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^∏ Û‡ÓıÂÛË Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜
Î·d ñ·ÚÍÈÛÌÔÜ ÛÙcÓ ΔÚÈ·‰ÔÏÔÁ›· ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜
¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÔÛ‡ÓË˜: Karl Barth Î·d Karl Rahner

°∂øƒ°π√À ∞°. ™π™∫√À*

1. ∂åÛ·ÁˆÁc

^∏ ‰˘ÙÈÎc ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÙÔÜ 20ÔÜ ·åáÓ· ¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚ›˙ÂÙ·È àe Û˘¯Ób˜ Ú‹ÍÂÈ˜ Ìb
ÙcÓ ÚÔÁÂÓ¤ÛÙÂÚË ·Ú¿‰ÔÛ‹ ÙË˜. ™b ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ ‚·ıÌe ·éÙe Û˘Ì‚·›ÓÂÈ âÍ·ÈÙ›·˜
ÙÉ˜ óÚ›Ì·ÓÛË˜ ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜ ÛÎ¤„Ë˜ Ûb Û¯¤ÛË Ìb Ùd˜ ÚÒÈÌÂ˜ àÛıÌ·›-
ÓÔ˘ÛÂ˜ Î·d Û·ÛÌˆ‰ÈÎb˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎb˜ àÓÙÈ‰Ú¿ÛÂÈ˜ ÙáÓ ‰‡Ô ÚÔËÁÔ‡ÌÂÓˆÓ
·åÒÓˆÓ à¤Ó·ÓÙÈ ÛÙcÓ ÎÔÛÌÈÎc ÛÎ¤„Ë, ÙcÓ ïÔ›· ·Ú‹Á·ÁÂ ï ¢È·ÊˆÙÈÛÌfi˜.
™ÙeÓ ¯áÚÔ ÙÉ˜ ÚÔÙÂÛÙ·ÓÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜, ï K. Barth ÚÔ¯ÒÚËÛÂ ÛÙc Ú‹ÍË Ìb
Ùc ÊÈÏÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚË ÚÔÙÂÛÙ·ÓÙÈÎc ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÙáÓ ÚÔÙÂÛÙ·ÓÙáÓ ‰·ÛÎ¿ÏˆÓ ÙÔ˘ W.
Hermman, A. Ritschl, F. Schleiermacher1, ì ïÔ›· Âr¯Â âÓÛˆÌ·ÙÒÛÂÈ ÛÙc ÌÂıÔ-

* ^√ °ÂÒÚÁÈÔ˜ \∞Á. ™›ÛÎÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È ÌÂÙ·‰È‰·ÎÙÔÚÈÎe˜ âÚÂ˘ÓËÙc˜ ÛÙe ÙÌÉÌ· ¶ÔÈÌ·ÓÙÈÎÉ˜ Î·d
∫ÔÈÓˆÓÈÎÉ˜ £ÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ ÙÔÜ ∞.¶.£.

1. ∂rÓ·È ÔÏf ¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈÎc ì àÓ˘ÔÏË„›· ÛÙcÓ ïÔ›· ñÔ›ÙÂÈ Ùe ‰fiÁÌ· ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜
ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ Ìb ÙeÓ F. Schleiermacher, ï ïÔÖÔ˜ Ùe ıÂˆÚÂÖ âÍfi¯ˆ˜ ‰Â˘ÙÂÚÂÜÔÓ ÛÙc ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÈÎc ˙ˆ‹,
Î·ıg˜ ‰bÓ àÓÙ·ÔÎÚ›ÓÂÙ·È ÛÙcÓ àÌÂÛfiÙËÙ· ÙÉ˜ ıÚËÛÎÂ˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ·éÙÔ-Û˘ÓÂ›‰ËÛË˜, ÛÙcÓ ïÔ›·
ë‰Ú¿˙ÂÙ·È ì ñÔÎÂÈÌÂÓÈÎc ‰È·›ÛıËÛË ÙÔÜ àÔÏ‡ÙÔ˘, ‰ËÏ·‰c ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ. °Ú¿ÊÂÈ ¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈÎa
ÁÈa Ùe ‰fiÁÌ· ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ï SCHLEIERMACHER, F., The Christian Faith, Introduction: Paul
T. Nimmo, Bloomsbury T&T Clark: London New York 20163, ÛÂÏ. 738: “this doctrine itself as
ecclesiastically framed, is not an immediate utterance concerning the Christian self-con-
sciousness, but only a combination of several such utterances”. ª›· ú‰È· àÓÙÈÌÂÙÒÈÛË ÙÔÜ ı¤-
Ì·ÙÔ˜ Û˘Ó·ÓÙÄ Î·ÓÂd˜ Î·d ÛÙe öÚÁÔ ÙÔÜ RITSCHL, A., The Christian Doctrine of Justification and
Reconciliation, Trans: Mackintosh, H. R. - Macaulay, A. B., T&T Clark: Edinburgh 1900, ÛÂÏ.
203-238, ¬Ô˘ Ìb ‚¿ÛË Ùc ıÂÒÚËÛË ÙÉ˜ ıÚËÛÎÂ˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ Û˘ÓÂ›‰ËÛË˜ ó˜ ·Ú¿ÁÔ˘Û·˜ Ìc àÔ‰Â›ÍÈ-
ÌÂ˜ âÈÛÙËÌÔÓÈÎb˜ àÔ‰Â›ÍÂÈ˜ ÂÚd £ÂÔÜ, àÏÏa ÌfiÓÔÓ äıÈÎb˜ ÎÚ›ÛÂÈ˜, âÈÎÚ›ÓÂÈ ÛÊÔ‰Úá˜ Ùc Û¯Ô-
Ï·ÛÙÈÎc ÌÂıÔ‰ÔÏÔÁ›· àÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎa Ìb Ùd˜ çÓÙÔÏÔÁÈÎb˜ àÔ‰Â›ÍÂÈ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ. °Èa ÙeÓ Ï‹ÚË âÎÙÔ-
ÈÛÌe ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ àe Ùc ÊÈÏÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚË ÚÔÙÂÛÙ·ÓÙÈÎc ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ‚Ï. HILL O. P., W. J., The
Three-Personed God: The Trinity as a mystery of Salvation, Catholic University of America
Press, 1982, ÛÂÏ. 83-91. WELSCH, C., In This Name: The Doctrine of the Trinity in Contemporary
Theology, Charles Scribner’s Sons: New York 1952, ÛÂÏ. 3-10 Î·d 18-23.
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‰ÔÏÔÁ›· ÙË˜ Ùd˜ àÓıÚˆÔÏÔÁÈÎb˜ ÌÂıfi‰Ô˘˜ ÙÔÜ ¢È·ÊˆÙÈÛÌÔÜ Î·d âÎÌË‰¤ÓÈ˙Â
Î·Ù’ ·éÙeÓ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ Ùc ˙áÛ· ·ÚÔ˘Û›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ ÁÂÁÔÓe˜ ÚÈ˙ÈÎa àÓÙ›ıÂÙÔ
Ìb Ùd˜ âÁÁÂÓÂÖ˜ ÏÔÁÈÎb˜ Î·d Û˘Ó·ÈÛıËÌ·ÙÈÎb˜ îÎ·ÓfiÙËÙÂ˜ ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ Óa âÓÙÔ-
›˙ÂÈ ÙeÓ £Âe âÓÙfi˜ ÙÔ˘2. °Èa ÙeÓ K. Barth, «∫·ÌÈa àÓıÚÒÈÓË ÔÚÂ›· ‰bÓ ÂrÓ·È
îÎ·Óc Óa ï‰ËÁ‹ÛÂÈ ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ ÛÙe £Âfi: ÔûÙÂ ì ï‰e˜ ÙÉ˜ ıÚËÛÎÂ˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ âÌÂÈ-
Ú›·˜ (Schleiermacher), ÔûÙÂ ì îÛÙÔÚÈÎ‹, ÔûÙÂ ÎÈ ·éÙc àÎfiÌË ÙÉ˜ ÌÂÙ·Ê˘ÛÈÎÉ˜.
^∏ ÌfiÓË Î·ÙÔÚıˆÙc ÔÚÂ›· ÍÂÎÈÓÄ Ìb àÊÂÙËÚ›· ÙeÓ £Âe Úe˜ ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ»3.
μ·ÛÈÎÒÙ·ÙÔ âÚÒÙËÌ· ÁÈa ÙeÓ K. Barth ÂrÓ·È ï ÙÚfiÔ˜ Ìb ÙeÓ ïÔÖÔ ï £Âe˜ Ê·-
ÓÂÚÒÓÂÙ·È ÛÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ ó˜ Ùe ¬Ïˆ˜ ò∞ÏÏÔ. ^ø˜ Î·ıÔ‰ËÁËÙÈÎe˜ ôÍÔÓ·˜ ÛÙc
ÛÎ¤„Ë ÙÔ˘ ÂrÓ·È àÎÚÈ‚á˜ ì àfiÚÚÈ„Ë Î¿ıÂ àÓıÚˆÔÏÔÁ›·˜ –ÙáÓ ‰·ÛÎ¿ÏˆÓ
ÙÔ˘ Î·d ù¯È ÌfiÓÔ ·éÙáÓ– Ôf ıÂÌÂÏÈÒÓÂÙ·È ÛÙd˜ âÁÁÂÓÂÖ˜ àÓıÚÒÈÓÂ˜ ‰˘Ó·ÙfiÙË-
ÙÂ˜ ÁÓˆÚÈÌ›·˜ Î·d ÌÂÙÔ¯É˜ ÛÙe £ÂÖÔ. ™b ·éÙc ÙcÓ ÚÔ‚ÏËÌ·ÙÈÎc ıa öÚıÂÈ Ûb
åÛ¯˘ÚfiÙ·ÙË Û‡ÁÎÚÔ˘ÛË Ìb ÙcÓ analogia entis ÙÉ˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Î·d
ÙáÓ Û‡Á¯ÚÔÓˆÓ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙáÓ ÙË˜, ÁÈa Óa Î·Ù·Ï‹ÍÂÈ ÛÙc ÚÈ˙ÈÎa àÓÙ›ıÂÙË öÓÓÔÈ·
ÙÉ˜ analogia relationis, ÙcÓ àÓ·ÏÔÁ›· ÙÔÜ ÙÚfiÔ˘ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÛÙd˜ à›‰ÈÂ˜ Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜
ÙáÓ ¶ÚÔÛÒˆÓ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ Ìb ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ àÓıÚÒˆÓ, Ùfi-
ÛÔ Î·Ùa Ùd˜ ÌÂÙ·Í‡ ÙÔ˘˜ Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜ ¬ÛÔ Î·d Î·Ùa Ùc Û¯¤ÛË ÙÔ˘˜ Ìb Ùe £Âfi, ¬Ù·Ó Ôî
ôÓıÚˆÔÈ ˙ÔÜÓ âÓ ÃÚÈÛÙá̌. °Èa Óa ÊÙ¿ÛÂÈ Ûb ·éÙe Ùe Û˘Ì¤Ú·ÛÌ·, ï K. Barth

2. JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, T&T Clark: New York 2010, ÛÂÏ. 15-
17. McCORMACK, μ. L., Karl Barth’s Critically Realistic Dialectical Theology: Its Genesis and
Development 1909-1936, Oxford University Press 1997, ÛÂÏ. 111-125. Δe Î¤ÓÙÚÔ ÙÉ˜ Ú‹ÍË˜ àÊÔ-
ÚÔÜÛÂ ÙcÓ öÓÓÔÈ· ÙÉ˜ ıÚËÛÎÂ˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ âÌÂÈÚ›·˜ ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÈÓÔ˘ ñÔÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘, ì ïÔ›· âÍ·ÈÙ›·˜
ÙÉ˜ ñÔÎÂÈÌÂÓÈÎÉ˜ ÙË˜ àÔÏ˘ÙfiÙËÙ·˜ ‰È·ÌfiÚÊˆÛÂ ÙcÓ îÂÚfiÙËÙ· ÙÔÜ ∞ã ¶·ÁÎÔÛÌ›Ô˘ ¶ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘
ÛÙc Û˘ÓÂ›‰ËÛË ÙáÓ °ÂÚÌ·ÓáÓ. ∞éÙe ÁÈa ÙeÓ K. Barth Û˘ÓÂ·ÁfiÙ·Ó ÌÈa Î·Ù·ıÏÈÙÈÎc àÔ˘Û›·
ÙÉ˜ ¯¿ÚÈÙÔ˜ Î·d ≤Ó·Ó Ï‹ÚË âÁÎÏˆ‚ÈÛÌe Ûb ≤Ó·Ó ıÚËÛÎÂ˘ÙÈÎe àÓıÚˆÔÎÂÓÙÚÈÛÌfi. °Ú¿ÊÂÈ ¯·-
Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈÎa ÛÙeÓ W. Hermann: “Especially with you, Herr Professor (and through you with the
great masters Luther, Kant, and Schleiermacher), we learned to acknowledge ‘experience’ as the
constitutive principle of knowing and doing in the domain of religion. In your school it became
clear to us what it means to ‘experience’ God in Jesus. Now however, in answer to our doubts,
an ‘experience’ which is completely new to us is held out to us by German Christians, an allegedly
religious war ‘experience’; i.e. the fact that German Christians ‘experience’ their war as a holy
war is supposed to bring us to silence, if not demand reverence from us. Where do you stand in
relation to this argument and to the war theology which lies behind it?”, McCORMACK, μ. L.,
Karl Barth’s Critically Realistic Dialectical Theology: Its Genesis and Development 1909-1936,
ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 113, ÌÙÊÚ. àe Ùe SCHWÖBEL, C. (ed.), Karl Barth-Martin Rade: Ein
Briefweschel, Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 1981, ÛÂÏ. 115.

3. GIBELLINI, R., ^∏ £ÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÙÔÜ ∂åÎÔÛÙÔÜ ·åáÓ·, ÌÙÊÚ: ¶. ^ÀÊ·ÓÙÉ˜, ò∞ÚÙÔ˜ ∑ˆÉ˜, \∞ı‹-
Ó· 2002, ÛÂÏ. 25.

°ÂˆÚÁ›Ô˘ \∞Á. ™›ÛÎÔ˘
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àÚıÚÒÓÂÈ ÌÈa Û˘ÛÙËÌ·ÙÈÎc ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÂÚd ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜, ¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔÈÒÓÙ·˜
öÓÓÔÈÂ˜ Î·d Û¯‹Ì·Ù· Ôf àÓÙÏÂÖ àe ÙeÓ ñ·ÚÍÈÛÌe Î·d ÙeÓ ÂÚÛÔÓ·ÏÈÛÌe ÙÉ˜
âÔ¯É˜ ÙÔ˘. ^∏ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎc ÙÂÎÌËÚ›ˆÛË ·éÙÉ˜ ÙÉ˜ ñ·ÚÍÈ·ÎÉ˜ Î·d ÂÚÛÔÓ·ÏÈ-
ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ÁÏÒÛÛ·˜, ÚÔÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Óa ÂÚÈÁÚ·ÊÂÖ Ùe ‰fiÁÌ· ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ Î·d
Ôî Û˘Ó¤ÂÈÂ˜ ÁÈa Ùc ÛˆÙËÚ›· ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘, ÂrÓ·È ÔéÛÈˆ‰á˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎ‹. ≠√ˆ˜
ıa ‰ÂÈ¯ÙÂÖ àÓ·Ï˘ÙÈÎ¿, ì Û‡ÓıÂÛË ÂÚÛÔÓ·ÏÈÛÌÔÜ Î·d Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÈÛÌÔÜ ·Ú·Ì¤-
ÓÂÈ àÔÏ‡Ùˆ˜ ÏÔÁÈÎa Û˘ÓÂc˜ ÛÙe Ï·›ÛÈÔ ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÈÎÉ˜ ·Ú¿‰Ô-
ÛË˜. ^√ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÈÛÌe˜ Ôé‰fiÏˆ˜ Î·Ù·ÚÁÂÖÙ·È Î·›, ÙÔéÓ·ÓÙ›ÔÓ, àÓ·ÓÂÒÓÂÙ·È
ÁÏˆÛÛÈÎa Ìb Ùe öÓ‰˘Ì· ÙÔÜ ñ·ÚÍÈÛÌÔÜ Î·d ÙÔÜ ÂÚÛÔÓ·ÏÈÛÌÔÜ, ·Ú·Ì¤ÓÔÓ-
Ù·˜ ÛÙc ‚¿ÛË ÙÔ˘ àÎ¤Ú·ÈÔ˜.

™¯Â‰eÓ ·Ú¿ÏÏËÏ·, ì ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎc ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ‰Â›¯ÓÂÈ âÓ›ÔÙÂ Óa àÛÊ˘-
ÎÙÈÄ ÛÙd˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎb˜ ‰ÔÌb˜ ÙÔÜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÈÛÌÔÜ, ï ïÔÖÔ˜ Î·Ù·ÚÁÂÖ ÙcÓ îÛÙÔÚÈ-
ÎfiÙËÙ· ÙáÓ Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙˆÓ Î·d Û˘¯ÓfiÙ·Ù· ÌÔÈ¿˙ÂÈ Óa ÌcÓ ÎÔÌ›˙ÂÈ Ï‡ÛÂÈ˜ ÛÙa ÚÔ-
‚Ï‹Ì·Ù· ÙÉ˜ ÓÂˆÙÂÚÈÎfiÙËÙ·˜ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ÚÒÈÌË˜ ÌÂÙ·ÓÂˆÙÂÚÈÎfiÙËÙ·˜, Û‡ÌÊˆÓ·
Ìb àfi„ÂÈ˜ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎáÓ ıÂÔÏfiÁˆÓ. ™b ·éÙe Ùe îÛÙÔÚÈÎfi, ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎe Î·d
ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎe Ï·›ÛÈÔ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÂÖÙ·È ì Nouvelle Théologie ÙáÓ T. de Chardin, M.
D. Chenu, H. De Lubac, J. Daniélou, Y. Congar. μ·ÛÈÎÔd ôÍÔÓÂ˜ ÙÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔ-
ÁÈÎÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ÙÉ˜ Nouvelle Théologie ÂrÓ·È: ·) ì âÈÛÙÚÔÊc ÛÙa ıÂÌ¤ÏÈ·
ÙÉ˜ ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÈÎÉ˜ ÛÎ¤„Ë˜, ¬ˆ˜ ì μ›‚ÏÔ˜ Î·d Ôî ¶·Ù¤ÚÂ˜ ÙÉ˜ \∂ÎÎÏËÛ›·˜ Î·d Ì¿-
ÏÈÛÙ· Ôî ≠∂ÏÏËÓÂ˜ ¶·Ù¤ÚÂ˜, ‚) ì àÓ·˙ˆÔÁfiÓËÛË ÙÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜ ÛÎ¤„Ë˜ àe ÙcÓ
â·Êc Ìb Ùa Û‡Á¯ÚÔÓ· ÚÂ‡Ì·Ù· ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎÉ˜ Î·d âÈÛÙËÌÔÓÈÎÉ˜ ÛÎ¤„Ë˜, Á) ì
àÓ¿Ù˘ÍË ÙÉ˜ îÛÙÔÚÈÎÉ˜ Î·d ‚È‚ÏÈÎÉ˜ ÎÚÈÙÈÎÉ˜4.

∫¿Ùˆ àe ·éÙb˜ Ùd˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ Î·d Ìb ‰È¿ıÂÛË Ú‹ÍË˜ Ìb ÙeÓ ÓÂÔ-Û¯ÔÏ·-
ÛÙÈÎÈÛÌe ÙÉ˜ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜, àÏÏa Ìb ÛÙfi¯Ô ÌÈa ÚÈ˙ÈÎc â·ÓÂÚÌË-
ÓÂ›· ÙÔÜ \∞ÎÈÓ¿ÙË, Ôf Óa àÓÙ·ÔÎÚ›ÓÂÙ·È ÛÙd˜ ñ·ÚÍÈ·Îb˜ àÓ¿ÁÎÂ˜ ÙÔÜ Û‹ÌÂ-
Ú·, ·Ú·‰›‰ÂÈ ï Karl Rahner Ùc ‰È‰·ÎÙÔÚÈÎ‹ ÙÔ˘ ‰È·ÙÚÈ‚‹, ì ïÔ›· àÔÚÚ›ÊıË-
ÎÂ Î·d öÌÂÏÂ Óa âÎ‰ÔıÂÖ àÚÁfiÙÂÚ·5. ^∏ ‰È‰·ÎÙÔÚÈÎc ‰È·ÙÚÈ‚c ÚÔ‰È·ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ Î·d
Ùd˜ ÚÔı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔ˘ ÁÈa ÙcÓ àÓ·ÌfiÚÊˆÛË ÙÉ˜ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Ì¤Ûˇ̂
ÙÉ˜ ‚·ıÂÈÄ˜ Û˘Û¯¤ÙÈÛË˜ ÙÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Ìb Ùc ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊ›· ÙáÓ Î·ÈÚáÓ6: «^√

4. METTEPENNINGEN, J., Nouvelle Théologie - New Theology: Inheritor of Modernism,
Precursor of Vatican II, T&T Clark: 2010, ÛÂÏ. 9-13. GIBELLINI, R., ^∏ £ÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÙÔÜ ∂åÎÔÛÙÔÜ
·åáÓ·, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 203-214. 

5. RAHNER, K., Spirit in the world, Trans: William Dych, Continuum: New York 1994, ÛÂÏ.
XLVIII: “What I tried to do above all else was this: to get away from so much that is called ‘neo-
Scholasticism’ and to return to Thomas himself, and by doing this to move closer to those
questions which are being posed to contemporary philosophy”.
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Rahner ÂrÓ·È ‚·ı‡Ù·Ù· ÂÂÈÛÌ¤ÓÔ˜ ÁÈa ÙcÓ àÓÂ¿ÚÎÂÈ· ÙÉ˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ÌÂ-
ıfi‰Ô˘ Ôf âÊ·ÚÌfiÛÙËÎÂ ÛÙcÓ ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË ÙÉ˜ àÎ·‰ËÌ·˚ÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜, ¬Ô˘ Ôî
öÓÓÔÈÂ˜ Ú¤ÂÈ Óa Û˘ÏÏ·Ì‚¿ÓÔÓÙ·È Î·d Óa àÔÛ·ÊËÓ›˙ÔÓÙ·È Ì¤¯ÚÈ Óa Á›ÓÔ˘Ó
àÓÙÈÏËÙ¤˜. \∞e Ùc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc Ì¤ıÔ‰Ô Ôf ÚÔ¯ˆÚÂÖ àe ¿Óˆ, àe Ùe ≈„Ô˜
ÙáÓ ‰È·Ù˘ÒÛÂˆÓ, Î·d ÏÂÈÙÔ˘ÚÁÂÖ Ì¤Ûˇ̂  ÙÉ˜ Î·Ù‹¯ËÛË˜, Ú¤ÂÈ Óa ÂÚ¿ÛÔ˘ÌÂ
ÛÙcÓ àÓıÚˆÔÏÔÁÈÎc Ì¤ıÔ‰Ô, ì ïÔ›· ÍÂÎÈÓÄ àe ¯·ÌËÏa Î·d ÚÔ¯ˆÚÂÖ ‰˘Ó¿-
ÌÂÈ ÌÈÄ˜ àÓÙÈÛÙÔÈ¯›·˜ ÌÂÙ·Íf ˙ˆÉ˜ Î·d àÏ‹ıÂÈ·˜, âÌÂÈÚ›·˜ Î·d öÓÓÔÈ·˜. ^√
Rahner ÚÔÙÂ›ÓÂÈ Óa âÊ·ÚÌÔÛÙÂÖ ÛÙc ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÌÈa àÓıÚˆÔÏÔÁÈÎc ÚÔÛ¤ÁÁÈ-
ÛË, ì ïÔ›· Óa ÍÂÎÈÓÄ àe ÙcÓ âÌÂÈÚ›· Ôf ö¯ÂÈ ï ôÓıÚˆÔ˜ ÁÈa ÙeÓ ë·˘Ùfi ÙÔ˘
Î·d Óa âÍÂÙ¿˙ÂÈ Ìb ÔÈeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ÂrÓ·È ‰˘Ó·ÙeÓ ì ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· Óa àÓÙ·ÔÎÚÈıÂÖ»7.
Δa ÙÚ›· Û˘ÛÙËÌ·ÙÈÎa ÎÂ›ÌÂÓ·, Ùa ïÔÖ· ıa Û˘ÁÁÚ¿„ÂÈ ï K. Rahner –Î·Ùa ÙcÓ
ÙÂÚ¿ÛÙÈ· Û˘ÁÁÚ·ÊÈÎ‹ ÙÔ˘ ·Ú·ÁˆÁ‹– ÁÈa Ùe Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈÔ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜, Â-
ÚÈÁÚ¿ÊÔ˘Ó Ùe ÙÂÏÂ˘Ù·ÖÔ Ìb âÓÓÔÈÔÏÔÁÈÎa Û¯‹Ì·Ù·, Î·d ÁÏáÛÛ· Ôf ·Ú·¤-
ÌÔ˘Ó Âéı¤ˆ˜ ÛÙeÓ ñ·ÚÍÈÛÌe Î·d ÙeÓ ÂÚÛÔÓ·ÏÈÛÌfi, Ìb ‚·ÛÈÎe ÛÎÔe ÙcÓ
ñ¤Ú‚·ÛË ÙÉ˜ ÓÂÔ-Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ›·˜. ¶·Ú\ ¬Ï· ·éÙ¿, ¬ˆ˜ ıa
‰ÂÈ¯ÙÂÖ, Ôî ıÂÌÂÏÈ·Îb˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔÜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÈÛÌÔÜ Ûb ·éÙc ÙcÓ ΔÚÈ·‰Ô-
ÏÔÁ›· ·Ú·Ì¤ÓÔ˘Ó àÎ¤Ú·ÈÂ˜.

