his trinitarian
panentheism farther and attempted to redress the pantheistic implications of The
Crucified God in the Trinity and the Kingdom’. They add that ‘Moltmann sets forth a
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social doctrine of the Trinity, in order to overcome the “disintegration of the doctrine of
the Trinity in abstract monotheism” and to link God intimately with the world and its
history while preserving and deepening the divine transcendence (Grenz & Olson 1992:
182). This is closely connected with Hartshorne’s understanding that ‘panentheism
avoids both extreme monism and extreme pluralism, and it does this, it claims, without
obvious paradox’ (Hartshorne 1987: 166), since Moltmann struggles strongly with the

‘traditional understanding of the monarchy of God***°.

The term ‘panentheism’ is also closely connected to the concept of the “passibility’ of
God. According to Brierley (2004:11), ‘because these arguments for passibility stem
from panentheistic principles, panentheism entails passibility.” He adds ‘there are other
grounds for holding that God is passible, so panentheism does not lie behind every
instance of passibility; but because of the connections between the two, passibility, in
the course of its twentieth-century rise, has often led to panentheism’ (Brierley 2004:
11).

In regard of panentheism, Monlar (1989:385) criticizes it as ‘worse than pantheism’
following Barth. And by quoting from Baukham, Letham (2004:305) says that
‘Moltmann makes the sake mistake as Hegel- that of making world history the process

by which God realizes himself.’
9.3.2 The doctrine of the filioque

The doctrine of the Trinity is the theological interpretation of the history of Jesus and
the Spirit (Bauckham 1995:157). According to Moltmann,

In all eternity the Holy Spirit allows the Son to shine in the Father and
transfigures the Father in the Son. He is the eternal light, in which the
Father knows the Son and the Son the Father. In the Holy Spirit the eternal

divine life arrives at consciousness of itself, therein reflecting its perfect

130" In previous chapters, this notion occurs strongly and clearly.
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form. In the Holy Spirit the divine life becomes conscious of its eternal
beauty. Through the Holy Spirit the eternal divine life becomes the sacred
feast of the Trinity (1994[1980]: 192-193; ET 176)™".

According to Moltmann (1994[1980]:185; ET 169), ‘the Spirit is “breathed out”
(spiratio) not begotten (generatio). So the Spirit cannot be a second Son of the Father.
He proceeds from the Father. He does not equally proceed from the Son. If this were so,
the Son would be the second Father and there would be two different “origins” for the
divine Spirit’. Therefore, according to Moltmann (1994[1980]: 186; ET 169), ‘we can
only say about the origin of the Spirit, that 1) He is not without origin like the Father, 2)
He is not generated like the Son 3) His procession from the Father (evkpo, reusij) is a

relationship peculiar to himself, the factor determining him alone.’

Moltmann seems to parallel Augustine’s conception of the Holy Spirit as the “bond of
Love”, by cementing the union of the Father and the Son (Willis 1987:99-100).
According to Moltmann

Western theology even since Augustine, has suggested with a certain
reserve that the Holy Spirit issues from the mutual love of the Father and
the Son and that the Spirit is the ‘vinculum amoris’ the bond of love, which
brings the Father and the Son to the truth in one another and with one
another; that is to say, that the Holy Spirit is the trinitarian Person who both
truly distinguishes and truly unifies the Father and the Son in their relation
to one another. If the Spirit together with the eternal word proceeds from
the Father as ‘origin of the Godhead’, then we must also say that the Spirit

is not created, but that he issues out of the necessity of the Father’s being

131 Der Heilige Geist bringt in Ewigkeit den Sohn im Vater zum Leuchten und verklart den Vater in dem
Sohn. Er ist das ewige Licht, in dem der Vater den Sohn und der Sohn den Vater erkennt. Im Heiligen
Geist kommt das ewige gottliche Leben zum Bewufitsein seiner selbst und spiegelt darin seine
vollkommene Gestalt. Im Heiligen Geist wird sich das gottliche Leben(192) siener ewigen Schonheit
bewuBt. Durch den Heiligen Geist wird das ewige gottliche Leben zum Heiligen Fest der
Trinitat(1994[1980]: 193).
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and is of the same essence or substance as the Father and the Son. In
experiencing the Holy Spirit we experience God himself: we experience the
Spirit of the Father, who unites us with the Son; the Spirit of the Son, whom
the Father gives; and the Spirit who glorifies us through the Son and the
Father (1994[1980]: 186; ET 169).

