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T'EQPIIOY AT. XIZKOY™

1. Eloarywyn

‘H dutxt) Beoloyia 100 2000 aldvo xoeoxtlletan Ao ouyves oNEELS ue
THV TEOYEVEOTEQY TTARAOO0N TS. L& ueydho Pabuo avtd ovpPaiver EEontiog
TS WELUOVONS Tiig dutiriic BeohoYIXTlG OREYNS OF OYEON UE TS TOMLUES ALoBuLL-
VOUOES %Ol OMOOUMOKES BeohoyineS Avidpaoel TV Vo TEONYoUUeEVWY
QULOVWV QTEVOVTL 0TV ROOWXT] OXEYPY), THV OTTOLCL TTOENYOYE O ALOPOTIONOS.
Y10V MO Ti|c mpoteotavuxiic Beoloyiag, 0 K. Barth mpoymwoenoe oth onén ue
™ @LAelevBeon mpoteotaviikl Beohoyia TV TEOTECTAVIDV dao*AADY Tov W.
Hermman, A. Ritschl, F. Schleiermacher’, 1} 6mola. eiyg évoopotmoel ot pedo-

* ‘O Tempylog Ay. Zionog eivar peradidaxtopinog £oeuvntie otd Tufjuo Mowaveirfc xol
Kowwvixriig ©gohoyiag 1ot AILO.

1. Elvon woA yopomtnototiad i avumohypio oty dmota tmominter 1O ddypa g Ayiog
Towddog ue tov F. Schleiermacher, 6 6motog 10 Oewetl E0ymg devtepediov oty xoLotovixd) Lmm,
®aBwg OEV AvtasmongiveTar oty duecotyta Tijg Bonoxevtniis adto-ouveldnong, oty omoia
€dpatetan 1) VoxeLuevry) duaiobnon tod dmolitov, dnhadi) 1ol Oeod. TpdpeL YOQOXTNOLOTLXO
Y10 10 d0ypa Tiig Ayiog Touadog 6 SCHLEIERMACHER, F., The Christian Faith, Introduction: Paul
T. Nimmo, Bloomsbury T&T Clark: London New York 2016°, oe). 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”. Mia 1dwa dvtiuetmmion tot 0¢-
UOTog OUVaVTaL ®OVeELS xal 0tod £0yo o0 RITSCHL, A., The Christian Doctrine of Justification and
Reconciliation, Trans: Mackintosh, H. R. - Macaulay, A. B., T&T Clark: Edinburgh 1900, o€h.
203-238, 6mov pe Paon T Bedpnon Tijg Bonorevtrilc CuVELdNONS MS TAEAYOVOAS Wi ATodEEL-
ueg Emomuovires arodeiEelg tepl O@eol, AAO HOvoV NBRES XOLOELS, EmrQLvEL OPodMS T O)0-
haotnt) peBodohoyia dvogpoourt e Tig dvrohoyines amodeiEels 1o Oeod. It TOV TN éxto-
uopo g Ayiog Toddog drto T puhelevBepn mpoteotavuni) Beohoyia pA. HiLL O. P., W. J., The
Three-Personed God: The Trinity as a mystery of Salvation, Catholic University of America
Press, 1982, ogh. 83-91. WELSCH, C., In This Name: The Doctrine of the Trinity in Contemporary
Theology, Charles Scribner’s Sons: New York 1952, ogh. 3-10 »ai 18-23.
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dohoyia Tg Tig dvBpowmoloyires uebBodovg 100 AtopwTiopod xot Exundévile
20T AUTOV TOV TQOTO T LHoa TaEovoto oD g0l Mg YeYOVOg OLCa AvtiBeTo
UE TLG EYYEVEIS MOYIXES ROL OUVOLOONUOTIRES TROVOTITES TOD AVOQMITOV VO €VTO-
miCeL Tov Oed évrdg Tov?. T tov K. Barth, « Kot avlodmvy mopeia Sév sivau
ixavi) va 00nynoeL 1ov avlpwmo oto Oco: ovte 1) 0006 Tis Oonoxevtixiic Eumel-
olag (Schleiermacher), oUte 1) ioTopLx1, OUTE L AUTH AXOUN THS UETAPUOLKTG.
‘H uovn xaropObwtn mogeia Eexiva ue apemoia 1ov Oeo mpos T0v avOpwmo»’.
Baowotaro odmuo yui tov K. Barth eival 6 todmog pg 1ov 6moio 6 Oeog qa-
VEQMVETOL OTOV AvBoWITo g T0 OAmg "AMN0. Qg xaBodnynturog GEovag ot
oxéym Tov eival dxopdg 1 dmdponpn #dbe dvBpmmoloyiag —Tdv daordhwv
TOU %O AL LOVO OUTHV- TTOU OUEMMVETOL OTLS EYYEVETS AVOQOTTLVES dUVATOTY-
TEC YVWOUULLOE ®alL UETOXTIS 0t0 BO¢€lo. L& avth tv meofinuatny) 0 €pbel ot
LoyYvEOTOTY OUYRQOUVON UE THVv analogia entis tiig oyoAaotxilc Beoloylog »al
THV CVYYQOVWV EQUIVEVTMV TNG, YLO VO XOTOANEEL 0TI QLA avtiBeTy Evvola
Ti|c analogia relationis, Thv dvoloyic ToU TEOTOV VITAQEEMS OTLS GLdLES OYEOELS
v [Tpoomnwv thg Ayiag Torddog ne TOV 1000 VITapEems TMV AvOQWITWY, TO-
00 ROTOL TG UETAED TOVS O)ECELS OO0 %O ROTA T OYEOT TOVS UE TO OO0, OTav ol
avBpwmot Lotv év Xowot®. T va grdoer o¢ adto 1o ovurépaoua, 6 K. Barth

2. JoHNsoN, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, T&T Clark: New York 2010, oeh. 15-
17. McCORMACK, B. L., Karl Barth’s Critically Realistic Dialectical Theology: Its Genesis and
Development 1909-1936, Oxford University Press 1997, oeh. 111-125. To »évtpo Tiic oNEng dupo-
potoe v Evvola Tiig Bpnoxrevtikiic Eumelpiag Tol avBoWIIVOU VITOXEWWEVOY, 1) Omoio. EEauTiog
TS VIOXELUEVIXTIS TG AoATOTTAS dlepoeewoe TV iepotnta 100 A’ TToyroouiov TToAéuou
oth ovveidnon v Tepuaviv. Avto vy tov K. Barth cuvemayotov ud xotafiurnny dmovoia
TS XAOLTOG %ol Evay AN EyrhopLond ot Evav Bonoxevtnod dvBpwmoxevigloud. Toapel ya-
paxtnolotix otov 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’; 1.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, B. L.,
Karl Barth’s Critically Realistic Dialectical Theology: Its Genesis and Development 1909-1936,
uvnu. €oy., ogh. 113, utpp. @mo t©o0 SCHWOBEL, C. (ed.), Karl Barth-Martin Rade: Ein
Briefweschel, Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 1981, ogh. 115.

3. GIBELLINL, R., ‘H @¢oloyia 1ot Eixootod aidva, utgo: IT. ‘Yeavric, "Agtoc Zwiis, AdN-
vo 2002, ogh. 25.
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apBpmveL wor ovotuatxt) Eounveia mepl Ayiag Tolddog, XENOLOTOLWVTOG
EVVOLES ROl OYNUOTO, TTOU AVTLET GITO TOV VITORELOUO ROl TOV TEQOOVAMOUO THS
emoyfic Tov. ‘H Beoroywri) texunolwon ot Tig VmapELaxiic ®ol TEQOOVIlL-
OTXT|C YADOOOS, TTQOXEWWEVOU VO TTEQLYQUPET TO doyua Tiig Ayiag Touadog xai
ol ouVEmELEC Y1 TH cwtnEia Tl AvOpdmov, eivan 0VoLwdME oxohaotiry. “Omwe
Ba deuytel Avalutird, 1) oUVOEON TEQOOVOALOUOD KOl OXOANOTIXIOUOT TTOQOUE-
VEL AITOMITWS AOYLR(OL GUVETHS OTO TAOULOLO THS OUTIXTIS XOLOTLOVIXT|G TTapddo-
ong. ‘O oxohaoTIONOS OVOOAMS KOTOQYETTOL KO, TOUVAVTIOV, CGLVOLVEMVETOL
YAwoowd ue 10 Evdvua tol VTaEELoNoT ol ToU TEQOOVAAMOUOD, TAQAUUEVOV-
T0G 0TI fAON TOU AXEQOUOG.

Yyedov moarnha, | owuowoxabolxy Beohoyio deiyver EVIOTE VO ALOQU-
2Tl otig BeohoyxES doUES TOT OXOANOTIXIOUOT, O OTTOTOS KOTOQYET THV LOTOQL-
ROTNTAL TMV TQOLYUATMV ROl OUYVOTATO UOLALEL VO uiiv ®ouiler MiogLs ot mpo-
pANuaT THS VEWTEQHOTNTOS KO THS TOMLUNG UETAVEWTEQLXOTNTOG, CUUPOVOL
ueE amopels pwpooxabolxmv eoldywyv. L& aTo TO ITOQLXO, PLAOCOPLXO %Ol
Beohoywo mhaioto dnuovgyettan ) Nouvelle Theéologie t@v T. de Chardin, M.
D. Chenu, H. De Lubac, J. Daniélou, Y. Congar. Baowot GEoveg tijg Bgolo-
ywdic Eoumvevtindic Tiic Nouvelle Théologie eival: o) 1) émotpoph ot euéha
TS YOLoTLOVIXTS O%EYNG, Omtws 1) Biphog »at ot TTatépeg Tijg "Exxhnoiag xot pd-
Mota ot “EMAnveg Matépeg, B) N avalwoydvnon tig Beoloyirilc oxéymg amo Ty
ETALPT) UE TA CVYYQOVOL QEVUATOL (PLMOCOPLRTC KOl ETLOTNUOVIXTIG OXREYNS, ) 1)
avamTuEn g totoQuriic xol PLpAxiic xortriic’.

Katw amod avteg tig mpoimobéoelg »at ue dudbeon onEng ue Tov veo-oyoha-
OTIXLONO Tiig puooxafolxiic Beoloyiag, AAMM ue 0ToY0 wat QLiiry Emaveoun-
velo ToD Axuvan, Tol VO AVTOTTOXQLVETOL OTLS VITORELOXES AVAYRES TOU ONuE-
00, mapadider 6 Karl Rahner i) tdoxtoguny tov dartoip, 1) 0moia aroeigon-
%E nOl Epehe va ExO00¢T Glpyotepa’. ‘H ddaxtopuxt) drortoupiy moodiarypdipel o
TIg TEOOETELS TOV YLl TV AVAUOPMON THS QWUaLoXaB0AxT|c Beohoyiag HECH
e Pabdeldc ovoyetiong Tiig Beohoyiog ue ™ @LAocOpi. TOV XoUEMV’: « O

4. METTEPENNINGEN, J., Nouvelle Théologie - New Theology: Inheritor of Modernism,
Precursor of Vatican II, T&T Clark: 2010, ogh. 9-13. GIBELLINI, R., ‘H @goloyia 100 Eixootoi
aidva, pnu. £9Y., ogh. 203-214.