∫ÔÈÓc Î·ÙÂ‡ı˘ÓÛË ÙáÓ K. Barth Î·d K. Rahner àÔÙÂÏÂÖ ì àÓ·Ó¤ˆÛË ÙÉ˜ ıÂÔ-
ÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜ ÁÏÒÛÛ·˜ Ì¤Û̌ˆ ÙáÓ ñ·ÚÍÈÛÙÈÎáÓ Û¯ËÌ¿ÙˆÓ Î·d ÙáÓ ÂÚÛÔÓ·ÏÈÛÙÈÎáÓ
‰È·Ù˘ÒÛÂˆÓ. ∞éÙe àÊÔÚÄ Î·ÙÂÍÔ¯cÓ Ùc Û˘ÛÙËÌ·ÙÈÎc ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÔÜ ΔÚÈ·‰ÔÏÔ-
ÁÈÎÔÜ ‰fiÁÌ·ÙÔ˜ Î·d ÙÉ˜ àÓ¿‰ÂÈÍË˜ ÙÉ˜ ÛËÌ·Û›·˜ ÙÔ˘ ÁÈa ÙÔf˜ ÛËÌÂÚÈÓÔf˜ ¯ÚÈ-
ÛÙÈ·ÓÔ‡˜. Δa ıÂÌ¤ÏÈ· ÙáÓ ‰‡Ô ·Ú¿ÏÏËÏˆÓ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎáÓ Û˘ÛÙËÌ¿ÙˆÓ ÛÙcÓ
ΔÚÈ·‰ÔÏÔÁ›· àÓ‹ÎÔ˘Ó àe Î¿ıÂ ôÔ„Ë ÛÙc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË, ¯ˆÚd˜ ·éÙe
Óa ı›ÁÂÈ ÙcÓ àÓ·Ó¤ˆÛË ÙÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜ ‰È·Ù‡ˆÛË˜ Î·d âÈ¯ÂÈÚËÌ·ÙÔÏÔÁ›·˜.

2. Karl Barth

2.1 ^∏ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË £ÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Î·d √åÎÔÓÔÌ›·˜

™ÙeÓ ¶ÚfiÏÔÁÔ ÙÉ˜ \∂ÎÎÏËÛÈ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ¢ÔÁÌ·ÙÈÎÉ˜ ÙÔ˘ ï K. Barth, àÔÏÔÁÔ‡-
ÌÂÓÔ˜ Ûb ÚÔÙÂÛÙ¿ÓÙÂ˜ Ê›ÏÔ˘˜ Î·d âÈÎÚÈÙ¤˜ ÙÔ˘, ÍÂÎ·ı·Ú›˙ÂÈ Ùe ÁÂÁÔÓe˜ ¬ÙÈ

6. KERR, F., Twentieth-century Catholic theologians: from Neoscholasticism to nuptial
mysticism, Blackwell Publishing 2005, ÛÂÏ. 88,94. KILBY, K., “Karl Rahner”, ÛÙe FORD, D. F.,
with MUERS, R. (ed.), The Modern Theologians: An Introduction to Christian Theology since
1918, Blackwell Publishing 20053, ÛÂÏ. 94. 

7. GIBELLINI, R., ^∏ £ÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÙÔÜ ∂åÎÔÛÙÔÜ ·åáÓ·, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 281.
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ÁÈa ÙeÓ ú‰ÈÔ ï ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÈÛÌe˜ ‰bÓ ÍÂÎÈÓÄ Ùe 1517 –¯ÚÔÓÔÏÔÁ›· ı˘ÚÔÎfiÏÏËÛË˜
ÙáÓ 95 ı¤ÛÂˆÓ ÙÔÜ §Ô‡ıËÚÔ˘ ÛÙc μÈÙÙÂÌ‚¤ÚÁË–, àÏÏa ¬ÙÈ ï ú‰ÈÔ˜ ÎÈÓÂÖÙ·È ôÓÂ-
Ù· ÛÙe ¯áÚÔ ÙÉ˜ ëÓÈ·›·˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË˜, ·Ú·¤ÌÔÓÙ·˜ ÛÙeÓ ò∞ÓÛÂÏÌÔ
Î·d ÙeÓ \∞ÎÈÓ¿ÙË ¯ˆÚd˜ Î·Ó¤Ó· ú¯ÓÔ˜ Êfi‚Ô˘, ‰ÈfiÙÈ ì Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc ‰È‰·ÛÎ·Ï›·
ÂrÓ·È àe ÔÏÏb˜ àfi„ÂÈ˜ âÎÎÏËÛÈ·ÛÙÈÎa çÚı‹8. ™b ·éÙe àÎÚÈ‚á˜ Ùe Ï·›ÛÈÔ,
ï K. Barth ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÂÖ àe ÙcÓ ëÓÈ·›· ‰˘ÙÈÎc ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÈÎc ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈ-
ÛË £ÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Î·d √åÎÔÓÔÌ›·˜, ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÙÉ˜ à›‰È·˜ ≈·ÚÍË˜ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿-
‰Ô˜ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎÉ˜ ÙË˜ Ê·Ó¤ÚˆÛË˜9. ^√ £Âe˜ ÙÉ˜ àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë˜ ÂrÓ·È ï
£Âe˜ Î·ı\ ·ñÙfi˜, ¬ˆ˜ ñÊ›ÛÙ·Ù·È ‰È’ ë·˘ÙfiÓ: “The question: Who is the self-
revealing God? always receives a full and unrestricted answer also in what we
learn about God’s self-revealing as such and about His being revealed among
men. God Himself is not just Himself. He is also His self-revealing... Revelation
in the Bible is not a minus; it is not another over against God. It is the same, the

8. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, Trans: G.
W. Bromiley, T&T Clark: Edinburgh 19752 , ÛÂÏ. xiii.

9. °Èa ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË àÈ‰›ˆÓ ÚÔfi‰ˆÓ Î·d ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎáÓ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÛÂˆÓ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ‚Ï.
AQUINAS, T., Summa Theologica, Part I, QQ XXVII-XLIX, 48. 3, ÛÙe The “Summa Theologica”
of St. Thomas Aquinas. Literally translated by Fathers of the English Dominican Province.
Second and revised edition, Burns Oates and Washbourne: London 1921, Vol. 2, ÛÂÏ. 197:
“Mission signifies not only procession from the principle, but also determines the temporal term
of the procession. Hence mission is only temporal. Or we may say that it includes the eternal
procession, with the addition of a temporal effect. For the relation of a divine person to His
principle must be eternal. Hence the procession may be called a twin procession, eternal and
temporal, not that there is a double relation to the principle, but a double term, temporal and
eternal”. ^∂ÚÌËÓÂ‡ÔÓÙ·˜ Ùe Û˘ÁÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓÔ ¯ˆÚ›Ô ÙÉ˜ Summa Theologica ï EMERY, G., The
Δrinity ~ an introduction to Catholic doctrine on the triune God, Δrans: M. Levering, The
Catholic University of America Press: Washington 2009, ÛÂÏ. 193, ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ: “the missions bear in
themselves the eternal mystery of the divine persons, the mystery of the Son begotten by the
Father and the mystery of the Holy Spirit who proceeds. If one follows St. Thomas Aquinas,
there is no need to reunite the economic Trinity and the immanent Trinity (after having started
by distinguishing between them), because, for Aquinas, the mission or ‘temporal procession’ of
the divine person ‘is not essentially different from the eternal procession, but only adds a
reference to a temporal effect’ ”. °Èa Ùe ú‰ÈÔ ı¤Ì· ÛÙeÓ \∞ÎÈÓ¿ÙË ‚Ï. Î·d OTT, L., Fundamentals
of Catholic Dogma, Trans: Patrick Lynch, TAN Books: Charlotte, North Carolina 1974, ÛÂÏ. 73:
“the concept of sending implies not only the eternal procession, but also a new kind of presence
in the created world: missio includit processionem aeternam et aliqui~ addit, sc. temporalem
effectum (S. Δh. I 43, 2 ad 3). The temporal missions, therefore, reflect the notions of the Divine
Persons”.
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repetition of God. Revelation is indeed God’s predicate, but in such a way that
this predicate is in every way identical with God Himself ”10.

Δ·˘Ù›˙ÔÓÙ·˜, £ÂÔÏÔÁ›· Î·d √åÎÔÓÔÌ›·, ï K. Barth, ¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔÈÂÖ Ìb ôÓÂÛË
‰È·Ù˘ÒÛÂÈ˜, Ôî ïÔÖÂ˜ Ì·ÚÙ˘ÚÔÜÓ ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂÈáÓ ÛÙeÓ ΔÚÈ·-
‰ÈÎe £Âfi, ‰ÈfiÙÈ Ôî âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Úe˜ ÙcÓ ÎÙ›ÛË Ù·˘Ù›˙ÔÓÙ·È Ìb ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ
Ôf ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈ ï £Âe˜ Î·ı\ ë·˘ÙfiÓ. ∞éÙe àÓÙ›ÛÙÚÔÊ· Û˘ÓÂ¿ÁÂÙ·È ÙcÓ âÍ·ÁˆÁc
Û˘ÌÂÚ·ÛÌ¿ÙˆÓ ÁÈa ÙcÓ à›‰È· ˙ˆc ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ àe ÙcÓ ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎc Ê·-
Ó¤ÚˆÛ‹ ÙË˜: “God reveals Himself. He reveals Himself through Himself. He
reveals Himself. If we really want to understand revelation in terms of its
subject, i.e, God, then the first thing we have to realize is that this subject, God,
the Revealer, is identical with His act in revelation and also identical with its
effect. It is from this fact& that we learn we must begin the doctrine of
revelation with the doctrine of the triune God” 11. ^∏ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d âÓÂÚ-
ÁÂÈáÓ ËÁ¿˙ÂÈ ÙfiÛÔ àe Ùc Û‡Á¯˘ÛË £ÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Î·d √åÎÔÓÔÌ›·˜, ¬ÛÔ Î·d àe
Ùc ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÉ˜ öÓÓÔÈ·˜ actus purus, Î·Ùa ÙcÓ ïÔ›· ì
ÔéÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÂrÓ·È Î·ı·Úc âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·, ‰ÈfiÙÈ ÛÙe ÂrÓ·È ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ‰bÓ ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈ
Î·Ì›· ‰È¿ÛÙ·ÛË ÌÂÙ·Íf ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂ›÷· ùÓÙÔ˜: “What God is as God, the
divine individuality and characteristics, the essential or essence of God, is
something which we shall encounter either at the place where God deals with us
as Lord and Savior, or not at all. The act of revelation as such carries with it the
fact that God has not withheld Himself from men as true being, but that He has
given no less than Himself to men as the overcoming of their need and light in
their darkness12... the concept of ‘The Reality of God’ ... holds together being
and act instead of tearing them apart like the idea of ‘essence’ ... We are in fact
interpreting the being of God when we describe it as God’s reality as ‘God’s
being in act’, namely in the act of His revelation, in which the being of God
declares it’s reality: not only His reality for us –certainly that– but at the same
time His own, inner, proper reality, behind which and above which there is no
other13... the action of God that takes place in Revelation is a particular action,

10. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 299-300.

11. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 296.

12. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, Trans: T.H.L. Parker
- W.B. Johnston - H. Knight - J.L.M. Haire, T&T Clark: Edinburgh 1964 , ÛÂÏ. 261.

13. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 262.
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different from any other happening, even in contradiction to it. Actus Purus is
not sufficient as a description of God. To it there must be added at least ‘et
singularis’” 14. \∞ÎÚÈ‚á˜ Ûb ·éÙc ÙcÓ öÓÓÔÈ· ÙÔÜ actus purus ‚·Û›˙ÂÙ·È ì Ù·‡ÙÈÛË
ÙÉ˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Î·d ÙáÓ öÚÁˆÓ ÙÔ˘, ‰ËÏ·‰c ì Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d âÓÂÚ-
ÁÂÈáÓ: “To the unity of Father, Son and Spirit among themselves corresponds
their unity ad extra. God’s essence and work are not twofold but one. God’s
work is His essence in its relation to the reality which is distinct from Him and
which is to be created or is created by Him. The work of God is the essence of
God as the essence of Him who is (N.B in a free decision grounded in His
essence but not constrained by His essence) reavealer, revelation and being
revealed”15.

2.2 ¶ÚfiÛˆÔ, √éÛ›·, £¤ÏËÛË, \∂Ó¤ÚÁÂÈ·: ^∏ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÙÚfiÔ˘ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ Î·d
âÓÂÚÁÂÈáÓ ÛÙeÓ £Âe

^∏ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂÈáÓ ÛÙc ‚¿ÛË ÙÉ˜ àfiÏ˘ÙË˜ êÏfiÙËÙ·˜ ÙÔÜ
ıÂ›Ô˘ ∂rÓ·È ÂrÓ·È àÓ¿ÏÔÁË Ìb ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d ‚Ô‡ÏËÛË˜ ÛÙeÓ £Âfi, ì
ïÔ›· ö¯ÂÈ Ùa ú‰È· ıÂÌ¤ÏÈ· Î·d Ùd˜ ú‰ÈÂ˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ Ìb ÙcÓ ÚÒÙË. ò∂ÙÛÈ, ï K.
Barth ÌÔÚÂÖ Óa ÎÈÓÂÖÙ·È Ìb ôÓÂÛË ¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔÈÒÓÙ·˜ ≤Ó· ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎe ÏÂÍÈÏfiÁÈÔ,
Ùe ïÔÖÔ ·Ú·¤ÌÂÈ ÛÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ∂rÓ·È Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂÖÓ, ∂rÓ·È Î·d ‚Ô‡ÏÂÛı·È,
¬ˆ˜ Ôî öÓÓÔÈÂ˜ ·éÙb˜ ¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔÈÔÜÓÙ·È ÛÙeÓ ñ·ÚÍÈÛÌfi, ·Úa Ùe ¬ÙÈ Ôî Ù·˘Ù›-
ÛÂÈ˜ ıÂÌÂÏÈÒÓÔÓÙ·È ÛÙeÓ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÈÛÌfi: “The fact that God’s being is event,

14. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 264. 
15. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.

öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 371. ™Ùc Û˘Ó¤¯ÂÈ· ÙÔÜ ÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ï K. Barth ‰È·ÎÚ›ÓÂÈ ÌÂÙ·Íf ÙÉ˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Î·ı\
ë·˘ÙeÓ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ôf àÔÎ·Ï‡ÙÂÙ·È, óÛÙfiÛÔ ì ‰È¿ÎÚÈÛË ¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔÈÂÖÙ·È ÌfiÓÔ
ÁÈa Óa âÍ·ÛÊ·ÏÈÛÙÂÖ ì âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ àe ÌÈa àÓ·ÁÎ·ÛÙÈÎc àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë ÙÉ˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ ΔÔ˘.
^√ £Âe˜ àÔÎ·Ï‡ÙÂÙ·È âÏÂ‡ıÂÚ· ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ ‚Ô˘Ï‹ÛÂÒ˜ ÙÔ˘. ^øÛÙfiÛÔ, ì ‚Ô‡ÏËÛË Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb ÙcÓ
ÔéÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÛÙe Ï·›ÛÈÔ ÙÉ˜ ıÂ›·˜ êÏfiÙËÙ·˜. ^∏ âÈÌÔÓc ÙÔÜ K. Barth ÛÙcÓ Ù·˘ÙfiÙËÙ· ÙÔÜ
£ÂÔÜ ad extra Î·d ad intra ÂrÓ·È Ùe ‚·ÛÈÎe ıÂÌ¤ÏÈÔ ÙÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ›·˜ ÙÔ˘ ÙfiÛÔ ‚È‚ÏÈÎa ¬ÛÔ Î·d ÊÈ-
ÏÔÛÔÊÈÎ¿.

ªb ·éÙeÓ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ àÔ‰›‰ÂÈ Ùe âÓ ÏfiÁ̌ˆ ÎÂ›ÌÂÓÔ Î·d ≤Ó·˜ àe ÙÔf˜ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfiÙÂÚÔ˘˜ ÎÏË-
ÚÔÓfiÌÔ˘˜ ÙÉ˜ ÛÎ¤„Ë˜ ÙÔÜ K. Barth, ï Î·ıËÁËÙc˜ JÜNGEL, E., God’s Being is in Becoming: The
Trinitarian Being of God in the Theology of Karl Barth. A Paraphrase, T&T Clark: Edinburgh
2001, ÛÂÏ. 47, ï ïÔÖÔ˜ Û¯ÔÏÈ¿˙ÔÓÙ·˜ Ùe ÎÂ›ÌÂÓÔ ÙÔÜ ‰·ÛÎ¿ÏÔ˘ ÙÔ˘ ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ: “In order to be able
to speak about God’s work, we must talk about the essence of the one who works. But the
essence of this one who works is now thought strictly from the point of view of revelation, and so
not as substance, but as the ‘unity of Father, Son and Spirit among themselves’ to which ‘their
unity ad extra’ corresponds”.
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the event of God’s act, necessarily (if, when we speak of it, we turn our eyes
solely on His Revelation) means that it is His own willed and executed
decision... Now, if the being of a person is a being in act, and if, in the strict and
proper sense, being in act can only be ascribed to God, then it follows that by
the concept of the being of a person, in the strict and proper sense, we can
understand only the being of God. Being in its own, conscious, willed and
executed decision, and therefore personal being, is the being of God in the
nature of the Father, and the Son and the Holy Spirit... The real person is not
man but God... God exists in His act. God is His own decision”16.

\∞Ó·ÊÂÚfiÌÂÓÔ˜ ÛÙcÓ ∞̂Á›· ΔÚÈ¿‰· ÚÔÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Óa ÂÚÈÁÚ¿„ÂÈ Ùd˜ £ÂÖÂ˜
^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜, ï K. Barth ÚÔÙÈÌÄ Óa ·Ú·ÌÂÚ›ÛÂÈ ÙÔf˜ ¬ÚÔ˘˜ ^ÀfiÛÙ·ÛÈ˜ Î·d
¶ÚfiÛˆÔÓ Î·d àÓÙ’ ·éÙáÓ Óa ÂåÛ·Á¿ÁÂÈ ÙeÓ ¬ÚÔ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ (Seinsweise)
ÁÈa Î·ıÂÌ›· àe Ùd˜ ñÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜. £ÂˆÚÂÖ Ùc Û˘ÁÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓË
‰È·Ù‡ˆÛË Î·Ù·ÏÏËÏfiÙÂÚË ÁÈa ÙÔf˜ ÛËÌÂÚÈÓÔf˜ Î·ÈÚÔ‡˜17. ^∏ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË óÛÙfiÛÔ
ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂÈáÓ Û˘ÓÂÈÊ¤ÚÂÈ Î·Ùa ≤Ó·Ó âÓÙÂÏá˜ Ê˘ÛÈÔÏÔÁÈÎe ÙÚfiÔ Î·d
ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ñÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂÈáÓ, ‰ÈfiÙÈ Ùa ÚfiÛˆ· ÂrÓ·È ÙÚÂÖ˜ ÙÚfiÔÈ
ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙÔÜ ëÓe˜ £ÂÔÜ, ‰ËÏ·‰c ÙÉ˜ Ì›·˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ ΔÔ˘18. ™˘ÓÂ·ÁˆÁÈÎ¿, ÛÙeÓ
K. Barth ï ¬ÚÔ˜ ÙÚfiÔ˜ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜, ï ïÔÖÔ˜ ÛÙcÓ çÚıfi‰ÔÍË ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË ‰ËÏÒ-
ÓÂÈ Ùd˜ Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜ Î·Ù·ÁˆÁÉ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ, ·Ú·¤ÌÂÈ ÛÙd˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜
ÙÔÜ ΔÚÈ·‰ÈÎÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÛÙcÓ ÎÙ›ÛË. ¢bÓ Î·Ù·ÚÁÂÖ ï K. Barth Ùe àÁ¤ÓÓËÙÔÓ, Ùe ÁÂÓ-
ÓËÙeÓ Î·d Ùe âÎÔÚÂ˘ÙfiÓ, óÛÙfiÛÔ, àÔ‡ÛË˜ ÙÉ˜ ‰È·ÎÚ›ÛÂˆ˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d âÓÂÚ-

16. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 271-
272. ¶Ú‚Ï. Î·d JÜNGEL, E., God’s Being is in Becoming: The Trinitarian Being of God in the
Theology of Karl Barth. A Paraphrase, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 80-81: “That means that, as event, the
being of God possesses freedom of decision. Decision does not belong to the being of God as
something supplementary to this being: rather, as event, Gods being is his own decision”. \∞Ó·-
fiÊÂ˘ÎÙ· Ù¤ÙÔÈÂ˜ ‰È·Ù˘ÒÛÂÈ˜ ÂrÓ·È Ùe àÔÙ¤ÏÂÛÌ· ÙÉ˜ ÂåÛ·ÁˆÁÉ˜ ÌÈÄ˜ Ê·ÈÓÔÌÂÓÔÏÔÁ›·˜ ÙÔÜ
¯ÚfiÓÔ˘ ÛÙc ˙ˆc ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ Î·d Î·Ùa ÏÔÁÈÎc Û˘Ó¤ÂÈ· ï £Âe˜ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÙ·È Óa ¥ÛÙ·Ù·È
öÌÚÔÛıÂÓ ñ·ÚÍÈ·ÎáÓ âÈÏÔÁáÓ. ∂rÓ·È ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎe Ùe ¬ÙÈ ï E. Jüngel ‚Ï¤ÂÈ ÛÙe Û˘ÁÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓÔ
ÛËÌÂÖÔ ÙcÓ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎc ÙÔÜ K. Barth ó˜ Û‡ÓıÂÛË ÂÚÛÔÓ·ÏÈÛÌÔÜ Î·d Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÈÛÌÔÜ, ì ïÔ›·
‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÂÖ ÙcÓ êÚÌfi˙Ô˘Û· ‰ÔÁÌ·ÙÈÎc ‰È·Ù‡ˆÛË ÁÈa ÙeÓ ΔÚÈ·‰ÈÎe £Âfi: “because God lives
solely from and by Himself, the understanding of God’s being as person is not some
‘personification’ working itself as ‘personalism versus ontology’, but the understanding of being
in the proper sense appropriate to God alone”, ¬..

17. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 359 Î.ë.

18.. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 359.
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ÁÂÈáÓ, ·éÙa Î·ı›ÛÙ·ÓÙ·È ÙÚfiÔÈ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜-âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÙÔÜ ΔÚÈ·‰ÈÎÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ûb
àÓ·ÊÔÚa Î·d Ìb ÙcÓ ÎÙ›ÛË: “If the ÙÚfiÔ˜ àÔÎ·Ï‡„Âˆ˜ is a really different one
from the ÙÚfiÔ˜ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ and if the ≈·ÚÍÈ˜ is the real being of God, then this
means that God in His revelation is not really God”19. ∫·Ù’ ·éÙeÓ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ï
ÙÚfiÔ˜ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÔÓÙ·È ÛÙcÓ àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë Î·d
ñÊ›ÛÙ·ÓÙ·È ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ àÔÎ·Ï‡„Âˆ˜, ‰ËÏ·‰c Ù·˘Ù›˙ÔÓÙ·È Ìb Ùd˜ ôÎÙÈÛÙÂ˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ-
Â˜ ÙÉ˜ àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë˜: “In the revelation attested in the Bible God always meets
us... in varying action, in one of His modes of being, or, more accurately, as
distinguished or characterized in one of His modes of being... formal distin-
ctions in the three modes of being –that which makes them modes of being– can
indeed be derived from the concept of revelation”20.

2.3 Δe ∂rÓ·È ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ àÁ¿Ë

ò∂¯ÔÓÙ·˜ ïÚ›ÛÂÈ ÙcÓ ÔéÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ Î·ı·Úc âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ· àÔÎ·Ï˘ÙfiÌÂÓË,
ï K. Barth ÚÔ¯ˆÚÂÖ ÛÙe ëfiÌÂÓÔ âÚÂ˘ÓËÙÈÎe âÚÒÙËÌ· ÙÉ˜ \∂ÎÎÏËÛÈ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜
¢ÔÁÌ·ÙÈÎÉ˜ ÙÔ˘: Ûb Ù› Û˘Ó›ÛÙ·Ù·È ·éÙc ì ıÂ›· àÔÎ·Ï˘ÙfiÌÂÓË âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·, ì
ïÔ›· ïÚ›˙ÂÈ Ùe ÂrÓ·È ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ21; ^∏ à¿ÓÙËÛË ÙÔÜ K. Barth ÂrÓ·È ¬ÙÈ ì ÔéÛ›·
ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÂrÓ·È ì àÔÎ·Ï˘ÙfiÌÂÓË âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ¿ ΔÔ˘ ó˜ àÁ¿Ë. ∫·Ùa Û˘Ó¤ÂÈ·, Ùe
∂rÓ·È ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, ì ÔéÛ›· ΔÔ˘ ÂrÓ·È ì àÁ¿Ë: “God loves because He loves;
because this act is His being, His essence and His nature”22. ^√ ÙÚfiÔ˜ Ìb ÙeÓ
ïÔÖÔÓ ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈ ï £Âe˜ Î·ı\ ·ñÙe˜ Î·d ‰È’ ë·˘ÙeÓ ÂrÓ·È ì àÁ¿Ë, ‰ÈfiÙÈ Ùe ÂrÓ·È
ΔÔ˘ ÂrÓ·È ì àÁ¿Ë. ∫·Ùa Û˘Ó¤ÂÈ· ï ÙÚfiÔ˜, Ìb ÙeÓ ïÔÖÔ àÁ·áÓÙ·È Ùa ¶Úfi-
Ûˆ· ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ÌÂÙ·Í‡ ΔÔ˘˜, ÂrÓ·È ï ÙÚfiÔ˜ Ìb ÙeÓ ïÔÖÔ ï £Âe˜
àÁ·Ä ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ23. ^√ K. Barth âÎÎÈÓÂÖ àe ÙcÓ √åÎÔÓÔÌ›· Î·d Ùd˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ-

19. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓ‹Ì.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 353. 

20. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 362-363.

21. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 273:
“We must now inquire further what is this act of His, the divine act which is the divine being, so
that we have to conclude from it what is divine, i.e., what is to be God, what makes God God,
what God’s ‘essence’ is”. 

22. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 279. 
23. JÜNGEL, E., God’s Being is in Becoming: The Trinitarian Being of God in the Theology

of Karl Barth. A Paraphrase, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 41: “the being of God is singular love as threehood.
The self-giving in which God is already ours in advance is the self-giving in which He belongs to
Himself. This self-giving is the self-relatedness of God’s being within the differentiated modes of
being of the Father, the Son and the Spirit”.
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Â˜ ÙÔÜ ΔÚÈ·‰ÈÎÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Úe˜ ÙcÓ ÎÙ›ÛË, ÁÈa Óa ïÚ›ÛÂÈ Ùc £ÂfiÙËÙ· Î·ı\ ·ñÙcÓ ó˜
àÁ¿Ë: “God’s loving is necessary, for it is the being, the essence and the nature
of God... His love for us is His eternal love, and our being loved by Him is our
being taken up into the fellowship of His eternal love, in which He is Himself
for ever and ever... God is sufficient in Himself as object and therefore as object
of His love. He is no less the one who loves if He loves no subject different from
Himself. In the fact that He determines to love such another, His love
overflows”24. Δe Û‡ÓÔÏÔ ·éÙáÓ ÙáÓ ‰È·Ù˘ÒÛÂˆÓ ÂrÓ·È Û˘ÓÂb˜ Ìb Ùd˜ Û¯ÔÏ·-
ÛÙÈÎb˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔ˘. ™Ùc ‚¿ÛË ÙÉ˜ ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎÉ˜ êÏfiÙËÙ·˜ ÙÔÜ £Â›Ô˘
∂rÓ·È, ì ÔéÛ›· Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb ÙcÓ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·, ì ÔéÛ›· ÂrÓ·È Î·ı·Úc âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ· Î·d
ì ı¤ÏËÛË, ì ÁÓÒÛË Î·d ì àÁ¿Ë àÔÙÂÏÔÜÓ ÙcÓ ÔéÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, Ù·˘ÙÈ˙fiÌÂÓÂ˜
Ìb ·éÙ‹Ó25.

2.4 ^∏ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÙÔÜ ¶ÚÔÛÒÔ˘ Ìb ÙcÓ àÁ¿Ë Î·d ÙcÓ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›· ÛÙeÓ £Âe

^√ K. Barth, àÓÙÈÙÈı¤ÌÂÓÔ˜ Ìb Ùc ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎ‹-Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc àÓÙ›ÏË„Ë ÙÉ˜
ıÂ›·˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ ó˜ àÓ·ÁÎ·ÈfiÙËÙ·˜, ‰ËÏ·‰c Ìb Ùc ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎc ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ¬ÙÈ ÂrÓ·È
à‰‡Ó·ÙÔÓ Óa ÌcÓ ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈ ï £Âe˜ j Óa ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈ ‰È·ÊÔÚÂÙÈÎa àe Ùe á˜ ñ¿Ú-
¯ÂÈ, ëÚÌËÓÂ‡ÂÈ Ùe ∂rÓ·È ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›·26. ^∏ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ù·˘Ù›-
˙ÂÙ·È Ìb ÙcÓ àÁ¿Ë. Δe ∂rÓ·È ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›· ÙÂÏÂÖ Ûb àfiÏ˘ÙË Û‡ÌÙˆ-
ÛË Ìb Ùe ∂rÓ·È ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ àÁ¿Ë: «The consideration of the mystery of His
freedom cannot lead us in any other direction. It cannot lead us to another God
who is not the One who loves. We must also focus on this same centre when we
come to discuss the doctrine of the attributes of God, and we try to find a
common explanation of the divine loving as such and the divine freedom as

24. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 280. 
25. OTT, L., Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 28 Î.ë.: “The Divine

Attributes are really identical among themselves and with the Divine Essence (De fide). The
reason lies in the absolute simplicity of God. The acceptance of a real distinction (distinctio
realis) would lead to acceptance of a composition in God, and with that to a dissolution of the
Godhead”.

26. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 307:
“the idea of aseity of God by the Catholic dogma that God’s being is necessary, that He is to be
defined as the ens neccessarium: ‘It is an intrinsic impossibility that He should not be or should
be other than He is’. This is said to result from the idea of pure essence or the primary being of
God... But if God is, it is the effect of His freedom, which knows no necessity, no inevitability, no
straitness”.
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such. Everything will depend on our not losing the basic definition that we have
now found, that God is the One who loves»27.

^∏ àÁ¿Ë ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÈ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ Ôf ÂrÓ·È ï £Âe˜ ó˜ ¶ÚfiÛˆÔ.
¶ÚfiÛˆÔ Î·d àÁ¿Ë Ù·˘Ù›˙ÔÓÙ·È Î·d Û˘ÓÂá˜ Ùe ÌfiÓÔ àÏËıÈÓe ÚfiÛˆÔ ÂrÓ·È
ï £Âfi˜. √î ôÓıÚˆÔÈ ñÊ›ÛÙ·ÓÙ·È ó˜ ÚfiÛˆ· ÛÙeÓ ‚·ıÌe Ôf ÌÈÌÔÜÓÙ·È Ùe
ÌfiÓÔ ùÓÙˆ˜ ÚfiÛˆÔ, ‰ËÏ·‰c ÙeÓ ú‰ÈÔ ÙeÓ £Âfi. √î ôÓıÚˆÔÈ ‰bÓ ÂrÓ·È ÚfiÛˆ-
·Ø Á›ÓÔÓÙ·È ÚfiÛˆ· ÛÙe ‚·ıÌe Ôf àÓÙ·ÔÎÚ›ÓÔÓÙ·È ÛÙcÓ àÁ¿Ë ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ:
“The definition of a person –that is a willing, knowing, acting I– can have the
meaning only of a confession of the person of God declared in His revelation,
the One who loves and who as such (loving in His own way) is the person... Man
is not a person, but he becomes one on the basis that he is loved by God and can
love God in return... Therefore to be a person means really and fundamentally
to be what God is, to be, that is, the One who loves in God’s way... Thus to know,
to will, and to act like God as the One who loves in Himself and in His
relationship to His creation means to be a person. God is a person in this way,
and He alone is a person in this way”28. √î ÙÂÏÂ˘Ù·ÖÂ˜ ‰‡Ô ÂÚ›Ô‰ÔÈ ÙÔÜ àÔÛ¿-
ÛÌ·ÙÔ˜ Î·ıÈÛÙÔÜÓ Û·ÊÉ ÙcÓ ≈·ÚÍË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ ¶ÚÔÛÒˆÓ, ñÔÛÙ·ÛÈ·˙ÔÌ¤-
ÓˆÓ ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ àÁ¿Ë˜ ad intra Î·d ad extra29. Δ·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È ì âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ

27. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 284.
28. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 284-

285. 
29. Δa ÚfiÛˆ· ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ÓÔÔÜÓÙ·È ó˜ Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ıÂ›·˜ ÔéÛ›·˜, Ôî ïÔÖÂ˜ Û¯¤-

ÛÂÈ˜ ïÚ›˙ÔÓÙ·È àe ÙcÓ àÁ¿Ë Ôf ÂrÓ·È Ù·˘ÙfiÛËÌË ÙÉ˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ: “Love, as the essence
of something which exists, cannot be separated from its existence at all. The God who is love is
totally identical with his essence in his existence. His existence is his essence. That is precisely
what the doctrine of the Trinity formulates. It does this by thinking of the essence of God, which
is love, as an essence constituted by relations and by thinking of the relations which constitute
God’s essence as the divine existence... The concept of the relations which constitute the essence
of God is identical with the Trinitarian ‘persons’,... the New Testament always speaks of the love
of God with stringent reference to man and his world. The inner-divine self-relatedness which is
love takes place as the radical relatedness of God to an other opposite to him, that is, to the
human essence which he creates for that reason”, JÜNGEL, E., God as the Mystery of the World:
On the Foundation of the Theology of the Crucified One in the Dispute between Theism and
Atheism, Trans: D. L. Guder, Bloomsbury T&T Clark: London New York 2014, ÛÂÏ. 371-372.

^∏ ıÂÒÚËÛË ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ ó˜ ÙÚÈáÓ ÙÚfiˆÓ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜ ÂrÓ·È
ÎÏ·ÛÈÎc ÛÙc ‰˘ÙÈÎc ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË. μÏ. WILHELM, J., - SCANNELL, T. B., A Manual of Catholic
Theology based on Scheeben’’s “Dogmatik”, Benziger Bros.: London 19094, ÛÂÏ. 263. “The three
Possessors of the one Divinity are not really distinct from Their common Essence and Nature,
as, for instance, a form is distinct from its subject; They only represent three different manners
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Î·Ùa ÙcÓ àÔÎ¿Ï˘„‹ ÙË˜ ÛÙcÓ ÎÙ›ÛË, Ìb ÙcÓ ÔéÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ àÁ¿Ë Î·d Î·-
ÏÂÖÙ·È ï ôÓıÚˆÔ˜ Óa ïÌÔÈ¿ÛÂÈ Ìb ÙeÓ £Âe ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ Ù·˘ÙfiÙËÙÔ˜ ÙÉ˜ àÁ¿Ë˜.

^∏ ı¤ÛË ¬ÙÈ ÌfiÓÔ ï £Âe˜ ÂrÓ·È ÚfiÛˆÔ Î·d ¬ÙÈ Ôî ôÓıÚˆÔÈ Á›ÓÔÓÙ·È Úfi-
Ûˆ· ÛÙe ‚·ıÌe Ôf ÌÂÙ¤¯Ô˘Ó ÙÉ˜ £ÂfiÙËÙ·˜, àÓÙÏÂÖÙ·È àe Ùc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc ıÂÔ-
ÏÔÁ›· Î·d Û˘ÁÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤Ó· àe ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜, ì ïÔ›· ÂrÓ·È
Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÈÎc ÌfiÓÔ ÛÙeÓ £Âfi. ™Ùe Ï·›ÛÈÔ ÙÉ˜ àÚÈÛÙÔÙÂÏÈÎÉ˜ ‰È¿ÎÚÈÛË˜ ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ
Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂ›÷· ùÓÙÔ˜, Î·Ùa ÙcÓ ïÔ›· Ùa ùÓÙ· ÙÂ›ÓÔ˘Ó ÛÙcÓ âÓÙÂÏ¤¯ÂÈ¿ ÙÔ˘˜ àe
Ùc ÌÂÙ¿‚·ÛË ÙÔÜ ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ ÛÙe âÓÂÚÁÂ›÷·, Ùe ÌfiÓÔ kÓ Ùe ïÔÖÔ ‰bÓ ÂrÓ·È ‰˘Ó·Ùfi-
ÙËÙ· Úe˜ Î¿ÙÈ, àÏÏa Î·ı·Úc âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ· –actus purus– ÂrÓ·È ï £Âfi˜30. ™˘ÓÂá˜
Ùe ÌfiÓÔ Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÈÎe ÚfiÛˆÔ ÂrÓ·È ï £Âfi˜, ‰ÈfiÙÈ Ùe ÚfiÛˆÔ Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb ÙcÓ
≈·ÚÍË. ^∏ ≠À·ÚÍË ÛÙeÓ £Âe Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb ÙcÓ √éÛ›· ΔÔ˘, ¬ˆ˜ ‰bÓ Û˘Ì‚·›-
ÓÂÈ Ûb Î·Ó¤Ó· àe Ùa ÎÙÈÛÙa ùÓÙ·. ™˘ÓÂá˜, Ùa àÓıÚÒÈÓ· ÚfiÛˆ· àÏË-
ıÂ‡Ô˘Ó ó˜ Ù¤ÙÔÈ· ÌfiÓÔ ÛÙeÓ  ‚·ıÌe Ôf ÌÂÙ¤¯Ô˘Ó ÙÉ˜ Ù¤ÏÂÈ·˜ ≈·ÚÍË˜, ÙÔÜ Ù¤-
ÏÂÈÔ˘ ÚÔÛÒÔ˘ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ31.

in which the Divine Essence and Nature, as an absolutely independent and individual substance,
belongs to Itself ”. \∂›ÛË˜, ÁÈa Ùe ú‰ÈÔ ı¤Ì· ÛÙeÓ £ˆÌÄ \∞ÎÈÓ¿ÙË ‚Ï. AQUINAS, T., Summa
Theologica, Part I QQ XXVII-XLIX, 28.2, ÛÙe The “Summa Theologica” of St. Thomas
Aquinas. Literally translated by Fathers of the English Dominican Province. Second and revised
edition, Burns Oates and Washbourne: London 1921, Vol. 2, ÛÂÏ. 18: “whatever has an
accidental existence in creatures, when considered as transferred to God, has a substantial
existence; for there is no accident in God; since all in Him is His essence. So, in so far as relation
has an accidental existence in creatures, relation really existing in God has the existence of the
divine essence in no way distinct there from. But in so far as relation implies respect to something
else, no respect to the essence is signified, but rather to its opposite term. Thus it is manifest that
relation really existing in God is really the same as His essence; and only differs in its mode of
intelligibility; as in relation is meant that regard to its opposite which is not expressed in the
name of essence. Thus it is clear that in God relation and essence do not differ from each other,
but are one and the same”.

30. GILSON, E., The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy, Trans: A. H. C. Downes, Charles
Scribner’s Sons: New York 1940, ÛÂÏ. 51, “In order to know what God is, Moses turns to God...
From this moment it is understood once and for all that the proper name for God is Being and
that according to Saint Ephrem, taken up later by St. Bonaventure, this name denotes His very
essence. Now to say that the word being designates the essence of God, and the essence of no
other being but God, is to say that in God essence and existence is identical, and that in God
alone essence and existence are identical. That is why St. Thomas Aquinas, referring expressly to
this text of Exodus, will declare that among all divine names there is one that is eminently proper
to God, namely Qui est, precisely because this Qui est signifies nothing other than being itself:
non significat formam aliquam sed ipsum esse... There is one God and this God is Being”.

31. GILSON, E., The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 205, “This Being who
presents Himself as personal in virtue of the sole fact that He presents Himself as Being: esse 
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2.5 Analogia Entis Î·d Analogia Fidei: √î àÓıÚÒÈÓÂ˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÌÂ-
ÙÔ¯É˜ Î·d ÁÓÒÛË˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ

Δa ÎÚ›ÛÈÌ· âÚˆÙ‹Ì·Ù· Ôf ÚÔÎ‡ÙÔ˘Ó ÂrÓ·È Ùa ëÍÉ˜: á˜ ï ôÓıÚˆÔ˜
àÔÎÙÄ Ùc ıÂ˚Îc àÁ¿Ë; ™b Ù› ÌÂÙ¤¯ÂÈ ÚÔÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Óa öÏıÂÈ Ûb Ù·˘ÙfiÙËÙ· àÁ¿-
Ë˜ Ìb Ùe £Âfi, ÛÙeÓ ^√ÔÖÔ ì àÁ¿Ë Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb ÙcÓ ÔéÛ›· Î·d ÙcÓ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ¿
ΔÔ˘;

Δa âÚˆÙ‹Ì·Ù· ·éÙa ÌÂÙ·Û¯ËÌ·ÙÈÛÌ¤Ó· ÛÙe âÚÒÙËÌ· ÂÚd ÙÉ˜ ÁÓÒÛË˜ ÙÔÜ
£ÂÔÜ à·Û¯fiÏËÛ·Ó âÎÙÂÓá˜ ÙeÓ K. Barth Ûb ÌÈa Ì·ÎÚfi¯ÚÔÓË ÂÚ›Ô‰Ô ÙÉ˜ Û˘Á-
ÁÚ·ÊÈÎÉ˜ ÙÔ˘ ‰Ú·ÛÙËÚÈfiÙËÙ·˜, ‰ÈfiÙÈ, ñÔÛÙËÚ›˙ÔÓÙ·˜ ÙcÓ sola gratia Î·d ÙcÓ
analogia fidei, qÚıÂ àÓÙÈÌ¤ÙˆÔ˜ Ìb Ùc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎ‹-ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎc öÓÓÔÈ· ÙÉ˜
analogia entis Î·d ÙÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ›·˜ ÙË˜ àe ÙÔf˜ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎÔf˜ ıÂÔÏfiÁÔ˘˜
ÙÔÜ ÂåÎÔÛÙÔÜ ·åáÓ·, àÚ¯ÈÎa ¬ˆ˜ àÓ·Ù‡¯ıËÎÂ àe ÙeÓ Erich Przywara32, Ìb
ÙeÓ ïÔÖÔ qÚıÂ Ûb åÛ¯˘ÚfiÙ·ÙË ‰È·ÏÂÎÙÈÎc àÓ·Ì¤ÙÚËÛË Î·d ÛÙc Û˘Ó¤¯ÂÈ· ‰È·‰Ô-
¯ÈÎa Ìb ÙeÓ Gotllieb Söhngen Î·d ÙeÓ Hans Urs von Balthasar33.

^∏ analogia entis, ¬ˆ˜ àÓ·Ù‡ÛÛÂÙ·È àe ÙeÓ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎe \πËÛÔ˘›ÙË
Erich Przywara ÛÙe ‚·ÛÈÎfi ÙÔ˘ öÚÁÔ Religionsphilosophie Katholischer Theo-
logie, àÊÔÚÄ ÙcÓ âÁÁÂÓÉ ·ÚÔ˘Û›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ âÓÙe˜ ÙáÓ àÓıÚˆ›ÓˆÓ ÎÙÈÛÌ¿ÙˆÓ,
‰ÈfiÙÈ Ùa ÎÙ›ÛÌ·Ù· ó˜ Ù¤ÙÔÈ· ÂrÓ·È ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁ‹Ì·Ù· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Î·d Û˘ÓÂá˜ âÓ
ë·˘ÙÔÖ˜ ÂrÓ·È ï ú‰ÈÔ˜ ï £Âe˜ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ Ú¿ÍË ÙÉ˜ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÈÎÉ˜ ÙÔ˘ Û˘ÁÎ·Ù¿‚·-

personalis distinction; Exodi tertio; Ego sum qui sum. Christian personalism also, like the rest,
has it’s roots in the metaphysic of Exodus; we are persons because we are the work of a Person;
we participate in His personality even as, being good, we participate in His perfection; being
causes, in His creative power;... in a word, as beings in His Being. To be a person is to participate
in one of the highest excellences of the divine being”.

32. PRZYWARA, E., Analogia Entis: Metaphysics, Original Structure and Universal Rhythm,
(Ressourcement: Retrieval and Renewal in Catholic Thought), Trans: J. R. Betz, D. B. Hart,
Eerdmans: 2014.