Moltmann (1994[1980]: 197; ET 181) tries to reconcile both the Western and Orthodox
churches. ‘By withdrawing the filioque a schism in the church can be ended’. ‘The
creed tells us that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father’ (Moltmann 1994[1980]:
200; ET 183), Moltmann says, referring to Boris Bolotov (Boff 1986:205). For
Moltmann (1994[1980]: 197; ET 181), the aim of the western church with the filioque
was to interpret and define the trinitarian statement of the creed, while the eastern
church interpreted it analogously through the interpretative phrase evk mo,nou tou/

patro,j (only from the Father).

Moltmann (1994[1980]: 196-197; ET 180) says that ‘Boris Bolotov adheres to the
procession of the Holy Spirit, “from the Father alone”. But he sees the Son in such
proximity to the Father that the Son becomes the logical “presupposition” and the
factual “condition” for the procession of the Spirit from the Father and to some extent
involved in it’. Moltmann (1994[1980]: 197; ET 180) finds ‘in Bolotov a theological
approximation to the truth which the West tried to express through the filioque’.
According to Oberdorfer (2002: 397), Moltmann does not deny the filioque for
ecumenical peace only. But he refers, not explicitly and directly, to the variety and
differences of the economic relation between the Son and the Spirit, which is reflected
clearly in the trinitarian principle of uniqueness, and which constitutes the theological
main argument against the filioque. The Son, in another categorical way than the Father,
should participate in the procession of the Spirit (Oberdorfer 2002: 397). However,
Oberdorfer (2002: 397) adds that in the name of this categorical difference, Moltmann
agrees to the greek term evk mo,nou tou/ patro,j and explicitly says: The Holy Sprit
does not come from the Son. As La Due (2003:143) points out, Moltmann confirms that
the Spirit proceeds from the Father only and does not proceed from the Son. Actually,

Moltmann (1981: 166) declares that ‘the interpretation is correct which states that the
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Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father “alone”’, by pointing to ‘the procession of the
Spirit (divine existence),” but ‘not to his inner-trinitarian personal form in his relations

to the Father and to the Son” (Moltmann 1981: 167).

Moltmann (1994[1980]: 199; ET 182) sees that although ‘the uniqueness of the
procession of the Spirit from the Father has never been disputed by the theologians of
the western church’, the rejection of the doctrine of the filioque is closely connected to
the ‘monarchy’ of the Father. For Moltmann (1994[1980]: 198-199; ET 182), ‘they
have never seen the Son as ‘competing’ with the Father as regards the issuing of the
Holy Spirit; there has never been any question of two sources for the Godhead.
Consequently, the filioque could also be interpreted as “per Filium.” He adds that ‘the
filiogue was never directed against the ‘monarchy’ of the Father, even though this
formula was supposed to ward off tendencies towards a subordinationism in the
trinitarian doctrine, as well as trends towards a subordinationist dissolution of the

Trinity in its own economy of salvation’(1994[1980]: 199; ET 182). Moltmann says

The creed tells us that the Holy Spirit “proceedeth from the Father”. The
first Person of the Trinity is the Father, but only in respect of the Son- that
is to say, in the eternal generation of the Son’. God the Father is always the
Father of the Son. He is not to be called Father because he is the Sole Cause,
and because all things are dependent on Him. God shows himself as the
Father solely and exclusively in the eternal generation of the eternal Son. In
salvation history he is exclusively ‘the Father of Jesus Christ’, and it is
through Christ the Son and in the fellowship of this “firstborn” among many
brothers and sisters, that he is our Father too (Moltmann 1994[1980]: 200
152- Moltmann 1981: 167).

152 Der Heilige Geist ,,geht vom Vater aus“, sagt das Bekenntnis. Die erste Person der Trinitét ist der
Vater, aber immer nur im Blick auf den Sohn, ndmlich in der ewigen Zeugung des Sohnes. Gott der VVater
ist immer der Vater des Sohnes