5. RAHNER, K., Spirit in the world, Trans: William Dych, Continuum: New York 1994, og).
XLVIIL: “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 givau Babvtata memeiouévoc yitt v Gvemdoreia Tic OyoAAOTIXAC [LE-
06dov oV Epapuootnre otV ToPadoon Tijc axadnuaixiic Oeoloyiag, 6mov oi
Evvoleg moEmeL Vo ovAdaupavoviar xai va amooagnviCovar uéxot ve yivovy
avuAnmtes. "Amo ) oyoraotxn uBodo ol TOOYWEET A0 TAVW, GO TO TYOS
TV SLATUTWOEWY, Xl AEITOVQYET UETQ TI|G XATNYNONG, TOETEL VA TEQUOOVUE
ot avBpwmoloyixn uéBodo, 1) omoia Eexiva amo younia xai Teoyweel dvva-
ueL wag avaorovyias uetast Cwic xai aAnbeiag, éumetpias xai évvolas. ‘O
Rahner mpoteiver va épapuootel ot Beoloyia uid avlpwmodoyixn TQO0EYyL-
omn, 1) omoia va Sextva Qo TV EUTTELQLA TTOV EXEL O AVOQWTOS Yl TOV EQUTO TOU
nai va éEetdel ué molov Todmo eivar Suvarov 1) Osoloyia vir aviamoxoLOen’.
Ta Tolor CLOTHUOTLXOL XELUEVQL, TO. OTToTo B0 ovyypdper 6 K. Rahner —xota thyv
TEQAOTLOL OUYYQUPLXY TOV TTOQUYMYN— YL TO puotmoto tiig Aylag Tovadog, me-
OLYQAQPOUV TO TEAEUTOTO UE EVVOLOMOYLXOL OYXNUATOL, X0l YADOOO TOU TOQOITE-
UTOVV €VOEMS OTOV VIAQELOUO ROl TOV TEQOOVAMOUO, UE PACIRO OXOTO THV
VITEPPOON Tii VEo-oyoAaoTIXTlG Beohoyriic Eounvelas. TTap’ OAa atd, Ommg Ba
deuytel, ot Bepehanes mpotimobeoels Tol oyolaotmionod o¢ ot v Tolado-
MOyl TTOQAUEVOUV AXEQOUES.

Kouwvi) ratevBuvon tdv K. Barth xai K. Rahner drtotehet 1) dvovéwon tijg Beo-
Moywiis YAWOOOG PECW TMV VITAQELOTIRMY OYNUATWV ROl TOV TEQOOVAMOTIRGV
dlarutwoemv. AUTO dpoed ®oteEoyny ™) cvothuotiky Eounveia 100 Towadolo-
oD OOYUOTOg %ol THE AVAIEENS TS ONUAOLOE TOU YLl TOVUS OUEQLYOVS YOL-
ottavovs. Ta Bepeha 1OV VO TORAMNAWY EQUNVEVTIXDY CUOTHUATWV OTHV
Towadoloyia avirovy Gmmd ®abe Aoy 0TI OYOAUOTIXY TORADOON, XMELS CUTO
vaL BlyeL Ty avavewon tig 0e0hoyxilc SLoTimmong ®al EMTLYELQNUOTOAOYIOG.

2. Karl Barth

2.1 ‘H tavtion Ogoloyiag xai Oixovouiog
Ytov [Tpohoyo tilg ExxAnotaonixiic Aoyuatixijs tov 6 K. Barth, dutohoyov-
WEVOC OE TTQOTEOTAVIES PIAOVS ROl ETUXQLTES TOV, Eexnabapilel TO yeyovog Ot

6. KERR, F., Twentieth-century Catholic theologians: from Neoscholasticism to nuptial
mysticism, Blackwell Publishing 2005, ogh. 88,94. KiLBY, K., “Karl Rahner”, oto Forp, D. F.,
with MUERSs, R. (ed.), The Modern Theologians: An Introduction to Christian Theology since
1918, Blackwell Publishing 2005°, ogh. 94.

7. GIBELLINL, R., ‘H O¢oloyia 100 Eixo0t0U ai@va, wvnu. €Y., oeh. 281.

44



H YXYNOEXH XXOAAXTIKHE @®EOAOIIAL KAI YIIAPEIEMOY

Yo TOV 1010 O yorotaviouog dev Eexwvd to 1517 —ypovoroyia BupoxoAinong
MV 95 B¢oemv T0U AovBngov ot Birteuféoyn—, dAka Ot O 1d10g ®ivetton dve-
T0L OTO YDQEO THS EViaLag OUTIXTIS TOEAOOONS, TOQATEUTOVTAS OTOV "AVoelLO
%OL TOV ARWVATY YWELS XAVEVOL TYVOS pOPov, dLoTL 1) oxolaotiry didaoxahio
elvaL Ao TOMES Amoyelg Exxhnolaotind 6o’ T avtod Axplpde T mhaioto,
0 K. Barth ®Anpovouet amwo v €viaio dSuTiry OLoTLOVIXY TOEAIO0N TV TOTL-
on Oeohoyiag xot Olrovoulag, TV TaTon Tiig aidiag UraEng Tijg Ayiog Toua-
doc xal Tiic oixovouriic ™Mc pavépmonc’. ‘O BOedc T dmordhvyme eivan 6
Oe0g »0b’ atog, Omws Vplotatan O avtov: “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 1975%, oeh. xiii.

9. T v toton dimv TEoOdmY %Ol OIXOVOULXMY POVEQMOEWY Tiig Ayiag Towddog PA.
AQUINAS, T., Summa Theologica, Part I, QQ XX VII-XLIX, 48. 3, 010 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, oe). 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”. ‘Epunvevovtog 1O ovyzexuuévo ywolo g Summa Theologica 6 EMERY, G., The
Trinity ~ an introduction to Catholic doctrine on the triune God, Trans: M. Levering, The
Catholic University of America Press: Washington 2009, oe). 193, yodel: “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’”. Tuo 0 1010 B¢ua otov Axwvam BA. ot OTT, L., Fundamentals
of Catholic Dogma, Trans: Patrick Lynch, TAN Books: Charlotte, North Carolina 1974, o€h. 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. Th. 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”".

Tavtilovrag, Oeohoyio rat Oixovouia, 0 K. Barth, yonowomnotet ue dveon
JLOTUTTMOELS, Ol OTTOTES PALQTUQOTY THY TOUTLOY OVOLOS el EVEQyeL®dY oTov Tola-
dn0O Oeod, d10TL o1 EvEQyeleg T0T OO0l TEOE TV ®TloN TawTiCoVTaL UE TOV TEOTO
7OV VaQ)EL O Oe0g ®B’ EUTOV. AUTO AVTIOTQO(PO. CUVETAYETAL TV £Eaymyn
OVUTTEQUOUATMV YOt TV Aldar Tomy T Aylag Tolddog Ao Thv olxovouxi oi-
vépwon e “God reveals Himself. He reveals Himself through Himself. He
reveals Himself. If we really want to understand revelation in terms of its
subject, 1.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”". ‘H taition ovolag ot €vep-
yeudv myaler 1000 Ao ) ovyyvon Oeohoyiag xai Oixovouiag, 600 ol Ao
TH PLAOCOQLX) oxo}»ammn gounvela Tig €vvolag actus purus, ®oTd TV 0ol 1)
ovota oD Oob eivan xabapn Evépyela, dLGTL 0TO eivon ToD ol d&v DdiyEL
ropio Suaotoon puetal duvaper rai évepyeiq ovrog: “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 darkness®”... 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
other”... 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, uvnu.
£0Y., ogh. 299-300.

11. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, pwp.
£0Y., ogh. 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 , oel. 261.

13. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, uwyu. £€gy., ogh. 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’". AxQ®dg 0¢ ot TV €vvola Tod actus purus faoileton 1 TovTion
TS ovotog Tol Oeod %ol TV £QYmV Tov, dMhadn 1) TawTion ovolog ®al €ve-
vewdv: “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™.

2.2 [Tpdowmo, Ovoia, OéAnon, Evéoyeia: H tavtion toomov vmdpsews xai
EvepyeL@v otov Ogo
‘H tavmion ovotog xal €vegyeudv oty Paon Tiig amolutng Aot Tag T
Oetov Eivar eivar dvéhoyn pe v towtion odotac xoi fovinong otov Oed, 1
omota Eyet Ta idta Bepéhar rat Tig idieg mpovmobéoelg ue v mowt. “Eto, 6 K.
Barth pmwoQel vau xivetton ue dveon yonotwomolmvtag va 0eoroyro AeEhoyio,
10 6molo mapaméumel ot Tavtion Eival kol évegyelv, Eivon ol fovkeoBou,
OmTmS Ol EVVOLES QUTES YONOLUOTTOLOTVTCL OTOV VITARELOUO, TaQX TO OTL OL TOWTL-
oelg Bepelavovron otov oxolaotxiouo: “The fact that God’s being is event,

14. BarTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, uvnu. £oy., oeh. 264.

15. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, pvnpu.
£0Y., oel. 371. X ovvéyela tod xewpuévou 6 K. Barth duapiver uetaf tijg ovoiog 100 Oeod »ad’
EQUTOV %0l THG 0V0t0G ToT B0 TOU UTOXOMVTTTETAL, MOTOO 1] HLAKQOLON YONOLUOTIOLETTON OV
Y10 VO EEQ0QaMOTEL 1] EhevBeQia ToU g0l O Wt avoyraoTtixl] drordluym g ovoiag Tov.
‘O Oedg amonralvmretan EheVBega dit Tiig fovlnoems Tov. ‘Qotdoo, 1| fovknon Tovtileton ue v
ovoio tol @0l oto Thaiowo Tijg Beiag amhotnrac. ‘H émpovi) 1ot K. Barth otiyv tavtémyta tod
01 ad extra xai ad intra givou 10 Poaotnd Oeného tic Eopmvetac Tov Tooo PPt 800 Hal gL-
hooopurd.