33. °Èa Ùe ı¤Ì· ‚Ï. LONG, S.D., Saving Karl Barth: Hans Urs von Balthasar’s preoccupation,
Augsburg Fortress Publishers: Mineapolis 2014. JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia
Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ. (ì Èe ïÏÔÎÏËÚˆÌ¤ÓË ‰È·ÙÚÈ‚c âd ÙÔÜ ı¤Ì·ÙÔ˜)Ø von BALTHASAR, H. U., The
Theology of Karl Barth: exposition and interpretation, Trans: E. T. Oaks, Ignatius Press: San
Francisco 1992. NIELSEN, N. C., “The Debate Between Karl Barth and Erich Przywara: A New
Evaluation of Protestant and Roman Catholic Differences”. Rice Institute Pamphlet - Rice
University Studies, 40, no. 1 (1953), ÛÛ. 1-23 Î·d https://scholarship.rice.edu/bitstream/handle/
1911/62714/article_RIP401_part2.pdf;sequence=1 (ÚÔÛÂÏ¿ÛÙËÎÂ ÛÙd˜ 22/9/2016). BETZ, J. R.,
“Beyond the sublime: the aesthetics of the analogy of being (part two)”, Modern Theology, 22:1
January 2006, ÛÛ. 1-50. Δe Û‡ÓÔÏÔ ÙáÓ ëÚÌËÓÂÈáÓ ÛÙd˜ ·Ú·¿Óˆ âÚÁ·Û›Â˜ ÚÔÛ‰ÈÔÚ›˙ÂÙ·È Î·-
ıÔÚÈÛÙÈÎa àe Ùd˜ ÚÔÙÂÛÙ·ÓÙÈÎb˜ j Ùd˜ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎb˜ Î·Ù·‚ÔÏb˜ ÙáÓ ÁÚ·ÊfiÓÙˆÓ.
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ÛË˜. ^∏ âÓ·ÓıÚÒËÛË àÔÙÂÏÂÖ ÙcÓ ÎÔÚˆÓ›‰· ÙÉ˜ Û˘ÁÎ·Ù¿‚·ÛË˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ
âÓÙe˜ ÙáÓ ÎÙÈÛÌ¿ÙˆÓ34. ∫·Ùa ÏÔÁÈÎc Û˘Ó¤ÂÈ·, Û˘ÓÂ¯›˙ÂÈ ï Erich Przywara, ì
ÁÓÒÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÙ·È ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊ›·˜ (ÌÂÙ·Ê˘ÛÈÎÉ˜) Î·d ÙÉ˜ àÓ-
ıÚÒÈÓË˜ Û˘ÓÂ›‰ËÛË˜ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ ·éÙÔ-âÓ‰ÔÛÎfiËÛ‹ ÙË˜, ì ïÔ›· àÓ·Î·Ï‡ÙÂÈ Ùc
ıÂ›· Î·Ù·ÁˆÁc ÙÔÜ àÓıÚˆ›ÓÔ˘ ÎÙ›ÛÌ·ÙÔ˜, ‰ËÏ·‰c ÙcÓ àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë Î·d Ùc Û˘-
ÁÎ·Ù¿‚·ÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ Ùc ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁ›· ·éÙÔÜ ÙÔÜ ú‰ÈÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ÎÙ›ÛÌ·ÙÔ˜. ∞éÙe
Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÈ ÙcÓ analogia entis35.

≠√Ù·Ó ï Erich Przywara âÈÛÎ¤ÊÙËÎÂ Ùe ÛÂÌÈÓ¿ÚÈÔ ÙÔÜ K. Barth, ì ‚·ÛÈÎc
öÓÛÙ·ÛË ÙÔÜ àÎÚÔ·ÙËÚ›Ô˘ ñÉÚÍÂ ì ·Ú·ÁÓÒÚÈÛË ÙÉ˜ êÌ·ÚÙ›·˜ àe ÙeÓ Erich
Przywara, ì ïÔ›· Î·Ù·ÛÙÚ¤ÊÂÈ Ùc Û˘ÓÂ›‰ËÛË Î·d Û˘ÓÂá˜ ï ôÓıÚˆÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È
àÓ›Î·ÓÔ˜ ‰È’ ·éÙÉ˜ Óa öÚıÂÈ ÛÙc ÁÓÒÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ36. ^√ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎe˜ \πË-
ÛÔ˘›ÙË˜, ‚·ÛÈ˙fiÌÂÓÔ˜ ÛÙc ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎc àÚ¯c ¬ÙÈ ì ¯¿ÚÈ˜ ÙÂÏÂÈÔÔÈÂÖ Î·d
‰bÓ Î·Ù·ÛÙÚ¤ÊÂÈ Ùc Ê‡ÛË, à¿ÓÙËÛÂ ¬ÙÈ ï ÛÙÔ¯·ÛÌe˜ ÙÉ˜ àÓıÚÒÈÓË˜ Û˘ÓÂ›‰Ë-
ÛË˜ ÂrÓ·È Ùe ÚáÙÔ ‚ÉÌ· ÛÙc ÁÓÒÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, Ùe ïÔÖÔ ïÏÔÎÏËÚÒÓÂÙ·È ‰Èa ÙÉ˜
¯¿ÚÈÙÔ˜. Δe ÎÙ›ÛÌ· ó˜ ‰ÈËÓÂÎá˜ ÌÂÙ¤¯ÔÓ ÛÙe ÂrÓ·È ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÈÎÉ˜
Ú¿ÍÂˆ˜ âÓ¤¯ÂÈ Ùc ‰˘Ó·ÙfiÙËÙ· ÙÉ˜ ÁÓÒÛÂˆ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ âÓ ë·˘Ùá̌. ^∏ ıÂˆÚ›· ÙÉ˜
Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ ï‰ËÁÂÖ ÛÙc ÁÓÒÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, ‰ÈfiÙÈ ï ÎfiÛÌÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È ‰ËÌÈÔ‡ÚÁËÌ· ÙÔÜ

34. PRZYWARA, E., Schriften, vol. 2, Johahnes Verlag: Einsiedeln 1962, ÛÂÏ. 442, ÌÙÊÚ. àe
ÙeÓ JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 74, “For the analogia
entis does not denote an ascertainable God contained in the limits of the creature, but a reverend
looking towards God as the One to whose self-condescension is already [what marks] creation as
creation, so that the creature, far from signifying an externally imposed limit to this creative
power, is nothing more than the preliminary boundary which He Himself has freely set to His
own voluntary self-condescension... The incarnation of God, in the midst of a true incarnation-
cosmos, appears much more as the crown of the process of the self-condescension of God”.

35. PRZYWARA, E., Schriften, vol. 2, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 442, ÌÙÊÚ. àe ÙeÓ JOHNSON, K. L., Karl
Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 75, “Religion when we acquaint ourselves with it
by means of the ultimate sense of analogia entis, signifies the active consciousness of the divine
origin of the creature, the consciousness that in its ultimate essence it is the self-revelation and
self-condescension of God”. ¶Ú‚Ï. Î·d PRZYWARA, E., “Metaphysik und Religion”, Stimmen
der Zeit, 104, 1922, ÛÂÏ. 137-138, ÌÙÊÚ. NIELSEN, N. C., “The Debate Between Karl Barth and
Erich Przywara: A New Evaluation of Protestant and Roman Catholic Differences”, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ.,
ÛÂÏ. 45: “Common to ‘metaphysics’ and ‘religion’ is the central point of the analogia entis and
the presupposition of the natural self-revelation of God in his creation, so that on the one hand
metaphysics bears within itself an element of religion (the presupposition of the self-revelation
of God) as on the other hand religion contains an element of metaphysics (the criterion for
recognition of the analogia entis)”.

36. JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 88-89.
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£ÂÔÜ37. ∞éÙc ì ÁÓÒÛË ïÏÔÎÏËÚÒÓÂÙ·È ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ àÔÎ·Ï‡„Âˆ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ âÓÙe˜ ÙÉ˜
âÎÎÏËÛ›·˜38.

^∏ îÛÙÔÚÈÎc ‰‹ÏˆÛË ÙÔÜ K. Barth ÛÙeÓ ÚfiÏÔÁÔ ÙÉ˜ \∂ÎÎÏËÛÈ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ¢ÔÁ-
Ì·ÙÈÎÉ˜ ÙÔ˘, Î·ÙfiÈÓ âÎÙÂÓÔÜ˜ ÌÂÏ¤ÙË˜ ÙÉ˜ analogia entis ÙfiÛÔ ÛÙeÓ \∞ÎÈÓ¿ÙË
¬ÛÔ Î·d ÛÙeÓ Przywara, qÙ·Ó ¬ÙÈ ï K. Barth ıÂˆÚÂÖ ÙcÓ analogia entis ó˜ ÙcÓ
âÈÓfiËÛË ÙÔÜ \∞ÓÙÈ¯Ú›ÛÙÔ˘ Î·d ó˜ ÙeÓ ÛÔ‚·ÚfiÙÂÚÔ ÏfiÁÔ ÁÈa Óa ÌcÓ ÚÔÛ¯ˆÚ‹-
ÛÂÈ ÔÙb ï ú‰ÈÔ˜ ÛÙc ƒˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎc \∂ÎÎÏËÛ›·39. ^∏ ‰‹ÏˆÛË ·éÙ‹, Ì·ÎÚaÓ ÙÔÜ
Óa àÔÙÂÏÂÖ êÏá˜ Ì›· ÚËÙÔÚÈÎc ÚfiÎÏËÛË, àÓ·Ï‡ÂÙ·È àe ÙeÓ ú‰ÈÔ â·ÚÎá˜
ÛÙe Û‡ÓÔÏÔ ÙÔÜ öÚÁÔ˘ ÙÔ˘. ¶ÚáÙÔÓ, ì àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÂrÓ·È ‰áÚÔ ÙÉ˜ ¯¿-
ÚÈÙÔ˜ Î·d ù¯È ≤Ó· ‰Â‰ÔÌ¤ÓÔ ÙÉ˜ âÁÁÂÓÔÜ˜ àÓıÚÒÈÓË˜ îÎ·ÓfiÙËÙ·˜ Úe˜ àÓ·Î¿-
Ï˘„Ë. ^∏ analogia entis ‰Â›¯ÓÂÈ ÙcÓ àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë ó˜ ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖÔ Ôf àÓ·Î·Ï‡ÙÂÙ·È
àe ÌÈa âÁÁÂÓÉ îÎ·ÓfiÙËÙ· ÙÔÜ àÓıÚˆ›ÓÔ˘ ùÓÙÔ˜40. ¢Â‡ÙÂÚÔÓ, ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ analogia
entis ì ÁÓÒÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Û¯ËÌ·Ù›˙ÂÙ·È àe àÓıÚˆÔÏÔÁÈÎa ‰Â‰ÔÌ¤Ó· Î·d ù¯È
àe ÙcÓ àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ41. ΔÚ›ÙÔÓ, ÛÙc ‚¿ÛË ÙÉ˜ Ï‹ÚÔ˘˜ âÍ·¯ÚÂ›ˆÛË˜ ÙÔÜ
Î·Ù’ ÂåÎfiÓ·, Î¿ıÂ Ê˘ÛÈÎc ıÂˆÚ›· ÂrÓ·È ‰·ÈÌÔÓÈÎ‹, ‰ÈfiÙÈ ì ÌfiÓË ‰ÈÎ·›ˆÛË öÚ¯Â-
Ù·È âÎ ›ÛÙÂˆ˜ ÛÙeÓ ÃÚÈÛÙe Î·d àe Î·Ì›· ·éÙÔ-âÓ‰ÔÛÎfiËÛË ÙÉ˜ àÓıÚÒÈÓË˜
ÛÎ¤„Ë˜. ≠√Ù·Ó Á›ÓÂÙ·È ÏfiÁÔ˜ ÁÈa ÙeÓ àÓıÚÒÈÓÔ §fiÁÔ, ¿ÓÙÔÙÂ Á›ÓÂÙ·È âÓÙe˜
ÙÉ˜ ÂÙˆÎ˘›·˜ Î·Ù¿ÛÙ·ÛË˜ Î·d Û˘ÓÂá˜ ‰bÓ ÌÔÚÂÖ Óa ÎÙÈÛıÂÖ ¿Óˆ Ûb ·éÙeÓ

37. JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 98-99, “God is being,
and everything other than God exists only by participation in God’s being. Because creatures
exist by participation, they are distinct from God; but because their being is derived from God,
they also exist in similarity to him. In other words, Barths summary description of ‘what is meant’
by analogia entis corresponds directly to Przywara’s description of it... Przywara does, in fact,
believe that the experience of God is an inherent human capability on the basis of God’s act of
creation, that a human can come to real knowledge of God through reflection upon the ‘given’
of her own existence, and that the human can arrive at this knowledge by reflecting upon the
analogy between the unity of her essence and existence (one of tension) and the unity of God’s
essence and existence (one of identity)”. 

38. JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 91. 
39. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.

öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. xiii, “because I can see no third possibility between that exploitation of the analogia
entis which is legitimate only on the grounds of Roman Catholicism –that is, between the
greatness and misery of a so-called natural knowledge of God in the sense of the Vaticanum–
and a Protestant theology which draws from its own source, stands on its own feet, and is finally
liberated from this secular misery. Hence I have no option but to say no at this point. I regard
the analogia entis as the invention of the anti-Christ, and I believe that because of it, it is
impossible ever to become Roman Catholic”. 

40. JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 96.
41. JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 107.
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Î·Ì›· àÏËıÈÓc ÁÓÒÛË42. Δ¤Ù·ÚÙÔÓ, ÌfiÓÔÓ ì âÓ·ÓıÚÒËÛË ó˜ àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë ÙÔÜ
£ÂÔÜ ÊˆÙ›˙ÂÈ ÙcÓ êÌ·ÚÙ›· Î·d Ùe ÛÎfiÙÔ˜ ÙÉ˜ àÓıÚÒÈÓË˜ ÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜. ™˘ÓÂá˜, ì
àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë ó˜ Û¿ÚÎˆÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ §fiÁÔ˘ ‰bÓ ÂrÓ·È Û˘ÌÏËÚˆÌ·ÙÈÎc ÙÉ˜
àÓıÚÒÈÓË˜ Ê˘ÛÈÎÉ˜ ıÂˆÚ›·˜ - Î·Ùa Ùc ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎc ÏÔÁÈÎc ÙÉ˜ ¯¿ÚÈÙÔ˜
Ôf ÙÂÏÂÈÔÔÈÂÖ ÙcÓ àÓıÚÒÈÓË Ê‡ÛË. ∂rÓ·È ì ÌfiÓË àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë Ôf Ê¤ÚÓÂÈ Ùc
ıÂÔÁÓˆÛ›·43. ¶¤ÌÙÔÓ, ‰bÓ ñÊ›ÛÙ·Ù·È Î·Ì›· Û˘Ó¤ÚÁÂÈ· £ÂÔÜ Î·d àÓıÚÒÔ˘ ÛÙe
ÁÂÁÔÓe˜ ÙÉ˜ ÛˆÙËÚ›·˜. ^∏ ÛˆÙËÚ›· ÂrÓ·È sola gratia. ^√ ôÓıÚˆÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È ÓÂÎÚe˜
àe ÙcÓ êÌ·ÚÙ›·, ù¯È êÏá˜ ÏËÁˆÌ¤ÓÔ˜44. ™˘ÓÂá˜ ì ¬ÔÈ· àÓıÚÒÈÓË Û˘Ó¤Ú-
ÁÂÈ· ÛÙc ÛˆÙËÚ›· ÂrÓ·È ¿ÏÈ ì ú‰È· ì ıÂ›· ¯¿ÚÈ˜. Δe Î·Ù’ ÂåÎfiÓ· ÂrÓ·È ì ıÂ›· ¯¿-
ÚÈ˜ Î·d ù¯È âÁÁÂÓc˜ îÎ·ÓfiÙËÙ· ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ Óa ÁÓˆÚ›˙ÂÈ Ùe £Âfi45.

™ÙÂÚÂÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎa ÛÙc ‚·ÛÈÎc ÚÔÙÂÛÙ·ÓÙÈÎc ı¤ÛË ÂÚd àfiÏ˘ÙË˜
âÍ·¯ÚÂ›ˆÛË˜ ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ àe ÙcÓ êÌ·ÚÙ›·, ï K. Barth Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÈ Ùe Î·Ù’ ÂåÎfi-
Ó· Ìb ÙcÓ ›ÛÙË Ôf ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÂÖÙ·È ÛÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ àe ÙeÓ £Âfi46. ^øÛÙfiÛÔ, Î·d

42. JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 108. 
43. JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 101. 
44. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.

öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 238, “the image of God is not just, as it is said, destroyed apart from a few relics; it is
totally annihilated. What remains of the image of God even in sinful man is recta natura, to
which as such a rectitude cannot be ascribed even potentialiter. No matter how it may be with
his humanity and personality, man has completely lost the capacity for God”. 

45. BARTH, K., The Holy Spirit and the Christian Life: The Theological Basis of Ethics,
Trans: R. Birch Hoyle, John Knox Press: Louisville Westminster 1993, ÛÂÏ. 5, “Man as creature
is not in a position from which he can establish and survey (e.g., in a scheme of the unity of like
and unlike) his relation to God and thereby interpret himself as ‘open upwards’, as Erich
Przywara says, and consequently describe his own knowledge as if it meant that Gods
revealedness were within the compass of his own understanding by itself. The sayings ‘God has
made us for himself’ and ‘man made in the image of God’ are not to be taken as meaning an
abiding and sure fact of revelation that we have once and for all made our own, but it is a process
of revelation, which, in the strictest sense, is first coming to us and to come, moment by moment,
if, as we should, we have taken seriously what it means by the Deity of the Creator Spirit”. 

46. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 239, ‘The image of God in man of which we must speak here and which forms the real
point of contact for God’s Word is the rectitudo which through Christ is raised up from real
death and thus restored and created anew, and which is real as man’s possibility for the Word of
God. The reconciliation of man with God in Christ also includes, or already begins with, the
restitution of the lost point of contact. Hence this point of contact is not real outside faith; it is
real only in faith. In faith man is created by the Word of God for the Word of God, existing in
the Word of God and not in himself, not in virtue of his humanity and personality, not even on
the basis of creation, for that which by creation was possible for man in relation to God has been
lost by the fall”.
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·éÙc ì ú‰È· ì ›ÛÙË ‰bÓ ÂrÓ·È Ìb Î·Ó¤Ó·Ó ÙÚfiÔ ≤Ó· àÓıÚÒÈÓÔ ¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈ-
Îfi, àÏÏa ÂrÓ·È Î·Úe˜ ÙÉ˜ ¯¿ÚÈÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÛÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ. ™˘ÓÂá˜, Ùe Î·Ù’
ÂåÎfiÓ· ÂrÓ·È analogia fidei, ì ïÔ›· ó˜ ôÓˆıÂÓ âÚ¯ÔÌ¤ÓË ÂrÓ·È sola gratia47.
\∞¤Ó·ÓÙÈ ÛÙcÓ analogia entis ó˜ âÁÁÂÓÔÜ˜ îÎ·ÓfiÙËÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ Óa ÁÓˆÚ›-
ÛÂÈ ÙeÓ £Âfi, ï K. Barth ıa àÓÙÈÙ¿ÍÂÈ ÙcÓ analogia fidei, ‰·ÓÂÈ˙fiÌÂÓÔ˜ ÙeÓ ·‡-
ÏÂÈÔ ¬ÚÔ àÓ·ÏÔÁ›· ›ÛÙÂˆ˜, ì ïÔ›· ¬Ìˆ˜ Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb Ùc ıÂ›· ¯¿ÚË, ‰ËÏ·‰c
Ìb ÙeÓ ú‰ÈÔ ÙeÓ £Âe §fiÁÔ ÛÙc ‚¿ÛË ÙÔÜ actus purus. ¶·Ú·¤ÌÔÓÙ·˜ ÛÙa ÏfiÁÈ·
ÙÔÜ §Ô˘ı‹ÚÔ˘ ¬ÙÈ ì çÚıc ›ÛÙË ‰bÓ ·Ú¿ÁÂÙ·È àe Ùe ÓÔÜ ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘, àÏÏa
àÔÎÏÂÈÛÙÈÎa àe Ùe öÚÁÔ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, Î·Ù·Ï‹ÁÂÈ: “The Word of God becomes
knowable by making itself known. The application of what has been said to the
problem of knowledge consists in stopping at this statement... The possibility of
knowing the Word of God is God’s miracle on us just as much is the Word itself
or it’s being spoken”48.

ªb ıÂÌÂÏÈÒ‰Ë ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎc ÚÔ¸fiıÂÛË ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË £ÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Î·d √åÎÔÓÔ-
Ì›·˜ Î·d Ùc Û˘Ì·ÚÂÎÙÂÈÓfiÌÂÓË Û˘Á¯ÒÓÂ˘ÛË ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂÈáÓ ÛÙeÓ ΔÚÈ·-
‰ÈÎe £Âfi, ï K. Barth ÚÔ¯ˆÚÂÖ ÛÙcÓ ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÉ˜ âÓ·ÓıÚÒËÛË˜ ó˜ àÓ··Ú·-
ÁˆÁÉ˜ ÙáÓ âÓ‰fiÙ·ÙˆÓ Û¯¤ÛÂˆÓ ÙÉ˜ à˚‰›Ô˘ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ad extra. ¶ÚfiÎÂÈÙ·È
ÁÈa ÌÈa àÓ·ÏÔÁ›· ÙÚfiÔ˘ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ Î·Ùa Ùd˜ à›‰ÈÂ˜
Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ Úe˜ Ùc Û¯¤ÛË ÙÉ˜ àÓıÚˆfiÙËÙ·˜ ÙÔÜ ÃÚÈÛÙÔÜ Ìb
ÙÔf˜ ñfiÏÔÈÔ˘˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜: “If ‘God for man’ is the eternal covenant revealed
and effective in time in the humanity of Jesus, in this decision of the Creator for
the creature there arises a relationship, which is not alien to the Creator, to God
as God, but we might almost say appropriate and natural to Him. God repeats
in this relationship ad extra a relationship proper to Himself in His inner divine
essence. Entering into this relationship, He makes a copy of Himself. Even in
His inner divine being there is relationship. To be sure, God is One in Himself.
But He is not alone. There is in Him a co-existence, a co-inherence, and

47. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 241, “To the image of God in man which was lost in Adam but restored in Christ there
also belongs the fact that man can hear God’s Word. Only as the Word of God is really spoken
in spite of his sin and to his sin, only in the grace with which God replies to sin, can this possibility
revive. But in grace it does revive: not, then, as a natural capacity in man... but as a capacity of
the incapable, as a miracle that cannot be interpretated anthropologically, nevertheless as a real
capacity which is already actualized in faith”. 

48. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 246.
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reciprocity. God in Himself is not just simple, but in the simplicity of His
essence He is threefold... He is in Himself the One who loves eternally, the One
who is eternally loved, and eternal love: and in this triunity He is the original
and source of every I and Thou, of the I which is eternally from and to the Thou
and therefore supremely I. And it is this relationship in the inner divine being
which is repeated and reflected in God’s eternal covenant with man as revealed
and operative in time in the humanity of Jesus”49. ™Ùc ‚¿ÛË ÙÔÜ actus purus, ÙÉ˜
Ù·‡ÙÈÛË˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂÈáÓ, ï K. Barth ÌÔÚÂÖ Ìb ôÓÂÛË Óa çÓÔÌ¿˙ÂÈ ÙeÓ
£Âe ó˜ ·éÙÔ·Á¿Ë, ì ïÔ›· àÔÙÂÏÂÖ ÙcÓ ÔéÛ›· ΔÔ˘, Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÔÓÙ·˜ Ô≈Ùˆ˜ Ùd˜
âÓ‰fiÙ·ÙÂ˜ Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ, Î·d Ù·˘ÙÔ¯ÚfiÓˆ˜ ó˜ âÓÂÚÁÔÜÛ·
àÁ¿Ë Úe˜ ÙeÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ, ‰ËÏ·‰c ó˜ Î·ı·Úc âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·. ªb ·éÙe Ùe Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎe
ñfi‚·ıÚÔ, ÂrÓ·È âÓ‰È·Ê¤ÚÔÓ ¬ÙÈ ÛÙe ¬ÏÔ ·éÙe ÏÂÍÈÏfiÁÈÔ ÙÉ˜ ΔÚÈ·‰ÈÎÉ˜ àÁ¿Ë˜
¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔÈÂÖÙ·È ì ÂÚÛÔÓ·ÏÈÛÙÈÎc ïÚÔÏÔÁ›· ÙÔÜ \∂ÁÒ-™‡, ÙcÓ ïÔ›· ÂåÛ¿ÁÂÈ
ÛÙc ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊ›· Î·d Ùc ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ï M. Buber50.