Nicht wegen seiner Alleinurséchlichket und der Abhéangigkeit aller Dinge von ihm ist er ,, Vater* zu
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As Boff (1986:205) points out, ‘“Moltmann starts with the Father, who is always Father
of the Son.” Moltmann (1981: 167; 1994[1980]: 200) says that ‘the Father is eternally
only the Father of the Son. He is not the Father of the Spirit. The procession of the
Spirit from the Father presupposes the eternal generation of the Son through the Father’.
Moltmann (1994[1980]: 200; ET 184) argues with a working group of Faith and Order
of the WCC that ‘the Spirit is the third hypostasis of the holy Trinity. His being
presupposes the existence (Dasein) of the Father and the existence (Dasein) of the Son,
because the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father, and because the Father is the Father
of the Son alone. Consequently, as soon as God proboleus tou pneumatos is called
Father, he is thought of as having a Son’. Moltmann (1994[1980]: 200; ET 184) says
that “if God as Father breathes the Holy Spirit, then the Holy Spirit proceeds from the
Father of the Son’. The Holy Spirit experiences his hypostatic divinity from the Father
as the origin of divinity, and his innertrinitarian form from the Son, the Father and their
reciprocal relation (Moltmann 1981: 168; Oberdorfer 2002: 399).

According to Moltmann, ‘monotheism’ caused the doctrine of the filioque (Oberdorfer
2002: 402; Heron 1983: 170™). According to Moltmann

It was therefore quite logical that the monarchical concept of the Trinity
should lead to the introduction of the filiogue into the Nicene Creed. The
Holy Spirit proceeds ‘from the Father and the Son’ because in salvation
history he is sent by the Father and the Son, and is experienced in this way
by human beings; and his eternal processio in the ‘immanent’ Trinity as

transcendent primordial ground must correspond to his missio in the

nennen. Einzig und exklusiv in der ewigen Zeugung des ewigen Sohnes erweist sich Gott als ,,der Vater*.
Er ist heilsgeschichtlich exklusiv der ,,Vater Jesu Christi®, und erst durch Christus den Sohn und in der
Gemeinschaft dieses ,,Erstgeborenen* unter vielen Briidern und Schwestern ist er auch ,,unser Vater”. Um
diese in jeder Hinsicht wichtige Unterscheidung festzuhalten, schlagen wir vor, mit Bedacht von dem
,»Vater des Sohnes* zu sprechen(1994[1980]:  200).

133 It is no accident that Moltmann is particularly concerned to achieve reconciliation between East and
West on the matter of the filioque. His distancing of himself from the modalising tendencies of ancient

and modern Western trinitarianism is certainly one of the prerequisites for any such rapprochement
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economic Trinity as this is experienced” (Moltmann 1992: 292-293).

However, as Oberdorfer (2002:402) points out, indeed Christian theology toiled with
the critique of an abstract concept of one God in the development and intellectual
completion of the doctrine of the Trinity. However, particularly for the continuity with
Judaism, Christian theology holds strongly to the unity and the uniqueness of God. He
adds that Moltmann’s oneness (Einigkeit) is unity (Einheit), and it is a touchstone for
the efficiency of his conception, whether it can actually indicate it (Oberdorfer 2002:
402).

That Moltmann’s reluctance to renounce ‘relations of origin (Ursprungsbeziehungen)’
for perichoresis, is not due to his mere regard for Orthodox traditionalism, but to the
inherent problem: the lack of clarity in the ‘Verhaltnisbestimmung von Ursprung und
Perichorese’ is an indicator that Moltmann does not provide the problem with a real
solution (Oberdorfer 2002:403). Oberdorfer says that Moltmann regards the filioque-
discussion as important, because he showed a possibile solution by criticizing the
doctrine of the filioque as expressed in the modern western theology without dismissing
the active of truth in the filioque. But Moltmann’s realization of possibility is not free
from gaps, aporia, and opaqueness. However it may be difficult to challenge this
possibility by itself (Oberdorfer 2002:403). Moltmann’s rejection of the doctrine of the
filioque by giving up the western idea is unjustified, since the western and eastern
understanding is the same thing of different angles.
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10 EBERHARD JUNGEL’S DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY

In accordance with Moltmann, Jingel rejects the metaphysical understanding of God
according to Courth (1993:276). This implies that, as McGrath (2005[1994]: 219) points
out, for Jungel, ‘the slogan “the death of God” must be understood to mean “the death
of the metaphysical God”, which is discredited both by the critiques of atheism and by a
Trinitarian conception of God,” since Jungel regards atheism as antitheism (Webster
1986: 82). Jungel (2001[1977]: 57) says that the fruit of the labour of the meaning the
talk of the death of God is the substansive center of theology (Die Erarbeitung des
Sinnes der Rede vom Tode Gottes fiihrt in das sachliche Zentrum der Theologie).
According to DeHart (