Mg a0tov TOV 10070 AodideL TO £V AOY® %EIPEVO ROl EVOC A0 TOVS ONUAVTLROTEQOVS RAN-
QoVvOpovg Tig oxéyng tod K. Barth, 6 xabnyntiig JUNGEL, 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, ogh. 47, 6 6moiog oyoMalovrag TO xelpevo tod daoxdhov Tov yoagel: “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”".
Avapepouevog oty Ayia Toudda mooxeluévov var megrypdpet Tig Ogleg
“Yrootdoerg, 6 K. Barth mpotiud va mapapegioer tovg 6povg Yrootaolg #oi
[Tpdommov ol vt aUTdV Vo eloaydyel TOV 000 TEOTo VITdpEems (Seinsweise)
YL raBeptor Ao Tig vootaoels T Ayiag Tolddog. OemQET Th CUYREXQLUEWY
datdmmon rotahAAdteEn Yo ToUg onueevovg xouots”. ‘H tavton dotoco
OVOLOG ROl EVEQYELMV OUVETTLPEQEL ROTA EVOLV EVIELDS PUOLOAOYLXO TQOTO %Ol
TV Ta0TLOY DTOCTACEMV ROl EVEQYELGDY, OL0TL TO TEOCWTO. ElvalL TOELS TEOTMOL
VaEemg Tol Evog Oeod, dMhady tig niag ovoiag Tov®™. Luveroymywrd, otov
K. Barth 6 0pog teOm0g VTAEEEMS, 6 OmOT0g 0TV 0PBOO0EN Tapddoon dnim-
VEL TG OYEOELS XATAYWYTIS TOV Otlv YITOOTATEMYV, TOUQOTEUTEL OTLS EVEQYELES
100 Toradnot Oeod ot xtion. Agv natopyet 0 K. Barth 10 dyévvnrov, 10 yev-
VIITOV %Ol TO €XTOQEVTOV, OTOCO, ATOVONS TS OLOXQLOEMS OVOLOG ®al EVEQ-

16. BaRTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, uwnu. £€gy., oeh. 271-
272. TIpPA. »at JUNGEL, E., God’s Being is in Becoming: The Trinitarian Being of God in the
Theology of Karl Barth. A Paraphrase, pyvnu. £€0Y., oeh. 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”. Ava.-
TOQeEVHTA TETOLES SLATUTDOELS Elval TO AmoTEAEOQ THC EloaywYRig WaS QoLvouevoroyiog Tod
y00vou oty Lot tig Ayiag Toddog xai xotd hoyuri] ouverelo 6 OO POVEQWVETOL VO, TOTOTOL
Eumpooev tmapEilonmy Emhoydv. Eivaw onpoviind 10 8 6 E. Jiingel PAémel 010 OUyREXQLUEVO
onuelo Ty gpunvevtxy) 100 K. Barth ig o0vBeon mepoovalopuod ol oxoAaoTixlouoD, 1 Omoic:
dnuoveyet v Glppuotovoa doyuatiry dratimmon Yo 1oV Toadro @eod: “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”, 6.1

17. BarTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, pvnu.
£0Y., 0gh. 359 n.E.

18.. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, pvnu.
£0Y., ogh. 359.
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YELDV, aUTd ®OBLoTAVTOL TEOTTOL VITaREEMS-EvEQYeLes ToD Toadiwot Beol o€
avopoaL xai ug v xtion: “If the 1oomog amoxadpeag is a really different one
from the toomog Vdp&ews and if the Umap&is is the real being of God, then this
means that God in His revelation is not really God™. Kat’ otov TOv 10010 0
TOTOC VIAREEMS TMV OtV YTOOTATEMV (PUVEQMVOVTAL OTIV AITOXAAYY Heil
vLoTavton At TS auroxalnpews, dMAad TouTiCovial UE T AXTIOTES EVEQYEL-
ec g amoxdAvynge: “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™.

2.3 To Eivau 100 @0t ¢ dydmn

"Exovtog 0plogt v ovoia 10l Oeod Mg ®aBaol EVEQYELO ATTOROAVTTTOUEVN,
0 K. Barth mpoympel 010 €mduevo €pevvnuno €owtnua Tig ExxAnoiaotixijs
Aoyuatixiic Tov: 0¢ Ti oUVIoTaTOL oUTH 1) Bgla ATOXAAVTTOUEVY EVEQYELQ, T
omota 6piLer O elvar Tod Ogod?; ‘H dmdvinom tod K. Barth eivon 6m 1) odota
100 O£0b eiva 1) dmonalvntouevy évéoyerd Tov d¢ dydmn. Katd ovvémela, 1O
Eivar 1ot @god, 1) ovota Tov eivou 1) dydom: “God loves because He loves;
because this act is His being, His essence and His nature””. ‘O to0mog ue tov
omotov Vel 6 Oedg %ad’ aiTdg #ad S’ EauTov eivau 1) drydm, StoTt O etvon
Tov eivan 1) érydam. Kot ouvémera 6 1o0moc, pé tov ommoto deyomavron o I1pd-
oo, g Aylag Toddog uetafy Tovg, eivon 6 100mOC UE TOV 6moio 6 Bedc

ayamnd tov avBpmmo®. ‘O K. Barth éxxivel amo v Oixovoplo xal Tig EvEQyeL-

19. BarTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, uwu.
€0y., ogh. 353.

20. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, pwu.
£0Y., oeh. 362-363.

21. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, uvnu. £€oy., ogh. 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, pvnu. €y., ogh. 279.

23. JUNGEL, E., God’s Being is in Becoming: The Trinitarian Being of God in the Theology
of Karl Barth. A Paraphrase, pwnu. £0Y., ogh. 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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¢ 10U Toradrol B0l EOG THV XTLoN, YLl VO OQLOEL TH OgdTNTaL KOO ALUTIV (DG
ayamm: “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 Ilove such another, His love
overflows™. TO oUVOAO GVT@Y TMV SLOTUTMOEWY EIVEAL CUVETES UE TIC OYOMIL-
oTreg TEOUTOOEDELS TOV. T BAon TiS prhocopuxiic amlotnrog tol Otlov
Eivau, 1] ovolo towtiCetow ue v vépyeia, 1} ovola eivon #abopl) Evépyeia xal
1 0€lnom, 1) yvoon xai 1) dydmy dmwotehotv TV ovoto 100 B0, Tavtiloueves
UE auTnv>.

2.4 ‘H tavtion 100 [Tpoowmov ué myv ayamn xai mv élevbepia otov Ogo

‘O K. Barth, avtitifeuevog ue t 0ouoorafoinn-oxoraotxi) aveiinyn Tig
Betoc odotac ¢ dvayroudmroc, dnhady ué T Beohoyund) Eounveia dtu eivor
adUVOTOV VoL v DITaEYEL 6 BE0C 1] VO VITAQYEL dLAPOQETIRA ATTO TO TS VITALQ-
€L, Eoumvevel 10 Eivar 1ol Ogob d¢ éhevbepia®. H hevbepia Tod Ocod Towri-
Ceton pe v aydom). To Elvau 1ot Oeod d¢ éhevbepia telel 08 dmmdiuty ovpmtw-
on ut 10 Eivar 1ot ©cod o dydm: «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, pwnu. €gy., ogh. 280.

25. Ott, L., Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, pvnp. £0Y., ogh. 28 %.£.: “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, uwu. €gy., ogh. 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 1s, 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»”.

‘H &ydam 100 Oeod pavepmvel TOV 100mo o ival 6 Oedc e ITpdowmo.
[Mpdowmo #ai dydmn tavTtiCovian #al cuvende T wovo dAndvo mpdowmo eivan
0 Oedc. Ot AvOpmITOoL VPLOTAVTAL M TEOCMITC, OTOV PaOUd TOU wuodvran To
uévo dvrwe mpdowmo, dnhadh Tov idto Tov Ocd. Of dvbpwmor SV elvan TEOCH-
7T YIVOVTOL TTRO0MIT. 0TO BOBUO TOV AvVTaToxQivovtol otV &rydstn 100 Oeod:
“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”. Ot televtaieg 6v0 meplodol ToD amoomd-
opatog ®aBLoTotv oot} TV UaEn 100 Oeod g [poonmwy, vrootaotalous-
vov S0 Tiig ayamng ad intra xai ad extra”. TovtiCetow 1) évépyela T00 Oeod

27. BarTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, uyu. £€oy., oel. 284.

28. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of God, Vol. 2, Pt. 1, uwyu. €Y., oeh. 284-
285.

29. Ta mpdowma tig Ayiag Towddog vooiviar g oxéoels g Belag ovolag, ol Omoteg oyé-
ol 6piovra Amd TV dydan Tov givon TowTdonu Tig ovotag Tol Oeol: “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”, JUNGEL, 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, ogh. 371-372.

‘H Bemonon v Osiwv Yrnootdoewv dc Touiv todmwv dmdoenc Tic Ociag Ovotag sivon
xhaowd) ot dutry mapddoon. Bh. WILHELM, J., - SCANNELL, T. B., A Manual of Catholic
Theology based on Scheeben”s “Dogmatik”, Benziger Bros.: London 1909, oe). 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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ROTO TV ATOXRAAVYY TS 0TIV XTLOT, UE TV 0VoLa ToD B0l M Ay KOl XKOL-
Aettan O AvOEmITog VO OUOLAoEL UE TOV OO dLat THS TAVTOTTOC THiC Ay asTng.

‘H 0é0m &1L uévo 6 Bedc eival mpdowmo #ai 61l of EvBpmmol yivovral med-
owa 01O PabUd TOU UETEYOLY THS OEOTNTOC, AVTAETTOL AITO TH OYOMOTIXY) B0-
Aoyta xal ovyrexouuéva dd TV Tantion ovotag xal DdpEeng, 1| dmolo elval
TQOYUOTLR HOVO OTOV Od. XT0 mAAUOLO THS AQLoToTEMXTS dLdmpLong duvapuel
2O EVEQYELQ OVTOC, RATOL TV OTTOLOL TAL VI TELVOUV OTHV EVIELEYELNL TOVS GO
™) petdfoon 1o duvdper oto Evepyeiq, 1O udvo Ov 1O Omolo dEv elval duvato-
mra mEOC AT, GG xabapy évépyela —actus purus— eival 6 Oedc®. Tuvende
70 WOVO TEOYUOTIRO TEOCWTO ivan 6 Oedc, SLdTL 1O TEOCMTO TOWTILETOL UE THV
UaEn. ‘H “YraoEn otov O©¢o tavtiletan ue v Ovoia Tov, 6mmg dev ovpfat-
VEL 0€ OVEVOL OITO TOL XTLOTO. OVICQ. LUVETMS, TO AvOQMOIIVAL TQOCWITOL G-
Bevouv Mg TEToLe LOVO OTOV PaBrd oL UeTEYOLY Tiig TENELOS VITaOENG, TOD Té-
Aetov mpoowmov Tol Oeot™.

in which the Divine Essence and Nature, as an absolutely independent and individual substance,
belongs to Itself”. "Emiong, yw 10 1010 Bépua otov Omud Axwarty Ph. AQUINAS, T., Summa
Theologica, Part I QQ XXVII-XLIX, 28.2, ot0 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, oeh. 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, ogh. 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, pwnu. €gy., oeh. 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 xai Analogia Fidei: Ot avBowmives mooimobéoels ue-
T0XT]S %l YVOONS T0U O0v

Ta #plowa gomwmuata mob meoxvmTouy eivan T £E7C: mide O dvOpwmog
AoxTaL T Ogint) dryamn; e Tl HETEYEL TOOXEWEVOU VO EMDEL O€ TOTOTNTO ALYl
MG ue 10 Be0d, 0tov ‘Omoto 1 Aydstn TavTICETOL UE THY OVOLOL KL THV EVEQYELQL
Tov;

T €QWTUOTO CUTO. UETALOYNUATIOUEVO, OTO EQMTNUC TTEQL THS YVMONG TOT
O¢0d anaoyoinoay éxtevag 1ov K. Barth o¢ o pordypown meptodo tiig ovy-
Yoopwiic Tov dpaomoTnTas, dtott, vootneilovrog Tv sola gratia ol v
analogia fidei, No0e AvTpuéTmmOC e ™) oYoAaoTIRY-0mpato%adOMHY Evvola Tiic
analogia entis ot THg £QUNVELOS ™S GO TOUS QWUALOXABOAROUS Be0LdYOUS
100 €1%00TOT AUDVAL, QYA Otwg avarttvyOnxe dmo tOv Erich Przywara®, ue
1OV 6molo NeOe o toyvodtom diohextiny dvauétonom xai ot ouvéxeta Siado-
yuna ue tov Gotllieb Sohngen xat tov Hans Urs von Balthasar®.