^∏ âÓ·ÓıÚÒËÛË Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÈ Ùc ÌfiÓË àÏËıÈÓc àÓ·ÏÔÁ›· ÌÂÙ·Íf £ÂÔÜ Î·d
àÓıÚÒÔ˘. ∂rÓ·È ì àÓ·ÏÔÁ›· ÙÉ˜ Û¯¤ÛË˜ ÙÔÜ ÙÚfiÔ˘ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ
^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ àÏÏËÏÔÂÚÈ¯ˆÚÔ˘Ì¤ÓˆÓ Î·d ÙÉ˜ Û¯¤ÛË˜ ÙÉ˜ àÓıÚˆfiÙËÙ·˜ ÙÔÜ
ÃÚÈÛÙÔÜ Ìb ÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜. ^∏ ÌfiÓË àÏËıÈÓc ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÔÜ Î·Ù’ ÂåÎfiÓ· ÂrÓ·È
ï ú‰ÈÔ˜ ï ÃÚÈÛÙfi˜, ‰ÈfiÙÈ Î·ÙÔÙÚ›˙ÂÈ Ùc ıÂ›· ¯¿ÚË, Ìb ÙcÓ ïÔ›· ì àÓıÚˆfiÙË-
Ù¿ ΔÔ˘ Û¯ÂÙ›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb ÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜. ^∏ ú‰È· ·éÙc ¯¿ÚË ÂrÓ·È ì ÔéÛ›· ÙÔÜ
£ÂÔÜ ÛÙc ‚¿ÛË ÙÔÜ actus purus Î·d Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÈ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙÉ˜ ÔéÛ›·˜
ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, ï ïÔÖÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È ì àÁ¿Ë ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ ÌÂÙ·Í‡ ÙÔ˘˜. ^∏
ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÔÜ Î·Ù’ ÂåÎfiÓ· ù¯È ó˜ analogia entis, àÏÏa ó˜ analogia fidei, ì ïÔ›·
¬Ìˆ˜ ÂrÓ·È sola gratia, ‚Ú›ÛÎÂÈ ÙÒÚ· ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ ¯ÚÈÛÙÔÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜ ·éÙÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ›·˜ ÙcÓ
ÏËÚfiÙËÙ¿ ÙË˜: “We now stand before the true and original correspondence...
an inner divine correspondence and similarity between the being of the man
Jesus for God and His being for His fellows. This correspondence and similarity
consists in the fact that the man Jesus in His being for man repeats and reflects
the inner being or essence of God and this confirms His being for God... The
humanity of Jesus is not merely the repetition and reflection of His divinity, or

49. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of Creation, Vol. 3, Pt. 2, Trans: H. Knight
- G. W. Bromiley - J. K. S. Ride - R. H. Fuller, T&T Clark: Edinburgh 1960, ÛÂÏ. 218-219. 

50. Ich und Du, Reclam: Stuttgart 2008. ™ÙcÓ àÁÁÏÈÎc BUBER, M., I and Thou, Charles
Scribner’s Sons: 1937.
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of God’s controlling will; it is the repetition and reflection of God Himself, no
more and no less. It is the image of God. The imago Dei”51.

2.6 Analogia Relationis: ^∏ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÙÔÜ ÙÚfiÔ˘ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÛÙcÓ ^∞Á›· ΔÚÈ¿-
‰· Î·d ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ

^∏ àÓ·ÏÔÁ›· ÙÉ˜ Û¯¤ÛË˜, ì àÓ·ÏÔÁ›· ÙÔÜ ÙÚfiÔ˘ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ £ÂÔÜ Î·d
àÓıÚÒÔ˘, ÙfiÛÔ ÛÙeÓ ÃÚÈÛÙe Úe˜ ÙeÓ £Âe ¶·Ù¤Ú· Î·d Úe˜ ÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜,
¬ÛÔ Î·› –‰È·Ì¤ÛÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ÃÚÈÛÙÔÜ– ÛÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ ÌÂÙ·Í‡ ÙÔ˘˜, ÚÔÛÏ·Ì‚¿-
ÓÂÈ ÛÙeÓ K. Barth ÙeÓ ÙÂ¯ÓÈÎe ¬ÚÔ analogia relationis52. ∂rÓ·È Û·Êb˜ ¬ÙÈ ÛÙcÓ
àÓÙ›ÏË„Ë ÙÔÜ K. Barth ì analogia relationis öÚ¯ÂÙ·È Ûb àfiÏ˘ÙË àÓÙ›ıÂÛË Ìb ÙcÓ
analogia entis. ^∏ ÚÒÙË àÔÙÂÏÂÖ ÙcÓ ú‰È· Ùc ıÂ›· ¯¿ÚË, Ûb àÓÙ›ıÂÛË Ìb Î¿ıÂ
âÁÁÂÓÉ àÓıÚÒÈÓË ‰˘Ó·ÙfiÙËÙ· ÁÈa ıÂ›· ÁÓÒÛË, ÙcÓ ïÔ›· àÓÙÈÚÔÛˆÂ‡ÂÈ ì
analogia entis. Δe ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfiÙÂÚÔ ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖÔ ÙÉ˜ analogia relationis ÂrÓ·È ¬ÙÈ ‰bÓ
¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚ›˙ÂÈ ÌfiÓÔ ÙeÓ ÃÚÈÛÙe ó˜ àÓ·ÏÔÁ›· Û¯¤ÛË˜ ÌÂÙ·Íf ¶·ÙÚe˜-ÀîÔÜ Î·d
ÃÚÈÛÙÔÜ-àÓıÚÒˆÓ, àÏÏa Î·d ÙeÓ Î·ı¤Ó· ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·Óe ôÓıÚˆÔ, ÛÙeÓ ïÔÖÔ Û˘Ì-
‚·›ÓÂÈ Ùe ı·ÜÌ· ÙÉ˜ ›ÛÙÂˆ˜, Úe˜ ÙÔf˜ Û˘Ó·ÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ ÙÔ˘: “if it is the inner
essence of God which has it’s creaturely correspondence and similarity in His
fellow-humanity, in His being for men, how can this be denied to those for
whom He intervenes, to whom God has turned so seriously and totally in this
One?... They are not simply and directly the covenant partners of God as His
creatures; they are destined to become this. And this means that they are

51. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of Creation, Vol. 3, Pt. 2, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ.
219.

52. ^√ K. BARTH ‰·ÓÂ›˙ÂÙ·È ÙeÓ ¬ÚÔ àe ÙeÓ D. BOENHOEFFER, Creation and Fall: A
theological interpretation of Genesis 1-3, Macmillan: New York 1959, ÛÂÏ. 37. ^√ BOENHOEFFER,
ëÚÌËÓÂ‡ÔÓÙ·˜ Ùe Î·Ù’ ÂåÎfiÓ· ¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔÈÂÖ ÙeÓ ¬ÚÔ analogia relationis ÁÈa Óa ÙeÓ àÓÙÈÙ¿ÍÂÈ ÛÙcÓ
ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎc analogia entis. Δe ‚·ÛÈÎe ÛËÌÂÖÔ Î·d ÁÈa ÙeÓ BOENHOEFFER ÂrÓ·È ¬ÙÈ ì àÓ·ÏÔ-
Á›· Û¯¤ÛË˜ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÈ ÙcÓ ïÌÔÈfiÙËÙ· £ÂÔÜ Î·d àÓıÚÒÔ˘, ÌfiÓÔ Î·d ÌfiÓÔ âÂÈ‰c ì ¯¿ÚÈ˜ ÙÔÜ
£ÂÔÜ âÓÛÎËÓÒÓÂÈ ÛÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ. ^∏ analogia relationis ÂrÓ·È sola gratia: “The likeness, the
analogia, of humanity to God is not analogia entis but analogia relationis... The analogia has it’s
likeness only from the prototype... Analogia relationis is therefore the analogia which God has
established, and it is analogia only in this relation which God has established”, ¬.., ÛÂÏ. 65 Î.ë.
ÛÙe GREEN, C. J., Bonhoeffer: A Theology of Sociality, W. B. Eerdmans: Cambridge 1999, ÛÂÏ.
192-193. °Èa ÙcÓ âÍ¤ÏÈÍË ÙÉ˜ ÛÎ¤„Ë˜ ÙÔÜ K. Barth ¿Óˆ ÛÙcÓ öÓÓÔÈ· ÙÉ˜ analogia relationis ‚Ï.
Î·d LEE, J. Y., “Karl Barth’s Use of Analogy in his Church Dogmatics”, Scottish Journal of
Theology, Vol. 22, 02, June 1969, ÛÂÏ. 141-151.
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destined to participate in the benefits of the fellow-humanity of that One, to be
delivered by Him”53.

^À¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó Ù¤ÛÛÂÚÈ˜ Û˘˙˘Á›Â˜, Ôî ïÔÖÂ˜ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÔ˘Ó ÙcÓ Ù·˘ÙfiÙËÙ· ÙÔÜ ÙÚfi-
Ô˘ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ âÓ‰fiÙ·ÙˆÓ Û¯¤ÛÂˆÓ ÙÉ˜ àÈ‰›Ô˘ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜: ·) ^∏ Û¯¤ÛË ¶·-
ÙÚe˜ Î·d ÀîÔÜ àÈ‰›ˆ˜, ‚) ì Û¯¤ÛË àÎÙ›ÛÙÔ˘ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÔÜ Î·d ÎÙÈÛÙÔÜ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁ‹-
Ì·ÙÔ˜ ó˜ ÚÔ‚ÔÏÉ˜ ÙÉ˜ à˚‰›Ô˘ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ad extra ÛÙc ‚¿ÛË ÙÔÜ actus purus, Á) ì
Û¯¤ÛË ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ \πËÛÔÜ Ìb ÙeÓ £Âe ¶·Ù¤Ú· Î·d ‰) ì Û¯¤ÛË ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘
\πËÛÔÜ Ìb ÙcÓ àÓıÚˆfiÙËÙ·. Δ·˘ÙÔ¯ÚfiÓˆ˜ àe Ùd˜ Ù¤ÛÛÂÚÈ˜ ÚÔÎ‡ÙÂÈ ÚËÙa Î·d
ïÌÔÏÔÁËÌ¤Ó· ÌÈa ¤ÌÙË Û˘˙˘Á›·, ·éÙc ÙáÓ àÓ·ÁÂÓÓËÌ¤ÓˆÓ âÓ ÃÚÈÛÙá̌ Úe˜
ÙÔf˜ ñfiÏÔÈÔ˘˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜. ≠√ÏÂ˜ Ôî ·Ú·¿Óˆ Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜ Î·ÙÔÙÚ›˙Ô˘Ó ÙcÓ
analogia relationis, ì ïÔ›· Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÈ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙÉ˜ àÈ‰›Ô˘ ΔÚÈ¿-
‰Ô˜: “for all the disparity (âÓÓÔÂÖ àÎÙ›ÛÙÔ˘ Î·d ÎÙÈÛÙÔÜ)... there is a corre-
spondence and similarity between the two relationships. This is not a corre-
spondence and similarity of being, an analogia entis. The being of God cannot
be compared with that of man. But it is not a question of this twofold being. It
is a question of the relationship within the being of God on the one side and
between the being of God and that of man on the other. Between these two
relationships as such –and it is in this sense that the second is the image of the
first– there is correspondence and similarity. There is an analogia relationis.
The correspondence and similarity of the two relationships consists in the fact

53. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of Creation, Vol. 3, Pt. 2, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ.
225. ¶Ú‚Ï. Î·d JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 197: “The
logic of Barth’s analogy works as follows: the relation between God and the human Jesus
corresponds to the relations between the eternal Father and the eternal Son; the relation
between the human Jesus and humanity in general corresponds to the relation between the
human Jesus and God; the relation between humans to other humans correspond to the
relationship between the human Jesus and humanity; and thus, the relation between humans to
other humans correspond to the relations within the Trinity”. TORRANCE, A. J., Persons in
Communion: An Essay on Trinitarian Description and Human Participation with special
reference to Volume One of Karl Barth’s Church Dogmatics, T&T Clark: Edinburgh 1996, ÛÂÏ.
181: “The image of God in humankind is particularly manifest, Barth affirms, in the I-Thou
relationship –where the human I– Thou is to be conceived as an image of the divine I-Thou. This
is not an analogy of being, as traditionally understood, but an analogy of relation (analogia
relationis) - ‘as the addressing I in the divine nature is related to the addressed divine Thou ... so
also in human existence the I is related to the Thou, man to woman’. The similarity consists
therefore in the correspondence between the I-Thou relationship of Father and Son, and the I-
Thou relationship of man and woman, which he takes to provide the profoundest expression of
interpersonal relationship in the human realm”.

°ÂˆÚÁ›Ô˘ \∞Á. ™›ÛÎÔ˘

£∂√§√°π∞ (2017-4)  17-03-18  00:56  Page 60



∏ ™À¡£∂™∏ ™Ã√§∞™Δπ∫∏™ £∂√§√°π∞™ ∫∞π À¶∞ƒ•π™ª√À

61

that the freedom in which God posits Himself as the Father, is posited by
Himself as the Son and confirms Himself as the Holy Ghost, is the same
freedom as that in which He is the Creator of man, in which man may be His
creature, and in which the Creator-creature relationship is established by the
Creator... The correspondence and similarity of the two relationships consists in
the fact that the eternal love in which God as the Father loves the Son, and as
the Son loves the Father, and in which God as the Father is loved by the Son
and as the Son by the Father, is also the love which is addressed by God to man.
The humanity of Jesus, His fellow-humanity, His being for man as the direct
correlative of His being for God, indicates attests and reveals this
correspondence and similarity... it follows the essence, the inner being of God.
It is this inner being which takes this form ad extra in the humanity of Jesus, and
in this form, for all the disparity of sphere and object, remains true to itself and
therefore reflects itself”54. ^∏ ¬ÏË ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÔÜ K. Barth ‚·Û›˙ÂÙ·È ÛÙcÓ àÓ¿Ï˘-
ÛË ÙÔÜ 17Ô˘ ÎÂÊ·Ï·›Ô˘ ÙÔÜ ∫·Ùa \πˆ¿ÓÓËÓ ∂é·ÁÁÂÏ›Ô˘ ÛÙcÓ ÚÔÛÂ˘¯c ÙÔÜ
ÃÚÈÛÙÔÜ ÁÈa ÙÔf˜ Ì·ıËÙ¤˜ ÙÔ˘. ^∏ analogia relationis ÂrÓ·È àfiÏ˘ÙË Û˘Ó¤ÂÈ·
ÙÉ˜ sola gratia Î·d ÙÔÜ actus purus, àÊÔÜ Ôî ôÓıÚˆÔÈ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ àfiÏ˘ÙË âÍ·-
¯ÚÂ›ˆÛ‹ ÙÔ˘˜ àe ÙcÓ êÌ·ÚÙ›· Ú¿ÙÙÔ˘Ó Î·Ïá˜ àÔÎÏÂÈÛÙÈÎa ÛÙc ‚¿ÛË ÙÉ˜
âÓ·ÓıÚÒËÛË˜ Î·d ÌfiÓÔÓ ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ âÓÛÎËÓÔ‡ÛË˜ ÛÙÔf˜ àÓ·ÁÂÓÓËÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ àÓıÚÒ-
Ô˘˜ ıÂ›·˜ âÓÂÚÁÂ›·˜, ì ïÔ›· Î·d Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb Ùc ıÂ›· ÔéÛ›·. ™˘ÓÂá˜ ì
analogia relationis ÂrÓ·È sola gratia. Δe ¬ÏÔ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎe Û¯ÉÌ· ÂrÓ·È àÔÏ‡Ùˆ˜
Û˘ÓÂb˜ Ìb Ùd˜ ÏÔÁÈÎb˜ Î·d ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎb˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜
·Ú¿‰ÔÛË˜.

3. Karl Rahner

3.1 ^∏ ÎÚÈÙÈÎc ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÈÎÉ˜ √éÛÈÔÎÚ·Ù›·˜ ÛÙcÓ ΔÚÈ·‰ÔÏÔÁ›·

Δe 1970 Î˘ÎÏÔÊÔÚÂÖ ÛÙcÓ àÁÁÏÈÎc ÁÏáÛÛ· Ùe öÚÁÔ ÙÔÜ K. Rahner, The
Trinity55. ^√ K. Rahner –¬ˆ˜ Î·d ï K. Barth– ö¯ÂÈ ó˜ ‚·ÛÈÎc Ì¤ÚÈÌÓ· àÊ\ ëÓe˜

54. Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of Creation, Vol. 3, Pt. 2, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 220.
55. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, Trans: J. Donceel, Continuum: London-New York 1970. °Èa

ÙcÓ ÚÔ˚ÛÙÔÚ›· ÙÔÜ ‚È‚Ï›Ô˘ ó˜ ôÚıÚÔ˘ ÛÙc ÁÂÚÌ·ÓÈÎc ÁÏáÛÛ· ‚Ï. COFFEY, D., “Trinity”, ÛÙe
MARMION, D., - HINES, M.E. (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Karl Rahner, Cambridge
University Press 2005, ÛÂÏ. 98.

£∂√§√°π∞ (2017-4)  17-03-18  00:56  Page 61



£∂√§√°π∞ 4/2017

62

Óa â·Ó·˙ˆÔÁÔÓ‹ÛÂÈ Ùe ‰fiÁÌ· ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ àe Ùc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎ‹ ÙÔ˘ àÒ-
ıËÛË Ûb ¯ÒÚÔ˘˜ Ì·ÎÚ˘a àe Ùd˜ ñ·ÚÍÈ·Îb˜ àÁˆÓ›Â˜ Î·d Ùa ˙ˆÙÈÎa âÓ‰È·Ê¤-
ÚÔÓÙ· ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘, àÊ\ ëÙ¤ÚÔ˘ Óa ‰Â›ÍÂÈ ¬ÙÈ Ùe Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈÔ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜
ÂrÓ·È ï ˘Ú‹Ó·˜ ÙÉ˜ ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÈÎÉ˜ ˙ˆÉ˜. \∂ÈÛËÌ·›ÓÂÈ ¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈÎa ¬ÙÈ Ùe
‰fiÁÌ· ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ó˜ Ù¤ÙÔÈÔ ‰bÓ Û˘ÓÂ¿ÁÂÙ·È àÔÏ‡Ùˆ˜ Ù›ÔÙÂ ÁÈa ÙÔf˜
¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÔ‡˜, Î·ıg˜ ·éÙÔd Û˘ÌÂÚÈÊ¤ÚÔÓÙ·È ó˜ êÏÔÖ ÌÔÓÔıÂ˚ÛÙb˜ ïÔÈ·Û‰‹-
ÔÙÂ ıÚËÛÎÂ›·˜56. ∞åÙ›· ·éÙÔÜ ÙÔÜ ÁÂÁÔÓfiÙÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È ÁÈa ÙeÓ K. Rahner ì âÌÌÔÓc
ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ ÛÙc Ì›· ÔéÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, ì ïÔ›· âÍ·Ê·Ó›˙ÂÈ Î¿ıÂ ‰È·-
ÎÚÈÙe ÚfiÏÔ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ. ∂rÓ·È Ù¤ÙÔÈ· ì âÌÌÔÓc ÛÙeÓ ≤Ó· £Âfi, ÛÙc
Ì›· ÔéÛ›· ΔÔ˘, Ôf ÁÈa Ùc ‰˘ÙÈÎc ·ÙÂÚÈÎc ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË ì âÓ·ÓıÚÒËÛË ıa ÌÔ-
ÚÔÜÛÂ Óa ö¯ÂÈ Û˘Ì‚ÂÖ àe ïÔÈÔ‰‹ÔÙÂ ÚfiÛˆÔ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜. ∫È ·éÙe
ÁÈ·Ùd ÛÙe ÁÂÁÔÓe˜ ÙÉ˜ âÓ·ÓıÚÒËÛË˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ùe ‚¿ÚÔ˜ ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ›-
·˜ ¤ÊÙÂÈ ¿ÓÙÔÙÂ ÛÙeÓ ≤Ó· £Âe Î·d ù¯È ÛÙe Û˘ÁÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓÔ ÚfiÛˆÔ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜
ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ Ôf Û·ÚÎÒÓÂÙ·È57. Δe ú‰ÈÔ Û˘Ì‚·›ÓÂÈ Î·d ÛÙc £Â›· §ÂÈÙÔ˘ÚÁ›·, Î·Ùa
ÙcÓ ïÔ›· Ùe ¶¿ÙÂÚ ^∏ÌáÓ àÂ˘ı‡ÓÂÙ·È à‰È·ÊÔÚÔÔ›ËÙ· ÛÙcÓ ∞̂Á›· ΔÚÈ¿‰·
Î·d ù¯È ÛÙeÓ ¶·Ù¤Ú·, ‰Èa ÙÔÜ ïÔ›Ô˘ Î·d Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÔÔÈÂÖÙ·È Ùe ¬ÏÔ ÁÂÁÔÓe˜ ÙÉ˜
ÛˆÙËÚ›·˜. ≠√ÏË ì öÌÊ·ÛË ÙÉ˜ ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË˜ ¤ÊÙÂÈ ÛÙe ÎÔÈÓe öÚÁÔ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜
ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜, ó˜ ÔéÛ›·˜, ‰ËÏ·‰c ó˜ Î·ı·ÚÉ˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·˜ - actus purus, Ìb àÔÙ¤ÏÂ-
ÛÌ· ÙcÓ Ï‹ÚË àÁÓfiËÛË ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ Î·d ÙcÓ àÒÏÂÈ· ÙÉ˜ ÌÔÓ·‰È-
ÎfiÙËÙ¿˜ ÙÔ˘˜ ÌÚÔÛÙa ÛÙcÓ ÙÂÏÂÈfiÙËÙ· ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜58. ∫·Ù·ÏËÎÙÈÎe ·Ú¿-

56. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 10. 
57. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 11: “Nowadays when we speak of God’s

incarnation, the theological and religious emphasis lies only on the fact that ‘God’ became man,
that ‘one’ of the divine persons (of the Trinity) took on the flesh, and not on the fact that this
person is precisely the person of the Logos... No wonder, since starting from Augustine, and as
opposed to the older tradition, it has been among theologians a more or less foregone conclusion
that each of the divine persons (if God freely so decided) could have become man, so that the
incarnation of precisely this person can tell us nothing about the peculiar features of this person
within the divinity”. 

58. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 12, “Thus theology considers it almost a matter
of course that the ‘Our Father’ is addressed in the same way, with equal appositeness,
indifferently to the Holy Trinity, to the three divine persons; that the sacrifice of die Mass is
offered in the same manner to the three divine persons. The current doctrine of satisfaction,
hence also of redemption, with its theory of a double moral subject in Christ, regards the
redemptive activity as offered indifferently to the three divine persons. Such a doctrine does not
give sufficient attention to the fact that satisfaction comes from the incarnate Word, not simply
from the God-man. It supposes that another person could, as man, have offered to the triune
God a satisfactio condigna (adequate satisfaction)”.
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‰ÂÈÁÌ· ÁÈa ÙeÓ K. Rahner ÂrÓ·È ì ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎc ‰È‰·ÛÎ·Ï›· ÂÚd ¯¿ÚÈÙÔ˜, ì
ïÔ›· àÓÙd Óa ·Ú·¤ÌÂÈ Âéı¤ˆ˜ ÛÙe öÚÁÔ ÙÔÜ ÚÔÛÒÔ˘ ÙÔÜ \πËÛÔÜ ÃÚÈÛÙÔÜ
ÛÙc ıÂ›· ÔåÎÔÓÔÌ›·, ÛÙcÓ Î·Ï‡ÙÂÚË ÂÚ›ÙˆÛË ÚÔÂÙÔÈÌ¿˙ÂÈ ÙÔf˜ ÈÛÙÔf˜ ÁÈa
ÌÈa àÓÙÈÌÂÙÒÈÛË ÙÉ˜ âÓ·ÓıÚÒËÛË˜ ó˜ ÎÔÈÓÔÜ öÚÁÔ˘ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜.
∞éÙe Î·Ùa ÙeÓ K. Rahner Û˘ÓÂ¿ÁÂÙ·È ÌÈa àÓ·ÊÔÚa ¿ÏÈ ÛÙeÓ ≤Ó· £Âe ÙÉ˜
ÌÈÄ˜ ÔéÛ›·˜, ì ïÔ›· ó˜ actus purus Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÔÔÈÂÖ ÙfiÛÔ Ùc ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁ›· ¬ÛÔ
Î·d ÙcÓ àÂÏÂ˘ı¤ÚˆÛ‹ ÙË˜ àe ÙcÓ êÌ·ÚÙ›· Î·d ÙeÓ ı¿Ó·ÙÔ. ªÈa Ù¤ÙÔÈ· ‰È‰·-
ÛÎ·Ï›· ÂÚd ¯¿ÚÈÙÔ˜ Î·Ùa ÙeÓ K. Rahner, àÊ\ ëÓe˜ ‰bÓ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÈ ÁÈa ÙeÓ
ôÓıÚˆÔ Î·Ì›· ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÛÙcÓ ^ÀfiÛÙ·ÛË ÙÔÜ ÀîÔÜ ó˜ ıÂ›· ˘îÔıÂÛ›·, àÊ\ ëÙ¤ÚÔ˘
‰È·Ï‡ÂÈ Î¿ıÂ Û‡Ó‰ÂÛË ÌÂÙ·Íf √åÎÔÓÔÌ›·˜ Î·d £ÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ ÛÙcÓ ∞̂Á›· ΔÚÈ¿‰·,
àÊÔÜ âÍ·Ê·Ó›˙ÂÈ Ùd˜ £ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ ÛÙcÓ àÙÔÌÈÎ‹, å‰ÈÎc Î·d ÍÂ¯ˆÚÈÛÙc Ê·-
Ó¤ÚˆÛ‹ ÙÔ˘˜ Î·Ùa Ùc £Â›· √åÎÔÓÔÌ›·, ÌÚÔÛÙa ÛÙe actus purus ÙÉ˜ àÔÏ‡Ùˆ˜
êÏÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜59.

3.2 Δe ıÂÌÂÏÈá‰Â˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎe àÍ›ˆÌ· ÛÙcÓ ΔÚÈ·‰ÔÏÔÁ›·: Δ·‡ÙÈÛË àÈ‰›Ô˘
Î·d ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎÉ˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰·˜

Δe ‚·ÛÈÎe Úfi‚ÏËÌ· ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜, Î·Ùa ÙeÓ K. Rahner, Ùe ïÔÖÔ
ıÂÌÂÏÈÒıËÎÂ ÛÙc ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÙÔÜ îÂÚÔÜ ∞éÁÔ˘ÛÙ›ÓÔ˘ Î·d ÙáÓ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎáÓ, ÂrÓ·È
ì ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎc ÚÔÙÂÚ·ÈfiÙËÙ· ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜ öÓ·ÓÙÈ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂ-
ˆÓ. ^∏ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· Î·Ù’ ·éÙeÓ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ Á›ÓÂÙ·È ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎ‹, ÛÙÔ¯·ÛÙÈÎc Î·d àÊË-
ÚËÌ¤ÓË, ‰ÈfiÙÈ ‰bÓ ıÂÌÂÏÈÒÓÂÙ·È ÛÙcÓ àÓıÚÒÈÓË âÌÂÈÚ›· ÙÉ˜ ÌÂÙÔ¯É˜ ÛÙd˜ ıÂÔ-
Ê¿ÓÂÈÂ˜ Î¿ıÂ £Â›·˜ ^ÀfiÛÙ·ÛË˜ ÍÂ¯ˆÚÈÛÙa Î·Ùa Ùe ¬ÏÔ öÚÁÔ ÙÉ˜ ıÂ›·˜ ÔåÎÔÓÔ-
Ì›·˜: “It looks as if everything which matters for us in God has already been said
in the treatise On the One God. This separation of the two treatises and the
sequence in which they are explained probably derives from the Augustinian-
Western conception of the Trinity, as contrasted with the Greek conception,

59. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 13: “the doctrine of grace, even if it is entitled
‘On the Grace of Christ’, is in fact monotheistic, not trinitarian: a participation in the divine
nature leading to a blessed vision of the divine essence* We are told that this grace has been
‘merited’ by Christ. But this grace of Christ is, at best, presented as the grace of the ‘God’ -man,
not as the grace of the incarnate Word as Logos. It is conceived as the recovery of a grace which,
in its supralapsarian essence, is usually considered merely the grace of God, not the grace of the
Word, much less of the ‘Word who is to become man’” Î·d ÛÂÏ. 30: “There would no longer be
any connection between ‘mission’ and the intra-trinitarian life. Our sonship in grace would in fact
have absolutely nothing to do with the Son’s sonship, since it might equally well be brought about
without any modification by another incarnate person. That which God is for us would tell us
absolutely nothing about that which he is in himself, as triune”.
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even though the Augustinian conception had not, in the High Middle Ages,
developed the kind of monopoly it would later enjoy. It begins with the one
God, the one divine essence as a whole, and only afterwards does it see God as
three in persons... The Bible and the Greeks would have us start from the one
unoriginate God, who is already Father even when nothing is known as yet
about generation and spiration. He is known as the one unoriginate hypostasis
which is not positively conceived as ‘absolute’ even before it is explicitly known
as relative. But the medieval-Latin starting point happens to be different. And
thus one may believe that Christian theology too may and should put a treatise
on the one God before the treatise on the triune God. But since this approach
is justified by the unicity of the divine essence, the only treatise which one
writes, or can write, is ‘on the one divinity’. As a result the treatise becomes
quite philosophical and abstract and refers hardly at all to salvation history”60.
\∞ÓÙÈı¤Ùˆ˜, iÓ ì ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÍÂÎÈÓ‹ÛÂÈ àe Ùc £Â›· √åÎÔÓÔÌ›· Î·d ÙcÓ àÓıÚÒÈ-
ÓË âÌÂÈÚ›· ÌÂÙÔ¯É˜ ¿Óˆ ÛÙd˜ ıÂÔÊ¿ÓÂÈÂ˜ Î¿ıÂ ÍÂ¯ˆÚÈÛÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ ^ÀfiÛÙ·-
ÛË˜, ÙfiÙÂ àÔÎ·ı›ÛÙ·Ù·È ÛÙcÓ ñ·ÚÍÈ·Îc ÛËÌ·Û›· ÙÔ˘ Ùe Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈÔ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜
ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ó˜ Ùe Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈÔ ÙÉ˜ ÛˆÙËÚ›·˜ ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘. \∞e ·éÙc Ùc ı¤ÛË, âÍ¿-
ÁÂÙ·È Ùe ıÂÌÂÏÈá‰Â˜ àÍ›ˆÌ· (Grundaxiom) ÙÔÜ K. Rahner ÂÚd àfiÏ˘ÙË˜ Ù·‡-
ÙÈÛË˜ ÙÉ˜ ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎÉ˜ Ìb ÙcÓ à›‰È· ∞̂Á›· ΔÚÈ¿‰·: “The isolation of the treatise
of the Trinity has to be wrong. There must be a connection between Trinity and
man. The Trinity is a mystery of salvation, otherwise it would never have been
revealed. We should show why it is such a mystery... The basic thesis which
establishes this connection between the treatises and presents the Trinity as a
mystery of salvation (in its reality and not merely as a doctrine) might be
formulated as follows: The ‘economic’ Trinity is the ‘immanent’ Trinity and the
‘immanent’ Trinity is the ‘economic’ Trinity”61.

3.3 √î ñÔÛÙ·ÙÈÎb˜ Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ^∞Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ Ìb ÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜

°Èa ÙeÓ K. Rahner Ùe Î¿ıÂ ÚfiÛˆÔ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ Û˘ÛÙ‹ÓÂÈ å‰ÈÎ‹, ÍÂ-
¯ˆÚÈÛÙc Û¯¤ÛË Ìb ÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜. ª¿ÏÈÛÙ·, ÏfiÁˇ̂  ÙÔÜ ıÂÌÂÏÈÒ‰Ô˘˜ àÍÈÒÌ·-
ÙÔ˜ ÂÚd Ù·˘Ù›ÛÂˆ˜ ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎÉ˜ Î·d àÈ‰›Ô˘ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜, Î¿ıÂ £Â›· ^ÀfiÛÙ·-
ÛË ÎÔÈÓˆÓÂÖ Ùe ñÔÛÙ·ÙÈÎfi ÙË˜ å‰›ˆÌ· ÛÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜. ∞éÙe Î·Ùa ÙeÓ K.
Rahner ·) âÍ·ÛÊ·Ï›˙ÂÈ ÙcÓ Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÈÎfiÙËÙ· ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ ó˜ Ù¤ÙÔÈ-

60. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 17-18.
61. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 21-22.
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ˆÓ, ‚) âÍ·ÛÊ·Ï›˙ÂÈ ÌÈa çÓÙÔÏÔÁ›· Û¯¤ÛË˜ ÌÂÙ·Íf ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ¶ÚÔÛÒˆÓ Âå˜
ÙÚfiÔÓ Ôf Óa Ìc ıÂˆÚÔÜÓÙ·È ·éÙfiÓÔÌ·, ‰ÈfiÙÈ Ìb ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ Ôf Û¯ÂÙ›˙ÔÓÙ·È Âå˜
ôÏÏËÏ· àÈ‰›ˆ˜, Ìb ÙeÓ ·éÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ Û¯ÂÙ›˙ÔÓÙ·È Î·d Ìb ÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜62, Á)
âÍÔ‚ÂÏ›˙ÂÈ ÙeÓ Î›Ó‰˘ÓÔ ÙÉ˜ Û˘Á¯ÒÓÂ˘Û‹˜ ÙÔ˘˜ Î¿Ùˆ àe ÙcÓ Ù¤ÏÂÈ· êÏfiÙËÙ·
ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜. ò∂ÙÈ ÂÚ·ÈÙ¤Úˆ, ÛÙe Ï·›ÛÈÔ ÌÈÄ˜ ñ·ÚÍÈÛÙÈÎÉ˜ àÓ¿Ï˘ÛË˜
Á›ÓÂÙ·È ÏfiÁÔ˜ ÂÚd ñÔÛÙ·ÙÈÎÉ˜ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›·˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ¶ÚÔÛÒˆÓ (ôÚ· âÌÌ¤-
Ûˆ˜ ÏcÓ Û·Êá˜ ÂÚd ñÔÛÙ·ÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÏ‹ÛÂˆ˜ ·éÙáÓ) Î·d Û˘Ó·Êá˜ ÂÚd ñÔ-
ÛÙ·ÙÈÎÉ˜ âÓÂÚÁÂ›·˜ ëÎ¿ÛÙÔ˘ ¶ÚÔÛÒÔ˘ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜. ^ø˜ Ï·›ÛÈÔ ·Ú·-
Ì¤ÓÂÈ, ¬ˆ˜ ·Ú·¿Óˆ, ì ñ·ÚÍÈ·Îc àÓ¿Ï˘ÛË ÙÔÜ ‰fiÁÌ·ÙÔ˜ ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿-
‰Ô˜ Î·d ì ôÚÓËÛË ÙÉ˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ›·˜, ì ïÔ›· Î¿Ùˆ àe Ùe actus purus
âÍ·ÏÂ›ÊÂÈ ÙcÓ ·ÚÔ˘Û›· ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ: “each one of the three divine
persons communicates himself to man in gratuitous grace in his own personal
particularity and diversity. This trinitarian communication is the ontological
ground of man’s life of grace and eventually of the direct vision of the divine
persons in eternity. It is God’s ‘indwelling’, ‘uncreated grace’, understood not
only as a communication of the divine nature, but also and primarily, since it
implies a free personal act, since it occurs from person to person, as a
communication of ‘persons’. Of course,  this  self-communication of  the
persons occurs  according to their  personal  pecul iari ty ,  that  is ,
also according to and in virtue of  their  mutual  relat ions.  Should
a divine person communicate himself  otherwise than in and

62. ¶Ú‚Ï. Î·d COFFEY, D., “Trinity”, ÛÙe MARMION, D., – HINES, M.E. (ed.), The Cambridge
Companion to Karl Rahner, Cambridge University Press 2005, ÛÂÏ. 105: “the duality in unicity
experienced in time in the missions of Christ and the Holy Spirit reveals and reproduces the
eternal processions of the Son and the Holy Spirit within the one God of the immanent Trinity,
and indeed in the same taxis (order)”. 

¶Èe àÓ·Ï˘ÙÈÎ¿, ‚Ï. Î·d ÛÂÏ. 98-99: “God gives Godself to human beings; God gives Godself
as God truly is in Godself, not just some created effect of Godself (though God does this as well,
with the effect serving at the same time as the foundation of the self-giving). Now according to
Scripture and tradition (with the latter taking a decisive step at the Council of Nicea), this self-
giving takes place in two different forms or ‘modalities’, that is, in the incarnation of the divine
Son, in Jesus Christ, and in the ‘indwelling’ of the Holy Spirit, in Christians... The only way in
which these modali t ies  can remain dist inct  and yet  be modali t ies  of  the self-
communication of  this  God is  i f  they represent  a  dist inct ion that  is  verif ied not
just  in the economy but in the being of  God himself (ì ñÔÁÚ¿ÌÌÈÛË ‰ÈÎ‹ Ì·˜).
Otherwise they cannot be the self-communication of this God. But this implies (and requires) the
identity of the economic and the immanent Trinity as explained above”.
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through his  relat ions to the other (âÓÓÔÂÖ Ùa ıÂÖ·) persons,  so as  to
have  h i s  own re la t ion  to  the  jus t i f ied  (and the  other  way
around),  this  would presuppose that  each s ingle divine person,
even as  such,  as  mental ly  dist inct  from the one and same essence,
would be something absolute and not merely  relat ive.  We would
no longer be speaking of  the Trinity  (ì ñÔÁÚ¿ÌÌÈÛË ‰ÈÎ‹ Ì·˜). In
other words: these three self-communications are the self-communication of the
one God in the three relative ways in which God subsists”63 .

3.4 ^∏ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÙÔÜ ÙÚfiÔ˘ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ¶ÚÔÛÒˆÓ Ìb Ùd˜ ôÎÙÈÛÙÂ˜
âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜

¶ÂÚÓÒÓÙ·˜ ÛÙcÓ àÓ¿Ï˘ÛË ÙáÓ å‰ÈˆÌ¿ÙˆÓ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, ¬ˆ˜ ·éÙa âÎÙ›ıÂÓÙ·È
ÛÙa ÎÏ·ÛÈÎa âÁ¯ÂÈÚ›‰È· ‰ÔÁÌ·ÙÈÎÉ˜ ÙÉ˜ ƒˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎÉ˜ \∂ÎÎÏËÛ›·˜, ï K.
Rahner àÓ·˙ËÙÂÖ ÙcÓ ñ·ÚÍÈ·Îc ÛËÌ·Û›· ÙÔ˘˜ ÁÈa ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ. Δe Û˘Ì¤Ú·-
ÛÌ· ÛÙe ïÔÖÔ Î·Ù·Ï‹ÁÂÈ ÂrÓ·È ¬ÙÈ Ùa ıÂÖ· å‰ÈÒÌ·Ù· Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÔ˘Ó Ùe ¶ÚfiÛˆÔ
ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Î·d ù¯È ÙcÓ √éÛ›· ΔÔ˘. \∞Ó·Ï˘ÙÈÎfiÙÂÚ·, Ôî âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ëÓe˜ ùÓÙÔ˜ àÔ-
Î·Ï‡ÙÔ˘Ó Ùe ÚfiÛˆfi ÙÔ˘. Δe ú‰ÈÔ ÚÄÁÌ· Û˘Ì‚·›ÓÂÈ Î·d ÛÙeÓ £Âfi. °›ÓÂÙ·È
Û·Êb˜ ¬ÙÈ Ôî âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ Ù·˘Ù›˙ÔÓÙ·È Ìb Ùe ÚfiÛˆÔ Î·d ÌÔÚÔÜÓ à‚›·ÛÙ· Óa ¯·-
Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÔÜÓ ó˜ ÙÚfiÔ˜ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙÔÜ ÚÔÛÒÔ˘. ^∂ÔÌ¤Óˆ˜, ·éÙe Ôf ÁÓˆ-
Ú›˙ÂÈ ï ôÓıÚˆÔ˜ ‰bÓ ÂrÓ·È Ùfi «Ù›» ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜, àÏÏa Ùfi «ÔÈfi˜» ÙáÓ £Â›-
ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ Î·Ùa Ùc ‰È·ÏÂÎÙÈÎc Û¯¤ÛË Ôf ·éÙb˜ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÔÜÓ Ìb ÙeÓ
ôÓıÚˆÔ. Δa å‰ÈÒÌ·Ù· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, ¯ˆÚd˜ Ùc Û˘ÁÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓË ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎc àÓ¿Ï˘-
ÛË, ·Ú·¤ÌÔ˘Ó ÛÙcÓ àÚfiÛˆË ÔéÛÈÔÎÚ·Ù›· ÙÉ˜ Ù¤ÏÂÈ·˜ Î·d êÏÉ˜ £Â›·˜
√éÛ›·˜. Δe ¶ÚfiÛˆÔ ÂrÓ·È ·éÙe Ôf ÛÒ˙ÂÈ ÌÈa ‚·ı‡ÙÂÚË ÛËÌ·Û›· Î·d ≤Ó·
àÏËıÈÓe ÛˆÙËÚÈÔÏÔÁÈÎe ÓfiËÌ· ÁÈa ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ àÓ·ÊÔÚÈÎa Ìb ÙcÓ öÓÓÔÈ· ÙáÓ
å‰ÈˆÌ¿ÙˆÓ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, ‰ÈfiÙÈ Ùa £ÂÖ· å‰ÈÒÌ·Ù· àÔÎ·Ï‡ÙÔ˘Ó ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂ-
ˆ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ûb Û¯¤ÛË Ìb ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ. ò∂¯ÔÓÙ·˜ ¬Ìˆ˜ ó˜ ıÂÌÂÏÈá‰Â˜ àÍ›ˆÌ·
ï K. Rahner ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÙÉ˜ ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎÉ˜ Î·d ÙÉ˜ àÈ‰›Ô˘ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜, Ôî
âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ù·˘Ù›˙ÔÓÙ·È ÙfiÛÔ Ìb ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂÒ˜ ΔÔ˘ àÈ‰›ˆ˜, ¬ÛÔ
Î·d Ìb Ùd˜ ú‰ÈÂ˜ Ùd˜ £ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜. ∞éÙe ·Ú·Ì¤ÓÂÈ Û˘ÓÂb˜ ÛÙd˜ Û¯ÔÏ·-
ÛÙÈÎb˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Ìb ‚¿ÛË Ùe actus purus, Ùe ïÔÖÔ
ÂrÓ·È ì £Â›· √éÛ›·, ì ïÔ›· ÂrÓ·È Ôî £ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜: “It is only after
reaching some understanding of the living and free personal being of the

63. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 34-35.
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transcendent God who is able to enter into an active dialogue with the world,
that we can begin to examine the teaching of the New Testament about God’s
‘attributes’. For we have to know God as person before we can understand that
the decisive question for human beings is not, strictly speaking, what God is, but
as whom he wishes freely to show himself with regard to the world. A person
does not strictly speaking have attributes with respect to another person: he has
freely and personally adopted attitudes. And this is above all true of God’s
absolute, sovereign being as person with regard to this world”64. √î ÙÂÏÂ˘Ù·ÖÂ˜
‰‡Ô ÂÚ›Ô‰ÔÈ ÙÔÜ ó˜ ôÓˆ àÔÛ¿ÛÌ·ÙÔ˜ àÔÎ·Ï‡ÙÔ˘Ó ≤Ó· ÁÂÁÔÓe˜ âÍ·ÈÚÂ-
ÙÈÎÉ˜ ÛËÌ·Û›·˜. ^√ K. Rahner, ó˜ ÈÛÙe˜ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎfi˜, ‰bÓ ÌÔÚÂÖ Óa
à·ÏÏ·ÁÂÖ àe Ùc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ ens neccessarium, ïfiÙÂ
ì ñ·ÚÍÈ·Îc ëÚÌËÓÂ›·, ÙcÓ ïÔ›· ÎÙ›˙ÂÈ, ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÂÖ Ùc ‰ÈÂÏÎ˘ÛÙ›Ó‰· ÌÂÙ·Íf ÙÉ˜
£Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜ ó˜ àÓ·ÁÎ·ÈfiÙËÙ·˜ Î·d ÙÔÜ ¶ÚÔÛÒÔ˘ ó˜ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›·˜. ∫·Ù’
·éÙeÓ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ, ¯ˆÚd˜ Óa àÚÓËıÂÖ Ùc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË, âÏÂ˘ıÂÚÒÓÂÙ·È
àe ·éÙ‹Ó, àÔ‰›‰ÔÓÙ·˜ ÛÙe ÚfiÛˆÔ ÙcÓ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›· Î·d ÛÙc Ê‡ÛË ÙcÓ àÓ·-
ÁÎ·ÈfiÙËÙ·65. ^√ £Âe˜ ‰bÓ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÙ·È ÛÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ ó˜ àÓ·ÁÎ·›· ÙÂÏÂÈfiÙËÙ·,

64. RAHNER, K., The content of faith: the best of Karl Rahner’s theological writings, (ed.)
Lehmann, K., and Raffelt, A., Trans: H. D. Egan, The Crossroad Publishing Company: New
York 2000, ÛÂÏ. 246.

65. ¶·Ú¿ÏÏËÏ· ≤Ó·˜ ôÏÏÔ˜ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎe˜ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎe˜ ‰ÔÁÌ·ÙÔÏfiÁÔ˜ ÛÙcÓ Î·ÙÂ‡ı˘ÓÛË
ÙÉ˜ ñ·ÚÍÈ·ÎÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ›·˜ ÙÔÜ ‰fiÁÌ·ÙÔ˜, ï SCHMAUS, M., Dogma 1: God in Revelation, Sheed
& Ward: London 1995, ÛÛ. 37-38, âÎÙe˜ àe ÙcÓ â·ÓÂÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙáÓ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎáÓ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂ-
ˆÓ, ı¤ÙÂÈ ÙcÓ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ àÓÙ›ıÂÙË ÂúÙÂ ÛÙd˜ àÓ·ÁÎ·ÛÙÈÎb˜ ÓÂÔÏ·ÙˆÓÈÎb˜ àÔÚÚÔb˜
ÙÔÜ ^∂Ófi˜, ÂúÙÂ ÛÙcÓ àÓ·ÁÎ·›· âÁÂÏÈ·Óc Î›ÓËÛË ÙÔÜ ¶ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜, ¬ˆ˜ âÎÊÚ¿˙ÂÙ·È ÛÙc ‰È·ÏÂÎÙÈÎc
ÙÔÜ ñÏÈÛÌÔÜ Ì¤Û· ÛÙcÓ îÛÙÔÚ›·: “When God acts, he does so in complete freedom. This is not,
however, as many late scholastic theologians (though not Duns Scotus) believed, an arbitrary
freedom. It is rather bound to the being of God as spirit, and is the expression of this. Thus the
freedom we should ascribe to God in revealing himself differs both from the neo-Platonic
concept of emanations and from Engels* doctrine of the self-movement of the Spirit to its
highest fulfillment. If full freedom is ascribed to God, this means that he is neither compelled by
his own nature to reveal himself nor forced to it by a reality other than himself. God is subject to
coercion neither from within nor from without”. ≠√Ï· ·éÙa ÂrÓ·È Û‡ÛÙÔÈ¯· Ìb Ùd˜ âÛˆÙÂÚÈÎb˜
àÓ¿ÁÎÂ˜ ÙÉ˜ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Óa à·ÓÙ‹ÛÂÈ ÛÙd˜ ÚÔÎÏ‹ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔÜ ¢È·ÊˆÙÈÛÌÔÜ, Ìb
≤Ó· ÙÚfiÔ Ôf ‰È·Ê¤ÚÂÈ àe Ùd˜ àÔÏ˘ÙÔÔÈ‹ÛÂÈ˜ Î·d ÙÔf˜ àÊÔÚÈÛÌÔf˜ ÙÉ˜ ∞ã μ·ÙÈÎ·ÓÉ˜ ™˘Ó-
fi‰Ô˘. 