‘H analogia entis, 6mwg dvomtiooeton dmo 1oV pwuooradolxzo Tnoovit
Erich Przywara oto0 faowo tov €oyo Religionsphilosophie Katholischer Theo-
logie, Gipod v £yyevij Tagovoia 100 g0l EviOg TMV AVOQMIVOY KTLOUAT!Y,
duom & ®riopata O Tétolo eival dnuoveynuata Tod G0l kol ouVERRC &V
gautoig eival 6 1d1oc 6 Od¢ ot T TEAEN THC dnuoveyriic Tov ovyratdfa-

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. T 10 6épa PA. LONG, S.D., Saving Karl Barth: Hans Urs von Balthasar’s preoccupation,
Augsburg Fortress Publishers: Mineapolis 2014. JouNsoN, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia
Entis, pw. €0y. () mo 6hoxinpwpévn dwatolfh émtt 1ol Béuartog): 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), oo. 1-23 »ai https://scholarship.rice.edu/bitstream/handle/
1911/62714/article_RIP401_part2.pdf;sequence=1 (mpoomerdiomxe otig 22/9/2016). BETZ, J. R.,
“Beyond the sublime: the aesthetics of the analogy of being (part two)”, Modern Theology, 22:1
January 2006, 00. 1-50. TO 00vOLO TMV EQUNVELDY OTLS TAQATAVK EQYAOIES TEOTOLOQICETOL Hat-
BopLoTHa GITO TIG TTQOTECTAVTILXES 1) TLG QWUALOXADOMKES HATAPOAES TV YOUPOVIOV.
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onc. ‘H évavBpowmmon amotelel v ®opwvida Tijg ovyxatafaons tol Ogod
€vtog TV xtuoudtwv, Kottt hoywy ovvémela, ovveyiter 0 Erich Przywara, 1)
yYvoon 100 Ogol pavepmvetal L TS PLLOCOPLOS (LETAPUOLRTIS) Kol THS Ov-
B MITVNG CUVELINONG KOTO THV CVTO-EVOOOROTNOT THS, 1) OTTOLCL ALVOXOAITTTEL TH)
Beio vataywyl Tol avBowmivoy ®kTIOUOTOg, IMMAAdY TV ATorAAVYN ROl T OU-
yrotafaon 1ot Oeol Mg T dMuoveyia avtod Tol tOLov ToD ®TIoUATos. AUt
poveQMVEL TV analogia entis®.

“Otav 6 Erich Przywara émoxégmue 10 oguvagio 1ot K. Barth, 1 faowy
€VOTaon ToU AXQOTNELOV VTTHEEE N Tapay VLo Tiig apaptiog o tov Erich
Przywara, 1) 6moto. #aTa.otoéQeL T OUVEIdNON ®al ouvende O AvBpmmog elval
avixavog OV awtiic v €pBeL ot yvoon 1ol Ogot™. ‘O pmuaoxabohxog In-
oovitg, Paotlouevos ot QWUALOXOBOAMXY GOy OTL 1) YOS TEAELOTOLET %Ol
OEV ROTAOTOEPEL T PUOT, ATAVTNOE OTL O OTOYAUONOG THiS AvOQOTLVNG CUVELdN-
ong eival TO TEMTO PTiua ol Yvmon Tod Ocod, 1O 6moio OAoxAnohVeTaL SLi i
yaouroc. TO #tiopa dg dmverde petéxov oo eivor 100 Oeod Me dnuoveyriic
nEaEemg €vexeL T duvardmTa Tiig YVaoemg ToU Ogol €v eavtd. ‘H Bewola Tijg
pUoeng 6yl o) yvdon 1ol Ood, StoT 6 ®dopog eivar dMuoveynua Tod

34. PRZYWARA, E., Schriften, vol. 2, Johahnes Verlag: Einsiedeln 1962, ogh. 442, utgo. dmo
t0v JOHNSON, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, uyvnu. €gy., oeh. 74, “For the analogia
entis does not denote an ascertainable God contained in the Iimits 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, pwnu. £€0v., ogh. 442, uto. o tov JOHNSON, K. L., Karl
Barth and the Analogia Entis, pvnu. £0y., ogh. 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”. TIpfA. »al PRZYWARA, E., “Metaphysik und Religion”, Stimmen
der Zeit, 104, 1922, oel. 137-138, utpo. NIELSEN, N. C., “The Debate Between Karl Barth and
Erich Przywara: A New Evaluation of Protestant and Roman Catholic Differences”, uvnu. £€ov.,
oeh. 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. JounsoN, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, uvnp. €gy., oel. 88-89.
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Oeot”. AUt 1) YVOON OA0XAEMVETOL OO TS Autoxalnpems ToU OeoT Evog Tiig
exnnotoc®.

‘H totopien dMlwon 1ot K. Barth otov mpoloyo i ExxAnoiaonixiic Aoy-
UATLXTC TOV, ROTOTLY £XTEVOTS ueLETNS ThS analogia entis TO00 OTOV Axtvatn
800 %ol otov Przywara, fitav 6t 6 K. Barth Oswpel Tv analogia entis (¢ v
EmVON0N ToU AvVTLYQLOTOU %0l MG TOV COPAQATEQO AOYO YLOL VO NV TTROOYMEY)-
o€l Tote 0 t01og ot Poparorabohny "Exxinoia™. ‘H dnhwon v, poxoo 1od
VO AOTELET ATADGS piot ENTOQLXY] TEOXRAN O, AvalVETAL AITO TOV 1OL0 ETOEUMS
otd ovvolo tol Egyov Tov. ITpdTov, 1 dmondhvym Tod Ocod eival SO Tiic Y-
oLTog %ot Oyt Eva OedOUEVO Tiig EYYEVOlc AVOMITYNG IXAVOTNTOS TEOS AVOXAL-
Avym. ‘H analogia entis detyvel TV Armroralvm MS OTOLYETO TTOV AVORAAVTTETOL
Ao wLdL £yyevij ivavomta tol avBpmmivou ovtog”. Agvtepov, dit Ti)g analogia
entis 1 yvoon 100 Oeot oynuartiletor o dvoowmoroyire dedoueva nai Oyt
Qo TV dmroxaluyn tot Oeot*. Toltov, oth faon tiig Thnovg éEaypeimong 1ol
no elndva, xaBe puotrd) Bempla etvon daupovint, Sidtt f povn duxaimon Eoye-
TOL €% TOTEMS 0TOV XQLOTO %Ol GO ROULOL AUTO-EVOOOXROTNON THS AvBmITLYNG
oxéPne. “Otav yivetow AOyog yui 1oV dvOpamivo Adyo, Tdvtote yivetal Viog
TS TETTMHVLOS ROTAOTOONG KO OUVETIDS OEV UTOQET VO XTLOOEL TAVW 0 QTOV

37.JonnNsoN, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, pwu. €gy., oeh. 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. JounsoN, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, uvnu. £€9Yy., ogh. 91.

39. BArTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, uwu.
€0Y., oeh. 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. JounsoN, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, pwyu. €QY., ogh. 96.

41. Jounson, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, pwyu. £€0y., oeh. 107.
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noptor By yvoon®. Tétagtov, uovov 1 Evavipommanon Mg amoxalvyn 10U
Oeod putilel TV Guagtio ®al TO oxOToC TS aviowmvng Aoywriic. Xuvendg, 1
amondduyn mc chprwon 1ol Oeot Adyov dEV Elval CUUTANOWUOTIXY THC
avlpwmVNG PUOAS BEWELOS - ROTO T QOUALOXOBOMXT AoYLxd) THig XGLTOG
7oV TehetomoLel TV dvOpwrmvny qvom. Etvow 1) povn dmoxdhuym mov @éovel ™
Beoyvmota®. [Téumtov, d&v vpioTaTan oo CVVEQYELD Og0D %ol AvOEMITOU OTO
yeyovog Tiic oomotac. ‘H owmola eivar sola gratia. ‘O dvOpwmog eivan verpdg
Ato TV GpoTic, Oyl ATAMS TANYUEVOSH. Tuverds 1) 0oL avBQWITLVY CUVEQ-
YELOL ot owtnoto elvon wéh 1) 1o 1) Bt xéiorg. TO nar’ eindva eivan 1) Osiol xd-
0L %O OYL EYYEWNS xavoTTa ToD AvBommou Vi Yvmpilel 10 Oed®.
TTEQEOVUEVOS EQUNVEVTIXO, OTH BOOxt) TEOTEOTAVTIXY BE0M TTEQL AOAVTYC
eEay0elmong Tob dvBpwmou arrod Tv dpagtia, 0 K. Barth tavtilel 10 xat’ eino-

VoL UE TV TThoT) 710U ONUOVEYETTAL OTOV AvBRmITo Ao Tov Oed™. ‘QoTtoc0, ®al

42. JounsoN, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, ywyu. €Y., oeh. 108.

43. JounsoN, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, pwnu. £0Y., oeh. 101.

44. BARTH, K., Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of the Word of God, Vol. 1, Pt. 1, pwp.
€0Y., oeh. 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, oel. 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, pwpu.
£0Y., oeh. 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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av™) 1) 10w 1) ot 8&v elvaw ue novévay 1Mo Eva AvBQMTIVO (OQAATNOLOTL-
%0, GAMYL ELvaL ®aEmog THC (AoLtog 100 Ocod otov dvBpwmo. Tuvende, 1O xov
einova eivar analogia fidei, fj 6mota ¢ dvwBev éoyouéwn eivaw sola gratia®’.
Amévav otiv analogia entis g €yyevoUg ixavom|Tog T AvBQmIToL VaL YVmQL-
oeL 10V ©¢0, 6 K. Barth 0a dvuitaEer tyv analogia fidei, davellouevog tov mow-
Lewo 0po avaroyia miotewg, | Omola Opwg Tovtiteton ue T Beta yaon, ONAadn
ue Tov idto Tov Oed Adyo oty faon tod actus purus. [Tagaméumovrog ot AoyLo
100 AovBnov Ot 1) 61 oty dev TaEdyETAL AITO TO VOU TOT AvORMITOU, GALY
ATORAELOTIXO ATO TO €QYO TOD Ogod, vataAnyel: “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™.