μ¤‚·È· Ùe ı¤Ì· ÙÉ˜ àÓ·ÁÎ·ÈfiÙËÙ·˜ ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜ ó˜ àÓ·ÁÎ·›·˜ àÁ·ıfiÙËÙ·˜ Âr¯Â õ‰Ë
ÙÂıÂÖ Î·d ÛÙcÓ ∞ã μ·ÙÈÎ·Ó‹, ì ïÔ›· öÎ·ÓÂ ÏfiÁÔ ÁÈa ÙcÓ àfiÏ˘ÙË âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›· ÙÔÜ ıÂÏ‹Ì·ÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ
£ÂÔÜ, ¯ˆÚd˜ óÛÙfiÛÔ Óa ÚÔ¯ˆÚ‹ÛÂÈ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎa ÂÚ·ÈÙ¤Úˆ. \∂Í¿ÏÏÔ˘ ‰bÓ Âr¯Â âÌÊ·ÓÈÛÙÂÖ Ùe
ÚÂÜÌ· ÙÔÜ ñ·ÚÍÈÛÌÔÜ, Ùe ïÔÖÔ àÓ·ÌÊ›‚ÔÏ· öıÂÛÂ Ûb Î›ÓËÛË Ùd˜ Ó¤Â˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎb˜ Ù¿ÛÂÈ˜ Ôf 
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àÏÏa ó˜ âÏÂ‡ıÂÚÔ ¶ÚfiÛˆÔ Ùe ïÔÖÔ ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ ‚Ô˘Ï‹ÛÂÒ˜ ΔÔ˘ âÁÎ‡ÙÂÈ ÛÙd˜
àÓ¿ÁÎÂ˜ ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘. \∞Ì¤Ûˆ˜ ÌÂÙa àe Ùe ·Ú·¿Óˆ àfiÛ·ÛÌ· Û˘ÓÂ¯›-
˙ÂÈ: “Certainly these free attitudes which God has adopted with regard to the
world, have, so to speak, a metaphysical structure, arising from God’s
necessary nature; but the attitude actually adopted is not unambiguously
laid down in consequence of this structure... With respect to this God of the
New Testament, then, everything depends for the human being on how God in
fact behaves with regard to the person, not just on how he necessari ly  is  in
himself (Ôî ñÔÁÚ·ÌÌ›ÛÂÈ˜ ‰ÈÎ¤˜ Ì·˜)”66.

3.5 ^∏ ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÙáÓ àÓıÚÒˆÓ ÛÙcÓ à›‰È· ˙ˆc ÙÉ˜ ^∞Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜

¶ÚÔ¯ˆÚÒÓÙ·˜ ÙcÓ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎ‹ ÙÔ˘ àÓ¿Ï˘ÛË ÂÚ·ÈÙ¤Úˆ ï K. Rahner, ÚÔ-
ÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Óa ‰Â›ÍÂÈ ÙcÓ Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÈÎc ·ÚÔ˘Û›· ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ ÛÙc Û¯¤-
ÛË ÙÔ˘˜ Ìb ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ Î·d Ìb ÛÎÔe ÙcÓ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎc âÏ·¯ÈÛÙÔÔ›ËÛË ÙÉ˜ Úˆ-

âÍÂÙ¿˙ÔÓÙ·È. °Èa Ùe ı¤Ì· ‚Ï. OTT, L., Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 83:
“The Vatican Council declared that God ‘with a will free from all necessity’ (voluntate ab omni
necessitate libera) executed the act of Creation (D 1783, 1805; cí D 706). The Vatican defmition
refers primarily to ‘libertas contradictionis’, which asserts that God had the choice of creating or
of not creating. It is directed chiefly against Hermes, Gunther, and Rosmini, who maintained
that the goodness of God imposed on Him a necessity to create”.

66. RAHNER, K., The content of faith: the best of Karl Rahner’s theological writings, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 246-247. ¶Ú‚Ï. Î·d ÛÂÏ. 242-243 ÙÔÜ ú‰ÈÔ˘ öÚÁÔ˘, “the cal l ing of  nations to
reconci l ia t ion and community  wi th  God i s  not  inferred from some me-
taphysical  knowledge of  God’s  necessary goodness  but  is  the great  mystery of
God’s  free elect ion (ì ñÔÁÚ¿ÌÌÈÛË ‰ÈÎ‹ Ì·˜)... It is from this experience of God’s free
personal activity within history that the confession of God as creator of the world, simply
speaking, also acquires its specific validity and clarity... This God who acts in nature and in
human history is one who acts freely. God manifests himself as person in his activity precisely by
the fact that this activity is voluntary and free. Precisely because the activity even in his world
arises from God’s spontaneous resolution, which is not something given along with other
ingredients in the original constitution of the world, its tendencies and finalities, it becomes clear
that this active God is the God transcending natural and human worlds, that God’s activity is not
just another word for the world-process, that his will is not just another word for ‘fate’. It is on
the basis of a concrete experience of free irruptions into the historical course of the world, novel
and unexpected and extrinsic to the world’s immanent dynamism, that the people of the New
Testament recognize God as a free, transcendent person”. μÏ. Î·d SCOTT, M. S. M., “God as
Person: Karl Barth and Karl Rahner on Divine and Human Personhood”, Religious Studies and
Theology, 25.2 (2006), ÛÂÏ. 174. “God is he who acts freely by creating and saving the world
without any internal or external necessity”.
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Ì·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎÉ˜ ‰È‰·ÛÎ·Ï›·˜ ÂÚd ·ÚÔ˘Û›·˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ ‰È·Ì¤-
ÛÔ˘ ÙáÓ ÎÙÈÛÙáÓ ÛËÌÂ›ˆÓ-Û˘Ì‚fiÏˆÓ, Î¿ÓÂÈ ÏfiÁÔ ÁÈa Ùc ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘
ÛÙcÓ à›‰È· ˙ˆc ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜: «God relates to us in a threefold manner,
and this threefold, free, and gratuitous relation to us is not merely a copy or an
analogy of the inner Trinity, but this Trinity itself, albeit as freely and gra-
tuitously communicated”67. °Èa Óa Î·Ù·ÛÙ‹ÛÂÈ ·éÙc ÙcÓ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎc Û·Ê¤ÛÙÂ-
ÚË Î·d ‚·ÛÈ˙fiÌÂÓÔ˜ ÛÙe ıÂÌÂÏÈá‰Â˜ ÙÔ˘ ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎe àÍ›ˆÌ· (Ù·‡ÙÈÛË àÈ‰›Ô˘
Î·d ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜), Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÈ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ
^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ àÈ‰›ˆ˜ Ìb Ùd˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Úe˜ ÙcÓ ÎÙ›ÛË. ò∂ÙÛÈ Î·ÙÔÚıÒ-
ÓÂÙ·È ì Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÈÎc ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›· £ÂÔÜ Î·d àÓıÚÒÔ˘, ‰ÈfiÙÈ Ìb ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ Ôf
ñ¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó Ùa £ÂÖ· ¶ÚfiÛˆ· Î·Ùa Ùd˜ âÓ‰ÔÙÚÈ·‰ÈÎb˜ Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜, Ìb ÙeÓ ú‰ÈÔ ÙÚfi-
Ô ñ¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó Î·d Ûb Û¯¤ÛË Ìb ÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜. ∞éÙe ÛÙc ÁÏáÛÛ· ÙÔÜ K.
Rahner ÛËÌ·›ÓÂÈ Î·d çÓÔÌ¿˙ÂÙ·È ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÙáÓ àÓıÚˆ›ÓˆÓ ÚÔÛÒˆÓ ÛÙd˜
£ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ Î·ı\ ·ñÙ¤˜, Î·Ùa ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ¶ÚÔÛÒ-
ˆÓ Âå˜ ôÏÏËÏ·: “the communication bestowed upon the creature in gratuitous
grace can, if occurring in freedom, occur only in the intra-divine manner of the
two communications of the divine essence by the Father to the Son and the
Spirit. Any other kind of communication would be unable to communicate that
which is here communicated, the divine persons, since these persons do not
differ from their own way of communicating themselves”68.

3.6 Δe ∂rÓ·È ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ àÁ¿Ë

ªb ‚¿ÛË Ùd˜ ·Ú·¿Óˆ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜, ï K. Rahner ïÚ›˙ÂÈ ÙeÓ ΔÚÈ·‰ÈÎe
£Âe ó˜ àÁ¿Ë, ì ïÔ›· ó˜ à›‰È· ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›· ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ¶ÚÔÛÒˆÓ ·Ú¤¯ÂÙ·È

67. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 35. ™ÙcÓ ú‰È· àÎÚÈ‚á˜ ÁÚ·ÌÌc ï KASPER, W.,
The God Of Jesus Christ, Transl: M. J. O’ Connell, Crossroad Publishing: New York 1988, ÛÂÏ.
227, ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ: “taking seriously what the New Testament says about the indwelling of the Holy
Spirit and in speaking not only of an indwelling of God that is simply appropriated to the Holy
Spirit but rather of a personal (hypostatic) indwelling, I also differ from Neo-scholasticism in its
understanding of grace as a created reality distinct from God... Therefore uncreated grace, or the
indwelling of the Holy Spirit, requires created grace to prepare the way for it, just as it also has
created grace for a consequence. It is impossible, therefore, to conceive the self-communication
of God in the Holy Spirit apart from the manifold gifts of the Holy Spirit that are distinct from
God and therefore created”. ^∏ àfiÂÈÚ· ÙÔÜ W. Kasper Óa ÌÈÏ‹ÛÂÈ ÁÈa ôÎÙÈÛÙË âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·, ì
ïÔ›· Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb ÙcÓ ú‰È· ÙcÓ ^ÀfiÛÙ·ÛË ÙÔÜ ∞̂Á›Ô˘ ¶ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜, ‰bÓ ñÂÚ‚·›ÓÂÈ Ùd˜ ÚÔ¸Ô-
ı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜. Δa ÎÙÈÛÙa ‰áÚ· ÙÉ˜ ¯¿ÚÈÙÔ˜ ÚÔÛ·ıÔÜÓ êÏá˜ Óa Û˘Ó‰Â-
ıÔÜÓ Ìb ÙcÓ ôÎÙÈÛÙË ¯¿ÚË. 

68. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 36.
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àÎÚÈ‚á˜ ó˜ Ù¤ÙÔÈ· ÛÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ Î·Ùa Ùc £Â›· √åÎÔÓÔÌ›·. Δe Û¯ÉÌ· Î·d
â‰á ÂrÓ·È àÔÏ‡Ùˆ˜ Û˘ÓÂb˜ Ìb Ùd˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜ ·-
Ú¿‰ÔÛË˜. \∂ÊfiÛÔÓ ·) ÔéÛ›· Î·d âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÛÙeÓ £Âe Ù·˘Ù›˙ÔÓÙ·È Î·d ‚) à›‰È·
Î·d ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎc ΔÚÈ¿‰· Ù·˘Ù›˙ÔÓÙ·È, ì àÁ¿Ë ó˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÛÙcÓ ÎÙ›ÛË
Î·ÙÔÙÚ›˙ÂÈ àÔÏ‡Ùˆ˜ Ùd˜ Û¯¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ¶ÚÔÛÒˆÓ Âå˜ ôÏÏËÏ·: «we may
now consider from the other direction the connection between immanent and
economic Trinity. The one God communicates himself in absolute self-utte-
rance and as absolute donation of love. Here is the absolute mystery revealed to
us only by Christ: God's self-communication is truly a self-communication. He
does not merely indirectly give his creature some share of himself by creating
and giving us created and finite realities through his omnipotent efficient
causality. In a quasi-formal causality he really and in the strictest sense of the
word bestows himself»69.

\∂Ê·ÚÌfi˙ÔÓÙ·˜ ÌÈa àÓıÚˆÔÏÔÁÈÎ‹, ñ·ÚÍÈ·Îc àÓ¿Ï˘ÛË ÛÙeÓ ïÚÈÛÌe ÙÔÜ
ΔÚÈ·‰ÈÎÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ àÁ¿Ë˜, ï K. Rahner Î¿ÓÂÈ ÏfiÁÔ ÁÈa ‰‡Ô ‚·ÛÈÎa ¯·Ú·ÎÙË-
ÚÈÛÙÈÎ¿ ÙË˜: ·) ì àÁ¿Ë ÂrÓ·È âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ· ëÓe˜ âÏÂ‡ıÂÚÔ˘ ¶ÚÔÛÒÔ˘ Û˘Ó‰Â‰ÂÌ¤-
ÓË Ìb Ùc ‚Ô‡ÏËÛË ÙÔÜ ÙÂÏÂ˘Ù·›Ô˘ Î·d ù¯È Ì›· âÛˆÙÂÚÈÎc àÓ·ÁÎ·ÈfiÙËÙ· ÙÉ˜ Ê‡-
ÛË˜ âÓ Âú‰ÂÈ àÔÚÚÔÉ˜, ‚) ì àÁ¿Ë ‰bÓ ÂrÓ·È Ì›· êÏÉ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·, àÏÏa ì ÌÂÙ¿-
‰ÔÛË ïÏfiÎÏËÚÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ë·˘ÙÔÜ, ÙÔÜ ÚÔÛÒÔ˘, ÛÙe ôÏÏÔ àÁ·ÒÌÂÓÔ ÚfiÛˆÔ70.
ªb ‚¿ÛË ·éÙa Ùa ‰‡Ô àÓıÚˆÔÏÔÁÈÎa ¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈÎ¿, ï K. Rahner ÚÔ¯ˆÚÂÖ
ÛÙcÓ àÓ¿Ï˘ÛË ÙÉ˜ àÁ¿Ë˜ ÙÔÜ ΔÚÈ·‰ÈÎÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ ÙcÓ Ù¤ÏÂÈ· âÎ¯ÒÚËÛË ÙáÓ
ñÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ ÙÔÜ ÀîÔÜ Î·d ÙÔÜ ∞̂Á›Ô˘ ¶ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ ÛÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ àe ÙeÓ
£Âe ¶·Ù¤Ú·. ^√ ôÓıÚˆÔ˜ ÌÔÚÂÖ Óa ÌÂÙ¿Û¯ÂÈ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ, ‰ÈfiÙÈ
ï £Âe˜ ¶·ÙcÚ ó˜ àÁ¿Ë ‰›‰ÂÈ ÙeÓ ú‰ÈÔ ÙÔ˘ ÙeÓ ë·˘Ùe ÛÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ ‰È·Ì¤-
ÛÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ÀîÔÜ Î·d ÙÔÜ ∞̂Á›Ô˘ ¶ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜. ∫·Ù’ ·éÙeÓ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ, ì àÁ¿Ë ÙÔÜ
£ÂÔÜ ó˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ· ÛËÌ·›ÓÂÈ Ùc ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÛÙd˜ £ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜. ¶·Ú¿ÏÏËÏ·,
Î·ıg˜ ì àÁ¿Ë ÂrÓ·È Ùe ñÔÛÙ·ÙÈÎe å‰›ˆÌ· ÙÔÜ ∞̂Á›Ô˘ ¶ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ ÁÈa Ùc ‰˘ÙÈÎc

69. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 36.
70. RAHNER, K., The content of faith: the best of Karl Rahner’s theological writings, ÌÓËÌ.

öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 255: “Love is not the emanation of a nature but the free bestowal of a person, who
possesses himself, who can therefore refuse himself, whose surrender therefore is always a
wonder and a grace. And love in the fully personal sense is not just any relationship between two
persons who meet in some third thing, whether this ‘third thing’ is a task, a truth, or anything else:
it is the ceding and the unfolding of one’s inmost self to and for the other in love”.
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·Ú¿‰ÔÛË71, âÎ¯ÒÚËÛË ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ \∞Á¿Ë˜ Û˘ÓÂ¿ÁÂÙ·È ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÛÙcÓ ^ÀfiÛÙ·ÛË
ÙÔÜ ∞̂Á›Ô˘ ¶ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜: “That God is love, that he has received human beings to
the most intimate communion with himself in love - this has become manifest in
the sending and incarnation, in the cross and glorification, of his only begotten
Son... God has bestowed his very self upon us in Christ: ‘our fellowship is with
the Father and with his Son Jesus Christ’... and our fellowship is with the Holy
Spirit... This fellowship of love is produced by the Pneuma of God, through
whom God pours forth upon us his love for us and in this Spirit God’s most
intimate personal life is unfolded to us. For he is the Spirit who searches the
“depths of God”, which none knows and searches but the same Spirit of God
and so leads us into the deepest intimacies of God’s knowledge. So this Spirit of
God, who is the realization in us of God’s personal love and in whom God has
unfolded to us his ultimate depths, is the Spirit of adoption, who gives us
testimony of our adoption”72.

∫·Ù·ÏËÎÙÈÎ¿, ıa ÌÔÚÔÜÛÂ Î·ÓÂd˜ Óa ·Ú·ÙËÚ‹ÛÂÈ ¬ÙÈ ì ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎc àfi-
ÂÈÚ· ÙÔÜ K. Rahner Óa ‰ÒÛÂÈ ÌÈa ñ·ÚÍÈ·Îc ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÛÙe ‰fiÁÌ· ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜
ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ÂrÓ·È Ûb ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ ‚·ıÌe âÈÙ˘¯c˜ ÛÙe Ï·›ÛÈÔ ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜

71. OTT, L., Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 66: “As the personal name of
a Divine Person, the name Pneuma indicates that the Holy Ghost, through an activity of the
Divine Will, proceeds as the Spiritual Principle of Divine Activity (per modum voluntatis)... The
appropriation of the works of love to the Holy Ghost has its basis in the personal character and
ultimately in the origin of the Holy Ghost. It is, therefore, to be inferred that the Holy Ghost
‘proceeds’ by an act of love (per modum amoris). For this reason the Fathers call the Holy Ghost
‘Love’ (amor, cantas, dileetio, vinculum amoris, osculum amoris). The 11th Council of Toledo
(675) declared: ‘(Spiritus Sanctus) simul ab utrisque processisse monstratur, quia caritas sive
sanctitas amborum esse cognoscitur’. (that the Holy Ghost proceeds from both is seen by this
that He is known as the love or sanctity of both)D 277... As a gift is the expression of love, so also
this personal name of the Holy Ghost indicates His origin per modum amoris, and points to the
fact that the Holy Ghost is the mutual love-gift of the Father and of the Son”.

°Èa ÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÛÙd˜ à›‰ÈÂ˜ Î·d ÔåÎÔÓÔÌÈÎb˜ ÚÔfi‰Ô˘˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ Î·d Ùc ÌÂ-
ÙÔ¯c Û\ ·éÙb˜ àe ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ ÛÙc ‰˘ÙÈÎc ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË Ú‚Ï. Î·d CONGAR, Y. M.- J., The Mystery
of the Temple or The Manner of God’s Presence to His Creatures from Genesis to the
Apocalypse, The Newman Press: Westminster Maryland 1962, ÛÂÏ. 286: “theology recognizes
that it is legitimate and profitable to appropriate some essential attribute or an ad extra act to
one Person, not in order to exclude the others, but because there is some similarity between the
attribute or act and the Personal character, and hence something in the attribute or act which
may suggest to us the special characteristic of each Person”.

72. RAHNER, K., The content of faith: the best of Karl Rahner’s theological writings, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 255-256.
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·Ú¿‰ÔÛË˜73. ™˘Ó‰¤ÔÓÙ·˜ Ùe ÚfiÛˆÔ Ìb ÙcÓ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›· Î·d Û˘Ó·Êá˜ Ìb Ùc ı¤-
ÏËÛË Î·d ÙcÓ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ· ó˜ ñÔÛÙ·ÙÈÎb˜ Î·d Û˘Ó‰¤ÔÓÙ·˜ àÓÙ›ıÂÙ· Ùc Ê‡ÛË Ìb ÙcÓ
àÓ·ÁÎ·ÈfiÙËÙ·, Î·ÙÔÚıÒÓÂÈ Óa ·Ú·ÌÂÚ›ÛÂÈ Ùc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc öÓÓÔÈ· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜
ens neccessarium, ¯ˆÚd˜ Óa ÙcÓ âÍÔ‚ÂÏ›ÛÂÈ. ò∂ÙÛÈ ·Ú·Ì¤ÓÂÈ ÈÛÙe˜ ÛÙc Úˆ-
Ì·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎc ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË, Û˘Á¯ÚÔÓÈ˙fiÌÂÓÔ˜ Ìb Ùa ñ·ÚÍÈÛÙÈÎa ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎa
ÚÂ‡Ì·Ù· ÙÉ˜ âÔ¯É˜ ÙÔ˘. ™b ·éÙe Ùe âÁ¯Â›ÚËÌ¿ ÙÔ˘ ñÉÚ¯·Ó ÚfiÛÊÔÚÂ˜ Û˘Ó-
ıÉÎÂ˜ ÏfiÁ̌ˆ ÙáÓ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂˆÓ ÙÉ˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË˜. \∞Ê\ w˜ ÛÙÈÁÌÉ˜,
ÁÈa Ùc Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË ·) ì √éÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÂrÓ·È Î·ı·Úc âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·
(actus purus) Î·d ‚) âÍ·ÈÙ›·˜ ÙÔÜ actus purus ñÊ›ÛÙ·Ù·È ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÛÙd˜ ú‰ÈÂ˜ Ùd˜
£ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ ‰È·Ì¤ÛÔ˘ ÎÙÈÛÙáÓ ÛËÌÂ›ˆÓ-Û˘Ì‚fiÏˆÓ, ì ëÚÌËÓÂ˘ÙÈÎc ÌÂÙ¿-
‚·ÛË ÛÙcÓ Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÙÔÜ ÙÚfiÔ˘ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ Ìb Ùd˜ ôÎÙÈ-
ÛÙÂ˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ‰bÓ ö‚Ï·ÙÂ Ùa Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎa ÚÔ··ÈÙÔ‡ÌÂÓ·. Δe ú‰ÈÔ
ÌÔÚÂÖ Óa ÂåˆıÂÖ Î·d ÁÈa ÙcÓ ÙÔÔı¤ÙËÛ‹ ÙÔ˘ ÂÚd àÓıÚˆ›ÓË˜ ÌÂÙÔ¯É˜ ÛÙd˜
£ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ Î·ı\ ·ñÙ¤˜. ™Ùe Ï·›ÛÈÔ ÙÔÜ actus purus ÂúÙÂ Á›ÓÂÙ·È ÏfiÁÔ˜
ÁÈa ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÛÙd˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÂúÙÂ ÛÙa £ÂÖ· ¶ÚfiÛˆ· ‰bÓ àÏÏ¿˙ÂÈ Î¿ÙÈ.
Δ¤ÏÔ˜, ì àÓ·ÊÔÚa ÙÉ˜ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›·˜ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ı¤ÏËÛË˜ ÛÙe ¶ÚfiÛˆÔ ‰bÓ ö‚Ï·ÙÂ
Ùc £Â›· √éÛ›· ó˜ àÓ·ÁÎ·ÛÙÈÎa àÁ·ı‹. ΔÔéÓ·ÓÙ›ÔÓ, ÏÂÈÙÔ˘ÚÁÔÜÛÂ Û˘ÌÏËÚˆ-
Ì·ÙÈÎa ÛÙcÓ –àÂ¯ıÉ ÁÈa Ùd˜ ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎb˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔÜ ÂåÎÔÛÙÔÜ ·åáÓ·–
àÓ·ÁÎ·ÈfiÙËÙ· ÙÉ˜ ıÂ›·˜ àÁ·ıfiÙËÙ·˜ ó˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ. ¶ÚfiÛˆÔ, √éÛ›·,
£¤ÏËÛË, \∂Ó¤ÚÁÂÈ· ÛÙd˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎb˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÂÚd £ÂÔÜ Û˘Á¯ˆÓÂ‡ÔÓÙ·È
Î¿Ùˆ àe Ùe actus purus Î·d ÙcÓ Ù¤ÏÂÈ· êÏfiÙËÙ· ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜. ™˘ÓÂá˜,
Ùe Óa àÓ·ı¤ÛÂÈ ï K. Rahner Ùc ı¤ÏËÛË, ÙcÓ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ· Î·d ÙcÓ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›· ÛÙe
¶ÚfiÛˆÔ Î·Ùa Ùa ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎa ÚfiÙ˘· ÙÉ˜ âÔ¯É˜ ÙÔ˘ ‰bÓ ö‚Ï·ÙÂ Ûb Ù›ÔÙÂ
Ùd˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎb˜ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ÚˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎÉ˜ ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË˜. ^∏ êÚÌÔÓÈÎc
Û˘Ó‡·ÚÍË ñÔÛÙ·ÙÈÎÉ˜ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›·˜, ı¤ÏËÛË˜ Î·d âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·˜ Ìb Ùc Ê˘ÛÈÎc àÓ·-
ÁÎ·ÈfiÙËÙ· ÙÉ˜ ıÂ›·˜ àÁ·ıfiÙËÙ·˜ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÂÙ·È ÛÙcÓ Î·Ù·ÏËÎÙ‹ÚÈ· ·Ú¿ÁÚ·ÊÔ
ÙÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ›·˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ àÁ¿Ë˜: “ ‘God is love’ is not primarily, then, a sta-
tement, illuminating in itself, about the nature of God, but... an expression of
the experienced fact that God has bestowed his own entire self on us. Certainly,
insofar as God’s free disposition in the ‘fullness of time’ of Christ is the

73. °Èa ÌÈa âÈÛÎfiËÛË ÙÉ˜ ‰˘ÙÈÎÉ˜ ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÈÎÉ˜ ÎÚÈÙÈÎÉ˜ ÛÙe öÚÁÔ ÙÔ˘, ‚Ï. COFFEY, D.,
“Trinity”, MARMION, D., – HINES, M.E. (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Karl Rahner,
Cambridge University Press 2005, ÛÛ. 108-110. TORRANCE, A. J., Persons in Communion: An
Essay on Trinitarian Description and Human Participation with special reference to Volume
One of Karl Barth’s Church Dogmatics, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÛ. 274-280.
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unsurpassable communication of all that God is and can be by essence and
freedom, i t  i s  a lso a communication of  the divine nature.  But this
depends inseparably on the fact  that  God,  as  person,  freely
wished to love us; and in the knowledge of this truth the entire reality of
Christianity is contained (Ôî ñÔÁÚ·ÌÌ›ÛÂÈ˜ ‰ÈÎ¤˜ Ì·˜)”74.

4. ™˘ÌÂÚ¿ÛÌ·Ù·

^∏ ‰˘ÙÈÎc ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÙÔÜ 20ÔÜ ·åáÓ·, àÓÙÈÌ¤ÙˆË Ìb Ùd˜ ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎb˜ ÚÔ-
ÎÏ‹ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔÜ ¢È·ÊˆÙÈÛÌÔÜ, âÈ¯Â›ÚËÛÂ Óa àÚıÚÒÛÂÈ ≤Ó·Ó ÏfiÁÔ, ï ïÔÖÔ˜ àe Ùc
ÌÈa Óa ñÂÚ‚·›ÓÂÈ ÙcÓ âÎÎÔÛÌ›ÎÂ˘ÛË Î·d ÙeÓ çÚıÔÏÔÁÈÛÌe ÙÉ˜ ÊÈÏÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚË˜
ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ ÙÔÜ ¶ÚÔÙÂÛÙ·ÓÙÈÛÌÔÜ Î·d àe ÙcÓ ôÏÏË ÙcÓ àÌ˘ÓÙÈÎc ÁÚ·ÌÌc ÙÉ˜
ÓÂÔıˆÌÈÛÙÈÎÉ˜ Î·d ÓÂÔ-Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎÉ˜ ëÚÌËÓÂ›·˜ ÙÔÜ ƒˆÌ·ÈÔÎ·ıÔÏÈÎÈÛÌÔÜ. √î K.
Barth Î·d K. Rahner àÓÙÈÚÔÛˆÂ‡Ô˘Ó Î·ÙÂÍÔ¯cÓ ÙcÓ àfiÂÈÚ· àÓ·Ó¤ˆÛË˜
ÙáÓ ‰‡Ô ‰˘ÙÈÎáÓ ·Ú·‰fiÛÂˆÓ, ï ÚáÙÔ˜ Ìb ÌÈa ÚÔÛ‹ÏˆÛË ÛÙc £ÂÔÏÔÁ›·
âÓ¿ÓÙÈ· ÛÙeÓ ıÚËÛÎÂ˘ÙÈÎe àÓıÚˆÔÎÂÓÙÚÈÛÌe ÙÉ˜ ·Ú¿‰ÔÛ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ Î·d ï ‰Â‡ÙÂ-
ÚÔ˜ ÛÙcÓ àÓıÚˆÔÏÔÁ›· âÓ¿ÓÙÈ· ÛÙc ÓÂÔÛ¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc àÒıËÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ àe
ÙcÓ îÛÙÔÚ›·. ^∏ ΔÚÈ·‰ÔÏÔÁ›· àÔÙÂÏÂÖ ÙeÓ ˘ÚÉÓ· ÙÉ˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎÉ˜ Î·Ù·ÛÎÂ˘É˜
àÌÊÔÙ¤ÚˆÓ. \∞ÌÊfiÙÂÚÔÈ ¯ÚËÛÈÌÔÔÈÔÜÓ ≤Ó· Û‡ÓÔÏÔ ‰È·Ù˘ÒÛÂˆÓ Î·d âÓÓÔÈÔ-
ÏÔÁÈÎáÓ Û¯ËÌ¿ÙˆÓ, Ùa ïÔÖ· ·Ú·¤ÌÔ˘Ó ÛÙeÓ ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÈÎe ÂÚÛÔÓ·ÏÈÛÌe
Î·d ÙeÓ ñ·ÚÍÈÛÌfi. Δe ñfi‚·ıÚÔ óÛÙfiÛÔ ·éÙáÓ ÙáÓ ‰È·Ù˘ÒÛÂˆÓ Î·d Û¯ËÌ¿-
ÙˆÓ ·Ú·Ì¤ÓÂÈ ÔéÛÈˆ‰á˜ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎfi, ¯ˆÚd˜ ·éÙe Óa àÔÎÚ‡ÙÂÙ·È àe ÙÔf˜
‰‡Ô Û˘ÁÁÚ·ÊÂÖ˜.

Δa ‚·ÛÈÎa ÛËÌÂÖ· Û‡ÁÎÏÈÛË˜ ÙáÓ ‰‡Ô ÛÙcÓ ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÔÜ ΔÚÈ·‰ÈÎÔÜ ‰fiÁÌ·-
ÙÔ˜ ıa ÌÔÚÔÜÛ·Ó Óa Û˘ÓÔ„ÈÛÙÔÜÓ ó˜ ëÍÉ˜:

¶ÚáÙÔÓ, ÙÔÓ›˙ÂÙ·È ì Ù·‡ÙÈÛË £ÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Î·d √åÎÔÓÔÌ›·˜ Ìb ÛÎÔe Ùc ˙áÛ·
Î·d Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÈÎc Ê·Ó¤ÚˆÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÛÙeÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ. ^√ ÙÚfiÔ˜ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙÔÜ
£ÂÔÜ ÂrÓ·È ï ÙÚfiÔ˜ àÔÎ·Ï‡„ÂÒ˜ ΔÔ˘. ò∏‰Ë àe ÙcÓ ÚÒÙË ¯ÈÏÈÂÙ›· ñÊ›ÛÙ·-
Ù·È ÛÙc ‰˘ÙÈÎc ¯ÚÈÛÙÈ·ÓÈÎc ·Ú¿‰ÔÛË ó˜ ‰Â‰ÔÌ¤ÓË ·éÙc ì Ù·‡ÙÈÛË, ì ïÔ›·
âÍ¿ÏÏÔ˘ ï‰‹ÁËÛÂ Î·d ÛÙe Filioque.

¢Â‡ÙÂÚÔÓ, ì ñ¤Ú‚·ÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ ens neccessarium ·Ú¿ÁÂÈ ÛÙeÓ £Âe Ùc
‰È¿ÎÚÈÛË ÙÉ˜ Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ ó˜ àÓ·ÁÎ·ÈfiÙËÙ·˜ Î·d ÙÔÜ ÚÔÛÒÔ˘ ó˜ âÏÂ˘ıÂÚ›·˜ ‰È·-

74. RAHNER, K., The content of faith: the best of Karl Rahner’s theological writings, ÌÓËÌ.
öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 256.
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Ì¤ÛÔ˘ ÙÉ˜ ıÂÏ‹ÛÂˆ˜. \∂‰á, ÏfiÁˇ̂  ÙáÓ Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎáÓ ÚÔ¸Ôı¤ÛÂˆÓ, Î·Ùa Ùd˜
ïÔÖÂ˜ ì ÔéÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Ìb Ùc ı¤ÏËÛ‹ ÙÔ˘, ‰bÓ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÂÖÙ·È Î·Ì›·
ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎc àÓÙ›Ê·ÛË. ^∏ ÔéÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÌÔÚÂÖ Óa ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈ àÓ·ÁÎ·›·Ø óÛÙfi-
ÛÔ, Ù·˘ÙÔ¯ÚfiÓˆ˜ ï £Âe˜ ñÊ›ÛÙ·Ù·È âÏÂ‡ıÂÚ· ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ ıÂÏ‹ÛÂÒ˜ ΔÔ˘, ì ïÔ›·
ÂrÓ·È ì ÔéÛ›· ΔÔ˘.

ΔÚ›ÙÔÓ, Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÙ·È ï ÙÚfiÔ˜ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ Ìb Ùd˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ¤˜ ΔÔ˘. ^√
£Âe˜ ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈ àÈ‰›ˆ˜ Ìb ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ Ôf àÔÎ·Ï‡ÙÂÙ·È ÛÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜. ¢bÓ
ñÊ›ÛÙ·Ù·È Ìb ôÏÏÔÓ ÙÚfiÔ. ∞éÙc ÂrÓ·È àÎÚÈ‚á˜ ì ‰È‰·ÛÎ·Ï›· ÙÔÜ actus purus,
ÙÉ˜ ÔéÛ›·˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ Î·ı·ÚÉ˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·˜. ^øÛÙfiÛÔ, ì Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ÙÚfiÔ˘ ñ¿Ú-
ÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ Ìb Ùd˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÛÙcÓ ÎÙ›ÛË ·Ú·¤ÌÂÈ Ûb ÌÂ-
Á¿ÏÔ ‚·ıÌe Ûb ÌÈa ıÂÔÏÔÁÈÎc ÌÂÙ¿Ï·ÛË ÙÉ˜ ¯·˚ÓÙÂÁÁÂÚÈ·ÓÉ˜ àÔÎ¿Ï˘„Ë˜ ÙÔÜ
∂rÓ·È ó˜ ·ÚÔ˘Û›·˜ Î·d ÛÙc Û·ÚÙÚÈ·Óc ëÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÔÜ ∂rÓ·È ó˜ ∂rÓ·È âÓ Ùá̌ Á›-
ÁÓÂÛı·È75.

75. °Èa Ùc Û˘Û¯¤ÙÈÛË ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ó˜ âÓÂÚÁÔÜÓÙÔ˜ ¶ÚÔÛÒÔ˘, ÙÔÜ Ê·ÓÂÚÔÜÓÙÔ˜ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ
ñ¿ÚÍÂÒ˜ ΔÔ˘, Ìb Ùc ¯·˚ÓÙÂÁÁÂÚÈ·Óc öÓÓÔÈ· ÙÔÜ ∂rÓ·È ó˜ ¶·ÚÔ˘Û›·˜ ï JUNGEL, E., God’s Being
is in Becoming: The Trinitarian Being of God in the Theology of Karl Barth. A Paraphrase,
ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 78, ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ ¯·Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈÎ¿: “God is active. In this sense Barth also specifies the
concept of being with regard to God’s being in his doctrine of God, whose foundational chapter
is deliberately entitled ‘The Reality of God’ - making use of a concept ‘which holds together
being and act, instead of tearing them apart like the idea of ‘essence’”. On the same grounds,
however, Heidegger prefers the concept of essence (√éÛ›·), since this lets itself be thought
verbally in the sense of presence (¶·Ú-Ô˘Û›·)”.

™b ≤Ó· Èe àÓ·Ï˘ÙÈÎe â›Â‰Ô, ì Û‡Ó‰ÂÛË ¯·˚ÓÙÂÁÁÂÚÈ·ÓÉ˜ Ê·ÈÓÔÌÂÓÔÏÔÁ›·˜ Ìb ÙcÓ ΔÚÈ·‰Ô-
ÏÔÁ›· Î·d Ùc ÃÚÈÛÙÔÏÔÁ›· ÛÙeÓ K. Barth, ëÚÌËÓÂ‡ÂÙ·È àe ÙeÓ OSHIMA, S., “Barth’s ‘Analogia
Relationis’ and Heidegger’s Ontological Difference”, The Journal of Religion, Vol. 53, No. 2
(Apr., 1973), ÛÂÏ. 187-188, ó˜ ëÍÉ˜: “The relationship of Jesus to His disciples is not original but
an exact copy of the trinitarian fellowship, for it is grounded in the fact that God repeats within
world history the Trinitarian fellowship which lies beyond this world... Jesus Christ as the head
of the community (‘for others’) includes in Himself all its members (‘with others’) as well as
Himself as the man Jesus (‘for others’), just as the all-embracing Being differentiates itself into
Ek-sistenz and entities. Since reconciliation (‘for others’) is the prototype of creation (‘with
others’), our being ‘with others’ is supposed to become (zu-sein) our being ‘for others’ The
establishment of the analogia relationis between Jesus and man entails, therefore, man’s
transformation from being ‘with others’ to being ‘for others’ - just as Heidegger’s ontological
difference consists in the shift from entity to Ek-sistenz”.

°Èa Ùc Û‡Ó‰ÂÛË ÚÔÛÒÔ˘ Î·d âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·˜ ÛÙcÓ ∞̂Á›· ΔÚÈ¿‰·, ·Ú·¤ÌÔ˘Û· ÛÙcÓ ñ·ÚÍÈ-
ÛÙÈÎc Ù·‡ÙÈÛË ∂rÓ·È Î·d âÓÂÚÁÂÖÓ Ú‚Ï. Î·d SCOTT, M. S. M., “God as Person: Karl Barth and
Karl Rahner on Divine and Human Personhood”, ÌÓËÌ. öÚÁ., ÛÂÏ. 179-180: “Barth emphasizes
that Gods personhood consists of his ability to fully execute his decision. To be a person is to be
the knowing, willing, and acting ‘I’ who is his own, conscious, willed decision. God acts in the
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Δ¤Ù·ÚÙÔÓ, ì ‚Â‚·ÈfiÙËÙ· ÙÉ˜ àÏËıÔÜ˜ Ì¤ıÂÍË˜ ÙÉ˜ ıÂ›·˜ ˙ˆÉ˜ àe ÙeÓ
ôÓıÚˆÔ ÂÚÓ¿ÂÈ Ì¤Û· àe Ùc ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÛÙd˜ ú‰ÈÂ˜ Ùd˜ £ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜. ™Ùc
Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc ‰È‰·ÛÎ·Ï›·, ì êÏfiÙËÙ· ÙÔÜ £Â›Ô˘ ∂rÓ·È Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÈ √éÛ›· Î·d ^ÀÔ-
ÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜, Î·ıg˜ Ôî ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ ÂrÓ·È ÙÚfiÔÈ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙÉ˜ ıÂ›·˜ √éÛ›·˜. Δ·˘-
ÙÔ¯ÚfiÓˆ˜ ¬Ìˆ˜ ì √éÛ›· ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ ÂrÓ·È actus purus, ïfiÙÂ Ù·˘Ù›˙ÔÓÙ·È Î·d Ôî
£ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ Ìb Ùd˜ ôÎÙÈÛÙÂ˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜. \∞ÎÚÈ‚á˜ ·éÙe˜ ÂrÓ·È ï ÏfiÁÔ˜ ÁÈa
ÙeÓ ïÔÖÔ ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÛÙc ıÂ›· ¯¿ÚË ÛËÌ·›ÓÂÈ ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÛÙd˜ £ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜.

¶¤ÌÙÔÓ, Û˘Ó¤ÂÈ· ÙÉ˜ ÌÂÙÔ¯É˜ ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ ÛÙd˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÜ, Ôî
ïÔÖÂ˜ ·Ú·¤ÌÔ˘Ó Âéı¤ˆ˜ ÛÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ
àÈ‰›ˆ˜, ÂrÓ·È ì ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÙÔÜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ àÏËıá˜ ÛÙc ıÂ›· ˙ˆ‹. ^√ K. Barth âÎÊÚ¿-
˙ÂÙ·È ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ analogia relationis, ı¤ÏÔÓÙ·˜ Óa Î·Ù·ÛÙ‹ÛÂÈ ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ àÏËıá˜
ÎÔÈÓˆÓe ÙÉ˜ ıÂ›·˜ ˙ˆÉ˜, ïfiÙÂ Î·d Ù·˘Ù›˙ÂÈ ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ
^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂˆÓ Ìb ÙeÓ ÙÚfiÔ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ âÓ ÃÚÈÛÙá̌ àÓ·ÁÂÓÓËÌ¤ÓˆÓ àÓıÚÒ-
ˆÓ, âÓá ì ÚfiıÂÛË ÙÔÜ K. Rahner ÂrÓ·È ì ñ¤Ú‚·ÛË ÙÉ˜ ‰È‰·ÛÎ·Ï›·˜ ÂÚd ÌÂ-
ÙÔ¯É˜ ÛÙeÓ £Âe ‰Èa ÎÙÈÛÙáÓ Û˘Ì‚fiÏˆÓ76.

∫·Ù·ÏËÎÙÈÎ¿, ¬Ï· Ùa ·Ú·¿Óˆ ÛËÌÂÖ· Û‡ÁÎÏÈÛË˜ Û˘ÓÔ„›˙ÔÓÙ·È ÛÙeÓ ïÚÈ-
ÛÌe ÙÔÜ ∂rÓ·È ÙÉ˜ ∞̂Á›·˜ ΔÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ó˜ àÁ¿Ë˜ ad intra Î·d ad extra. √î £ÂÖÂ˜
^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ ñ¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó âÏÂ‡ıÂÚ· ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ ‚Ô˘Ï‹ÛÂÒ˜ ÙÔ˘˜ Ûb ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›· àÁ¿Ë˜.
^∏ àÁ¿Ë ÛËÌ·›ÓÂÈ ÙcÓ àÏÏËÏÔÂÚÈ¯ÒÚËÛË ÙáÓ £Â›ˆÓ ÚÔÛÒˆÓ ó˜ ÙÚfiÔ

world and is his act–he is as he acts in history. Rahner also affirms that God is he who acts... True
personhood cannot be dormant because subjectivity requires specific activity in order to have
meaningful content: one must do something in order to be someone. One cannot simply be a
person in abstraction. Activity, then, is a necessary condition for divine subjectivity. We learn
what sort of person God is through salvation history, where God demonstrates his unfailing love
for humanity”.

76. √î ïÌÔÏÔÁÈ·Îb˜ Î·Ù·‚ÔÏb˜ ÙáÓ ‰˘e ıÂÔÏfiÁˆÓ ïÚ›˙Ô˘Ó Ùd˜ ÎÏ›ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔ˘˜ ÂúÙÂ Úe˜ ÙcÓ sola
gratia ó˜ analogia relationis (K. Barth) ÂúÙÂ Úe˜ ÌÈa ñ·ÚÍÈ·Îc àÓ¿ÁÓˆÛË ÙÉ˜ analogia entis
(K. Rahner). ^√ SCOTT, M. S. M., “God as Person: Karl Barth and Karl Rahner on Divine and
Human Personhood”, Religious Studies and Theology, 25.2 (2006), ÛÂÏ. 181-182, ÛËÌÂÈÒÓÂÈ ¯·-
Ú·ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈÎ¿: “For Barth, we cannot actualize our personhood because we are not fully free.
The internal and external factors that shape our existence ultimately erode our freedom. Thus,
Barth emphasizes humanity’s absolute dependence on God for authentic subjectivity and
downplays the reality of human freedom. Rahner, by contrast, conceives of a closer continuity
between humans and God insofar as humans have the innate capacity for transcendence.
According to Rahner, God grounds our subjectivity by being the infinite horizon of all our
thoughts and actions, by encountering us in our transcendental experience of ourselves as given,
and by inviting us to genuine dialogue in salvation history. Rahner makes more room for human
agency in his anthropology than Barth”.
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ñ¿ÚÍÂÒ˜ ÙÔ˘˜ àÈ‰›ˆ˜. ∞éÙe˜ ï ÙÚfiÔ˜ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÂrÓ·È Ù·˘ÙfiÛËÌÔ˜ Ìb ÙeÓ ÙÚfi-
Ô àÔÎ·Ï‡„Âˆ˜ Î·d ·Ú¿ÁÂÈ ÂúÙÂ ÙcÓ analogia relationis ÂúÙÂ Ùc ÌÂÙÔ¯c ÛÙd˜
£ÂÖÂ˜ ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜, Î·ıÈÛÙÒÓÙ·˜ ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔ Ì¤ÙÔ¯Ô ÙÉ˜ âÓ‰ÔÙÚÈ·‰ÈÎÉ˜ ˙ˆÉ˜.
£ÂÌ¤ÏÈÔ ¬ÏˆÓ ÙáÓ ·Ú·¿Óˆ ÂrÓ·È ì Û¯ÔÏ·ÛÙÈÎc öÓÓÔÈ· ÙÔÜ actus purus, ÙÉ˜
Ù¤ÏÂÈ·˜ êÏfiÙËÙ·˜ ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜, ì ïÔ›· ñÊ›ÛÙ·Ù·È ó˜ Î·ı·Úc âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·.
Δ·˘ÙÔ¯ÚfiÓˆ˜, Î·ıg˜ Ôî ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ ÂrÓ·È ÙÚÂÖ˜ ÙÚfiÔÈ ñ¿ÚÍÂˆ˜ ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜
√éÛ›·˜, Ôî ^ÀÔÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ Ê·ÓÂÚÒÓÔÓÙ·È ó˜ âÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ ÙÉ˜ £Â›·˜ √éÛ›·˜.

SUMMARY

20th century Scholastic Theology Western 
Trinitarian Theology: elaborating on and existentialism 

in Karl Bath and Karl Rahner

By G. Siskos,
Post Doctoral Researcher School of Pastoraland

Social Theology, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki

The present study assesses the impact of two of the most influential theolo-
gians in the Roman Catholic and the Protestant church, namely Karl Rahner
and Karl Barth, on the linguistic and notional renewal of western Trinitarian
theology in the twentieth century. From different starting points, both men at-
tempt to disclose the forgotten Trinity of their confessional traditions.

Karl Barth radically breaks up all bondage with the liberal theology of his
teachers. The absolute subjectivity of religious “Gefühl” is the only way to trace
the Divine Being according to liberal theologians. For Barth, however, this
would mean a total annihilation of the Divine Being, which Barth adhered it
stood as radical Otherness of the human self.

Karl Rahner, on the other side, exposes a systematic academic project,
which deals with the existential meaning of theology for “everyday faith”. One
of his primary concerns is the rediscovery of a Trinitarian theology, which will
disclose the revelation of each divine Hypostasis and its specific role on divine
economy. These were completely lost in the Neo-scholastic interpretation with
the revival of essentialism and its one-sighted concentration on the attributes
and operations of the single divine Essence.
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Despite the introduction of personalistic vocabulary and various existential
notional forms, the scholastic background of Rahner’s and Barth’s theological
interpretation remains intact and logically consistent with the innovative expres-
sions and theological formulations. Key concepts of scholastic theology such as
1. divine simplicity, 2. divine subsistencies as relational entities, 3. God’s being
as actus purus, 4. Identity of divine will with divine essence, 5. a specific univo-
cal concept for divine theology and economy, are being transformed and inter-
preted as 1. Distinct modes of existence or manners of subsisting, 2. Freedom of
decision as God’s being, 3. God’s being in act, 4. Love as God’s essence, 5. Iden-
tity of economic and immanent Trinity. The new expressions do not harm the
solid ground of Scholasticism, albeit they seem to present it more attractively to
modern thought.
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