Me Bepuehwdn Boloywnt) TpotimoBeon v tavtion Ogoroyiag xat Oixovo-
Ulog %Ol T CUWITCLQEXTELVOUEVY OUYXMVEVOY OVOLOG %ol EveQyel®dv otov Tola-
o B¢0, 0 K. Barth mpoywoel oty Epunveia thg £vavipmmnong Mg GvasToQaL-
Yoyiig TV EvOoTatmv oxéoewv Tig Aidlov Ayiog Towddog ad extra. [Tpoxerton
YO ULl AVohoyioL TQOTTOV VTAEEMS TMV Otlwv YTooTAoEmV ®aTdl TG ALdLeg
oyéoeis Tijg Aylog Toradog meog T oyEon Tiig dvBpmmomTag 00 XoLoTol Né
TOUG VToLoovg avBpmmove: “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, pwnpu.
€0Y., oel. 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, pwnpu.
€Y., ogh. 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 1. 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™. Xt éon to¥ actus purus, Tg
TaTtiong ovotag xat évepyeudy, 6 K. Barth pumopet ue dveon va dOvoudlel tov
Bed Mg aToaydmy, N Omola dmotelel TV ovota Tov, pavepmvovtag ovTmg Tig
EvOOTOTES OYEoELS TMV Otlwv YTOOTAOEWY, ROl TAUTOYQOVWS MG EveQYoToa
ayam mog TOV ®Oopo, dMnhadn ag xabapn Evégyera. Mg aito TO oyolaoTxo
oo, eivar Eviiagpépov 8Tl 0td Ao avtd AeEhdyio Tiic Totaduriic drydang
YONOLUOTIOLETTAL 1) TEQOOVOMOTIXY Opoloyio ToU "Eym-Xv, Ty Omolo elodyet
ot prhooogia xai T Beoroyio 6 M. Buber™.

‘H évavBowmmon @avepmvel ™) wovn ainbuvy dvoloyio uetaEy Oeot %ol
avBpwmov. Eivaw 1) dvadloyia Tiic oxéone tod todmov Vmdotene 1V Ociwv
“Yrootdoewv GAANAOTEQLYWQOVIEVMV %Al TiG OYEong Tiig AvBpmmdTTaS TOT
Xototol pug Tovg dvBpmove. ‘H noévn dnowiy Eoumveio 100 xat eixdvo eivow
0 1010g 0 XpLoTog, d1oTL ROTOTTTEILEL T Beta don, we v Omota 1 dvBpwmoT-
14 Tov oyetitetar ue Tovg dvbpdmove. ‘H idua avty yxéon eivaw 1) ovoia Tod
Oeol oth) fdon TO actus purus kol QAVEQWVEL TOV TQOTO VITAQEEMS TH)S OVOLOG
100 B0, 6 dmoilog eivan § dydmn v Oelwv Ymootdoeswv petafy tovg. ‘H
gounveila tol xat’ elxova Oyl mg analogia entis, Al ¢ analogia fidei, 1) 6moia
Buwe etvaw sola gratia, foioxet Thpa Sl TS yoLoTohoyIAiic ot Eounveiog v
mhnedmta e “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, og€h. 218-219.

50. Ich und Du, Reclam: Stuttgart 2008. Xthv &yylxi) 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 Der™".

2.6 Analogia Relationis: ‘H tavtion 100 1o0mov vmdpSews oty ‘Ayia Toud-
da xai Tov avlowmo

‘H avahoyio tiig oxéong, N avoloyion 100 TQOTOV VTaEEMS Ogod xai
avBpwmov, 1000 otoVv XEL0TO TTROS TOV B0 TTatépa xat TEOg TOVS AvORMITOUC,
000 nat —dapeoov tot XoLotol- 0Tovg avipmmous HetaEl Toue, Toohaufd-
vel otov K. Barth 1ov texvind 800 analogia relationis™. Eivay cogec &t oty
avtidnym tod K. Barth 1) analogia relationis €pyetol 0¢ durolutn avriBeon pe v
analogia entis. ‘H mpot dmotehel v 1O ™) Oela xaon, o€ dviiBeon pe xade
gyyevi] avBommvn duvatotta Yo Belor Yvwon, TV OTole AVILITQOOMITEVEL 1)
analogia entis. To onuavtixdtepo otouyeio Tiic analogia relationis eivou 8L dgv
yapaxmiler wovo 1ov XpLoto mg avahoyio oyéong uetafy Iatpoc-Yiod xai
Xo1otoU-avOommTmV, AAMGL ROl TOV XABEVA YOLOTLOVO AVOQMITO, OTOV OTTOT0 CUNL-
Batver 10 Badua Tig ToTew, TEOS TOVG ouvavBpmmous Tov: “iIf 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, pwu. £9y., o€h.
219.

52. ‘O K. BARTH daveiletouw tOv 0o &md tov D. BOENHOEFFER, Creation and Fall: A
theological interpretation of Genesis 1-3, Macmillan: New York 1959, oel. 37. ‘O BOENHOEFFER,
EQUNVEVOVTAGS TO AT €OV YONOLUOTOLET TOV 000 analogia relationis Yl va TOV GvtitdiEel othv
omponoxadohxy analogia entis. TO foowxd onueio %ol Yo 1OV BOENHOEFFER givou &t 1) &vaho-
yiow oxéong povegmver v ouoldTTa @0l ®ai AvBpmITOU, POVO %ol UOVo Emeldn 1 xGoLs ToT
©e0l dvounvavel otov dvBpwmo. ‘H analogia relationis eivay 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”, 0.7., o€l 65 %.£.
010 GREEN, C. J., Bonhoeffer: A Theology of Sociality, W. B. Eerdmans: Cambridge 1999, o€h.
192-193. T tv €EEMEN THg oxéymg tol K. Barth wévw otiyv €vvola tig analogia relationis A.
»al LEE, J. Y., “Karl Barth’s Use of Analogy in his Church Dogmatics”, Scottish Journal of
Theology, Vol. 22, 02, June 1969, ogh. 141-151.
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destined to participate in the benefits of the fellow-humanity of that One, to be
delivered by Him”>.

“Yrdyouv 1€00€01g OULUYLES, OL OTTOTES PAVEQMVOUV TV TAUTOTNTA TOD TQO-
7OV VIAREEMS TV €vOOTaTMV O)EoemV THS dudiov Towddog: a) ‘H oyéon Ia-
17006 20l YioU udilmg, B) 1 ox€on Axtiotou dNuoveyod xait ®ToTod dMuoveyn-
watog g TEoPohidig Tig didiov Touddog ad extra ot faon Tod actus purus, Y) 1)
oyéon 1ot avBpamov ‘Inood pe tov Oco Iatépa rat ) 1 oxEon 100 dvBpmmou
"Inood ue v dvBpmmotnTa. Tawtoxedvme Ao Tig TEGOEQLS TQOXVITTEL ONTCL KL
Ouohoynuéva pa TEUTT) oLguyla, ot TV avoyevwnuévmv €v Xouotd mog
TOUg VTolowovg avBpmmove. “OAeg Ol TAQUTAV® OYEOELS RUTOTTOLLOVY ThV
analogia relationis, 1) 6molat aveEQMVEL TOV TEOTO VIaEEEME Tiig adiov Told-
dog: “for all the disparity (€vvoel dxtiotov zat xtotod)... 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, pwnu. €0y., o€h.
225. TpPh. non JouNsoN, K. L., Karl Barth and the Analogia Entis, pwu. €Y., ogh. 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, oe).
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”.
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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”. ‘H 6hn €éounveia 100 K. Barth faociCetol oty dviiv-
on tod 170v xepahaiov to0 Kata Iwavvyy Evayyeliov otv mpoogvyl Tod
Xpwotod yui Tovg podntéc tov. ‘H analogia relationis eivan dmdiu ovvémeia
i sola gratia xai toU actus purus, a@oU ol (vOpmoL roTd TV dmolvty €Ea-
YOELWOT TOUS GO TV GUOQTIOL TQATTOUV RAAMS ATTOXAELOTIXGL OTH PAON Tijg
EVOVOOMTNONG Rl WOVOV ALl THS EVORNVOUONS OTOUS AVOLYEVVIUEVOUS GVOQM-
movg Betog Evepyelog, 1) Omolo ®al TavTiCeton ue ™) Oelor ovoto. TuvVem®me 1)
analogia relationis eivou sola gratia. TO 6Mo £QunveVTIRO OYijuo Elval ATOAMYTWC
OUVETES UE TIS AOYIRES ROl BEOMOYIRES TOOVTOOETELS THS QUTLXTIG OYOAAOTIXT|C
TaEAdOoNC.

3. Karl Rahner

3.1 H nowmuxn tijc dvuxiic yorotavixiic Ovotoxpatiag otv Towadoroyia
To 1970 »vrhogoel otv ayyhxy YAdooo 10 €oyo tov K. Rahner, The
Trinity”. ‘O K. Rahner -0mmg »ai 6 K. Barth— €yel ag Paowri) uéouva dp’ £vog

54. Church Dogmatics, The Doctrine of Creation, Vol. 3, Pt. 2, pwnu. €y., ogh. 220.

55. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, Trans: J. Donceel, Continuum: London-New York 1970. I'ix
™V moiotopia 100 PLpAiov mdg doboov ot yeouoviry YAdooo Ph. COFFEY, D., “Trinity”, 010
MARMION, D., - HINES, M.E. (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Karl Rahner, Cambridge
University Press 2005, oe). 98.
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VoL EmovalmoyovioeL 10 doyua tiig Ayiag Touddog dmo T oxolaoTix Tov Amm-
Onom 0€ YMEOVS UORQEUA ATTO TS VITOQELRES AYWVIES ROL TA COTLROL EVOLOQE-
ooVvTa. T AvBpmITOoU, G’ £TEQOV var deiEel OTL TO puototo s Ayiag Touddog
eivau 6 mnvog e xowomoviriic Cwfic. "Emonuaiver yopaxmolotixd 8t 1o
doypa thg Aylag Torddog M TETOL0 dEV OUVETAYETAL ATTOMITOS TITTOTE YLl TOUG
YOLOTLOVOUG, ®ABMS OTOL CUUTEQLPEQOVTOL OS (ITAOT HOVOBEIOTES OTOLOLOIN-
mote Bpnoxreiac®. Aitia adrod Tod yeyovdtoc eivar yut tov K. Rahner 1) épupoviy
Tic dutniic Beoloyiag ot pia ovoio 10U Ogod, 1) Omoia EEagavitel rabe dua-
#oUTO POLO TV Otiwv Yrootdoswy. Eivaw tétola 1) éupow otov éva Ged, oti)
uia ovoto Tov, TOU Yo T duTirt) TTorTeQLx) TaEAd0O0N 1) EvavBpmmnon B wro-
potoe vo. £xeL oVUPET ATd OmToLodNToTE TEOOWO TS Ayiag Towddoc. Ki oo
YLOTL OTO YEYOVOG THS €vavBpommmong tod Beol 10 PAog Thg duTiric EQunvel-
0OG TEPTEL TTAVTOTE OTOV EVOL OO %O OYL OTO CUYREXQLUEVO TTQOTMIO TS Aylog
Towdog mov cagrmvetan”. To 1do cvufaiver xai oty Otla Agttovgyia, ot
™V omola to ITatep Hudv dmevBuvetar adiagpogomointa oty Ayio Todda
rnat Ol otov [atépa, du ToD OO0V %Ol TEOYUATOTTOLETTAL TO OLO YEYOVOGS Ti|g
owmotag. “Oln 1 €upaon Tig TaEAdoong TEPTEL 0TO ®OWO €Yo Tiig Aylog
Towddog, wg ovotag, Mhadn wg rabaiic EvEQyelag - actus purus, Ue ATOTELE-
opa TV TANEN Ayvonon v Otimv YTooTAoEmY ROl TV ATMAELL. THS WOVOdL-
ROTNTAC TOVS WITQOOTA OTHV TEAELOTTOL THS Ociog Ovotoc™. Katainxtixod mood-

56. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, uvnu. £9Y., ogh. 10.

57. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, uvnu. €oy., oeh. 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 s 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, uvnu. £0Y., oeh. 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 satistactio condigna (adequate satisfaction)”.
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deryua yuir tov K. Rahner eivar 1) popaworafohxy Sidaonario meol ydottog, 1
Omola vt VoL ToaEUTEL VBEWS 0TO £0Y0 TOTU TROooMTOV ToD “Inoot XoLotod
0Th Belo OlROVOULXL, 0TIV RAAUTEQY TEQITTMON TQOETOLUALEL TOUS TLOTOVS YL
W AVTLUETMITLON THS £vavBpamnong mg xowol €pyou tiig Ayiog Towddog.
AUto xoata 10v K. Rahner ouvvemdyeton i dvoagpod waht otov €va Oed Tig
wag ovotag, 1) Oolo. MG actus purus TQOYUOTOTOLEL TOCO T ONULOVEYLo. 000
%Ol TV rtehevBEQON TS Gtd TV apapTior ®oil Tov Bdvoro. Mt tétora dtda-
orala mept xaortog xota tov K. Rahner, dg’ €vog d&v pavepmver yud tov
avBpwmo xaputo petoy) oty Yrootaon tod Yiod g Oeia vioBeotia, agp’ ETEQOV
dwohver xaBe ovvdeon petaEy Oixovoutag xol Ogoloylog oty Ayia Towdda,
apod eEapavilel Tic O¢ieg “YTOOTAOES OTHV ATOULXY, 01%Y) ROl EEXWOLOTY O~
VEQMOT| TOVS %ath T Oetar OlvovouLa, WTQOOTA OTO actus purus Tiig ATOAVTWS
amhijc Ociag Ovolag”.

3.2 To Beuehdes eounvevnxo aSioua omv Towadoroyia: Tavtion cudiov

xai oixovouxijc Totadag

T faoind mEoPAnua tig dutirilc Beoloyiag, ®ata tov K. Rahner, 10 6motlo
Bepeldnue oty Ooloyio 10D iepoD AlyovoTivou xal TV oYohaoTLAGY, Elval
1 €oUNVEVTIRT TTROTEQALOTNTO. Tiig Otiag Ovoiag Evavit TV Oeilwv Yrootdoe-
ov. ‘H Beohoyia #ot” a0TOV TOV TOOTTO YIVETOL PLAOCOQLXT|, OTOYAUOTLXI] KO G-
oNuév, OLotL dev BepehMmvetan otV AvOQILVY EUTELQLOL THS UETOYHS OTiS Bo-
paveleg »abe Oetag Ymootaong Eexwolota xatd T0 Oho £QY0 TiiS Belag oixovo-
wiag: “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, uvnu. £€oy., oeh. 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’” wai oeh. 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”®.
AvuBetog, av 1) Beohoyio Eextvnoer o T Otia Oirovopio ®al TV AvBmrTL-
V) EUTTELQLCL UETOYTS TTAve OTig Beopaveleg xabe Eexmototic Oclag Yroora-
ong, Tote dmoxaBiotaTan otV VITaEELAXT] ONUOOLOL TOV TO WVOTNELO THS Ayiog
Totddog M TO WVoTELO THS CwTNELag ToT AvOemmov. Ao vt T 0¢om, EEA-
yeton 10 OepueM@ddeg aEimua (Grundaxiom) tod K. Rahner mept dmolvmg tow-
TLONG Tiig oixovouxijc ue v awdia Ayia Towada: “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™"'.

3.3 Ot vmootatixes oyéoeis tijc ‘Ayias Totddog ue Tovs avipmmovs

I tov K. Rahner 10 #a0ge mpoowimo tiic Aytog Toddog ovotiver idux, Ee-
YOOLOTY OY€0N Ue Tovg avBpmmovs. Mahota, Aoym tol Beuehmdovg dEumpua-
TOG TTEQL TOWTIOEWG Otxovouwiic xai audiov Ayiag Touadog, »ibe Ocia “Yroota-
0N XOWOVEL TO VITOOTOTKO TS Wilmua otolg davBpmmovg. AUt xata tov K.
Rahner a) ¢éEaogoiilel Thv moayuotrotto v Otlov “YrooTdoemy Mg TETOL-

60. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, wwu. €Y., oeh. 17-18.
61. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, pwu. €0y., ogh. 21-22.
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oV, B) éEaopaiilel wa Ovroloyio oyéong uetay t@v Octimv ITpoownmv elg
TOOTOV TTOL VO Ut) BewEOTVTOL AUTOVOUA, ALOTL E TOV TEOTIO TTOV OYETILOVTOL EiC
ahnho udlmg, ng TOvV aUTOV TROo OyeTiCovTan xal pe Tovg avlommovs™, v)
€EoPellel TOV %IVOUVO TG OUYXMVEVONS TOUS KATW AITO TV TEAELOL ATTAOTHTOL
g Ociag Ovotac. "Ett mepautéom, 0to Ao g VoElotriic avalvong
yivetow AMOyog mepl Vootatiric €hevBepiag tdv Otiwv ITpoowmmyv (oo Eupe-
Owg MV 00p@MS TEQL VITOOTATITS BEANOEWS QUTAV) %Ol OUVOPMS TEQL VTO-
otatwiic évegyetag Exaotov [Tgoowmov tiig Ayiag Touadog. ‘Qg whaioto mapa-
UEVEL, OIS TOQATAV®, T VITaEELoXY dvalvon Tod d0yuartog ts Ayiag Towd-
dog a1 GEVNOoN Tiig OXoAaOTIXTIC EQUNVELOG, 1) OTTOLOL ®ATM (TO TO actus purus
eEalelpeL TV apovoia TV Otlwv Yrootdoewv: “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 peculiarity, that is,
also according to and in virtue of their mutual relations. Should
a divine person communicate himself otherwise than in and

62. ITpPA. nat COFFEY, D., “Trinity”, 010 MARMION, D., - HINES, M.E. (ed.), The Cambridge
Companion to Karl Rahner, Cambridge University Press 2005, ogh. 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)”.

1o avalvtird, PA. xai oeh. 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 modalities can remain distinct and yet be modalities of the self-
communication of this God is if they represent a distinction that is verified not
just in the economy but in the being of God himself () bmoyoduuon dwxn Hog).
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 relations to the other (¢vvoel 10 Oela) persons, so as to
have his own relation to the justified (and the other way
around), this would presuppose that each single divine person,
even as such, as mentally distinct from the one and same essence,
would be something absolute and not merely relative. We would
no longer be speaking of the Trinity (1 Ymoypduuon dwn pog). In
other words: these three self-communications are the self-communication of the

2963

one God in the three relative ways in which God subsists™”.

3.4 'H tavtion 100 toomov vmap§ews 1dv Otiwv ITooommwy Ue Tis AXTLOTEG
EVEQYELES

[Mepvawvtag oty avaivon Tdv WBlwpdtov 1ol Oeod, Ommg avta ExtiBevion
ot0. ¥haowa Eyyeotdia doypomxic tiic Popatoxabolxilc "Exxinotlag, 6 K.
Rahner avalntel myv vmapEloxy onuaocia toug Y 1ov avBpwro. To cvuméoa-
ouo 01O 6molo narahyyet eivon 8t o Ogial idmpoa pavepmvovy 1o Mpdowmo
10U Ood nai OyL v Ovota Tov. AvalutivoTteQa, ol EVEQYELES EVOS OVTOS (O~
ROMTTOVV TO TTEOOWTO Tov. TO 1910 mEdyua ovpfaivel xai otov Oo. Tivetan
O0pES OTL OL EVEQYELES TAWTICOVTOL UE TO TQOOWITO ROl UTTOQOTV APLOLOTAL VL YOL-
QUXTNOELOTOTY MG TEOTTOS VITAREEMS TOT TRoowov. ‘Exouévmg, avtd mov yvm-
oiCet 6 &vBpwmog d&v eivan 16 «ti» Tiic Octoc Ovoiag, BAA TO «toldc» TV Oti-
@V YTootdoemv xato T SLhexTinl] OY€O0N TOU QWTES dNULOVEYOTV UE TOV
avBpwmo. Ta idiouarta o0 Oo, YWOLS TH CUYREXQLUEVY EQUNVEVTLXT] AVAAY-
O, TEQATEUTOVY 0TIV ATEOOMTY 0VOLO%QATIC THE TENELOS ®al OmAflc Oglog
Ovotac. To IMpdommo eivan adtd mod omlel e fabiteon onuacta #ai §va
AANOLVO OWTNELOAOYIRO VONUOL YL TOV AVEQWTTO AVOOQLXOL ULE TV EVVOLOL TV
WOLopaTov 100 Oeod, doT T Oia IWLmpaTe ATORAMITTOVY TOV TEOTO VITAQEE-
g ToU Ogod o¢ oygon ue Tov avhpwmo. "Exovrag oums mg Oepuehddes dEimpua
0 K. Rahner tv tation tijg oixovouxilc ®at tijg awdiov Ayiag Towddog, ot
gvépyeLeg 100 Oeod TavTilovion TO00 ug TOv 1000 VrtapEems Tov udimg, 600
7ol pE Tig idieg Tig Ogieg YmooTtdoels. AUTO TOQAUEVEL OUVETES OTIS OYOAL-
otreg mpoumoBéaels Thg dutirijc Beoloyiag ue Pdon To actus purus, T0 600
eivon 7| Ocia Odota, H Omola eival ol Ofiec “Ymootdoeic: “It is only after
reaching some understanding of the living and free personal being of the

63. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, pvu. €Y., ogh. 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”*. Ol televtaieg
o meptodol Tol Mg v ATOOTACUATOS ATOXAAVTTOUV EVaL YEYOVOS EEuQE-
Txiic onuootac. ‘O K. Rahner, d¢ motog gwpotoxafoMxog, &V WToQet vo
amoAhary€l Qo T oyolaotnt) Eounveia 100 Beol (g ens neccessarium, OTOTE
1 VITOEELOY EQUNVELD, TV OTola ®TiLel, dNULOVEYEL T dteAxvoTivda HETOED Tijg
Oclog Ovotag og dvayraomtoag xai tol IMpoowmov wg €hevbepias. Kat’
aUTOV TOV TEOTO, YMWELS VA AEVNOET T1) OYOAaoTIXY TaEAd00N, EhevBeQmVETOAL
Ao TV, ATodidoviag 010 TEOCWITO TV EhevBeQia ®al OTH QUON TV Ava-
yroomta®. ‘O Gedg &V PaVEQMVETAL OTOV (VOO M (VYOO TELELOTNTA,

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, ogh. 246.

65. TTapdhnio Evag GAMOG onUavTLROS QMUALOROBOMROS dOYHOTOLOYOS OTHV *aTevBuvo
g VmapElamiic Epunvelag 1o ddyuartog, 6 SCHMAUS, M., Dogma 1: God in Revelation, Sheed
& Ward: London 1995, 00. 37-38, £éxt0g 4o TV EmaveQunvelo Tdv oxoraotix®dv mpoimobéoe-
v, BéteL v EhevBepia 10T g0l g AvtifeT) lTe OTIC AVOYRAOTIUES VEOTMATWVIXES ATTOQQOES
100 ‘Evog, €lte oty dvayraio £yehavy xivion 1ot [veduartog, Ommg Expealeton ot dtohextixnd)
100 Mopod uéoa oty totopta: “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”. “Oha. oTdL ElvoL GVOTOLXCL UE TIC E0WTEQUAES
avaryreg Tijg pwpaoxabolxilc Oeoloyiag v amavinoel oTig TEOXMOELS T0T ALopOTIONoD, UE
EVOL TQOTTO TOU OLAPEQEL ATTO TLG ATTOMUTOTOTELS ROl TOUS ApooLopovg tiig A" Batiraviic Tuv-
6dov.

BéBouo 10 Bépa tiic dvaryroudmrag g Oceiac Ovoiac dg dvayraiog dyaddmroc sixe A0
te0el xal oty A" Bamwaw, 1) omola Exave Adyo yud thv durdluty hevbepia 10T Beduatog 1ol
©=07, ywolc MoTdoo Vi TEoYWENoEL Eounvevtind mepoutéom. EEGMMOU dEv elye upavioTel 1O
petpa 10l VmaEElouod, 0 6moto dvaugipoha EBe0E OE ivON TIG VEES EQUNVEVTIZES TAOELS TTOV
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A0 g EheBepo TTpoowmo o Omoio i Tiig fovAnoeme Tov EyrimTel OTig
avayreg Tol AvBeMTOU. ANECHS UETO ATTO TO TALQATTAVM ATTOOTAOUC OUVEY (-
Cew: “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 necessarily is in
himself (ol Vmoypaupioels Oureg pag) ™.

3.5 ‘H ueroyn v aviowmwv oy aida Lon tic ‘Ayias Toiadog

[Mpoywemvtag Thv éounvevtiny Tov avaivon tepoutépw O K. Rahner, mpo-
AELUEVOU VO DELEEL TNV TTQAYUaTLXT) TAEOVOLoL TV Otilmv “YTOOTUOEWY 0TI O)€-
O TOUG UE TOV AvOQMITO RO UE OROTIO THV EQUNVEVTIXY] EAOL(LOTOTOM O THE Q-

¢Eeralovrar. T 10 0épa PA. OTT, L., Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, pvnu. €9y., ogh. 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; c£ 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, uvnu.
£0Y., 0eh. 246-247. TIpPh. »ai oeh. 242-243 100 Wdov Epyov, “the calling of nations to
reconciliation and community with God is not inferred from some me-
taphysical knowledge of God’s necessary goodness but is the great mystery of
God’s free election (W Vmoyoduuon dwwn wog)... 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
Jjust 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”. B). rai SCOTT, M. S. M., “God as
Person: Karl Barth and Karl Rahner on Divine and Human Personhood”, Religious Studies and
Theology, 25.2 (2006), ogh. 174. “God is he who acts freely by creating and saving the world
without any internal or external necessity”.
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uonoxaBohxiic dtdaoxaiiag mepl apovoias Ty Otlwv YrTootdoemv dioue-
OO0V TMV RTLOTOV ONUEIWV-CUUBOMWY, ®AVEL AOYO YLOL TI) UETOXY TOTU AvBQMITOU
otV aidro Com tiig Ayiag Towddog: «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””. T VO ROTOOTNOEL QUTH TV EQUNVEVTLRI| OUPEDTE-
on xai Paolouevog otd Beueddes Tou Eounvevtno dElmpa (Tavton adiov
7ot oxovouuxilc Aylag Touadog), Tavtilel TOv Te0mo VTaEENS TV Otiwv
“Yrootaoewv cudiomg e tig £vépyeleg 100 Ogod mog v ®tion. "Etol xatopbm-
VETOL 1) TTeayuatxl] xowvmvie. @eod xal avepmmov, doTL ug TOv TOTo ToU
vrayovy 1o O¢ia [Ipdowmo vatd TG EVOOTOLUORES OYETELS, WE TOV 1OL0 TQO-
O VTAQYOUV X0l Ot OYEON UE Toug avBpmmovs. Auto ot yAdooo tod K.
Rahner onuaiver xoi dvopaletar petoyl) 1@V AVOQWTIVWV TQOCHITWY OTIG
O¢leg “Yrootdoelg ®af autég, rotd TOV 1e0mo VrtdpEews TV Otinv [poon-
v elg GMNAa: “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™.

3.6 To Eivau 100 @0t ¢ dydmn
Mg Bdon tic mapandve mpoimobéoeis, 6 K. Rahner 0piler tov Totaduno
Oe0 g ayamm, 1| omola Mg atdla xowwvia Tdv Ociwv TTpoocnmwy TaeyeTo

67. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, pwu. €0Y., ogh. 35. Zthv idwar dnoipds yoouu 6 KASPER, W.,
The God Of Jesus Christ, Transl: M. J. O’ Connell, Crossroad Publishing: New York 1988, o€h.
227, yohwev: “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”. ‘H amomeipa 100 W. Kasper va jwlnoer yuo druotm) évépyela, 1
omota TawtiCeton pg T e ™y Yrootaon tot Ayiov Ivedparog, d&v vmepPaivet Tig mpoimo-
Béoeig Tiig oyohaotixiic Beoloyiag. Ta xTLoTd dDHEX THE KAQLTOS TEOOTABOTV GATAME V&L oUVE-
Bo0v ug v dntiot xaon.

68. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, pwu. €0y., ogh. 36.
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AxQUPOS wg TETOL 0TOVS AvBpmmovg xata ™) Octtor Otrovouia. TO oyfjua xoi
€8 elvou dmoMitwg ouvemEc ug Tic mpoimoBéoelc Tig Sutiniic Oeoloyriic ma-
oadoons. Egpocov a) ovola xal évépyeleg otov Oeo tawtiCovrar xail f) didia
rat otrovoury Towdda tawtiCovral, 1 Aydstn mg EvEQYeLo ToU OgoD oThV ®Tion
ROTOTTTRICEL AutolUTIE Tig OY€oels TV Octlwv [Tpoonmmv eig GAANAa: «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»”.

"Eqaouoloviog pa aviowmohoyiry), DmaEloxy avaluon otov 6QLopod tod
Towadrol Oeod mg ayamng, 6 K. Rahner xdvel Aoyo yuo dvo oo yoeooxtn-
QLOTXG TG: ) T) Gyl elvan Evépyeta Evog EhevBepov TTpoommov ouvdedeus-
V1) ug i) BovANoN oD TEAEVTAUOV ®ail OYL U0 ECMTEQLRI] AVOLYRALOTYTA THS PU-
ong év eideL Amopofic, P) 1 &yl dEv eivon pio (Al Evéoyeia, GAMYL 1) wetd-
doon 6AO%ANEOV TOT £0VTOD, TOT TEOCMITOV, OTO MO AYOTMUEVO TEOOWTO”.
Mé Baon atrta T dvo avBpwmohoyrd yapaxtootrd, 0 K. Rahner mpoymet
otV avalvon i ayamng tod Towadiwod Beol g TV TELELQ ExYDONON TOV
vootdoemy 100 Yol xat 100 Ayiov Ivevpoarog otovg dvlowmovg G Tov
O¢0 [Matépa. ‘O dvBpmmog UTOQET VoL uetaoyel TV Otlwv Ymootaoemy, dott
0 Oeog ITatnp g aydmm didel TOV t0L0 TOV TOV EAUTO OTOVS AVBQMTOUS dLouE-
oov 100 Yol zat tol Ayiov ITvevuartos. Koat’ attov tov 100mo, 1) aydmy 1o
Ocod Mg EVEQYELDL onuaivel ™) petoyh otig Ogteg Yrmootdoes. Tlapdhnha,
#o00¢ T Grydan givan 16 dmootomnd idiopa 0¥ Ayiov Ivedparog yi T Sutini

69. RAHNER, K., The Trinity, pwnu. €Y., ogh. 36.

70. RAHNER, K., The content of faith: the best of Karl Rahner’s theological writings, pvmu.
£€0Y., ogh. 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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apddoon”, Exymenon Tig Ottog AyAmng CUVETAYETOL UETOYT 0TIV YTTOOTOON
100 Ayilov ITvevparog: “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””.

KotaAnxruxd, 60 propotioe ®avels Vo ToQaTONoeL OTL 1) EQUNVEVTLXY] GITO-
newpa to K. Rahner va dwogr uuae viaprox) eounvetor oto doyua tg Aylog
Towddog eivan ot peydho Paduod mrvyig otd mhaioto Tig dutixiic Osohoyuriic

71. O, L., Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, pvwnu. £€0Y., oeh. 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”.

Tuo TV ToTon otig AdLES o OIXOVOULKES TTROOJOUS TOV Btiwv YTOOTAoEMY KOl T) ue-
oYM 0 oUTES Ao TOV BvBpwro ot dutirt] Topddoom mEPA. ®ai 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, oeh. 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, pvu.
€0Y., oeh. 255-256.
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Tapadoons”. LuvdEovtag 10 TEOCMITO UE TV EAevBeQLa ROl OUVAQPHDS UE Ti) O¢-
ANOM %ol TV EVEQYELD (DS VITOOTATIXES KO OUVIEOVTOS AVTIBETO T QUOT UE TNV
AVOLYROLOTTOL, XOTOQOMVEL VO TTOQAUEQLOEL TV OYOAQOTLXI EVVOLa TOD B0l (g
ens neccessarium, ywoig vo. v ¢Eopelioet. "Etol mopauével motog ot ow-
uooxafolx) TaEAd00, OUYXEOVICOUEVOS UE TO VTOQELOTIR (PLMOCOPIRAL
QEVUOTAL TG ETOYHS TOV. LE QUTO TO EYYELONUA TOV VITHOYOV TQOOPOQES CUV-
Bfjnec Moy @V mpoimobioewy Tiig oxohaotiniic mapddoons. A’ Mg oTywic,
YU Tl oyohaotxy mapddoon o) i Odota 10T Oeod eivar xabagh évépyela
(actus purus) xai ) €Eoutiag Tob actus purus veloToTon PETOYY OTiS 1OLES TS
O¢iec YmooTAoELS JLAUETOV HTLOTDV ONUELMV-CUUPBOAMY, 1] EQUIVEUTIXY UETA-
faon oty TaTon 101 T1omov VttpEews TOV OtV YToOTAOEMVY UE TG OXTL-
0Teg EVEQYeELeS ToU Ogod gV EPhamte TO OYOANOTIXA TTROOTTEUTOVUEVA. TO 1d10
UTOQET VO ELTMOET %ol YLdL THV TOTOOETNON TOV TTEPL AVOQWITLYNG UETOYTIS OTLS
Oc¢lec “Yrootdoelg ®ad’ avtég. Lto mhaiolo Tod actus purus gite yivetow AOyog
YO ueToyh OTig Evépyeteg 10D Beod elte ot Ocia [poowma dev dAALeL xaTL.
Téhog, 1 avagod Tig EhevBepiag »al Tiig 0EAong oto TTpdowmo dev Eflastte
™ O¢lor Ovola Og dvayraotxa ayady. Touvavtiov, Aettoveyolios oupTANQ-
uatxa oty —amey i) Yo TG prhocogxes mEoUmoBEoeLs Tol €ixooTol adVo-
avoyrouotta Tiig Betag ayabomrag mg ovolag tol Ogod. TTpdowmo, Ovoia,
O¢lnon, Evépyela otig oyxohaotireg mpoimofeéoelg mepl @eol ouyymwvevovto
2OTW GITO TO actus purus ®oil TV Tehela amhomta Tiig Oelag Ovoiag. Xuvende,
10 vo. avabéoer 6 K. Rahner ) 0élnon, v évépyela xai v éhevBepia 0t
[Mpbommo *aTdl T PLLOCOPIRAL TEOTVTIAL TG EmTOYT|C TOV dev EPAamte O¢ TimoTe
TG OY0AQOTIXES TROUTOBE0ELS THS pwpaoxabolxiic mapadoone. ‘H douoviry
ovvUTtaREY VrtootaTixiic EhevBepiag, OEAONG xal EVEQYELAGS UE T UOLKT Aval-
yrouoTTa i Bglag AyaBoT TS POVEQMVETOL 0TIV XOTAAXTHOLOL TTOQAY QOO
T Eounvetog Tod Oeol mg aydmng: “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. Twr o Emonommon g dutikiic xootovixiic xormiic otod €oyo tov, PA. COFFEY, D.,
“Trinity”, MARMION, D., - HINES, M.E. (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Karl Rahner,
Cambridge University Press 2005, 0o. 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, pwu. £€0Y., 00. 274-280.
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unsurpassable communication of all that God is and can be by essence and
freedom, it is also 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

9974

Christianity is contained (ot Voypoupioelg dunég pag)™.

4. ZupumeQaouata

‘H dutiny Beohoyio 100 2000 aidva, AVILUET®T UE TS PLMOCOPLRES TQO-
#MoeLg o0 AlogpmTionod, Emyelonoe vo apBomoeL Evay AoYo, O OTTOTOS GO T
ot VoL VTEQPALVEL TV EXROOUIXEVON %Ol TOV 0PB0AOYLOUO THiS PLAehetBeong
Beohoyiag toU TTpoteotaviiopot xai Gmwd TV GAAY TV Quuvtrd] yoouu e
veoBmUOTIXTS ®al VEO-0y0AaoTIXTS EQunvelag Tol Popatoxabolxiouod. Ot K.
Barth »at K. Rahner dviimpoowmevouy xateEoynyv v Amomelpo avaveémong
TV dV0 SuTm@V TOAdOCEWY, O TEMTOS UE WO TEOONAmOY ot Ogoloyia
EVAVTLOL OTOV BENOXEVTIRO AVOQWITOREVTOLOUO TS TAAOONS TOV %ol O devTe-
00¢ OTHV avBpwmohoyio £VavTLoL 0TI VEOOXOAAOTIXY mtwBnon ToD Ogod Ao
v totopia. ‘H Towadoroyia drotehel TOV mupfjva THg Oe0MoYIXTS RUTAOREVTS
AUPOTEQMV. ANUPOTEQOL XONOLUOTOLOTY EVEL CUVOAO SLOTUTTMOEMV %Ol EVVOLO-
MOYOV oyNUATWY, T0 OTTOTA TOQUTEUTOVY OTOV PLAOCOMIXO TEQCOVOMOUO
%ol TOV VT ELORO. TO VOfafo MOTOCO AVTAV TMV SLUTUTMOEMY KOl OYNUA-
TWV TOQAUEVEL OVOLMINDS OYOAAOTLRO, YWOLS CUTO VAL ATTOXQUITETOL OTTO TOUG
Vo oLYYUPETC.

Ta Pacira onuela ovyrhong tdv dvo othv epunveia 100 Toradiwot doyua-
105 B0 puopovoay v cuvopLototv g £EfG:

[Mpdrov, ToviCeton 1) Tation Beohoyiog xal Oixovoutag pe oxomo ) Ldoa
OL TQAYUOTIRY] PavEQMOY T0U OgoD otov ®oopo. ‘O 1edmog VmdpEews oD
Oe0l givan 6 T1pOT0¢ dmoralipendc Tov. "Hd &md v modm yihetio deploa-
T 0T} duTtnd] yoLoTavirl) ToAdooN MS dedopevn auT 1) TawTton, 1) Omola
eEalhov 6dnynoe xai oto Filioque.

Agiteov, 1) vtépPaon Tod Beol M ens neccessarium ToQEAYEL OTOV OO T
dLdxLon Tiig PUOEMS OGS AVOLYRAOTNTAS ROL TOD TEOOMTOV MG ELevBeQiag -

74. RAHNER, K., The content of faith: the best of Karl Rahner’s theological writings, pvu.
€0y., oeh. 256.
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uéoov tijig Behoems. "Ed®, Moyw TV oyolaotin®dv meoimoféoemy, vatd Tig
Omoieg 1) ovota ToU Oeol TavtiCeton ue ™) B€Anon Tov, dev dnuoveyeiton xouio
Beoloyiry avtipaon. ‘H ovola 100 Ogod UmTOQET VO VITCAOYEL AvOryRala: MOOTO-
00, TOUTOYEOVMS 0 Bedg VploTatal EAevbepa dua Tiig Beloewg Tov, 1) Omola
etvau 1) ovoto Tov.

Toltov, Tavtileton 6 TEOTOC VAEEeme ToD B0l ue Tig €veépyeleg Tov. ‘O
Oe0g VITAQEYEL ALOLMS UE TOV TOOTO TTOV ATTOXAAVTITETOL OTOVS AVOQMITOVS. AgV
vptotaral pg dhhov Tpomo. At etval dxolBee 1) didaoxahia Tod actus purus,
THS ovotog 10D Oeol Mg rabaiig EVEQYeLas. ‘RoT000, 1] TOUTLON TEOTOU VITAQ-
Eewg TV YTOOTAOEMVY UE TS EVEQYELES TOU OE0T OTHV XTION TOQATEUTEL O [1€-
YaAo BaBuro o€ e Be0AoYLXY) HETATAAON THS XOUVTEYYEQLAVIS dumoraAVYNE TOT
Eivau d¢ mapovoiag xoi oty coptolovi) Eounveio 1ot Eivaw d¢ Eivau &v 1 yi-
yveoOaun”.

75. Twx ™) ovoyétion 100 Beod g Evepyodvrog I[Tpoommov, 10T QaveQoTviog TOV TOT0
tmdoEedg Tov, ut ™ xaivreyyeotavi Evvola tod Eival d¢ Hagovoiag 6 JUNGEL, E., God’s Being
is in Becoming: The Trinitarian Being of God in the Theology of Karl Barth. A Paraphrase,
uvnu. €oy., ogh. 78, yoapel yapaxtmowouxd: “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 (Ovoia), since this lets itself be thought
verbally in the sense of presence (ITap-ovoia)”.

X¢ Eva o avolutrd Emimedo, 1) ouvdeon yaivieyyeQLavijs gawvopevohoyiag ue thv Torado-
Movyia xai T Xowotohoyia otov K. Barth, éounveveton amo tov OSHIMA, S., “Barth’s ‘Analogia
Relationis’ and Heidegger’s Ontological Difference”, The Journal of Religion, Vol. 53, No. 2
(Apr., 1973), oeh. 187-188, g €Efjc: “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”.

Tu&x 1) 0UVOEDY TEOCMITOV %Ol EVEQYELQS 0TIV Ayio Toldda, maQaTéutovoa oty UmooEL-
o) Towtion Eivow ol 8vepyetv mofh. #ai Scott, M. S. M., “God as Person: Karl Barth and
Karl Rahner on Divine and Human Personhood”, wwnu. £€9y., oeh. 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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Tétaprtov, N Pefardmra Tig dAnBoic uébeEng e Oelag Cwilc amo TOV
avBpmmo TEQVAEL UEoO GO T uetoyn otic toieg Tic O¢ieg Ymootdoels. Xt
oyohaotint] Sidaonaria, 1) &mAdmra 1od Ociov Eivar tawtiler Ovolo xai “Yro-
otdoelg, xabog ol “Yrootdoelg sivon Todmot vmbpEenc Tiic Otlag Ovolac. Tow-
T0300v0C Bumg 1) Ovola Tod Ood eivon actus purus, OTOTE TAVTILOVIOL KOl O
Oglec Ymootdoelc ié Tic dntioteg évépyetec. Axofdg adtoc eival 6 Adyog yid
TOV OTTOTO UETOYT| OTH Ol YOO ONUaLveL uetoyl) otig Oeieg YmooTdoeLs.

[Téumtov, ouvemela TS UeToyic Tol avBpmmov oTig véQyeleg ToU Ogod, ol
OTOTES TOQOTEUTTOVY EVBEME OTOV TEOTO VITAREEMS TV OtV YTOOTUOEWY
dudime, etvan 1) petoyi) Tod dvBpdmov dnddc oty Beia L. ‘O K. Barth &xgpod-
Cetou duax Tijg analogia relationis, B€hovtag va xataoThoeL TOV GvOpwTo dAnOmg
®rolvmvo Tiig Belag Cwig, 6moTe ol ToTiCeL TOV TOOTO VITAEEEMS TMV Otlwv
“Yrootdoemv pg TOv 10010 1deEems TV €v XLoTd Avoyevvnuévmv avlpm-
v, $vd 7 1pod0eon Tod K. Rahner eivou i vépfaon Tiic Sidaonariog megl pe-
TOYAS OTOV O Sl ®TLOTMV CUUPOAMV.

KotaAnxuxd, OA 70 ToQomtive onueio. ouyxMong ouvoyifovrat otov QL
ouo 1o Eivau tiic Aylag Towddog dh¢ dydmmg ad intra #ai ad extra. Ot Ogleg
“Yrootaoelg vmayouvv €levBepa diat THe POVANOENDS TOUS OF ROLVOVIOL Gy amng.
‘H &ydmm onuaiver v aGAMnlomeguymenon tdv Oelmv TQOomITmY Mg TEOTO

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. Ot Guohoyiaxes xataforé 1@V duo Beokdymv 6pilovy Tig ¥MoeLs Toug gite mEOS TV sola
gratia ¢ analogia relationis (K. Barth) €ite mpog wa vmapEloxi) dvayvmon Tijg analogia entis
(K. Rahner). ‘O ScortT, M. S. M., “God as Person: Karl Barth and Karl Rahner on Divine and
Human Personhood”, Religious Studies and Theology, 25.2 (2006), ogh. 181-182, onuewwver xo-
ooxmowotxd: “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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VmdipEene Toug dudime. AvTOg O TEOmOC VTdEEME ELVOL TOVTOONUOS UE TOV TO-
70 Amoxahnpems ®ol TaQAYEL gite Tv analogia relationis eite T petoyy otic
O¢ieg Ynootaoelg, xaflotwvtag TOvV avBommo uétoyo tijg évdotoladuxiic Cwig.
OepéMo SV TV TaaTdve givar T oxohaotixd) Evvola 1ol actus purus, Tig
téherag amhotnrag thc Octag Ovotog, N Omola VeLoTaToL MS ®abaEY EVEQYEL.
Tawtoyedvoe, ®abng ol Yrootdoelg eivor Togl Todmol DmipEeng T Otlog
Ovoiag, ol “YTooTaoelg (pavepmvoviol Mg £VEQYELES ThS Oclag Ovolag.

SUMMARY

20" 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 “Gefiihl” 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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